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NOTES

THE THREE TEMPLES OF 4 Q FLORILEGIUM

IN his long-awaited publication of the Temple Scroll, Y. Yapin
has called altention to Lhe similarity of a passage al Lhe end
of its twenty-ninth column Lo one in Lhe first column of Lhe,
4 Q Florilegium. (1) The latter, particularly due Lo ils singular
expression migdad *addm (line 6), has been used in support of quite
divergenl interpretations of Qumran beliefs and hopes regarding
the Temple. Therefore, in the reasonable hope that in the light
of the Temple Scroll, renewed examination of Lthe Florilegium will
bring surer conclusions regarding Lhis subject, we will review the
two major inlerpretations it has received. Aller noting Lhe
problems which they encounter, we will suggest another, perhaps
more successful.

A. Building upon the widely accepted theory that the Qumran
cominunity considered ilself a temple, many scholars have seized,
upon the Lerm migdal *dddm as further confirmation for iL: the sect,
30 Lhey hold, is a “human temple”. {2) This text, in fact, is a very

(1) The Temple Scroll, Jerusalem, 1977, vol. |, pp. 143-144 (Hebrew).
Yaoin's text of XXX, 8-10, which | have transtaled on p. 85 below, is found
in vol. I, p. 238; photographs of the Iragments appesr ss plales 44 and 14°
In vol. Ill. The Florilegium was originally published by J. M. Arieano,
Fragments of @ Qumran Scroll of Eschalological Midrddim, in Journal of Biblical
Literature, 77, 1958, pp. 360-364; his definitive publication is In Qumran Cave 4,
Discoveries in the Judaean Deserl, V, Oxlord, 1868, p. 63 and plate xix. Cor-
rections and improved readings have been suggesied by Yaoin, A Midrash on
8 Sam. vu and Ps. 1-11 (4 Q Florilegium ), in lsracl Exploration Journal, 9, 1959,
pp. 95-98, and by J. StauaneLL, Nofes en marge du vol V des s DI les in
e Judaean Desert of Jordan s, in Revus de Qumrdn, ne 26, vol. 7, fasc. 2, April
1970, pp. 220-221.

{2) So, among, others, B. GAntnrn, The Templs and the Communily in
'(_)lﬂ_nmn and the New Testament (Saciaty tae Naw Tasloon.s 04 0t ot :
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*“a sanctuary amongst men”. (6) This unique phrase was crealed
by the commentalor, Yavin explains, (7) in order to clarify the
conlrast between Lhis Lemple and anolher one which God has built,
bul nol amongsl men: Lhe heavenly lemple. Thus, he argues,
Lhis lext expresses the hope for a new temple, essentially like Lhe
former one, but differing in that it will be built by God’s hands.
Along with mainlaining Lhe essential similarity of the former
temple and Lhe expecled one, this interpretation also releases us
from the necessily of Laking migdad in both material and metaphori-
cal senses within the same line 6. (8) Similarly, it further allows
us Lo Lake magqlirim, in line 6, as a literal reference Lo sacrifice, the
purpose of the future temple, (9) withoul requiring metaphorical
interpretations of that word as well.  Finally, YADin now argues,
Lhe new passage from Lhe Temple Scroll confirms his interpretation.
For in promising *“l will sanctify My temple wilth My glory which
1 will cause Lo dwell upon it, until the day of blessing when 1 will
creale My Lemple Lo establish it for Me forever,' God nowhere hinls
\ that Lhe eschatological Lemple or ils cult will differ in essence from
i the interim ones. (10) .
While this new passage does confirm that the Florilegium's
future temple will be essentially Lhe same as the former one, it seems

/\\

(6) So Yapin, Midrash..., p. 96 and now again in hie Temple Scroll, vol. 1,
p. 144, 0. 13; D. Foussen, Two Noles on-the Midrash on 8 Sam. vui, in lsrael
Krploration Journal, 9, 1959, p. 102 ; E. Louss, Die Texle aus Qumran, Munich,
1964, p. 257 ; 3. Maien, Die Texle vom Tolen Meer, Munich-Basel, 1960, vol. I,
p- 185; Kuinzina, Umdeutung..., p. 83,

(1) Temple Scroll, vol. |, p. 144, n. 13,

(R) Cf. F. M. Cnross, The Ancienl Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical’
Studies (1958-57 Haskell Leclures), 2nd. edition, Garden Cily, New York, 196},
P- 102, n. 120, and Kuinzing, Umdeulung..., p. 48, who properly criticize those
who, in a similar matler, give a spiritualizing interpretation Lo the “‘sacrifices”
which Joseruus (Anliquities XVIi1, 1, b, § 19) says the Essenes ‘‘perform” by
themsclves, while giving a lileral Lranslation (o the same words when, & breath
lTn-lore. Josernus uses them in staling that the Essenes do not secrifice at Lhe

emple.

(9) So loo Frussen, Two Noles..., p. 102. StauaneLr (Noles en marge...,
P- 221) has even suggcsled reading, In line 7, u'dy Twon instead of M'éy Twan;
el. Kuinzing, Umdeutung..., p. 84, who leans in favor of this suggesiion.
Bausaanten (Studies..., p. B3) emphasizes, however, Lhat Lhe use of 'én with
SWRH a8 a designation of the sectarians and Lhelr sctivilies is characleristic of
the scrolls.  Bul even if Lhe reading Twan is Lherelore relained, it need not
follow that, ss BaumoanTEN argues, the m'dy Twan which the seclarians hope lo
perform in Lhe future will exclude sacrifices. Rather, the lerm simply refers
to ohscrvance according Lo the law, and when Lhe abilily to secrifice in a purified
temple would become avsilable Lo the seclarians, Lhere (8 no resson why their
offerings could not be Hkewise characterized ns m'dy Twan.

M(IG) Temple Scroll, vol. 1, p. 144; my translation of XXIX, 8-10 (see n. 1,
above).
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welcome supplement Lo Lhe ciher evidence for Lthe lemple-commu-
nily thesis, for it is Lhe only one which explicitly menlions a Lemple
(migdds). (3)

However, Lhis interpretalion of 4 Q0 Flor. has been rejecled by
many, even Lhose who otherwise subscribe to the temple-community
thesis, (4) and this largely for two good reasons: 1) the text seems
Lo state this temple will exist in Lhe end of days (8¢’ ahdril hayydmim,
line 2) (5), while, if it refers Lo a temple-community, which now
exists, Lhis would be unnecessary; and 2) the contrast of this
temple wilh lsrael's prior temple, which was defiled (lines 5-6),
implies thal Lhe Lwo temples are essentially similar (id est, material),
the only difference being Lthat Lthe second would not share the fate
of Lhe first.

B. Another interpretation, that of Yapin, FLusser, and others,
avoids both difficullies by translating Lhe problematic phrase as

in Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche : Festochrift for Joachim Jeremias, edited
by W. Evvesten, 2nd. edition, Berlin, 1964, p. 9; G. Veanes, The Dead Sea .
Scrolls in English, 2nd. edilion, Penguin Books, 1975, pp. 246-248 ; L. Gasvow,
No Slone on Another: Sludies in the Significance of the Fall of Jerusalem in the
Synoplic Gospels, (Novum Testamenlum Supplement 23), Leiden, 1970, p. 164 i
(s unmistakably o) ; T. H. Gasten, The Dead Sea Scriplures, 3rd. edition, Anchor |
Hooks, Garden Cily, New York, 1976, pp. 448, 474, n. 2; J. M. BAUMGARTEN,
Studies in Qumran Law (Sludies in Judeism in Late Antiquity, 24), Leiden, 1977, l
pp. 82-83.

{3) Apart from the cllation of Erekiel 44, 16 in Dem. Doc. 1V, 1; cl.
J. Mumrrnv-O'Connon's comments in Revue Biblique, 79, 1972, pp. 438-439
{in his review of KuLinzing's book ciled in the next note). The other main i
proof-texis of the temple-community thesis are 1 Q Serek V, 8, VIIL, 5-6, VIIL, 9,
and 1X, 6, with secondary relerences somelimes made to 7 0 p Had X1}, 3-4
(s Lebanons) snd ¢ Q p Jsad, 1n this article we will confine ourselves Lo the
question of the reloevance of 4 0 Florilegium.

(4) Including A. Jaumenr, La nolion d'alllance dans le Judalsme oux
abords de I'dre Chrélienne (Patristica Sorbonensia, 8), Poris, 1963, pp. 160-18) ;
R. J. McKervey, The New Temple: The Church in the New Teslament (Oxlord
Theological Monographs, 3), London, 1969, pp. 60-51; G. Kuinzine, Die
Umdeulung des Kullus in der Qumrangemeinde und im NT (Studien zur Umwell
des Neuen Testaments, 7), Gotlingen, 1971, pp. 82-83. Gaston, on the other
hand, calls ¢ Q Florilegium *‘one of Lthe most Imporlant lexts In which the
communily of Qumran is scen as the lemple’ (No Slone..., p. 163).

(5) Which has a decidedly future reference; see J. Liven, The **Sons of
Zadok the Priests’ in the Dead Sea Secl, In Revue de Qumrdn, n* 21, vol. 8, tasc. 1,
February 1987, p. 10, n. 15, and Kuinzing, Umdeutung..., p. 14). CL
especinily ¢ (0 Florilegium ), 12, where the messianic descendent of David is
described as heing in Zion B'gAYT HYMYM; NO one would haold Lthat Lhis refers lo
8 figure the commentator helieved present in his own lime.  (In retaining the
convenlional Lransiation “the end of days", | do nol mean lo lmply Lthat ‘gayT
Hymyu refers Lo anylhing more definite than “tLhe fulure’; see J. CARMIGNAC,
La notion d’eschalologie dans la Bible et 8 Qumran, in Revus de Qumrdn, ne 25,
vol. 7, lasc. |, December 1969, pp. 20-27.)
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to me, however, that il al the same Lime argues against Yapin's
interpretalion of migda$ 'ddam. For, as the Florilegium, so Loo
the Temple Scroll makes no relerence Lo Lhe heavenly Lemple, but,
again as Lhe Florilegium, it does refer to Lhe future Lemple which
God will make. U is therefore unnecessary to look oulside of
these Lwo passages for Lhe contrast which led Lthe commentator Lo
create the term migdad ‘ddam; the conlrast is sufficiently clear
belween the God-made temple of Lthe future and Lhe man-made
temple of the present. The latler, so elaboralely described in the
Temple Scroll, (11) is what the Florilegium calls a migdad *dddm,
and thus, indeed, it was already interpreled by its first edilor,
followed by olhers as well. (12)

Once we have recognized, however, Lhat Lhe strange term migdal
'dddm may only be understood as a contrast to migdaid 'ddindy
in line 3, we have led to a more basic objection to all of Lhe
interpretalions oullined above: while they assume Lhat the migdai
*dddm of lines 6-7, however il is Lo be Lranslated, is Lhe eschalological
temple slluded Lo in lines 2-5, it now appears that Lhe Lwo ere
deliberately contrasted. Moreover, il Lhis is Lrue, as | believe, Lhen
we are actually dealing with three temples, for Lhe use of migdal
yisrd’?l in line 6, equally unique, implies that this temple too is
being dislinguished from the others. A new analysis of the
Florilegium is needed, lherefore, in order to understand these
relerences.

C. First, we must repeat the oft-made comment that Lhe lerm
“Florilegium” is a misnomer. (13) Lines 1-13 are more apltly
termed a pesher of a single passage, 2 Sam 7, 10-14.  This observa-
tion has more than semantic importance: it means Lhat Lhe order ol
texts and ideas discussed ia governed by that of the biblical lext
{while Lhe compiler of a florilegium is free Lo pick textis as he likes).
That Lhis is 8o is confirmed by a glance at the texi: lines 1-2 quole
verses 10b-11a, explaining Lhem in lines 3. (leaving aside, for Lhe
moment, the question of where this explanalion ends); line 7 quoles

(11) 1L seems clear thal the Temple Scroll describes Lhe Temple as it wos lo
have been built, in Lhe opinion of ils suthor(s); so Yapin, Temple Scroll, vol. |,
p- V41, tollowed in reviews by J. Maign (in Zeitschrift fur die alilestamentlichs
Wissenschaft, 90, 1978, p. 163) and D. Frussan (Ha-Arelz, 3 February 1978,

. 18).
d (12) ALLEGro (see n. 1, sbove); Jaussmr, Nolion dalliance..., p. 160;
A. Duront-Sommsan, Les dcrils esséniens découverls prés de la Mer Morle, 3rd.
edition, Paris, 1968, p. 325 (bul ibidem, n. 7, he recognizes « bali en hommes e
sesnallernative); McKsuvey, New Temple..., p. b).

S i CPeiiatiens in

guer

e erepn wny Lvraniunny..., g

::;) New Commenlary Siructure.,

) On this and similar Intendt:
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7, 11b, which is explained in lines 7-9; and lines 10-11 quole verses
tic-14a, which are explained in lines 11-13.  With Lhe exception
of verse 13, Lo which we shall return, only duplicalions are omitlled
from Lhe Lext of verses 10-14, (14) and all Lexts are ciled in order.

Next, we musl note thal while dayil is used with Lwo senses in
2 Sam 7, hoth of David’s posterily and of Lhe Temple, our text
splits ils discussion inlo two distinct sections and avoids the
smbiguily: lines 1-6 speok of temples, using the term migdad
{bayil appears only in line 2), while lines 7-13, beginning wilh
wa'dSer "amar lédawid (again ignoring the phrase wayyd' mer ... léra
in lines 6-7, for the moment), refer only to Lhe bayil of David's
posterily. By carefully choosing its words, Lhis midrash has
clarified the Lwo parts of the discussion. GARTNER is Lhus wrong
in staling Lhat *‘Lhe theme of the Lext, as far as Lhe expression migdal
*dddm, is Lhal Lhe eschalological temple is to be made up of the
communily;"” (15) Lhe text actually clearly put its discussion of the
community—if that is how ene may understand its references to
David's posterity—only afler Lhis expression.

Finally, one must nole the imporlance of introductory formulae.
Lang, in his discussion of Lhe nature of the Florilegium, emphasized
Lthat, with Lwo exceptions, introductory formulae are not used to
introduce the biblical texis to be explained, but they are used to
introduce the text used a commentary. LaNe explained only one
of the exceptions, apparenily correctly: the introduction midraé
mi... in line 14 was used to call allention to the fact that Lhe
commentlator is now Lurning Lo paasages from a new seclion of the
Hibte. (16) The other exception is in line 7, where wa'dder’Gmar
{#dawid introduces verse 11b, which is thereafter explained. (17)
As verse 11a was Lhe last-exploined verse, according to the scheme
we oullined above, we cannotl explain this formula as an indication,.
s in line 14, that Lhe following verse is from a new seclion of the

{14) Bolh are in verse 12: 1) Lhe reference to Devid's death—which could
mywuy be inferred from the sllusion to “your seed afier you", and 2) the
‘edundant informalion (hal that seed “‘shall proceed from your bowels”.
Wicuer and Berz (Von Golt gezeugl..., p. 10) also list verse 14b se sn omission,
wit this is hardly proper, for the commentator simply ceased his citations with
‘erse l4a.  Aa lor Lhe loal heginning of Lhe Florilegium, it apparently lncluded
t irsat verae 10, for it is 1 will appoint a place for my people lorael..."" which
he commentator explains as referring to Lthe future templo (line 2), jusl as
1suel’s prior troubles, alluded Lo in the end of verse 10, are taken as relerences
» the pollution of srael’s prior temple (lines 6-6).

{85) Temple and Community..., p. 35.

(18) New Commenlary Siruclurs..., p. 345.

{17) On this and similar nteaductaee famemifna oo & = -
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BHible. However, on the snalogy of line 14, we must infer, as is
patural, Lthat the formula somehow indicales a change from the
preceding discussion. [Bul what change? Since the formula is
nol merely o standardized ka’dder kdldd, as in lines 2, 12, 15, and 16,
but rather points out that verse tib was said to (or of} David,
il seems reasonable Lo suggest that the use of this formula indicates
that the loregoing was said Lo or of someone clse. (18)

Having made Lhese three obnervations, Lthe lollowing suggestion
may be offered: “‘And He said to build Him a man-made temple"
is meant as a paraphrase of verse 13a, which refers Lo Solomon’s
fulure construction of Lthe Temple. L is followed by an explanation
of the purpose of this Ltemple, in terms obviously reminiscent of
those used for the same purpose by Solomon himsell, according Lo
2 Chr 2,5: 1Bhagltr lepdndyw.

This interpretation Lakes account of all the difficulties we have
noticed:

a. We must no longer assume the absence of Lhis imporiant
passage. (19)

b. We can understand why the next citalion lrom Samuel has
to be introduced wilh a relerence Lo David: Lo distinguish it Irom Lhe
preceding words, which referred Lo Solomon.

c. We can also understand why this half-verse, in contrast to
all the others commented upon, is cited out of arder {Lhe rest ol
verses 11-14 are ciled and explained only later), for its topic, along
with that of verses 10-1la, in the seclarian interpretation, is Lhe
temple, nol the “house’ ol David's posterily. (20)

Two objeclions might be raised:
8. Line 8 does not give a literal quolation of verse 13a. Howe-
ver, Lhe olher quotations are not literal either, and we have even

{1B) Which excludes the possibiiily that the foregoing phrase reporis
David's request to build a temple tor God; cl. Micuer and Berz, Von Goll
gereugl..., p. 9, n. 3b, who also rejecl Lthal possibilily, from their own point of
view,

{18) 1la absence has heen noted by some scholars, Including Micnzr snd
Ber, loco citalo, p. 10, who expiain that “Gotl setbst erbout ja Sein Heiligtum®’;
Gaston (No Stone..., p. 128, n. 2} implies a similar‘exptanation.  As has been
explained, however, the temple which God will build, referred Lo in fines 2.5,
scems Lo he deliberately distinguished from that situded Lo in lines 8-7.

{20) The second half of verse 13, wnNTY "7 xs' MMLKTW ‘D "wim, on Lhe
other hand, dealing as it does with David's posterity, was not transterred to
the fNirsl hatt of the Florilegium but rather irfl In i place and assimilated,
in fines 10-11, with the last words of verse 12 (WHKYNTY "t MuLkTW); with verse
13a removed, liters) reproduction of the latter followed by 13b would have been
ridicufously redundant.
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noliced Lwo omissions (n. 14). Furthermore, it is quite casy Lo
understand how and why the commentator changed hu’ yibneh
bayil li¥ml Lo wayyd’mer libndl 16 migdad *dddm: the speaker is God,
who “said,"” indirecl speech changing lisml Lo the third person and
{3 being used instead of lismd, (21) as already in I Che 17, 12.25 and
2 Chr 2,5 (Lo which we have already relerred as the source of the
definition of the Temple's purpose); migdad is substituled for bayit,
as explained above, in line with the commentalor's attempt to
avoid the ambiguous meaning of Lhe latter in Nathan's speech.

b. It might also be argued that reference to Solomon’s Temple
is irrelevant, or at least anliclimalic, in an eschalological midrash,
as this is so often lermed. However, we must reassert Lhe
importance of Lhe recognilion thal the commentator did not freely
choose his malerial, bul rather commented on whole texts from
beginning Lo end, without significant omission. The lack of cohe-
rence or relevance of Lhis part of the Florilegium is thus only a
reflection of Lhe jarring presence of verse 13a in the context of
Natlhan's speech; many critics, as is well known, have deemed it
an inlerpolation into a speech which otherwise seems to reject
temples allogether. (22) However thalt may be, (23) we have no
reason to suspect Lhal such doubts were entertained by the Qumran
seclarians, (24) and our commentator, in fact, seems to have
explained Lhis hall-verse just as he explained the rest of the passage.

In summary, then, the Florilegium refers to Lhree temples:
the Third Temple, to be built by God in the eschatological future;

(21) Nole thal the Septusgint here reflecls both readings, having both
moi and 18 onomali mou. .

(22) So, for example, O. Westenat, Jakwes Wohnestdllen nach den
Anschauungen der allen Hebrder (Beiheflo zur Zellschrift for die altlestament-
liche Wi haft, 15), Gi , 1978, p. 162 ; M. Simon, La prophélie de Nathan
el le Temple (Remarques sur n Sam. 7), In Revue d’histoire el de philosophie
religieuses, 32, 1952, pp. 41-58, especislly 650-61. Bolh refer o WeeLnausEN,
who, however, Is more tentative Lhan they: “Usbrigens leugne ich nicht, dess
ich unsern Vers streichen wiirde, wire nicht 1 Reg. b, 19*" (Der Text der Bucher
Somuelis, Gollingen, 1871, p. 172).

(23) M. Ota has recenlly suggesled sn interprelstion of Nalhsn's speech
which sasigns verse |3n absolutely crucial role: A Nole on £ Sam 7, in A Light
Unlo My Path: Old Teslament Studies in Honor of Jacob M. Myers (Gellysburg
Theological Studies, 4}, edited by 11. N. Bazau, R, D. Hrim, and G. A. Moone,
Philadelphia, 1974, especially p. 408.

(24) M. Simon (Sainl Stephen and the Hellenisls in the Primlitive Church,
1936, Nuskell Lectures, London, 1958, p. 81), in a similar cese, ssserts Lhat
Stephen was aware thal verse 13a was Inlerpolated.  Even thal ls doubtinl,
to say Lhe least; for the Qumran communily, in sny cese, we have no reason to
suppose thst they held any parls of the Bible, (ncluding those favorable to
sacrifice and lemple, were “false pericopes”. See Bauvmaanven, Sludier...,
PP- 39-51, for a review of the evidence for Qumran’s essentially favorshle view
of sacrificial worship.
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the Second Temple, which the sect held to be desecrated; and the
First Temple, built by Solomon. These, it Lelis us, ure alluded Lo
in verses 10 and 13 of 2 Sam 7: verse 10 alludes to the Third and
Second Temples, while verse 13 alludes to the First. The new
passage from Lhe Temple Scroll, col. XXIX, now confirms Lhese
views regarding Lhe First and Third Temples, while Lthe Second
Temple is not mentioned. As Frusser (25) has emphasized,
furthermore, these are views evidenced in other Second Temple
period texts as well; (28) for the sect, in particular, the view that
the current Lemple is *‘desolales is amply paralleled. (27)  As the

(25) Two Noles..., p. 99; cl. his article, Jerusalem in the Lileralure of the
Second Temple Period, in Ve'im Bigvurolh: Fourscore Years, A Tribute lo
Rubdin and Hannah Mass on lheir EigMicth Birihdays, edited by A. Esen-
Snusnan, A. Sh. Evnanany, A. Bign, A, M. Hasznuann, and S. Suarowm,
Jerusalem, 1974, pp. 264-281 (Hebrew).

(26) Thess include Jubilees 1, 17 (cl. 1, 26-29), which, like Lhe Temple Scroli,
purporia to be God's words to Moses and, agein like the Temple Scroll, relers
only Lo the first man-made lempie and the fulure God-made one; ¢f. Testamenis
of the Palriarchs, Benjamin, I1X, 2. Other loxis, such as Todit 14, 5, Haggai
2, 3.9, Ben-Sira 36, 12-14, end 11 (Syriac) Apocalypse of Baruch 32, 2-4, while
nol condemning the Second Temple, still express the hope that Lhe future one
will be more glorious.

(27) As Frussen explaine (Two Noles..., p. 102, n. 9), $Mm need not imply
destruction, tor It mey mean poliution and desecration as well; Kiinzina's
doubls (Umdeulung..., p. 82, n. 16) are nol convincing. Cl. Yerushalmi,
liagigah 11, 3, 78a, where Lhe word is used simply Lo nole pejoralively that Lhere
were no people in Lhe Temple courl. Furlthermore, as the Second Temple is
contrasted with Lthe Third, which will nol be poliuted by the cntrance of impure
people (*Ammonite, Moabite...”, line 4), it secems natursl Lo interpret lines 5-6
as referring Lo Lthe pollution of the tormer. (I thank Proleasor Joseph Baum-
aanten for Lhis, as for several other ideas which are reflected in Lhis paper,
although we do not slways agree.) CL. Nehemiah 13, 1-9 and Lamentalions
1, 10 for other cases in which those not allowed *'to enter the congregatlion™
sre regarded as polluting in Lthe Temple. For detailed evidence of the sect's
view that the Second Temple was defiled, see KLinzing, Umdeutung..., pp. 12-20.
It may even be thel the unique expression ool vin'L ilscf carricd a prjorative
connolation, for 1) ils closesl biblical counterpart s Amns 7, 8, where mondy
vin'L are Lhe condemned sanclusrics of Lhe northern kingdom, and 2) similariy,
the sect al limes characlerized iself as “Judah’’, Ils enemics as “Menosseh’”
snd “Ephraim*, which latler together comprised the wicked northern kingdom
of lsrael; see FrLussen, Pharisees, Sadducees, and E in Pesher Nahum, in
In Memory of Gedaliahu Alon: Essays in Jewish Hislory and Philology, edited
by M. Donman, S. Sarnal, and M. Stean, [Tel-Aviv), HaKibbulz HaMeuchad,
1970, pp. 139-141 (Hebrew); Lous, Die Texle..., p. 294, n. 7. CU II Chronicles
38, 17: the Temple had been God's house in vorses 14-16, but now, when the
people persisied in ils sinfuiness, iL Is only “their temple’’. Similerly, the
Teslamenl of Levi, chaplers 16-18, according to sn Armenian version {A%) ciled
in the epparatus of R. H. Cuancss’ edition (The Greek Versions of the Testamenta
of the Twelve f'alriarchs, Oxford, 1908, pp. 67-59), refers to whul was polluted as
“vour sancluary’ {156, 1), “our sitars’ (16, 1), “yvour lemple’ (18, 4), *your
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THE THNEE TEMPLES OF 4 0 FLORILEGIUM 9N

analysis of the Florilegium here proposed shows, and the Temple

Scroll confirms, Lhere is Lhus no reason for viewing 4 0 Flor as
evidence for Lhe teinple-communily thesis; il is rother just anolher
text which stales Lhat although man-made temples were indeed
ordained by God, Lhe present one was defiled, while the fulure held
hope for a new and eternally pure one to be built by God
Himsell (28).

Daniel R. Scuwantz.

when speaking of Lhe Leviles’ ideal charge, Lhis version refors Lo *the Sanctuary
of the Lord"”. On the value of this version, sca Cuanres, ibidem, pages xiv-
xvi. It may be, however, thal 4 O Florilegium uses Lhe term mgod vin'L
simply o8 a reflex of 1] Samuel 7, 10a’s roference Lo “a pl for my poop!
lsrael’’; see above, n. 14.

{28) IL should be emphasized Lhat the expecled fulure conslruction of Lhe
temple by God was nol usually envisioned as Lhe descent of Lthe or s heavenly
Tempie. While Cuanres (The Apocalypss of Baruch, London, 1896, p. 7)
wriles Lhal “'Lhe new Jcrusalem coming down from heaven...was indeed a very
current conception in the latter half of Lhe first cenlury A.D.”, slmost ail of Lhe
sources which he cites In Lhis connection are irrelevant: 1) I (Syriac) Apocalypse
of Baruch 32, 2-4 makes no menlion of a descent, bul only of a rebuilding;
2) ibidem, chapler 4 docs indeed refer 1o a heavenly Jerussiem, bul does not say
il will descend; 3) Testaments of the Palriarchs, Dan, 5, 12-13, like ¢ Q Florilegium
comnpares the new Jerusalem Lo Lhe formerly desolaled one, making no mention
of & descent; cl. the Apocalypse of Adraham, chapter 29; 4) IV Erra 8, 562-53
spcaks only of a cily being buill; 6) ibidem, 7, 268, 10, 44-59, end 13, 38, which
indeed sny & heavenly Jerusalem will “‘appear’* on earth, mean only thal in the
future olhers will shure Lhe seer's current vision of the heavenly Jerusalem;
sce the ancient versions cited by H. Gunxxe in Die Apokrgphen und Pseudepi-
graphen des Allen Teslamenls, edited by E. Kaurzscu, Tibingen, 1800, vol. i,
p. 370, nole d. The conceplion is virlually missing from rabbinic literature
ss well, as hes becn poinled out by H. Bigrenuano, Die Aimmlische Well im
Urchristentum und Spdljudenium (Wissenschatiliche Untersuchungen zum
Neuen Testament, 2), Tubingen, 1951, pp. 194-198 (ct. ibidem, p. 125, notes 3-4)
und by S. Sarnas, The Heavenly Jerusalem, In Ariel, 23, Winter 1969, p. 18.
Only in Revelalion 3, 12; 21, 2.10, end in | (Ethiopian) Enochk 90, 28-29 do we
find the idea of Lhe descent of Lthe heavenly Jerusalom or Temple.  As opposed
{o Cuances' “current conception’, Frusaxn's “marginal’ (Jerusalem..., p. 286)
thus seems a more accurate characterization of Lhe idea’s popularity.




	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10

