From Encylclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman & James C. VanderKam
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), vol. 1.

The script is typical of late Second Temple period. Below
the pentagram another inscription reads: “Peace, peace,
amen.” During the Byzantine period monks lived in the
caves and inscribed crosses and Syriac and Greek inscrip-
tions in red paint on the rock walls and on the sides of
the cistern and the migveh. These were noticed already
in 1928 by M. Marcoff and D. Chitty. This complex was
reexamined in 1978 by a team of scholars on behalf of
the Ecole Biblique et Archéologique Francais in Jerusa-
lem, who had published a plan and the Syriac inscrip-
tions on the plastered wall of the migveh—a verse from
Psalm 29.3 repeating three times: “The voice of the Lord
is upon the waters.” The three Greek inscriptions accom-
panied by crosses read: IC XC; IC XC NI KA; and IC XC
Basileue.

The western group of caves consisted of four systems,
one above the other toward the top of the cliff, intercon-
nected by a tunnel and rock-hewn steps. The water collec-
tion system served all four systems of caves. Its plastered
rock-cut channel collected runoff from the cliff, which
was then directed to the cisterns as it descended from
level to level. Typical shards from the time of of the Bar
Kokhba Revolt were found in this group of caves. Other
finds from this period, including five bronze coins, were
found in el-Ji Cave, the largest cave on the southern bank
of the wadi (Eshel, 1997).
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JOSEPH PATRICH

MIDRASHIM. The term midrash in the context of
early rabbinic literature has three levels of meaning: the
activity of interpretive study of Hebrew scriptures, the
discrete exegetical results of such study, and the literary
collections (midrashim) of such exegeses. Within the last
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level, it is common first to distinguish chronologically
between the collections. The earliest ones, containing
Midrashic traditions attributed to the tannaitic sages
(c.70-220 cE), are referred to as tannaitic midrashim or
midreshei halakhah (“legal midrashim”). Both terms are
somewhat imprecise, since these collections in their pres-
ent form are most likely the products of amoraic redac-
tors of the mid- to late-third century ce and their con-
tents are both halakhic (legal) and aggadic (narrative/
hortatory), depending on the mix of law and narrative in
the biblical books upon which they comment. The bibli-
cal books covered, but not necessarily completely, by
these collections are Exodus (by the midrash Mekhilta),
Leviticus (Sifra), and Numbers and Deuteronomy (Sifrei),
with evidence of there having been two recensions of
each collection, only one of which in most cases is fully
preserved, the other requiring reconstruction.

In the later Midrashic commentaries of the amoraic pe-
riod (third through fifth centuries cE), a further distinc-
tion is drawn between those that take the form of running
expository commentaries following the order of the bibli-
cal books (the Pentateuch and the Five Scrolls, but not
the Prophets), and those that are more thematically and
homiletically structured around the opening verses of
weekly or festival scriptural lections. Among the latter,
particular scholarly attention has been paid to the rhetor-
ical artistry of the mashal (“parable”) and the petihta’
(“proem”). But this distinction between expository and
homiletical collections should not be drawn too sharply,
as nascent homiletical structures can be found in the ear-
lier (tannaitic) collections as well.

As to language, both early and late Midrashic collec-
tions of the rabbinic period are written in rabbinic He-
brew, but the later (amoraic) collections contain a higher
admixture of Palestinian Aramaic and aramaized He-
brew, in all cases with a liberal peppering of Greek and
Latin loanwords. While these midrashim are all collective,
edited anthologies rather than authored or pseudepi-
graphic compositions, their constituent traditions are fre-
quently (more so in the amoraic collections) attributed to
named rabbinic sages, the veracity of such attributions
being difficult to determine with certainty.

Although the extant collections of rabbinic midrash all
date in their present form to the third century cg and
later, it is generally assumed that they transmit earlier
traditions, deriving not only from earlier rabbinic genera-

" tions, but from prerabbinic antecedents of Second Tem-

ple times. Until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
evidence for such prerabbinic Jewish scriptural interpre-
tation was limited largely to writings preserved in Greek
and other non-Semitic languages, and transmitted, with
varying degrees of tampering, by later Christian denomi-
nations. The extent to which such writings could be iden-
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tified with specific Jewish social groups was extremely
limited. Even the Hebrew word midrash, in its rabbinic
sense of biblical interpretation, was unknown in prerab-
binic Jewish sources. Thus, it was difficult to judge
whether, or to what extent, rabbinic midrash’s own
claims for great antiquity (extending ultimately to Moses
at Mount Sinai) had any basis in fact. In the area of Jew-
ish law, did the rabbinically preserved legal exegeses that
derived rabbinic legal theory and practice from scriptural
verses represent scriptural justifications of received legal
traditions, originally transmitted nonexegetically, or the
very methods by which Jewish law developed in the Sec-
ond Temple period? In other words, was Jewish law of
Second Temple times taught and transmitted through or
independently of Midrashic interpretation? While the dis-
covery and publication of the Dead Sea Scrolls and re-
lated literature have not fully answered these questions,
they have revolutionized the way in which they are ap-
proached.

To begin with, the Hebrew word midrash appears some
eight times in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Rule of the Commu-
nity from Qumran Cave 1, hereafter, 1QRule of the Com-
munity, 1QS vi.24, viii.15, viii.26; Florilegium, 40174
1.14; 4Q269 (verso); Damascus Document, CD xx.6; Da-
mascus Document”, 4Q266 5.i.17 (restored), 11.20; Da-
mascus Document®, 4Q270 7.ii.15), in five cases of which
it is followed by the word torah. However, in such usages
olten it is not clear whether the word midrash has the
specific connotation of scriptural exegesis or the more
general sense of study. The same ambiguity pertains in
the Dead Sea Scrolls to the use of the verb lidrosh in con-
junction with a text or body of laws.

With the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, many cxc-
getical traditions, formerly known only from carly rab-
binic midrash, are now known to have circulated in late
Second Temple times, minimally within the Qumran
community and related groups, but probably more
broadly. This sharing of exegetical traditions is as true
for legal as for nonlegal understandings of scripture. Less
certain is whether or to what extent these shared tradi-
tions are the products of direct or indirect contact be-
tween the Qumran sectaries and the Pharisees or the later
rabbis, independent exegesis by the two groups, or a
broader, more commonly shared body of tradition upon
which both drew.

When we examine the variety of literary forms in which
the two communities collected and transmitted their exe-
getical traditions, there are striking differences as well as
similarities to be noted. For example, we find in the Dead
Sea Scrolls some of our earliest known running scriptural
commentaries, in the form of the pesharin to biblical
books of the Prophets and Psalms. [See Pesharim.] These
tend to decode in sequence the terms of the biblical

verses in specific reference to events, personalities, or
groups in the life and history of the Qumran community,
much like the interpretation of a dream, thereby affirm-
ing that the prophetic predictions have been or will
shortly be actualized in the community. The term pesher
and its form bear striking resemblance to the later rab-
binic exegetical form and cognate term petirah. However,
there are significant differences between the two. Rab-
binic midrash often decodes an indeterminate scriptural
verse or phrase, but not just from the Prophets, so as to
refer intertextually to a specific biblical figure or event.
Furthermore, it commonly provides a series of such de-
codings, each referring to a different referent or set of
referents. Thus, rabbinic midrash commonly adduces a
multiple of intrascriptural decoding possibilities, whereas
the Qumran pesher commonly gives a single extrascrip-
tural one. Finally, the rabbinic petirah, like rabbinic mid-
rash in general, achieves its results through the exegetical
juxtaposition of verses from different parts of the Hebrew
scriptures, while the continuous pesharim refer only to
the base verse being commented upon. However, inter-
textual interpretation is displayed in the several noncon-
tinuous, or thematic, pesher or pesher-like interpretations
in the Damascus Document (e.g., CD vi.2-11, vii.9-viii.2)
and the Florilegium. Similarly, the thematic stringing to-
gether of scriptural verses from diverse locations (rab-
binic harizah) is evidenced in Catena® " (40177, 182). All
these Qumran lforms, however, lack the dialogical rheto-
ric of rabbinic midrash (for example, question and an-
swer, the rhetorical raising ol alternative exegetical possi-
bilitics to be disproved) and the attribution of particular
interpretations to named authorities. ‘
Although Qumran texts cvidence, besides the pesher
terminology, stock terms for scriptural citation (e.g.,
asher katuviamar; “as it is written/said”) similar to those
in rabbinic midrash, the frequency of actual scriptural ci-
tation is far less in Dead Sea Scroll interpretation than
in rabbinic midrash. In some cases, especially in Migtsat
Ma‘asei ha-Torah (MMT"*, 4Q394-399), what follows
such seeming citation terminology cannot be identified
with any known biblical verse but rather represents a bib-
lical paraphrase or common biblical idea. [See Miqtsat
Ma‘asei ha-Torah.] Much more commonly, and especially
in legal texts such as Temple Scroll* (11Q19) and the Da-
mascus Document, the Dead Sea Scrolls present the re-
sults of the community’s (or its leadership’s) exegetical
activity in nonexegetical, paraphrastic form (referred to
by some as “rewritten Bible”). [See Rewritten Bible.]
Thus, as in early rabbinic literature where laws are taught
both exegetically (midrash) and nonexegetically (Mish-
nah), both forms can be found in the Dead Sea Scrolls,
but with a larger preponderance of the latter. So, while
the Dead Sea Scrolls contain many antecedents to rab-




binic exegetical traditions, the fact that the exegetical un-
derpinnings of those antecedents are expressed more im-
plicitly than explicitly makes the search for antecedents
to specific rabbinic hermeneutical methods rather diffi-
cult and the results minimal. Unlike early rabbinic litera-
ture, there is no evidence among the Dead Sea Scrolls for
the explicit articulation of the hermeneutical rules that
govern exegesis.

Being aware of these differences and limitations, it is
important to acknowledge significant similarities be-
tween the two communities’ employment of scriptural ex-
egesis in relation to their respective social and ideological
self-understandings. For both communities, the ritual-
ized activity of interpretive study of scriptures was a cen-
tral religious activity that defined the community and so-
cialized its members to its ethos and place within the
larger sacred history of Israel. In both cases, the scrutiny
of scripture required close attention to the particulars of
scriptural language in its smallest details, wherein lay
deeper levels of meaning to be uncovered. For both com-
munities, such highly engaged activity of midrash was not
simply a utility for deriving or justifying their laws and
teachings. Rather, it was a form of intensive religious ex-
pression and experience in itself, veritably a form of wor-
ship, a locus for experiencing the divine presence in their
midst. Socially, such study strengthened the bonds of re-
ligious community (whether conceived at Qumran as ya-
had or among the rabbinic sages as havurah). As ex-
pressed by the Damascus Document (CD xx.10-13), the
community inhabited a beit Torah (“house/place of To-
rah”), in which their continual midrash ha-Torah (“study/
interpretation of Torah”) provided the medium for ongo-
ing revelation along a divinely ordained path to redemp-
tion (1QS viii.12-16). Similar understandings of talmud
Torah (“study of Torah”) inform early rabbinic self-under-
standings of how to know and experience God'’s presence
and will in the present while awaiting final (albeit de-
ferred) redemption.

Both communities had a twofold diet of study, however
differently denoted and transmitted: for the rabbis, writ-
ten and oral Torah (Miqra’ and Mishnah); for the Qum-
ran sectaries, that which was revealed (nigleh) to all Israel
(the commonly held “Torah of Moses,” by various names)
and that which was hidden (nistar) from the rest of Israel
but revealed to them alone (the community’s “statutes,”
by various names). For both groups, scriptural interpreta-
tion was a way of interlinking the two bodies of revela-
tion to one another, thereby engaging them as one.

Yet, once again, acknowledgment of these socially
functional similarities between rabbinic midrash and
Qumran exegetical activity should not distract us from
their no less significant differences. The Qumran twofold
study curriculum draws no performative distinction, as
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does rabbinic midrash, between “written” and “oral” com-
ponents. Rabbinic midrash stresses that both forms of
Torah were revealed through Moses to the whole Israelite
people at Mount Sinai, even as the unfolding of the oral
Torah was to be continuous throughout subsequent gen-
erations. By contrast, Qumran writings suggest that what
had previously been hidden (and continued to be hidden
from the rest of Israel) was disclosed to the community
of the renewed covenant alone, in the period after the de-
struction of the First Temple, beginning with the Teacher
of Righteousness and continuing through the succeeding
generations of the community under the guidance of its
inspired teachers. While both communities sought to un-
cover fuller and deeper meanings of the Hebrew scrip-
tures through scriptural study and interpretation, they re-
lated this activity to the larger body of Israel and its
sacred history quite differently. In the case of rabbinic
midrash, scripture’s progressively uncovered meanings
are thought to have been present, at least potentially, al-
ready at Mount Sinai and to have been revealed, at least
ideally, to all Israel from Mount Sinai on. Among the
Qumran sectaries, those meanings were a newly revealed
dispensation to the community of the renewed covenant
alone at the onset of the End of Days.
[See also Interpretation of Scriptures.]
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STEVEN D. FRAADE

MILIK, JOZEF T. (1922-), Franco-Polish Orientalist
and editor of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Born on 24 March
1922 in Seroczyn, Poland, Milik studied at the Boleslaw
Prus Lyceum in Siedlce and then at the Major Seminary
of Ptock and Warsaw. In 1944 he began his studies of

ancient and modern languages at the Catholic Institute of
Lublin. From 1946 to 1951 he studied at the Pontifical
Oriental Institute and Pontifical Biblical Institute in
Rome.

In 1950 Milik published a series of scholarly notes on
the spelling, phonetic, and textual variants of the biblical
manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls, in particular
Isaiah® and ® from Cave 1 at Qumran (1QIsa*®). In 1951,
he was one of the first to publish a translation, in Latin,
of the Rule of the Community from Cave 1 at Qumran
(1Q8), of which he later published the text in volume 1
of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert (Oxford, 1955). He
identified one fragment as belonging either to the end of
I Enoch or to the beginning of Noali; in fact it was the
largest fragment of a work that, in the editio princeps, by
Milik himself, is called Noah (1Q19).

These scholarly studies attracted the notice of Roland
de Vaux, director of the Ecole Biblique et Archéologique
Francaise, president of the Trustees of the Palestine Ar-
cheological Museum and codirector of the excavations of
Cave 1 and Khirbet Qumran. De Vaux invited Milik to
Jerusalem to participate in the study of the hundreds of
manuscript fragments from Cave 1. In 1952 Milik worked
with Dominique Barthélemy in organizing, distributing,
and classilying manuscript fragments found in Cave 1
during the excavations or purchased on the antiquitics
market.

In 1952 Cave 3 was discovered by the team of Roland
de Vaux, to which Milik belonged. This increased Milik's
on-site work and complemented his work as an epigra-
phist. He took part in excavating Cave 4 and uncarthed
hundreds of fragments, He also 1ook part in the discovery
ol Cave 5 and excavating Caves 5 and 6, while workers
from the University of Louvain excavated the nearby site
at Khirbet Mird. [See Mird, Khirbet. |

Naturalized as a French citizen, Milik was admitted as
a rescarcher to the Centre National de la Recherche Sci-
entifique in Paris, an institution of which he was a mem-
ber until his retirement in 1987, At first detached to work
in Jerusalem, other researchers later joined him, working
on an international and interdenominational team re-
cruited by de Vaux. But all concurred that Milik was the
most active, quick, and effective member in the work of
grouping, classifying, and deciphering the fragments. He
was the scholar who developed the universally accepted
system of sigla, by which the manuscripts are cited (Bar-
thélemy and Milik, 1955, pp. 46-48). De Vaux made him
the pillar of the team and entrusted to him the publica-
tion of the fragmentary and extremely difficult manu-
scripts from the caves of Wadi Murabba‘at. [See Murab-
ba‘at, Wadi, article on Written Material.] (Benoit, Milik,
and de Vaux, 1961).

Milik deciphered the hitherto unknown Aramaic cur-




