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TIE HISTORICAL PROVEtWCE CF TIE "THREE NETS CF BELIAL" 
ALLUSION IN TI£ ZAIJCl(JTE DOCUENT Am BALLAc /BELA c IN 

THE TEM'LE SCRll..L 

In Maccabees, Zadokites, Christians and Qumran (Leiden, 1983), I called 
into question the archaeological and palaeographic data placing much of Qumran 
sectarian literature in the first or second century B. C. In doing so, I empha­
sized the primary role textual studies must play in determining the real histo­
rical provenance of key Qumran documents1. Being freed (if the results of my 
study are even only partially entertained) from the constraints imposed by pa­
laeographic studies in particular, it is possible to approach the problem of 
the "three nets of Belial" allusion in the Zadokite Document with greater pre­
cision and determine its historical provenance on the basis of the thrust of 
internal data. In turn, this may be used as an absolute criterion for the dating 
of the document as a whole. The results achieved here will also bear heavily on 
parallel concerns in the T~mple Scroll, and as a consequence, its dating as well. 

The "three nets of 8elial" allusion is found in an important section of the 
document that follows the crucial exegesis of Ez 44:15 on column IV. Though 

'elsewhere I have noted the qualitative and eschatological nature of this exege­
sis, for our purposes here, it is sufficient to note that th~ background in 
Ezekiel is the accusation of "breaking the Covenant" and "polluting the Sanc­

·tuary" by admitting "foreigners uncircumcised in heart and flesh" into it 2. 
This is a·lso the tenor of the critique which carries over onto column V of the 
Zadokite Document and intermittently until column VIII. Its terms are also iden­
tifiable in the background to similar charges in the Habakkuk Pesher3 

Because of seeming reference to the Testament of Levi to which the allusion 
is connected4, it is usually supposed that wha_t is being discussed is the priest­
hood. Certainly references to "profanation of the Temple" have to do with ac­
tions or practices countenanced by the Jerusalem priesthood, either the Mac-
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cabean or·Herqdian, but "priests" J~er se are nowhere mentioned; rather the cri­

tique, which is framed in terms of the impersonal third person plural "they", 
is of the establishment as a whoie5. 

The critique turns on the exegesis of the allusion to "snaring" in the 

quoted Biblical passage Is 24:176 The "nets" in question are those Belial sets 

up as "three kinds of Righteousness" to entrap Israel 7. These are specifically 

enumerated as zanut ("fornication"), Hon ("Riches"), and teme' ha-Mikdash ("pol­

lution of the·Sanctuary"). Priests are not mentioned, and Belial is being ba­

lanced against the commonweal Israel. It should be noted that the reference to 

these "snares" or "nets" follows the eschatological reference to "net" in the 

preceding exegesis of Ez 44:15 in iv. 12, where what is being described is a 

situation involving an individual's fate at the end of time8. The general am­

biance of eschatological destruction in Is 24 parallels that of Is 2-3 and Hab 
1-2. Like these, Is 24 is a zaddik p_assage replete with favorite Qumranisms 

such as the _Bogdim - "Traitors"/"treachery", which usually relates as in the 

Habakkuk Pesher to those breaking the law and in leagl)e 'in some.way with the 

Spouter/Liar/Comedian and the Violent Ones. I believe I have given the proper 

sitz-im-leben for such "breaking the Covenant"/"Violent Ones"/"Violent Ones of, 

the Gentiles"/"Men.of War" allusions in Maccabees ... and develop it further in 
James the Just in the Habakkuk ·Pesher9. 

At this point, it is useful t~ note that in an extremely revealing section 

of the Anti~uities, Josephus mentions how some people opposed Herod because of 

the "innovations" ~e introduced into the religious practices of the peop1e'1°. 

In this·section Josephus describes Herod's regime of terror where "spies were 

set everywhere", and all who opposed him were taken "openly or in secret" to 

the fortr_ess Hyrcanus to be put to death. In this same notice Josephus tells 

us of Herod's regard for "Pollio and Sameas", who had advised the inhabitants 

o,f Jerusalem "to open thei-r gates" to him, and for ·"Menachem the Essene", who 

like Sameas had earlier recognized Herod's leadership potential 11. In the War, 

Josephus reverses the language of "innovations" and claims that the stopping 

of sacrifice and gifts from or on behalf of foreigners which triggered the 

Uprising was an "innovation", even though Ez 44: 7ff. above recommends _such 

behaviour 12. It is these same "Innovators" who oppose the entrance of Herodians 

into the Temple ultimately barring Agrippa II from all Jerusalem13 

The "pollution of the Sanctuary" charge is also found in the Habakkuk Pe­

sher 14 and sim~lar language permeates the Temple Scro1115. Simiiar conjunctions 

of "pollution of the Sanctuary" and "Riches" may be found in apocryphal litera­

ture, but never in quite the manner of the Zadokite Document. For the latter, 

it is the "fornication" charge which is crucial. The r·eason why these charges 

must relate to "Herodians" is that, while one or another of them might relate 
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to any establishment or priestly.party from any age (charges of unjustified 

enrichment or pollution of a religious shrine are a common enough theme from 

any discenfranchised opposition); the accusations of marriage with a niece and 

divorce/polygamy can only relate to one age and one group of persons - the He-· 

radian and Herodians: probably the late Herodian because of parallels with the 
Habakkuk Pesher. 

Not coincidentally the proscription on "fornication" also constitutes the 

backbone of James' "Jerusalem Council" directives 16. The imagery of "fornication" 
is ever-present at Qumran - most tellingly in the Community Rule and the Nahum 

Pesher, where it is linked to the imagery of "the lips" and "tongue" 17. This 

"tongue" imagery, also intrinsic to condemnations in the Letter of James, is 

present in this section of the Zadokite Document18 One should not, however. 

view this charge of "fornication" in terms of the· more whimsical variation of 
it one finds in the New Testament, "prostitutes" 19. Certainly Qumran viewed the 

ruling.class as no better than prostitutes. Three well-known Herodian examples 

from the period of the thirties to the sixties C.E. are Herodias, Bernice, and 

Drusilla, but these New Testament allusions must be seen rather as reflections 

of Paul's commerce with such persons in the denouement of Acts. The charge of 

"fornicatio'n" at Qumran is more technical than this, though it does involve 

Herodians. 

Its delineation in the Zadokite Document makes its provenance unmistakable. 

It is further refined in the Temple Scroll where it is linked to the behaviour 

expected of the King, an expectation also delineated in the Zadokite Document20. 

In s_uch a context, the term "Belial" has interesting implications when seen as 

a circumlocution, especially in the light of the above-mentioned testimony 

about the innovations introduced by Herod into the religious practice of the 

Jews21. In iv. 17ff. ·the co~tinuity of the text is also momentarily interrupted 

by a seemingly unrelated reference to Ez 13:lO's "builders of the wall" and ma­

terial based on Mi 2:6 relating to spouting "Spouters" (in Ezekiel "lying pro­

phets" misleading the people with "cries of peace"). This allusion is continued 

in VIII.12ff. (ms. B XIX. 24ff.) following the reference to "the venom of vi­

pers",. where it once again is related to "lyin_g prophecies". Though often linked 

with either the legalistic "fence" of the Pharisees or the building of an actual 

wall in .Jerusalem (one should note Agrippa I's "wall" - building in a revealing 

section War 2.11.6 relating to Herodian family relationships); careful attention 
to the references to "lies", "lying", "leading astray", and "spouting", and 

related condemnations on those "who cry peac_e" when there is no peace in the 
underlying B.iblical passages, makes it clear that we have to do with that genre 

of "Spouter" or "Liar" I have identified elsewhere with Paul 22. (Where Ez 13's 

"peace-making" theme is concerned, the section of the lvar on the "Innovators" 
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mentioned above calls attention to "Saulus", the leader of a riot in Jerusalem 
directly following the death of James and the robbing of the poor priests' ti­
thes by the high priests,. as the intermediary between "the Men of Power" or 
"Herodians", "the chief priests", "the.principal of the Pharisees", and' "all 
those desirous for peace" and Agrippa II, "his kinsman", outside the city2 3.) 

The "builders of the wall" (in Ezekiel 13 "daubers on the wall"), who turned 
asid,e after this "spouting" teacher (paralleling a later reference to "the Men 
of War" walking with "the Man of Lying" in xx:14f.), involve themselves in "for­
nication" in a two-fold manner. Certainly these references are not to priests 
or the priesthood, though priests probably were involved in one way or another 
in the infractions enumerated. In the first place they take two wives at the 
same time. Two scriptural passages, "male and female he created them" and "two 
by two they went into the ark" are quoted in support of this point. The pole­
mical thrust of the whole is reinforced by the excuse that follows for David's 
counter-indicative behaviour. Though a denunciation of.polygamy, as Schechter 
well knew, these citations can also be extended to·a denunciation-of divorce. 
This is made more explicit in the Temple Scro1124 

It is safe to say that though Rabbinic Judaism in theory permitted poly­
gamy and divorce, these practices were nonetheless rare 25 More importantly 
there is no indication whatsoever that Maccabeans or any other previous esta­
blishment or priesthood indulged in either practice to any extent; certainly 
not promiscuously (though there is a note of concubinage relating to Alexander 
Jannaeus26). The Herodians, on the other hand, indulged in them as a matter of 
course and family policy. There was no greater offender than Herod himself who 
married ten wives (a majority non-Jewish); how many divorces he executed is not 
clear, though his sister divorced Costobarus and he brutally disposed of Mariam­
ne after accusing his brother of fornicating with her27 There is no evidence 
of divorce at all among any Maccabeans, nor polygamy, nor any other of the 
peculiar sexual mores we shall encounter here. The worse charge of this kind 
made against them is that John Hyrcanus' mother had once been a captive, a charge 
meant to impugn his right to serve as high priest 2B 

Support for reading a proscription of divorce into these passages comes 
from several quarters. Christianity knows the proscription on divorce. Mt 5:32 
mentions it in a reference to "fornication", and Mk 10:6 and Mt 19:~ cite the 
"male and female" pas_sage quoted above. Paul, in discussing James' directives 
regarding "fornication", etc. in 1 Co 7:lDff., knows the proscription (cf. Ro 
7:2f., though as with Matth!lw's "except for fornication" he allows for excep­
tions as Qumran probably did). Finally support comes from the Karaite al-Kir­
kisani writing in the Middle Ages. For al-Kirkisani both Jesus and Zadok forbade 
divorce, and he quotes the Zadokite Document's second. scriptural passage "two 
by two they went into the ark" in related argumentation29 

55 

Where Herodian women are concerned, so appalled is Josephus by their di­
vorce practices that he feels obliged to note on three occasions that these 
"violated the laws of our fathers", i.e., the divorce of Herod's sister Salome 
from Costobarus, Herodias' divorce from Heroq Antipas30, and Drusilla's divorce 
from Azizus31. Few of these marriages can even be thought of as Jewish and the 
last is connived at by some one very much resembling Simon Magus, who appears 
to be in league with Herodians and Romans in Caesarea (as Paul himself probably 
was)32. Simon convinces Drusilla to divorce her husband, who had circumcised 
himself on her account, and marry that Felix well known in Palestine for his 
brutality. For Acts, Felix "knew alot about the way"33. Agrippa I's daughter 
Mariamne also probably divorced her husband to marry a relative of Philo; and 
Bernice, whose marriage to her uncle Herod of Chalcis we shall note below, like 
Drusilla left the Jewish religion entirely after divorcing Polemo King of Ci­
licia to consort with Titus. Importantly enough, in this episode Josephus also 
mentions the rumor of Bernice's illicit connection with her brother Agrippa II 

h• lf t h t "R' h "34 
and links Polemo's willingness to ~ircumcize 1mse o er grea 1c es 
For his part, Herod of Chalcis probably set his first wife Mariamne aside in 

order to marry her. 
From v.lff. these connections with the Herodian family become even clearer. 

Directly following the citation of "two by two they went into the ark", the Deu­
teronomic King Law is quoted (17:15ff.), which will be further taken up in the 
Tefll)le Scroll, i.e. "he sball not multiply wives unto himself". The terminology 
"nasi". is employed, perhaps because the text .does not wish to apply· to Herodians 
(and/or others) the title "King", howeyer the effect is the same. We are to under­
stand that the King is to take o n e w i f e a n d o n e w i f e o n 1 Y i n 
his 1 if et i me. While divorce is unmentioned, it is presumably subsumed 
under this proscription.(this is explicitly stated in the Temple Scroll). Under­
standing that this is an "innovation" despitre the recommend.ation of it in 
Deuteronomy, the. text is anxious to excuse David from the accusation of trans­
gressing it, by claiming t h e p r o s c r i p t i o n w a s u n k n o w n u n t i 1 
" t h e c o m i n g o f z a d o k ". There can be little doubt that this "Zadok" 

is equivalent to al-Kirkisani's "Zadok" above who forbade divorce. It should 
also be clear, that according to the chronological scheme enunciated here, "Za­
dok" cannot be the Zadok of David's time. In our view, it can only be that "Sad­
duk" mentioned by Josephus in Arit. 18 .1.1 who started the agitation against 

Herodian/Roman rule. 
This theme of not multiplying wives, not to mention the proscription on 

marrying nieces to follow, is also taken up in the Temple Scroll, where it is 
linked (as in Deuteronomy) with the proscription on "putting a foreigner over 
you", Had this proscription not been emphasized here, one would have had to 
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predict it (as Eisler did in the 1920's on the basis of the Zadokite Document 

only and his analysis of Josephus) 35. There can be no doubt that the recommen­

dation against foreign kings cannot have relevance to any period but the He­

rodian, not even the Seleucid or Persian. It certainly does not relate to Mac­
cabeans. There is one king and one king only for which this reference can have 

relevance, and that is Herod or Herodians. 

To make this connection even stronger, the Temple Scroll immediately moves 

into the injunction against the King marrying any foreigner, which of course 

Herod did to excess, as did his successors. Agrippa I, for instance, married 

Cypros, who could only be considered Jewish by the greatest stretch of the 

imagination. Where Agrippa I's daughters were conce'rned, as noted above, Dru­

silla on Simon Magus' .advice even divorces a foreign husband (who at least took 

some interest in conversion) and married Felix. Bernice left Polemo King of 

Cilicia and took up with Titus the destroyer of Jerusalem. Paul, whose missio­

nary activities spanned these "Asian" territories, in 1 Co 7:10 typically tries 

·to soften these recommendations. While recognizing di.vorces initiated by women 

( in contravention of Jewish Law), he nevertheless recommends they _not marry 

again. Finally, laying the matter concerning divorce to rest, at least where 
the King is concerned; the Temple Scroll states unequivocally: "and he shall 

not take another woman and she alone will be with him all the days of his life" 
( lvii. l 7f.). Nothing could be plainer than this. Providing addi tionar eviden_ce . 

• I 
that Qumran tended towards a general recommendation_aggainst divorce except 

under extenuating.circumstance (as Matthew puts it, "except for fornication"), 

just before enunciating the ban on marriage with a niece (which it calls an 

"abomination" - language charged with significance for the charges relating to,_ 

"pollution of the Sanctuary" in the Habakkuk-Pesher), the Temple Scroll sti­

pulates concerning seductions of virgins, "and _he will not divorce her ever-" 

(lxvi.11). 

The well-known proscription on marriage with a niece has been widely com­

mented upon, 9ut rarely linked directly to Herodians. To be sure there are 

examples in the Talmud of marriage with nieces, but as with polygamy, these 

are noteworthy rather for the testimony they provide of the infrequency of the· 

practice. As with polygamy and divorce, there is no evidence that the Maccabees 

indulged in the practice to any extent, if at all; however our text claims that 

"each man marries the daughter of his brother or 

s is t er", implying not only frequency, but habi tuali ty. O.n e group and 

o n e g r o u p o n 1 y behaved in this way - Herodians. Herodians married t_heir 

nieces and close cousins as a matter of course, especially the two lines de­
scending from Mariamne and Costobarus ~ the true "Idumaean" in Herodian ge­

nealogies.· Herodias, the sister of Agrippa I, is the best know_n practitioner of 
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the practice; and there can be little doubt that opposition to her marital prac­
tices were at the root of John the Baptist's death. She married not one, but 

t w o .u n c 1 e s, not to mention • t w o d i v o r c e s (at least once on her own 

initiative). New Testament innuendo about levirite marriage is not the real 

problem where her fornication was concerned; but then New Testament authors were 

probably not working directly from Qumran documents, but the Old Testament, in 

struggling to make John·' s problems with Herodias comprehensible to a foreign 

clientele 36. 

Another important example is that of Herodias' niece Bernice - the sister 

of Agrippa II, who married Herod of Chalcis her uncle, and w~o would have found 

herself involved in four - f o 1 d condemnation at Qumran: marriage 

with her uncle, divorce (on her own initiative), marriage with foreigners, and 

desertion of the Jewish religion (if she ever could have been considered Jewish 

to begin with - not to mention her Riches and purported fornication with her 

brother Agrippa II). Even the marriage of Herod of Chalcis' son Aristobulus 

with his aunt Herodias' daughter, Salome, probably would be proscribed by ana­

logy at Qumran under the somewhat fragmented recitations of forbidden degrees 

at the end of the Temple Scroll. So promiscuous are these Herodian women that, 

in effect, we are faced here with a kind of polyandry, not polygamy. For their 

part, these recitations in the Temple Scroll are so forced as to make what 

their purpose was almost certain. They are almost without exception directed 

against persons connected in some way with t h e f a m i 1 i e s o f A g r i p-
p a I a n d A g r i p p a I I. To be much plainer than this Qumran would have 

had to literally name its respondents. (Sometimes in Qumran research it seems 

that ~othing less will suffice.) 

It is•certain that such persons observed Jewish Law only when convenient, 

i.e., perhaps when they were in Jerusalem, but rarely in Caesarea or Rome. 

Agrippa II, whose eat~ng habits are the subject of intense concern among Temple 

"zealots", finally suffers the indignity of having his view blocked by a wall 

built in the Temple, a wall which, while probably not the one referred to above 

in relation to the "daubers", except ironically, probably is the basis of the 

"separation" charge which will now follow here and in the balla c / Bela c. in­

terdiction section of the Temple Scroll. Ultimately he is banned from Jerusalem 

entirely by those Josephus calls "Innovators" who trigger the revolt against 
Rome37. Simon who headed an assembly of sorts in Jerusalem (and whom in Mac­

cabees ... we link to "Simon Peter" - we prefer "Simeon bar Cleophas") actually 

wishes to bar Agrippa I from the_ Temple, an episode which is related to the 

erection of warning signs in the Temple in this period, as well as the "sepa­

ration" theme which follows, and not unrelated to Paul's experiences in the next 
generation in contravention of these 38. The polemical reversal of this episode 
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in the Talmud (paralleling New Testament reversals witn a slightly different 
thrust) is Agrippa's reading the Oeuteronomic King law at Succot and being com­
forted by his presumably Pharisaic collaborators, who call out to him when he 
begins to weep, "You are one of us! You are one of us! You are one of us!" 39 

The proscription on marriage with nieces is preceded by the third aspect 
to the "three nets of Belial" charge, "profanation of the Temple". The subject 

here is the usual "they" and connected to a reference to that "separation" we 
have already noted above40. Here, as usual, the method of commentators occasions 
surprise. This is usually taken to relate to problems within the priesthood, 
but the "separation" referred to is of the sort-referred to in llQT, xlvi and 
at the root of "the Temple wall" incident directed against Agrippa II above, 
i.e., the separation of the Temple from the city and the separation of unclean 
groups of persons, like lepers, menstruating women, etc. from the Temple (in­
cluding Herodians who will now be specifically charged with "sleeping with 
women during their periods"). Some translators actually·place a "because" 
between the charge of "polluting the Temple" and "sleeping wi t.h women in their · 
periods", but ·there is no "because" at all in the text, only the , conjunction 
"and" - the first being the general ch.arge; the second, only one of its several 
incidences. 

Of course, one can be fairly confident that no Jewish priesthood whatever 
corruptions or pollutions imputed to it, Mac.cabean, Sadducean, Boethusian, or 
some other, ever indulged in "sleeping with women in their periods", and no 
Such accusation is on record - most Certainly not where Maccabeans are con­
cerned. Had they been accused of this, we should no doubt surely have known it! 
When persons who did, in fact, pollute themselves in such a manner entered the 
Temple and were not properly "separated" from it (the essence of the improper 
"separation" charge, repeated again and again in the Zadokite Document), then 
of course a general pollution ensued. Again, however, the charge best relates 
to the acceptance of gifts and sacrifices from or on behalf of foreigners in 
t h e T e m p 1 e - in the code of our period primarily Herodians, but also Ro­
mans - as well as the admission into the precincts of the Temple of persons 
"uncircumcized in heart" as per the vocabulary of Ez 44:7 and 1Qi:1Hab,xi.1J. 
One can be fairly certain that neither Titus nor the infamous Felix observed 
Jewish scrupulousness over sexual relations during a women's menstrual flow. 
The sexual behaviour of Agrippa I and Agrippa II cannot be determined with any 
precision,'though both were brought up in•Rome and both would have been seen 
as guilty by association. Guilt by association of this kind is actually signal­
led in v. llff. o.n the "tongue full of insults" (an expression .also found in the 
Community Rule) and the "abominations" of the "vipers" 41. These condemnations 
run on umtil the treatment of the "serpents", "the builders of the wall", and 
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the condemnation of "the l'jindbag and the Lying Spouter's spouting" in viii. u 42. 
One can be fairly confident that these condemnations were part and parcel of 
the reasons why Agrippa II was ultimately barred from Jerusalem by "the Inno­
vators". In this context, one should pay attention to the rumor above of his 
illicit connection with his sister. 

At this point our narrator is fairly running away with himself with anti­
-Herodian·accusations. I have treated the actual provenance of the "pollution 
of the Sanctuary" charge in James the Just in the Habakkuk Pesher43. The lan­
guage of "pollution", which permeates the Temple Scroll, introduces the crucial 
"sons of Zadok" passage in Ezekiel 44:15, where, as we have seen, it is directly 
related to the admissio~ of uncircumcized foreigners (either in heart or body) 
into the Temple. In the Habakkuk Pesher it is also linked to the circumcized 
"heart" allusion, which has important ramifications for accusations against the 
Wicked Priest and backsliding Jews, i.e., perscrn 1-<ho while themselves circum­
cized, still polluted themselves through these other relationships 44. Also in 
the Habakkuk Pesher it occurs side-by-side with the language of '!Covenant-

• I 
-breakin.g", which paralle}s similar allusions in the Letter of James and is the 
ideological opposite of the qualitatively precise definition of "the sons of 
Zadok" in the Community Rule, i.e., "the keepers of the "Covenant", as well as 
the whole circle of language relating to "swallowing" or "consuming". It relates 
to the Herodian priesthood, "the Sadducees" in the New Testament and Josephus, 
who, while themselves not actually sleeping with women in their periods, as­
sociated with or accepted gifts or sacrifices from people who had, in Qumran's 
view, polluting themselves and the sanctuary in the process 45. It should also 
be noted, it relates to the type of foreigners Paul ~o energetically evange­
lizes, and in this regard one should pay careful.attention to the hostile re­
ferences to the "Spouter" or "Dauber upon the Wall" at the beginning of the 
critique and a genre of allusions regarding .such outsiders at Qumran. 

The Habakkuk Pesher describes this "Lying Spouter" as "leading Many astray", 
"wearing out the Many with a worth.less service", and "speaking derogatorily 
about the Law in the midst of the entire c0111Tiunity", and his activities are 
further developed in the early sections of the Zadokite Document, including 
material relating to an assault on "the Rightoues One"46. In the Temple Scroll, 
the language of Ez 44:7ff forms the essence of the barring of unclean.persons 
from the Temple, and the language of ballac/Belac is invoked. This language is 
also at the root of the "swallowing"/"consuming" language based on the also at 
the root of the "swallowing"/"consuming" language based on the B-L-c root, in­
volving the destruction of the Righteous Teacher, in lQHab,viiiff. When it is 
CClllllrehended that in th~ Old Testament Belac is the name of an Edomite King or 
kings, and that as such it is related to "Belial" allusions above and allusions 
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to "Balaam" in Re 2: 14 (here also associated with "net" and "fornication" 
imagery), 2 Pe 2:15, and Jude 11; it will be appreciated ~hat the reference to 
balla'/ Bela' in this crucial passage of the Temple Scroll is very likely a cir­
cumlocution for Herodians with important ramifications for those "innovations" 
set down by Belial, and it provides useful data for concretizing the milieu and 
chronology of all these allusions 47 

Both "fornication" and "pollution" charges are integrally related to the 
"Riches" charges from CD,iv to viii, which in this context are self-explana­
tory. Though, as we have noted, the charge of "Riches" could be made against 
the establishment of any time and age, there are no special indications in the 
literature relating to unjustified enrichment or greed on the part of the Mac­
cabees. The situation is different regarding.Herodians. 'Josephus specifically 
tells us that Herod cre~ted this establishment by despoiling the previous one48 

He also tells us.that Herod created high ptiests of men of little note who were 
hardly priests at a1149. He also makes special mention of the wealth of this 
priest class in several notices relating.to civil unrest in the fifties and 
sixties C.E.50. 

One should remember that the Ananus, \'lho is one of the principal represen­
~atives of,this class and responsible for the death of James, solidifies his 
relationship with Agrippa II in Rome and is explicitly criticized by Josephus 
for illegal olive oil operations in Galilee in which Josephus, too, seems to 
be involved. Josephus calls him "arrogant" and "corrupted by bribes" 51 

In the Habakkuk P.esher the "Rict]es" charge is extended to actual predatory 
activities and profiteering on the part of the high priesthood, possibly even 
using "Gentiles" to amass these "spoils" or "wealth"32. This violence, which 
is directed against a group referred to as both "the Simple of Judah doing 
Torah" and "the Poor" parallel Josephus' notices about the high priests sending 
their servants to the threshing floors to rob the poor priests of their suste­
nance in the Antiguities. Like'marrying nieces in the Temple Scroll, the Habak­
kuk Pesher characterizes this violence as an "Abomination", a word used in 
column V.12 to describe any association with "those who open their mouths agains 
the Laws of the Covenant of God"53. Josephus ell]phasizes that "the Innovators", 
struggling against acceptance of foreign gifts and/or sacrifice in the Temple, 
appealed to people of the "poorer sort" in order to tum the Poor against the 
Rich. Their first act, aside from burning the Herodian palaces and those of the 
high priests (that guilty alliance we have been signalling throughout this study) 
was to destroy the debt records 54. One should also note the apocalyptic attitude 
towards. "the Rich" in the, Letter of James, parti~ularly regarding the death of 
"the Just One"55. The problem ~s also at the root of Qumran and Jewish-Christian 
"Poor" appellations which relate to a variation of the "Righteousness" Command-
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ment, which James calls "the Supreme Law of Scripture" and which is quoted as 
well in the Zadokite Document, i.e., "thou shalt love they neighbor as thyself" 
- or Righteousness towards one's fellow man56. It is also not without relevance, 
as the New Testament make·s clear to Paul's overseas collection activities (mostly 
in Asia Minor where Herodians were forging alliances through marriage with lo­
cal kings giving rise there to an intense concern about the problem of circum­
cision). 

Archaeological and palaeographic consenses notwithstanding, all of the above 
accusations have a readily identifiable Herodian milieu. What drives scho~ars 
to place accusations like "polluting the Temple", "fornication", "Riches", etc. 
in a Maccabean milieu (recently suggestions have been made·for even earlier ones) 
are historical and religious preconceptions I have been at pains to overturn and 
the addiction to a genre of archaeological and palaeographic studies that ignores 
the clear thrust of the internal data of the manuscripts themselves57. Those who 
cannot make a determination of whether Qumran was pro-Herodian or anti-Herodian 
have usually been led astray by one or two notices in Josephus (in the section 
I have noted above about Herod's changes in Jewish custom and "spies placed 
everywhere") about Herod's regard for "the Essenes" ("he thought greater of them 
than their mortal nature deserved") 58. "The Essenes" at Qumran were violently 
and even apocalyptically anti-Herodian (a principal reason for the numerous 
circumlocutions of their repertoire). Th e r e c a n b e n o c o m p r o mi -

s i n g o n t h i s p o i n t, and once its implications are digested, a proper 
historiography of Qumran falls easily into place. Those-who wish to avoid the 
implications of it and the clear thrust of accusations like "marrying nieces", 
"divorce", "polygamy", "setting no foreigner over you", ·a king marrying only 
once and then only Jews, etc., seem unwilling to take the historical implications 
of the materials at our disposal seriously. 

Notes 

1 Maccabees, Zadokites, Christians and Qumran: A New HxQothesis of Qumran 
Origins,· Leiden, 19B3, PP.· 30f., 85ff., etc. 

2 Ez 44:7ff.; the language of this allusion is crucial, for it will reappear 
in llQT ,xlvi.10. One should also note the adumbration of this theme of "Breakers" 
in Ja 2:8-11, lQQHab,ii.6 and viii.16f., and CD,i.20, and its reversal in the 
definition of "the Sons of Zadok" in W,v.; cf. too the parallel "Doers" in Ja 1 
and .!QQHab,vii-viii. 

3 lQQHab,viii.16f. above, x.9ff., ,nd xii.6ff.; see also my, James the 
Just intheHabakkuk Pesher, Leiden, 1986, pp. 65ff. and 9lff. 
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4 CD,iv.17f.; related accusations do occur in Test L,ix.9, xiv.5f., xvi.l, 
etc.; as well as Jub vii.21, xx.3ff., xxiii.14ff., etc. It should be appreciated, 
that such a reference places our document a not inconsiderable time after the 
composition of the Testament of Levi, i.e., enough time ~or this view to have 
become proverbial. • 

5 CD,iv.19ff. This is an important point, because the accusation below of 
"sleeping with women in their periods" will not relate to priests as such, but 
rather people with whom they were involved who were thought to be doing this, 
i.e., Herodians. 

6 (;Q,iv.14f. This moves into the reference to metzudot in iv.15, a reference 
already preceded by one in iv.12. One should note the Teferences to defilement, 
destruction, and desolation throughout this Biblical passage and the typical 
Qumran references to'bag@/Bogim (treachery and Traitors) introducing the ci-
tation. ' 

7 This is important,vis-a-vis Josephus' use of the terminology "innova­
tions". While in the latter part of the Jewish War, "the Innovators" are those 
opposing Herodian presence on the Temple Mount; Josephus also uses similar words 
in Ant. 15.10.4 to describe "the changes he (Herod) introduced in their prac­
ticesto the dissolution of their religion and the disuse of their own customs" 
in the passage in which he discusses Herod's regard for·Pollio the Pharisee and 
Sameas. This allusion to Herod as "Innovator" will have important implications 
when it'comes to identifying the ballac/Bela' allusion in the Temple Scroll as 
in some sense relating to Herodians. For futher discussion, see James the Just ... , 
pp. 105ff. and Maccabees ... , pp. 24,45,70f. . 
. B While the use here of "net" remains obscure, it is eschatological. For 
a New Testament parallel to "nets" used eschatologically, involving, as it were, 
not Belia!, but the Angels, see Mt 13:47. The same language recurs in 1Q!:!,iv.12 
where "nets" is used in conjunction with a group called "the sons of Belia!", 
also connected with "deceit", "lying", "jesting", "pollution", and even "con­
spiracy". 

9 Maccabees ... , pp. 41, 69f.,•95 and James the Just ... , pp. 3Bff., 44ff., 
65ff., and 96. 

10 . 
See above, n. 7. 

11 Ant. 14.9.3f., 15.1.1 (in this passage Josephus attributes the prophecy 
to Pollio, while claiming both he and "his disciple" Sameas advised the people 
in Jerusalem to open the gates to Herod, "for which advice they were well re-
quited"), and 15 .10. 4f. • 

12 War 2.17.lff. That the agitation reflected in these passages against 
foreigners"and foreign gifts in the Temple also extended to Herodians is made 
clear in Ant. 19.7.4's earlier description of "Simon", the head of his owi;i 
"assembly" in Jerusalem, who wished to bar Agrippa I from the Temple in the 
40's C.E. 

13 War 2.17.1. In the first days of the uprising this a~imus. also ext~nded 
to the burning of Herodian palaces. These notices also help in elucidating the 
ballac/Bela" material below as relating to the Temple. For Acts, Paul plays 
the role of an Herodian "stalking horse" in the Temple, where the issue of 
foreigners and foreign gifts is concerned, and one should note the language of 
"pollution" in Acts 21:2Bf. N.b., how Agrippa I•s attitude towards "Greeks and 
Jews" in Ant. 19.7.3 coincides with Paul's various pronouncements in this regard 
about a community where "Greeks and Jews" equality. 

14 !QQHab,xii.Bf.; cf. CO,v.6, viii.46, xi.20, xii.lf. and lB. 
15 llQT,xlvii.5,10; xlviii.15ff.; xlix.4ff., etc.; n.b. how the language 

of xlvi.Wrecapitulates Ez 44:7. 
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16 
Acts 15:20, 29,·21:25, and ·their reflection in 1 Co 5-10 and Ja 4:4. Par­

ticularly the category of "things sacrificed to.idols" finds reflection in 
l!!IT,xlvii.13ff., relating to be'orot. 

l7 Cf. 1Jlli,iv. lOff., !.QQNah,ii. 7f., lQQHab, v. 7, CD,iv .17ff., vii. lf., viii. 
5, etc. In the Nahum Pesher and Hymns, this "tongu13" imagery is connected with 
lying. 

lB CO,v.llf.; cf. Ja 1:26 and 3:5ff., in both contexts connected with lying. 
19 Mt 21:3lf. New.Testament references such as this are also important for 

determining the historical method of its redactors, since the Gospels invert 
Qumran usages. 

20 
µgl,lvi.llff., lvii.15ff., and CD,v.lff. lQQHab,v.7's "His Elect", in 

!],iv.3 equivalent to "the sons of Zadok", "have not lusted after their eyes 
during the age of Evil". 

21 
See above, n. 7. The use "son~ of Belia!" in lQ!:!, iv .10 ,makes. it clear 

that "Belia!" is a circumlocution. In our view, it varies the balla"/Bela' ter­
minology in llfil, xl vi.10, which itself is a variation of the "Balaam" termino­
logy in Re 2:14 and 2 Pe 2:15. N.b. the reference to "nets", "fornication", and 
"things sacrificed to idols" in Re 2:15, ahd see below; n. 47. 

22 Though certainly also parodying Agrippa II's wall-building activities 
. and those of his father .in Ant. 19. 7 .2, the usage here is figurative and more 
accurately reflects the attitude of those who built the wall in the Temple to 
obstruct the farmer's. view of-the sacrifice activities; Ant. 20.9.11. For Paul 
and "the lying Spouter", see Maccabees ... , pp. 42, 43, and 6Bff. and James the 
Just ... , pp. 32, 3B, 51, 53, 57, 73ff., 9Bf., etc. 

23 
For Paul's relations with Herodians, see Maccabees ... , pp. 35f., 49, 55, 

66f. , 7B, and 90 and James the Just ... , pp. 22f. and 79ff. 
24 

S. Schechter, Documents of Jewish Sectaries: Fra!Jl!!ents of a Zada­
kite WorK, Cambridge, 1910, p. xxxvi and llQT,lvi.lB and lvii.lB; cf. also 
lxvi.11. Both texts are extremely concerned about the behaviour of the King or 
"nasi", particularly his marital behaviour, and both express their concern in 
terms of the Oeuteronomic King Law. 

25 
Cf. J. Jere mi as, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, Philadelphia, 1975, 

pp. 90, 93, and 369ff. The paucity of notices concerning these practices in the 
Talmud, reinforce this impression rather than contradict it. 

26 
Ant. 13.14.2. Had the Maccabees indulged to any extent in such practices, 

our sources would not have hesitated to expose it. 
27 

Ant. 15.7.10. In this episode Josephus makes the first·of his several 
remarks concerning Herodians, -that the divorce was against Jewish law and "Sa­
lome chose not to follow the law of her country". His concluding remark is also 
relevant: such was "Herod's power, that nobody ... could put a stop to what he 
did ag<''nst the Jewish laws". Costobarus is himself a curious character. He 
harbors anti-Herodian sentiments and is the real "Idumaean" in Herodian genea­
logies. We have elsewhere identified some of his descendants among the group 
Qumran designates as 'Arizei-Go'im. . 

28 
Ant. 13.10.5. This.episode also stresses the "Righteousness" ideal in 

connection with John's priesthood. 
29 

Al-Qirqisani 's Account of the Jewish Sects, tr. L. N e m o y, Hebrew 
Union College Annual. v. 7, 1930, pp. 326ff. and 363ff.; cf. also Mt 19:4 and 
Mk 10:6. 

3° Cf. n. 27 above and Ant. 18:5.4. Again Josephus feels constrained to 
remark that Herodias like Salome before her had "taken it upon herself to con-
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found the laws of our country and divorce herself from her husband"; n.b. He-· 
rodias is Agrippa I's sister. Josephus presents his account in the language of 
Qumran, not of the Gospels. 

31 Ant. 20.7.lf. Drusilla divorces Azizus, even though he had agreed to cir­
cumcizehimself, and again, Josephus remarks how she "was prevailed upon to 
transgress the 'i.aws of her fathers and to marry Felix." 

32 Ant. 20.7.2. Simon's conspicuous service to Felix and Drusilla was to 
convincethe latter to "transgress the laws of her fathers ... ", i.e., by di­
vorcing one husband and marrying him. She and her sisters would also be in con­
travention of the ban on,royal marriage to foreigners in the Temple Scroll. 
For the Pseudoclementines, Simon comes from Gitta in Samaria. In Acts 13:8 Paul 
also meets a Simon-like magician from Cyprus, Elymas Magus. Aside from possible 
confusions between "Gitta" and "Kittim", these kinds of variations in the tra­
ditions should not be surprising. That this is Simon Magus should be clear. 
But Josephus performs an even greater service. He puts· the famous confrontation 
between "Peter" and "Simon Magus" into terms comprehensible to Qumran, i.e., 
"fornication" and "divorce". 

33 Acts 24:22; for Josephus, the number of robbers this Felix crucified 
"were a multitude not to be enumerated"; War 2.13.2. 

34 Ant. 20.7.3. N.b. the similar theme of incest in the establishment, in 
·the context of references to fornication arid Riches in CD, viii. 6f.; cf. the use of . 
"peoples" in Acts 5:25ff., and its parallels to Ql,viii.lDf. 's "Kings of the 
peoples". Note also the constant stress in this section of Acts (in line with 
problems circulating around the "Gentile Mission':) on the theme of circumcision 
or opposition to it. 

• 35 llQT, xl vi. 13f. ; cf. Rober E i s 1 e r, The Messiah Jesus and John the 
~aptist~w York, 1931, pp. 251, 269, and· 590. 

36 See above, n. 30. "The real problem here, of course, was Herodias' self­
-divorce and her marriage to not one, but two, u n c 1 e s. It is not without 
irony that Mt. 21:3lf. has the "harlot~ believing on John", and John expressing 
a preference for "the harlots" - the New Testament inversion noted above. 

37 See above n. 13. • 
3B The erection of these warning stones in the Temple in the mid-first 

century harmonizes with our theme of banning foreigners from the Temple; cf. 
Titus on the subject of the partition-wall and these warning stones, War1 6.2.4, 
and note how Titus knows both issues, "polluting the Sanctuary" and killing Ro­
man citizens in the Temple who violate the ban. One should note his use of the 
llQT ,xlvi.lO's (and Ez 44:7ff. 's) language of "pollution" and "defilement", al­
beit with inverted force. For the Simon episode see Ant. 19.7.4. 

39 M. Sota 7:8; see also Bikk 3:4 and Siphre Deut. 157 on 17:15. The passage, 
of course, is, "You shall not put a foreigner over you who is not your brother", 
also quoted in 11QT.lvi.14f. 

4o CD,v.6ff. N.b. the reference to this "separation" in the Titus passage 
above and continued reference to "separation" throughout this section of the 
Zadokite Document and in the Community Rule. 

41 1QS,iv.9ff. This extremely important section of the Community Rule in­
verts all of Qumran' s favori te themes, e.g. , "fornication", "lying", "deceit", 
"Ways of uncleanness", "works of Abomination", "zeal for lustfulness", etc. The 
theme of "vipers" is a persistent one recapitulated in the words attributed to 
John the Baptist. Even the note of "kindling" is present here; cf. too 1Qt1,xi.· 
The 'attack here on those claiming "the Laws of the Covenant of God are not true" 
is the same one raised against Paul in the Temple in Acts 21:2B - also including 
the charge of "polluting the Sanctuary by bringing Greeks into the Temple" .. 

42 The major themes coalesce in this section too, including those of "Trai­
tors", "ways of fornication", "Riches", improper separation", etc. "The lying 
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Spouter" is referred to in the context of Ez 13:lO's "wall-daubing" theme. Here, 
the "serpents" are defined as "the Kings of the peoples". A parallel usage oc­
curs in Acts 4:Bf. certainly applying to Herodians (reflecting Josephus' descrip­
tion of the same alliance in War 2.17.3, including allusion to one "Saulus" in 
17.4), and the whole usage is elucidated in Acts 4:25-2B's exegesis of Ps 2.:lf., 
echoed in the note of divine retribution in °CD,viii.13. The "head serpent" is 
the "Chief of the Kings of Greece" (including petty kings in Asia Minor and 
Northern Syria, and inter alia Herodians), i.e., Rom e. Here those "penitents 
who departed from the way of the people" in viii.17, that "house of Separation" 
that went out from the Holy City in viii.45f., are those objecting to the ac­
ceptance of Herodian rule and intercourse of any kind with members of that fa­
mily. <Am/'Amim can have a non-pejorative meaning, but here it is used, as in 
.!_QpHab.viii.12, ix.5, Q),viii.B, 47, etc., to express dissatisfaction with He­
rodians. 

43 James the Just ... , pp. 65ff., 94ff., 117ff., etc.; the charge occurs in 
both lQpHab,viii.13 and xii.B. · 

44 lQpHab,xi.13. and xii.B. Note that while this pesher concludes in xii­
-xiii on a note of condemnation/Final Judgement on all Gentiles and "Evil Ones"; 
in v.3ff. this "Judgement" is to be executed by God's "Elect" (CD,iv.3f. 's "the 
sons of Zadok") and also applies to "the evil ones of His own people (here 'amo 
is being used straightforwardly) who·kept His commandments only when convenient". 

45 Cf. n. 42 above. 
046 

Cf . .!_QpHab,v.llf., x.9ff., and CD,i.14-21. N.b. how the first continues 
the "Judgement" section above. The second includes a reference to that "empti­
ness" used in Ja 2:20f. to characterize its ideological adversary the "Empty 
Man". The third refers to an assault on and pursuit of "the soul of the Righ­
teous One and all the Walkers in Perfection" (cf. Ps Ree l.70f.), and includes 
the accusation that "the Jester", "who poured out on Israel the waters of lying", 
attempted "to remove the boundary markers which the Forefathers had set down". 

47 The reference to "Balaam" in Jude is of particular interest. It comes 
amid allusions to "the Day of Judgement" (cf. .!_QpHab,xii-xiii), "fornication", 
the rebellion of Korah (with the rebellion of Gehazi in CD,viii.20f., related 
in Rabbinic literature to Paul's teaching), table fellowship, rain imagery, and 
a person with a mouth "full of boasts". 2 Pe adds the imagery of "false tea­
chers", "the. preacher of Righteousness", and "wandering astray to follow the 
path of Balaam" (cf. CD, i.14-21 above). Re 2: 15 associates Balaam' s teaching 
via Balak to the Israelites (cf. Q),iv.15f.) with two of the issues regulated 
in James' directives to overseas communities, "fornication" and "things sacri­
ficed to idols". The second forms the subject of the next column of the Temple 
Scroll (xlvii), where it is expressed in terms of the Hebrew "be 'orot", playing 
on the "skins" and "animal" themes as in Jude and relating to unclean in of­
ferings the Temple. In turn, the resonances of this last with the name of both 
Balaam' s and Bela c 's father, Be' or, certainly appealed to those Qumran exege,tes 
addicted to word-play. For "rain" imagery in James and Qumran, see Maccabees ... , 
pp. 52, 54, 62, 65, 74ff., and 93. 

48 Ant. 15.1.1. 
49 Ant. 20.10. 
50 Ant. 20.8.8 and 9.lff. in the context of the death of James. 
51 Vita 39 and Ant. 20.9.1. For the beginning of Agrippa II's connections 

with Ananus, see Ant. 20.6.2f. 
52 lQpHab,viii.llf. and ix.Sf., and cf. CD,vi.15ff. and viii.7; here the 

two usage "Riches of the peoples" and "spoils of the peoples" definitely relate 
to Herodians and their gifts in the Temple. The note about "profiteering" here 
and in Ql,viii.7 is reflected, too, in the "robbing the Poor"/"separating" from 
the Temple Treasure sequence in CD,vi.15f. 
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53 !QRHab, viii.12f. and xii. 8 in relation to the destruction of "the Poor"; 
cf. l!SIT,lxvi.14 and 17 and variously in lxii.16, lx.17 and 19, xlviii.6, etc. 

54 War 2.17.8. 
55 ~ Ja 2: 6f. and 5: lff. ; 5: 6 confirms it was "the Rich" who killed "the 

Just One"· for Paul in 1 Thess 2:15 it was "the Jews" (n.b. 2:16's reversal of 
the Pseud~clementine "Enemy" terminology). 

56 Ja 2:8 quotes this in the all-important &assage about respecting "the 
Poor", "keeping the whole of the Law" and not "breaking" it, and the adultery 
conmandment (CD vi.20f. in the context of "separating" from uncleanness, pro­
tecting "the Pci~r" keeping the exact sense of the Law, and avoiding "forni­
cation"). For Justin Martyr and Josephus' "Essenes" (who "despised Riches·") on 
the "Righteousness" conmandment, see Maccabees ... , pp. 47,51, and James the 
Just ... , 102; see also Mt 5 and Didache 1. 
-- 5-7-Maccabees ... , pp. xvi, 17f., 29ff., etc. and James the Just ... , PP• 25ff. 
and 101-115. 

58 Ant. 15.10.4f., the same section which speaks of Herod's regard_fo~ "Pol­
lio thePharisee and Sameas". I have treated this subject in_some deta1l_1n a 
paper I delivered at the Society of the Biblical Literature 1n New York 1n 19B2: 
"Confusions of Pharisees and Essenes in Josephus"; but see Maccabees .. ,, PP• 

• 36, 45, 58, 70, and 73, and in. James the Just ... , pp; 105ff. 
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LE CAM' CES E!iStNIENS CE :iRUSALEM A LA LlMIERE CES ~CENTES 
RECIEROES AROEll.OOIIUS 

Bien que l'hypothese du professeur N. Golb1 soit fort 9iscutable, elle me­
rite pourtant notre attention, si on prend en consideration la demande de !'ex­
plication plus approfondie·de la diversite des textes de Qoumran et celui de la 
presentation du lien des manuscrits de la region de la Mer Marte avec la vie re­
ligieuse a Jerusalem, tout en constituant l'image globale de !'atmosphere re­
ligieuse et politique dans la capitale du juda'isme au temps de la premiere re­
volte juive 2. 

Il n'est pourtant pas necessaire de mettre en question l'origine essenien-
ne de ces ecrits pour eclaircir ces problemes. Il faut en effet preter attention 
non seulement au developpement historique de l'essenisme, ce qui a ete, dans 
une grande mesure souligne dans les precedentes analyses des manuscrits de 
Qoumran3, mais aussi a !'heritage culture! conmun aux autres grouppements juifs 
dont la vie se concentrait a Jerusalem. Le merite du professeur Golb est de 
mettre l'accent sur le role de Jerusalem dans le processus de !'elaboration 
des ecrits 'de· Qoumran. Mais bien des informations ecrites ainsi que les der­
nieres recherches archeologiques prouvent qu'il existait a Jerusalem un centre 
essenien lie indubitablement avec le centre de Qoumran. 

I. TtMDIGNAGES DES DOCUMENTS tCRITS 

Les renseignements ecrits qui se rapportent aux Esseniens ainsi que !'ana­
lyse approfondie des ecrits de Qoumran permettent de conclure qu'il existait a 
Jerusalem une·commynaute essenienne vivante aussi bien au debut du mouvement 
essenien que dans la periode ulterieure. Bien que la genese de l'essenisme ne 


