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BIBLIOGRAPHY OF NORMAN GOLB'S HYPOTHESIS OF TH.E JERUSALEM 

ORIGIN OF THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS 

On April 20 of 1979 Norman Go l·b, professor of Hebrew and· Judaeo'~Arabic 

Studies at the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, . speaking before the 

American Philosophical Society; presented a new hypothesis concerning the origi,n 

and identification of the Dead Sea Scrolls. In .his opinion the scrolls are_ remnants 

of the Jerusalem Temple library. and stem from the Palestinian Judaism of the 1st 

century A. D. They are not of Essene origin and the Qumran people should not be 

identified with that sect. 

The main point of Go I b 's hypothesis must be •• shocking. t~, ~nybody • who has 

• been following then thirty years of discussion on the Oumran scrolls. It became 

obvious after "the first battle of the Scrolls" of,. the early 1950s, that a working 

hypothesis ~of their Essene ·origins was the only one which could be defended and 

such a consensus has been in existence since the late 1950s. The ·Essene hypothesis 

has· been repeated both .iri handbooks and in- encyclopaedias all around. the world. 

Norman Go I b, who, as is worth remembering wrote his Ph.D. dissertation about 

the Qumran documents in early 1950s 
1

, is the first scholar to decide to reevaluate 

known data and ,to test . the current working hypothesis. For sever;il , years his Jeru­

salem hypothesis was known· only from his lectu.res ·in.the USA (Chicago 1983), in 

lsrc1el (Jerusalem 1984) and.in France (1985). Nobody except J.·D. Amusin 

(1983) and C. A z i z a (1985) did noticed his ~r.ticle on the Proceedings of the 

American· Philosophical Society even if it was abstracted in the Old Testament 
' ' • ' 2 ' 

Abstracts and the New Testament Abstracts , or perhaps nobody wanted to be the 

first to criticize. The publication of the more popular presentation• of Golb's hypo­

thesis first in French in the Anriales. tcono.nies, So.cietes, Civilisations and later 

in the Biblical Archaeologist in 19853 , finally. broke the silence- .concerning the 

matter. I mysel'f discovered the Jerusalem hypothesis thanks to Dr. C. Li got a 

from the Warburg Institute in London, wh,o showed me the first publication of Golb 

in 1980. Unfortunately, I did not realise its _implications till I, came back to the 

problem in autumn 1985, after reading Go I b's article in .the Biblical Archaeolo-
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gist. I checked the bibliographical compilations for the years 1980-1985 and imme­

diately discovered that nobody except J. D. A m u s i n had tried to evaluate 

Golb's hypothesis. I present~d the fact to the Rev. Professor S. Meda I a of 

the Academy of Ci!tholic Theology in Warsaw and invited him .to discuss the Jeru­

salem hypothesis at the scholarly forum of the Polish Academy of Sciences in Cra­

cow. His _lecture to the Oriental Committee took place on May 9, 1986 and caused 

a lively discussion. S. M e-d a,I a .analysed· both. the positive and the negative re­

sults of N. G o I b' s hypothesis, stress in~ the unintentional· results. The Jerusalem 

hypothesis properly underlines the role of_ the branch of the Essenes living in a spe-

_ cial quarter of the Holy City. Medala's general conclusion·was·to reject 

Go I b's hypothesis as a whole while stating that many of. his detailed remarks 

deserved full discussion. 

M e d a I a' s paper and the ensuing discussion -have convinced me that the 

Jerusalem hypothesis needs to be presented to specialists in the field in a direct 

dispute among those interested. As I informed Prof. G o I b about M e d a I a• s 

lecture he himself at once proposed to come to Cracow and to defend his hypothe-

• sis in per·son·. This idea inspired me to invite ·to Cracow· not only Polish Biblical 

scholars and· historians, but "first of all foreign Oumran scholars I knew and could 

get in touch with. Thirty five people from the U.S.A.; France, West ·Germany, 

and Belgium as well as from Poland, Hungary, East Germany and Czechoslovakia 

gathered in Mogilany near Cracow at the very end of May 1987. Several hours of 

discussion took place after a special paper by Professor Go I b. It seems that 

nobody including the present ,writer was. convinced by the Jerusalem hypothesis, be­

cause of the counteratta~k by defenders of the current Essene hypothesis consisted 

of serious arguments. Each party maintained their position at the end. As the editor 

of the proceedings of the. Mogilany colloquium 4 I wanted to publish the discussion, 

but since we have not yet received the text of Prof. G o I ti • s lecture. for pub I;­

cation, this has had to be postponed. In the meantime, I have only published my 

own preliminary remarks on the discussion when presenting the results ·of the collo­

quium to the Polish readers 5 . , 

In the last few years Prof. G o I b has been spreading his ideas in F ranee, 

where he answered public obj~ctions by Prof. E. -M. L a p e r r o u s a z, and again 

in the U.S. A. 
6 

In F ranee, it seems, his opinions seem to be accepted (or at last 

tolerated) by ancient historians. Certainly the publication of his article and long po­

lemic with Prof. E.-M. Laperro
0

usaz in the pages of the Annales ESC is 

a kirid of oohi I it at ion In the professional historical circles. 

Biblical scholars and Oumran scholars are still silent. Even general articles on 

_the 40th anniversary of Oumran discoveries did not mention G o I b 's theory 

in any way. This looks unfair to his efforts. I present the compilation beiow. so 
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that interested scholars can find details of Go I b' s theory and any comment that 

have been made on it. It can be expected that the discussion will continue. As 

I have stressed elsewhere, I keep the possibilities of discussion open because it might 

show the limits of the present Essene hypothesis. It can also result in new explana­

tions of its week points. 
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PRESENTATIONS OF THE JERUSALEM HYPOT-H.ESIS 

BY NORMAN G.O_lB 

1. The Problem of Origin and ldentificafion of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Proceeclings 

of the Am_erican Philo_sophical Society 124, 1980, n° 1, pp. 1-24 (Read April 

20, 1979). 

2. Who .Hid. the. Dead Sea Sc:rciils? ,, Biblical Archaeologist 48, 1985, • n° 2, pp. 

68-S2. 

3. Who Wrote the Dead Sea Scrolls? A New. Answer Suggests· a. Vital Link Between 

Judaism and Christianity, The Sciences (New York), May-June 1987 ,· pp. 40-49. 

4. Whose Scrolls? Norman Gelb replies, The· Sciences,· January-February i988·(cf. 

No 12 below). 

5. The Dead Sea· Scrolls. A New Perspective, The American Scholar 58,. 1969, 

n° 2 (Spring 1989), pp. 177-207. 

France: 

6. Les i-nanuscrits de la mer Morte: une nouvelle· approche du probleme et leur ori­

~. Annales. ~conomies. Societes. Civilisations (Paris), September-October· 

1985, n° 5 1 pp. 1133-1149. 

7, Reponse ~ la ''Note" de ·E.-M. Laperrousaz, Annales. ESC, Nov.ember-December 

1987, n° 6, pp. '.1313-.1320. (Cf. No 19 below). 

Poland: 

8. The Hypothesis of Jerusalem Origin of. the Oumran Scrolls, Sprawozdania z ·Po­

siedzen Kom·isji Naukowych. Polska Akademia Nauk; Oddzial w Krakowie, t.31/1 

1987, (f<rakow 1989), pp. 74-7':i.· 

9. Kto spisal manuskrypty -znad Morza Martwego? [Nowa odpowi.edz· wskazuje na i:y­

~ nic !§CZ§C§ judaizm i chrzescijanstwru, Przegl,;d _Powszechny (Warsaw), Sep­

tember 1989, pp. 294-310. (Polish translation of No. 3 above). 
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Part I I 

DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE JERUSALEM. HYPOTHES!S 

10. J. D. Am us i·n, Kumra~skaja Ob~~ina (The Qumran Community), Moskva 

1983. [et. the extensive note 66 on page 265]. 

11. C. A z i z a, • Les manuscrits de la mer Morte: une hypothese non-conformiste, 

L'Histoire (Paris), June 1985, n° 79, pp. 81-83. 

12. M. Broshi, Whose Scrolls?, The Sciences; January-February 1988. (Cf._ 

No. 4 above). 

13. W. C h r o s to w s k i, Qumran - 40 lat pozniej (II), (Qumran - 40 Years 

Later), Przeglqd Powszechny, December 1987, n° 12, pp. 377-396. [Cf. § N. 

Golb's Hypothesis: Qumran manuscripts - a part of Jerusalem collections?, pp. 

392-396 and Prof. Golb's ~eply In the letter of April 15,: 1988 to the author; 

pp. 1-3]. 

14. P. Gibert, La Bible "entre" I' Ancien et le Nouveau Testament, ~tudes 

(Paris), • July-August 1987, pp. 122-124. [Cf. remarks on p. • 123 in connection 

with No. 6]. 

15. Z. J. K a p e r a, An International Colloquium on the Origins of the -Dead Sea 

Scrolls (Mogilany near Cracow: May 31-June 2, 1987), Folia Orientalia (Cracow) 

24, 1987, pp. 299-301. [cf. p. 299 n. 

16. Z. J. Kaper a, I Miedzynarodowe Kolokwium Qumranologiczne w Polsce. 

Krcitka prezentacja wnioskciw. Przeglqd Orientalistyczny (Warsaw) 1988, n° 

2(146), pp. 169-176. [5:t. pp. 173-175]. 

17. Z. J. K aper a, Miedzynarodowe Kolokwium Qumranologiczne w Mogilanach 

(1987) (An International Qumran Colloquium jn Mogilany near Cracow (May . 31.­

-June 2, 1987)), Euhemer (Warsaw) 33, .1989. 

18. Z. J. Kaper a, Bibliografia hipotezy jerozolimskiej Normana Golba (Biblio­

graphy of Norman Golb's Jerusalem hypothesis), Przeglqd Powszechny, ·Septem­

ber 1989; pp. 310-3_12 [An ~ppendix to No; 9 ·above]. 

19. E.-M. L_aperrousaz, Note sur l'origine des manuscrits de lamer Morte, 

Annales ESC, November-December 1987, pp. 1305-1312. ~f. No. 7 above]. 

20. S. I"'\. i: d a I a, Nowa. hipoteza na temat pochodzenia pism znad Morza Mai-twe­

.92., Spraw~zdani~ z Posiedzen Komisji Naukowych. PAN-Krakow 30, 1986, 

(Krakow 1988), pp. 118-119. j§ummary of the lecture held on May 9, 198~. 

21. S. M i: d a I a, Nowa • hipoteza· na tem~t pochodzeriia pism znad Morza Martwe­

.92. (Nouvelle ·hypoti:iese concernant I' origine des manuscrits • de la re_gion de la 

mer Mortel, Studia.Theologica Varsaviensia (Warsaw) 26, 1988, n° 1, pp. 117-

-136. French summary, p. 136. 

221 

. 22. S. Mi: d a I a, Le camp des esseniens de Jerusalem a ia lumiere des recentes 

recherches archeologiques, Folia Orientalia 25, 1988, pp. 67-74. 

23. P. Muchow ski, ~~ Miedziany (3Q15), Euhemer 34, 1990 (in prepa­

ration). 

24. G. Rafi n ski, Z problematyki genezy pism z Oumran (W 40. rocznice 

pierwszych odkrycl, Ruch Biblijny i Llturgiczny 40, 1987, pp. 465-476. [Cf. 

pp. 465-466]. 

Notes 

1 Cf. Introducing the Authors, Biblical Arc'1aeologist.48, 1985, n° 2, P· 66. 

2 Cf. abstracts by D. J. H a r r i n g t o n in the New Testament Abstracts 
25, 1981, p. 62 (§ 312) and by B. Vawter in the Old_,Testa_ment Abstracts -S, 
1982, p. 95 (§ 337). 

3 Cf. summaries of No. 2 by L. A. Mitch e I in the Old Testament Ab­
stracts 8, 1985, ·p. 295 (§ 910) and by D. J. Harrington in the New Testa­
ment Abstracts 30, 1986, p. 69 (§ 383). 

4 Fir.st International Colloquium on the Dead Sea S~rolls (Moqilany near Cracow, 
~ay 31-June 2

1 
1987) in the F,olia Orientalia 25, 1988, pp. 1-155. • 

5 Cf. No 16 and No 17 of the present compilation. 
6 I have noticed only a few American referenc~s to Golb's publications. Cf. M. 

W is e, The Dead Sea Scrolls, Biblical Archaeologist 49, 1986, PP· 148, 1?1 note 
8, 231 and Phillip R, Ca 11 away, The History of the Qumran Community. An 
Investigation, Sheffield 1988, pp. 217 f (note 1). 
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