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SĚĕğĚĖ WęĚĥĖ ģĒĨėĠģĕ

e subject of “Rewritten ible” or, better, “Rewritten Scripture,” has been
part of North merican Qumran scholarship since the late 0s. Publi-
cations on the subject have approached the question from different angles,
either keeping the relatively narrow focus of eza Vermes’s original defini-
tion, or embracing a much broader definition that included many more
Second Temple ewish works. or the latter position, the work of eorge
Nickelsburg and aniel arrington stand out. Nickelsburg, in “e ible
Rewritten and xpanded,” discusses “literature that is very closely related
to the biblical texts, expanding and paraphrasing them and implicitly com-
menting on them.” e thus includes under his rubric works such as 1
Enoch and the Book of Giants and the Apocalypse of Moses, as well as Jubilees
and the Genesis Apocryphon. aniel arrington likewise expands Vermes’s
definition to include such works as the Paralipomena of Jeremiah and the
Life of Adam and Eve / Apocalypse of Moses.

n recent years merican scholars have favored a more narrow definition
of the term Rewritten ible/Scriptures. Moshe ernstein began this trend
with articles beginning in . is interest in the subject grew out of his
training in rabbinic midrash, and led him to wrestle with questions of both
genre and purpose. ernstein wishes to retain Vermes’s genre definition,
but with modifications, broadening it to include legal as well as narrative

 or a discussion of the more appropriate nomenclature “Rewritten Scripture,” see Sid-
nie White rawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (rand Rapids erdmans,
00), -.

 See eza Vermes, Scripture and tradition in Judaism: Haggadic studies (StP  Leiden
rill,  d rev. ed.).

 eorge W. . Nickelsburg, “e ible Rewritten and xpanded,” in Michael .
Stone, ed., Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period (RNT  ssen-Philadephia Van
orcum-ortress, ), .

 aniel . arrington, “e ible Rewritten (Narratives),” in Robert . Kraft and
eorge W. . Nickelsburg, eds., Early Judaism and its Modern Interpreters (tlanta Scholars
Press, ), -. arrington is uncomfortable with using “Rewritten ible” as a genre
designation, stating “it seems better to view rewriting the ible as a kind of activity or process
than to see it as a distinctive literary genre of Palestinian udaism…” ().

 Moshe . ernstein, “Midrash alakah at Qumran QTemple - and eu-
teronomy -,” Gesher  () -.
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texts. e states, “My own preference, it should be clear, is for a Vermes-like
narrowness in the employment of the term, demanding comprehensive or
broad scope rewriting of narrative and/or legal material woven into the fab-
ric implicitly.” us, ernstein would, unlike Vermes, include the Temple
Scroll in the category, but exclude works like 1 Enoch or the Life of Adam
and Eve.

Sidnie White rawford, a younger contemporary of ernstein’s, began
publishing in the area of Rewritten Scripture with the critical edition of
the QReworked Pentateuch manuscripts (Q-Q) in . e
Reworked Pentateuch manuscripts, as their name implies, are manuscripts
containing all or parts of the Pentateuch, expanded and reworked in var-
ious ways. eir early history had an impact on the entire discussion of
what constitutes a Rewritten Scripture manuscript. When these cave 
manuscripts were first identified, they were assigned to rank ross as “bib-
lical” manuscripts. fter examining them, ross turned them over to ohn
Strugnell as “nonbiblical.” When rawford and Tov first published the
manuscripts, they spoke in terms of a single “author” of a “composition,”
who extensively altered a “biblical base text.” owever, further study of
the manuscripts led some scholars, notably ugene Ulrich, to argue that
QReworked Pentateuch was actually simply a collection of expanded Pen-
tateuch texts, which should have retained their “biblical” label.0 rawford
has moved much closer to this position in recent years, stating, “we can say
with almost complete certainty that Q and Q were meant by the
scribes who prepared them to be read as regular pentateuchal texts.” ow-
ever, she cautions that their acceptance as scriptural texts is still uncertain.

 Moshe . ernstien, “‘Rewritten ible’  eneric ategory which has Outlived its
Usefulness” Textus  (00) - ().

 manuel Tov and Sidnie White, “Reworked Pentateuch,” in arold ttridge et al.,
Qumran Cave 4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 ( X Oxford larendon Press, ),
-.

 ohn Strugnell, oral communication.
 See, e.g., manuel Tov, “e Textual Status of Q- (QPP),” in Trebolle

arrera and Vegas Montaner, e Madrid Qumran Congress, -, and Sidnie . White,
“Q &   Preliminary Report,” - in the same volume.

0 ugene . Ulrich, “e Qumran Scrolls and the iblical Text,” in Schiffman, Tov
and VanderKam, e Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years, -.

 rawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, -. Tov has also changed
his mind, accepting the QRP manuscripts as regular biblical manuscripts. manuel Tov,
“Reflections on the Many orms of ebrew Scripture in Light of the LXX and QReworked
Pentateuch,” in rmin Lange, Matthias Weigold and ózsef Zsengellér, eds., From Qumran
to Aleppo: A Discussion with Emanuel Tov about the Textual History of Jewish Scriptures in
Honor of His 65th Birthday (RLNT 0 öttingen Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 00),
-.
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rawford has written more broadly on the phenomenon of Rewritten
Scripture in the Second Temple period, concentrating on the Pentateuchal
texts. n agreement with ernstein, she favors a narrower definition of what
constitutes a Rewritten Scripture text “ese Rewritten Scriptures consti-
tute a category or group of texts which are characterized by a close adher-
ence to a recognizable and already authoritative base text (narrative or legal)
and a recognizable degree of scribal intervention into that base text for the
purpose of exegesis.” She sets those works that fall under that definition
along a spectrum, beginning with the existing base text, and moving fur-
ther away until recognizably new compositions are created (e.g. Jubilees, the
Temple Scroll, and the Genesis Apocryphon). She also makes a sharp distinc-
tion between Rewritten Scripture texts and “parabiblical” texts, which “use
a passage, event, or character from a scriptural work as a ‘jumping off’ point
to create a new narrative or work,” such as 1 Enoch or Joseph and Asenath.

n the past decade several younger merican scholars have furthered the
work begun by the earlier generations. aniel alk has explored the meth-
ods that scribes/editors/authors used to extend (alk’s term) scriptural tradi-
tions in the Second Temple period. alk recognizes that the sharp bound-
aries scholars such as ross and Strugnell originally drew between what was
“biblical” and what was “nonbiblical” are no longer tenable, and it is diffi-
cult finally to be absolutely certain as to a particular work’s scriptural status
in this period. owever, he recognizes that there was at this time a “Scrip-
ture consciousness” which affected the way texts were approached by their
scribes/editors/authors. e also rejects the term “Rewritten ible” as a
literary genre, preferring to focus on the strategies that were used, and to
think of the phenomenon as an activity.

Most recently, Molly Zahn has concentrated on questions of exegesis,
composition, and textual authority in the major works most frequently
cited as belonging to the category “Rewritten ible” QReworked Pen-
tateuch, Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, and the Genesis Apocryphon. She notes

 rawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, .
 rawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, .
 aniel alk, e Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the

Dead Sea Scrolls (London T&T lark, 00), -.
 or example, he agrees with rawford as to the uncertainty of the scriptural status

of QRP. alk, e Parabiblical Texts, .
 alk, e Parabiblical Texts, .
 alk, e Parabiblical Texts, . is is similar to arrington’s “process.”
 Molly M. Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture: Composition and Exegesis in the

4QReworked Pentateuch Manuscripts (ST  Leiden/oston rill, 0) “Rewritten
Scripture,” in Timothy . Lim and ohn . ollins, eds., e Oxford Handbook of the Dead
Sea Scrolls (Oxford Oxford University, 00), -.



© 2012 Koninklijke Brill NV

 ĤĚĕğĚĖ ĨęĚĥĖ ĔģĒĨėĠģĕ

that all these texts are characterized by “their steady interaction with the
text of scripture,” and common compositional techniques, such as minor
additions and alterations, rearrangement, harmonization, addition of new
material, and paraphrase. She acknowledges the difficulty of determin-
ing the authoritative status of these rewritten texts, and argues for a type
of “reader-response” method to uncover the place of these texts in Sec-
ond Temple udaism “n order to advance the discussion, it seems most
profitable to abandon the notion of a continuum of reworking and think
instead about how exactly readers or hearers construe texts.”0

Several other young North merican scholars have become active in this
field in the last decade, and their work promises new and different insights
in the years to come.

 Zahn, “Rewritten ible,”  Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, -.
0 Zahn, Rethinking Rewritten Scripture, .
 mong these are indy Najman, Seconding Sinai: e Development of Mosaic Dis-

course in Second Temple Judaism (SS  Leiden/oston rill, 00), whose work is in-
fluenced by contemporary genre theory and discourse analysis, and avid ndrew Teeter,
Exegesis in the Transmission of Biblical Law in the Second Temple Period: Preliminary Studies
(Unpublished Ph.. diss., University of Notre ame, 00).


