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1. Ancient Texts and Modern Terminology

In keeping with the title of this essay, I intend to examine religious texts
from ancient times by utilizing terminology that stems from the early
Modern Age, more precisely the dawn of the Enlightenment: ‘monotheism’
and ‘dualism’. While the former was coined by the Platonist Henry More
(1614-1687), an English philosopher of the Cambridge Platonist school, in
his essay ‘An Explanation of the Grand Mystery of Godliness’ from 1660,
the latter comes from the book Historia religionis veterum Persarum by
the English orientalist Thomas Hyde (1636-1703) in 1700." While both
scholars certainly examined Jewish and Christian literature of the Bible
and beyond, the central aim of their examinations was to describe ‘mono-
theism’ and ‘dualism’ in the light of philosophical or religious-historical
hermeneutics.’ As a consequence, the use of both terms in the context of
Jewish and Christian sources from the ancient world requires careful con-
sideration. Furthermore, the usefulness of the modern terminology is lim-
ited by its meaningfulness and applicability to the discussion of the ancient
sources. For example, it does not matter if ‘henotheism’ originally stems
from the scholar of Sanskrit texts and historian of religions Friedrich Max
Miiller (1823-1900) or if ‘summodeism’ was created by the historian and
political philosopher Eric Voegelin (1901-1985) so long as the idea in the
background of these terms describes phenomena that coincide with con-
stellations from ancient sources.

Recently Ernst Axel Knauf described ‘monotheism’ from the perspec-
tive of the philosophy of religions. He finds in the ‘one God’ the common

! See MOBERLY, ‘Monotheism’, 218-222; BALZER, Dualism, 553.

It is apparent that More used ‘monotheism’ in a philosophical sense in order to
highlight its counterpart ‘materialism’. Furthermore, More equated ‘materialism’ with
‘polytheism’ and ‘atheism’. Cf. on More’s intellectual ideas MACDONALD, Deuteronomy,
5-16.

3Cf., e.g., the use of ‘henotheism’ and ‘summodeism’ within the context of
comparable phenomena of the veneration of Marduk and JHWH (SMITH, God, 163-169).
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element that unites the diversity of deities into one. In general, Knauf
comes close to what Voegelin called ‘summodeism’. In Mark S. Smith’s
words, ‘“summodeism” may be used to convey the notion of one deity as
the sum and summit of the reality of other deities’.* Furthermore, Knauf
distinguishes between ‘exclusive’ and ‘inclusive monotheism’, a differen-
tiation that was already foreshadowed in Friedrich Delitzsch’s second lec-
ture on ‘Babel and Bible” in 1903. ‘Inclusive monotheism’ emphasizes
that all deities or divine beings are part of the one God.® In the words of
Christoph Levin:

Allerdings setzte die faktische Monolatrie voraus, dass die Rollen anderer Gotter
wenigstens anteilig auf Jahwe iibergingen. Je mehr Jahwe die Verehrung auf sich
zog, desto mehr mussten die Funktionen der anderen in das Gottesbild integriert
werden. Das Ergebnis ist eine ‘Unschirfe des Gotteskonzepts’, die fiir das Alte
Testament kennzeichnend geworden ist.”

In my view, the Hebrew Bible testifies, on the whole, to an ‘inclusive
monotheism’. It is still witnessed, with a few exceptions, in later, post-
exilic literature like the Deuteronomistic frame of the book of Deuteron-
omy (cf. Deut 6.4-5) or the late formula in the first commandment of the
Decalogue. In the religions of ancient Israel and in Judaism the idea of an
‘exclusive monotheism’, specified through ignoring and renouncing other
gods, is only attested sporadically, as in other religions of the Ancient Near
East (cf., e.g., Second Isaiah, the Egyptian era of Akhenaten).?

Compared with the theological notion ‘monotheism’, the idea of ‘dual-
ism’ is much more ambiguous. Several dualistic concepts are, however,
included in the specific apocalyptic worldview, as it is postulated in mod-
ern scholarship. Therefore, ‘dualism’ obviously appears variously shaped
in apocalyptic writings and in ‘apocalyptic communities’ like that from
Qumran. With regard to apocalypticism, arguments focus especially on
two highly disputed questions concerning ‘dualisms’: First, how can the
several forms of ‘dualism’ be classified? Second, is there a certain context
in the history of religions, in which ancient Jewish and early Christian ‘du-

* SMITH, God, 169.

% See DELITZSCH, Vortrag, 28—40; cf. also DELITZSCH, Babel, 58-60, 70-71 n. 13;
SMITH, God, 165 and n. 119.

6 See KNAUF, Bibel, 39-40, who states: ‘Unter “Monotheismus” verstehe ich die
(religions-)philosophische Annahme, dass die Menge aller Gétter nur ein einziges
Element enthalte’ (39). Cf. LORETZ, Einzigkeit, 82-83. For the Second Temple period,
see HURTADO, Monotheism, 961-964.

7 LEVIN, Monotheismus, 157.

8 See also DIETRICH, Werden, 23-24. Within ancient Israelite literature especially the
formulas that emphasize the exclusiveness and incomparability of JHWH are of interest
when ‘exclusive monotheism’ is concerned: e.g., Isa 40.18, 25; 43.11; 44.6; 45.5-6, 18,
21; 46.5; Ps 18.32; cf. also Jer 10.6.
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alisms’ originated? A favorite answer to the second question refers to Per-
sian religion.” The primary, mainly later, sources of Zoroastrianism attest a
developed ‘cosmic-metaphysical dualism’ that focuses on the antagonism
of Ohrmazd (Avestian Ahura Mazda) and Ahremann (Avestian Angra
Mainyu) or the high God of goodness and the Evil Spirit.10 In his sound
taxonomy of different ‘dualisms’, Jorg Frey rightly pointed to the fact that
the Persian idea of a ‘cosmic-metaphysical dualism’, signifying opposing
powers of equal rank, found no counterpart in ancient Jewish and early
Christian thought."' However, taken together with a classification of world
history into certain ages and the hope for an imminent end to the world,
Persian eschatology could be characterized as ‘apocalyptic’ and ‘dualis-
tic’.!? And what is more, some scholars characterize the Zoroastrian reli-
gion in the Achaemenid Empire, i.e. as early as the fifth and fourth century
BCE in terms of an ‘inclusive monotheism’. Recently, Thomas C. Romer
has discussed phenomena of subliminal dualism in texts of the Hebrew
Bible which date from Persian times."> He argues for a late-exilic and post-
exilic emphasis on monotheism that is separated from dualistic thinking of
good and evil in order to avoid the idea of God being responsible for evil
deeds. The only exception, which even Romer cannot ignore, comes in Isa
45.5b—7, where one reads:

anyT R Rk Sb I will gird you, though you did not

know me,
Wy yny  6a in order that they might know
hilialaal7alvadsinitala) from the rising of the sun until its setting,
7992 DOKR"D that there is no one else beside me,

Y PRIMT U 6b I am the Lord, and there is no other:
Jwn RMAMR Y Ta the one who formed light and created dark-
ness,

° See, e.g., PHILONENKO, Doctrine, 164-178.

' For different structures of dualistic thinking in older and more recent Avestian
sources cf. STAUSBERG, Religion, 91-95, 129-153; IDEM, Monotheismus, 99-100, 102—
105. DE JONG, Connections, 492—493, pointed to the fact that the dualism of Ahura
Mazda and Angra Mainyu in the later sources also included deterministic thinking.

1 See FREY, Patterns, 282-283. Most interpreters refer to BIANCHI, Category, 15-17;
IDEM, Dualism, 506-512. Bianchi describes ‘dualism’ by referring to the doctrine of two
opposed principles. In his typology he sub-divides ‘radical’ or ‘softened’, ‘dialectical’ or
‘eschatological’ and ‘pro-cosmic’ or ‘anti-cosmic’ dualisms. Cf. also FREY, Patterns,
280-285; DUHAIME, Reworking, 33-35; IDEM, Dualism, 215-216. With a view to ancient
Jewish sources, most scholars prefer a ‘softened’, ‘eschatological’ and ‘pro-cosmic’ type
of ‘dualism’. Recently, ALEXANDER, Dualism, 170, calls the dualism between heaven and
earth a ‘mild dualism’.

12 See HULTGARD, Apocalypticism, 40-64, 79-81.

13 See ROMER, Tendances, 45-58.
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1 RN W Awy the one who made welfare [1QIsa®; good] and
created evil.
Sabhywy i tar 7b I am the Lord who made all these things.

God’s formation of light and darkness, his creation of welfare and evil, is
accompanied by the repeated emphasis on his uniqueness, expressed in
sentences of incomparability through the expression i IR, a nominal
sentence that includes a variety of possible understandings. In short, this
text in Deutero-Isaiah'* presents one of the most specific and developed
notions of ‘exclusive monotheism’. Seemingly, this passage rejects ‘Zoro-
aster’s fundamental dualistic teaching, that the power of God is limited in
the present time by that of a mighty and evil Adversary, the source of all
the wickedness and suffering in the world’,"> as Mary Boyce put it. Simi-
larly, Thomas C. Romer speaks ‘d’une critique du dualisme mazdéen’'® in
Isa 45.7. But, there is only late Persian evidence from the Avesta for the
idea of an adversary of divine rank. Furthermore, the prominent ‘parallel’
in the Avesta (cf. Yasna 44.5; cf. Yasna 43.5)" provides no clear evidence
for a dualistic understanding of the creation of good and evil.'® Finally,
none of the Achaemenian inscriptions refer to this ideology. And what is
more, Isaiah 45 is much more influenced by Marduk veneration of the late
Babylonian and early Persian period.19

Be that as it may and leaving aside the question of stable continuity
from old Avestan towards late Pahlavi traditions, such as the Denkard,20
every comparison of Persian and ancient Jewish dualisms and apocalyptic
motifs lacks clear criteria for the historical background of such a compari-
son. This is the case because most of the Persian sources stem from the late
Sassanian and early Islamic periods (sixth through ninth centuries CE).
Consequently, many interpreters of Jewish apocalypticsm and the Dead

" Isa 45.5b-7 is part of the composition 44.24-45.7. The text is part of a complex
literary construct that only partially originates in the times of the anonymous prophet.
For the literary history and structure cf. ACHENBACH, Kyros-Orakel, 155-167.

5 BoYcE, History, 194.

16 ROMER, Tendances, 57.

17 See the discussion in ACHENBACH, Kyros-Orakel, 174-183, and the text of Yasna
44.4-5 with German translation in IBID, 176.

'8 See ACHENBACH, Kyros-Orakel, 179-180, who refers to insights of Carsten Colpe.

' See ACHENBACH, Kyros-Orakel, 171-173, who opines that {sa 45.1—4 attests motifs
that should be compared with the Cyrus Cylinder, while Isa 45.5-7 (with 44.24-27)
alludes instead to Persian (Zoroastrian) texts. On the Babylonian background, see also
LEUENBERGER, Jhwh, esp. 3246, 74-75.

% See HULTGARD, Apocalypticism, 64-70; WILLIAMS, Significance, 53—66.
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Sea Scrolls are currently rather skeptical when it comes to comparisons of
Persian and Hebrew material.>!

To go back to Isaiah 45, the wording of v. 7 is to some extent excep-
tional: first, the combination of 7%°, X721 and nAwy with God as the only
possible subject, alludes to creation and signifies a ‘cosmic-metaphysical’
aspect. Second, this ‘cosmic-metaphysical’ aspect was modified by means
of two strategies: in the MT, the making of ‘welfare’ hints to a historical
dimension. Consequently, the pairing of ‘light’ and ‘darkness’ has creation
in mind, while ‘welfare’ and ‘evil’ reflects upon the divine pact and prac-
tice in time.? On the other hand, the first copy of the book of Isaiah from
Qumran reads 2 instead of Mbw (1QIsa® XXXVIIL13),” so that the
dualistic strategg/ changes from a ‘cosmic-metaphysical’ towards an ‘ethi-
cal’ dimension.”* In conclusion, Isaiah 45 mingles different patterns of
dualistic thinking,? including the emphasis on an ‘exclusive monotheism’
that is exceptional within the Hebrew Bible.

2. Does Angelology and Dualism Presuppose an ‘Exclusive
Monotheism’ (Klaus Koch)?

As Klaus Koch rightly states, there is a strong connection between ‘dual-
ism’ and ‘angelology’: for angelological concepts in the Persian and Hel-
lenistic times, one should differentiate between angels of ‘welfare’ and
those of ‘harm’. Therefore, angelology and dualistic thinking are closely

2 See DIMANT, Dualism, 55-73, and the list of scholars in DUHAIME, Dualism, 219.
See also the careful treatment in COLLINS, Apocalypticism, 41-51, 99-106.

2 See ACHENBACH, Kyros-Orakel, 193-194.

3 See ULRICH AND FLINT, DID 32.1, 76-77: pl. 38; and DJID 32.2, 166. In the second
copy of the book of Isaiah from Qumran, the relevant passage in Isa 45.7 is missing (cf.
lQIsa" XIX.19), but a reading of m%w is more likely (cf. ULRICH AND FLINT, DID 32.2,
223).

? See LEUENBERGER, Jhwh, 68 n. 176, who also refers to Lam 3.38; Am 3.6; Job 2.10
and Sir 11.14. The Greek text from Sir 11.14 is short and obviously augmented in the
Hebrew version from the Cairo Genizah with the aim to draw out ‘the implications of
divine responsibility...in the secondary recensions of Ben Sira’, as COLLINS, Wisdom,
84, has emphasized. While the Greek of Sir 11.14 reads: ayafd xai xaxd {of xai
Bavarog nroyeia kai Thodtog mapd kupiov éotiv (‘Good and evil, life and death, poverty
and riches are from the Lord’), the Hebrew MS A added: :X11 > 9237 pam 9w 3d3[n)
X 2w 237 xun (([Wilsdom and prudence and the understanding of a matter,
from the Lord are they. Error and the ways that are right, from the Lord are they’); for
the Hebrew text, cf. BEENTIJES, Book, 37. For ‘dualisms’ in Ben Sira, ¢f. STUCKENBRUCK,
Interiorization, 148-152.

% For further patterns of dualistic thinking, as ‘cosmic’, ‘eschatological’, ‘ethical’,
‘psychological’, ‘spatial’ or ‘theological’, cf. GAMMIE, Dualism, 356-359.
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related, especially in the apocalyptic writings which Klaus Koch discusses
(Daniel; Astronomical Book [1 Enoch 72-82]; Book of Watchers [1 Enoch
1-36]; Jubilees).26 Furthermore, Koch continues, an elaborated monothe-
ism in Persian and Hellenistic times is a presupposition for an elaborated
doctrine of angels and dualistic powers. And, vice versa, within a mono-
theistic system, a system of agents and mediators is necessary to establish
the idea of the one and only, transcendent God. As Koch summarizes:

Gerade die Vielfalt der mythologischen Theorien 148t deutlich werden, daB es in einem
Zeitalter mit fortschreitendem Monotheismus fiir fromme Israeliten unausweichlich
erschien, bestimmte negative Daseinserfahrung von der Anerkennung des einen Gottes
ein Stiick weit zu distanzieren. Deshalb werden Aspekte, die Israel friiher unbedenklich
auf Jahwd selbst zuriickfithrte, jetzt auf ein (oder mehrere) Zwischenwesen
zuriickgefiihrt, wobei das Verhiltnis zu *ddondj in einer gewissen Schwebe bleibt.?’

It is obvious that Koch’s statement cannot explain a text like Isa 45.7. As
already seen, this verse explicitly rules out what Koch calls the ‘distancing
of evil deeds and negative experiences from the one and only God.’ Ra-
ther, it emphasizes that the exclusiveness of the one God goes so far as to
enable him to ‘create darkness and evil’ — both acts of creation are covered
by the participle of 872. As Koch’s statement has found broad acceptance®
and is also established by several proof texts, the question arises as to
whether a text like Isaiah 45, or better say, the idea of the creation or
origin of ‘good and evil’, ‘saints and sinners’ by the one God, as is also
attested in Deut 30.15, Lam 3.38 or in Sir 11.14, fits with the thesis of a
presupposed ‘exclusive monotheism’.

At first sight, disqualifying Isaiah 45 and its parallels, as an anomalous
tradition without reception, fails with a cursory look at some texts from the
Dead Sea Scrolls.”” Within the ‘Discourse’ or ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’
(1QS III.13-IV.26) it is clearly God who ‘created the spirits of light and of
darkness’ (I[L25: suam 1K mma &2 ax).*° Furthermore, the Hodayot
observe that ‘God Most High’ created the wicked and the just (1QH
X1I1.38: yw P*7¥ 7NXRT2 0R °3), or that God ‘created the wicked’ for the
purpose of his ‘wrath’ (1QH VIL20: 15170 1x[]2 anx12 ovw).> The
most striking parallel to Isa 45.7 is, however, 4QWorks of God, a poem of
Hodayot-like terminology that praises God’s greatness in a didactic, wis-

% See KOCH, Monotheismus, 219-234.

n KocH, Monotheismus, 232-233 (italics original).

28 See KNAUF, Bibel, 46; STOLZ, Einfiihrung, 195; KRUGER, Einheit, 16.

 See GARCIA MARTINEZ, 833, 503.

% In transcriptions of the Dead Sea scrolls the orthography of the original manuscripts
is reflected, e.g. ignoring final letters.

3 For the reconstruction, text and translation of 1QH VII and XII c¢f. STEGEMANN,
1QHodayot*, 97-107, 157-166 and pl. V, X.
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dom-like tone (4Q392 1.4): ‘He [the God in the heavens] is the one who
created darkness[ and 1light for himself.”*? The preserved text that follows
in 4Q392 frag. 1 obviously establishes a sharp contrast between the created
world and the heavenly realm: ‘with him [the God in the heavens] is un-
searchable light and no one is able to know’ (4Q392 1.7). Giere has re-
cently connected the references to creation in 4Q392 with Isa 45.7.> But
the question remains whether the merism of ‘light and darkness’ in 4Q392
goes beyond the connotation of a ‘simple’ creation formula. Against this,
Isa 45.7 includes historical aspects, e.g., the keyword of the second
merism, ‘darkness’, points to the divine speech to Cyrus in v. 3: ‘and I will
give you treasures of darkness’ — a metaphor for the divine acts against the
Babylonians.34 Whether the reader of 4Q392 could have found some allu-
sions to historical aspects of divine impact in the Qumran text is nearly
impossible to decide due to the fragmentary state of the manuscript. Be-
yond this, there is the question of how far, at the beginning of the fragment
(1.3), the reading ‘their wo1 adheres to his covenant’ bespeaks the ‘commu-
nity of the covenant’ (cf. CD I1.2; NI.10; IV.9; VI.19; VIII.1; XIII.14;
XX.25; 1QS 1.16; I11.11-12; V.3). And what is also important: while in Isa
45.7 and 4Q392 (1.4) God creates darkness and light, traditions like Gene-
sis 1 only state that there was darkness which God had separated from light
(cf. Gen 1.2-5).% In opposition to this, 4Q392 (1.5-6) emphasizes:

WK AT WY PRY S for him,” there is no need to separate light
o[ Pav s qwn® 6 and darkness, because (only) for sons of
[me]n
wnw) oM [MRY o°7an he separated them for lig[ht] during daytime

and with the sun,”

32 For the text of 4Q392 1.4: 19 M[X) J7wn 812 X7, and of 4Q392 1.7: 9pR 1KY MR 1w
1n¥7Y 1R, see FALK, 4QWorks of God, 27-32 and pl. I1.

 See GIERE, Glimpse, 156-160.

*See also BAUMGART, JHWH, 222-234, who finds in Isa 45.7 a theological re-
interpretation and augmentation of the historical concept as it is attested in the Oracle of
Cyrus with the aim to provide the reader with a rather universalistic outline. For the
semantics and meaning of Twn MIX¥IX in Isa 45.3 cf. BERGES, Jesaja 40—48, 398.

35 See BERGES, Jesaja 40-48, 405-406, who compares Isa 45.7 with Gen 1, but also
addresses the differences.

3 FALK, 4QWorks of God, 31, assumes the meaning ‘beside, except’ for oy (2 Chron
14.10; 1QH XX.14, 22), but cf. 4Qpaplubilees" [4Q223-224] 2 1.49; 2 IV 6.

7 As FALK, 4QWorks of God, 31, rightly states, the passage is incomprehensible. The
translation above cannot be more than a tentative approach. FALK, 4QWorks of God, 29,
31, discusses a conjecture by John Strugnell who interprets wnw1 as a misreading of wnw
and reads [1°]N% as a Hiph ‘il infinitive of "X that lost its 77 (on the dropping of ;1 in texts
from the Dead Sea cf. QIMRON, Hebrew, 48: §310.145): ‘so that the sun should give
1{ight] by day and by night the moon and the stars’. Nevertheless, Falk suggests a
different reading that reconstructs [1]N? and divides the cola differently: ‘but he
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0°an0) o A and (by) night, the moon and the stars.

To sum up, 4Q392 shows affinities with Isa 45.7, but also reveals some
differences if compared to creation texts and traditions.*® Further evidence
confirms the combination of dualistic thinking with overtones of an ‘exclu-
sive monotheism’. And in ancient Judaism this conjunction must undoubt-
edly have evoked the question of theodicy. It comes as no surprise that
mainly Jewish sources from Hellenistic-Roman times provide helpful data.
Most of them stem from a so-called wisdom context.

3. Monotheism and Dualism in the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’
and in 1Q/4QInstruction

The most prominent example of dualistic hermeneutics in Qumran texts,
besides 1QM, is found in the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ (1QS IIL.13-
IV.26), a sapiential composition that became part of the ‘Rule of the
Community’. Matthew Goff recently emphasized that the ‘Treatise on the
Two Spirits’, prominent for its dualistic motifs, includes only meager indi-
cations of sapiential influence, while 1Q/4QInstruction, prominent for its
sapiential imprinting, reveals only traces of dualistic thinking.39 On the
other hand, both compositions include apocalyptic eschatology. While the
‘Rule of the Community’ declares that in the two spirits are the natures of
all sons of man and that God has set them apart until the end-times ( yp
R, cf. 1QS IV.15-17), including a new creation (1QS IV.25: mwwm
awn),® the unresolved riddle of the compositional shape of
1Q/4QInstruction provides the reader first and foremost with apocalyptic
motifs like the so-called ‘mystery that is to be’ and an eschatological visit-
ation.* Within recent scholarly discussions, these texts still prove that a
one-sided derivation of apocalypticism from prophecy or wisdom literature
is misleading.

separated them for the sons of[ ma]n - the sun for li[ght] by day and by night the moon
and stars.’

3 For the aspect of creation in 4Q392, cf. NITZAN, Idea, 254-256.

* See GOFF, Dualism, 33-38.

* See COLLINS, Apocalypticism, 38—41; METs0, Rule of the Community (1QS +
fragments), 1170. For an insightful comparison of the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ with
1Q/4QInstruction cf. HULTGREN, Covenant, 341-349.

# See COLLINS, Eschatology, 50-63.
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3.1. The ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’

As generally observed, the ‘Treatise’ constructs its dualism, or better du-
alisms, on at least two levels.*? After the creation of the spirits of truth and,
at the level of humanity, the creation of the deceit of mankind, the ‘Trea-
tise’ extends its dualistic construction towards the heavenly world. As the
text says (1QS IIL.17-19):*

nbwan® vuR R axm 17 And it was he who created humanity for the
dominion of
mmaopw Yy owman 18 earth, and he set within him two spirits

WMTIPD T Y 23 Aanab so that he would walk with them until the
appointed time of his visitation.
mnn na Behold, (these are the) spirits of

Swnonekn 19 truth and of deceit.

In this passage opposed spirits determine the way of life in the immanent,
mundane world, as indicated by the Hitpa ‘el of 7177 (cf. 1QS 1V.15, 23-24;
V.10-11; IX.12). On the other hand, the following passage in 1QS II1.20-
21 relates the immanent way of life in its dualistic shape to the heavenly
powers:*

S navwm R W 2 20 In the hand of/Under the power of the Prince
of Lights is the dominion of all
137307 IR 2972 PIE M the Sons of Righteousness, in the ways of
light they walk.
Y19 5w IXP2 2 20/21 In the hand of/Under the power of the Herald
of Darkness is all
5y "3 nhwnn dominion of the Sons of Deceit,
132707 W 2377 and in the ways of darkness they walk.

Already this short passage, without regard to its context, indicates the dif-
ferentiation between the ‘Prince of Lights’ and the ‘Herald of Darkness’ on
the one side, and the ‘Sons of Righteousness’ and the ‘Sons of Deceit’ on
the other. Thus, the mundane world is populated by the ‘Sons of Right-
eousness’ (P7X °12) and the ‘Sons of Deceit’ (7 "12), both of which appear,
as a combination, only in the small fragment of 4Q468b 1.5. But the p7¥ °12
are also attested within contexts of a dualistic character (cf. 1QM L8; cf.
also XIII.10), and the 9 °12 may refer to the 77 *12 which are mentioned

“21f one attends to the history of scholarship on 1QS IIL.13-IV.26, more than two
levels or types of dualism can be identified: the two most prominent ones are the
‘psychological dualism’ of the inner-self and the ‘cosmological dualism’ that determines
the way of the world. Cf. the important article of LEVISON, Spirits, 169-194.

“ For the text, cf. QIMRON AND CHARLESWORTH, Rule, 14. On the different levels,
see GARCIA MARTINEZ, Influences, esp. 234-235.

4 For the text, cf. QIMRON AND CHARLESWORTH, Rule, 14. On ‘heavenly dualism’, cf.
COLLINS, Powers, esp. 16-17.
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in the Hodayot (1QH XIII.10) and in 1Q/4QInstruction (4Q418 69 I1.8) in
order to point to a generation without continuance.* It is beyond any doubt
that these 012 refer to humankind.

On the other hand, for both the ‘Sons of Righteousness’ and the ‘Sons
of Deceit’, their ‘dominions’ (75wnn) are under the sway of the ‘Prince of
Lights’ and the ‘Herald of Darkness’. The Cairo Damascus Document,
whose Cave 4 fragments open with an admonition to the ‘Sons of Light’
(4QD® [4Q266] 1a-b.1), is the only text from Qumran, besides the ‘Trea-
tise’, which refers to the ‘Prince of Light’ . Within the admonitions the W
o7 is the counterpart to ‘Belial’, both of which raised Jannes and his
brother with the help of their messengers, Moses and Aaron (CD V.18-19;
cf. 4QD* [4Q266] 3 IL5; 4QD [4Q267] 2.1; 6QD [6Q15] 3.1).
Furthermore, the Hebrew expression qwn qx>n in 1QS II1.20-21 is attested
in the ‘Treatise’ only. But leaving the proper terminology aside, the
metaphor of ‘light’ against ‘darkness’ serves as the most prominent
dualism in Qumran (cf. 1QM and wisdom texts from Qumran). 7 In addi-
tion, the angel Michael, who is called the ‘great prince’ (Dan 12.1: wn
™), achieves authority ‘in everlasting light’ in the War Scroll (cf. 1QM
XVIL6). In this regard, the angelic expressions 13X W and X1 U in
1QS II1.20-21 are obviously part of a broader tradition that has
constructed opposing heavenly figures.*®

Even though we have already reached the heavenly realm within dual-
istic thinking, it is not the end — or more precisely: the beginning — of the
line. Therefore, after the incipit ‘for the Maskil to instruct and teach all the
sons of light’ (1QS I1.13),” the text refers to the ‘God of knowledge’
(1QS IIL.15-16):*

I Tmto Y ke 15 From the God of Knowledge [comes] all that
is and that (will) happen(s).

“ See also 4QShir® [4Q511] 1.8 and JOKIRANTA, Art. 13, 467, who also refers to 2
Sam 7.10: ‘And I will set a place for my people, Israel, and I will plant it [i.e., Israel],
and it will dwell in its place, and it will not palpitate anymore, and the evil-doers (>12
721w) will not proceed to afflict it, as formally’.

% See also 1QM XIIL10: 13INW> AnTpD 181 KA W, ‘the prince from light, long ago,
you entrusted to our rescue’.

Y7 See IBBA, 0, 925-926, who refers also to the Aramaic ywn 9%, e.g., in
4QVisions of Amram (4Q544 2.13).

* See KOBELSKI, Melchizedek, 75-83.

“ See also the headings in 1QS IX.12, 21; 4QS® [4Q256] IX.1 par 4QS? [4Q258] L1
and HEMPEL, Teaching, 106, 113-114, who rightly emphasizes that the distinctiveness of
different headings in the various manuscripts, relating to the ‘Rule of the Community’,
make it feasible that these headings signal different sub-compositions within the
trajectory of the text.

% For the text, cf. QIMRON AND CHARLESWORTH, Rule, 14.
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Dnawn» 213 1720 anri e And before they came into being, he or-
dained all their plans.
nawnns ommwn? anvnay . 16 And when they come into being in their fixed
times, according to the plan
onYIYD IRYA 12D of his glory, they fulfill their task.
M Ry And nothing can be changed.

This statement sets the tone for the text as a whole: the one God above all.
The ‘God of Knowledge’ is a well-known divine designation that is espe-
cially attested in 1Q/4QInstruction, in 4QMysteries and in some sectarian
texts (cf. 1QH IX.28; XX.13; frag. 4.15; 4QDibHam® [4Q504] 4.4; cf. 1
Sam 2.3). Furthermore, the ‘God of Knowledge’ is connected with the ide-
ology of pre-existence and determination.”" In terms of the textual shape of
the ‘Treatise’, we are at the beginning, but in terms of the hierarchy, as
conceptualized in the passage, we are at the end or at the top.”*

With a view to an ‘exclusive monotheism’, the question arises as to how
the ‘Treatise’ describes the relationship between God and the angelic mes-
sengers. Marco Treves and Paul Heger, both of whom published articles on
the topic, the former fifty years ago and the latter quite recently, answered
this question rather radically by referring to Isa 45.7.3% Both deny what
they call a ‘cosmological dualism’ in the ‘Treatise’. Since God is charac-
terized as the creator of good and evil in Isaiah 45, the Qumran text cannot
introduce a self-contained and autonomous class of angels and messengers.
Their power is not only dependent on the one God, they simply have no
power. Consequently, Treves argues for a dualism in an anthropological
manner, as in the Rabbinic 2 93> and y77 9¥°, while Heger denies any
dualism at all in the ‘Treatise’. Both authors closely connect the disputed,
and recently denied, ‘cosmic dualism’ to ideas that are heavily influenced
by Persian dualistic thinking. In the end, especially Heger concludes that
as the ‘Treatise’ lacks ‘cosmic dualism’, it also lacks Persian influence.

But neither ‘cosmic’ functions of the angels nor even their functional
power necessarily points to Persian influence; nor does a presupposed or
even implicit monotheistic model in the “Treatise’ rapidly lead to Rabbinic

31 See also the characterization of God as a ‘God of mysteries’ and ‘knowledge’ who
determines the end for the existence of injustice in 1QS IV.18: 17123 na3n21 12¥ *12 X
a2 nra® xp 11 (‘the God of mysteries of his knowledge and of wisdom of his glory set
an end to an existence of injustice’): for the text, see QIMRON AND CHARLESWORTH,
Rule, 18. Recently, GAGNE, Visite, 205-216, discussed the term 7792 (‘visitation’) in the
‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ and concludes that it stands for the mighty acts of God
within both a present and an eschatological or apocalyptic frame.

52 See also DAVIDSON, Angels, 149-150.

53 See TREVES, Spirits, 449—452; HEGER, Challenges, 227-310.
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anthropology.54 The ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ is, however, a multi-
layered composition that includes different concepts of dualism, including
varying notions of monotheism. If one only gets a glimpse of the frame-
work of the composition, the topic of ‘creation’ alludes to the model of an
‘exclusive monotheism’. While God functions as creator, it is no problem
to introduce angelic powers, with reference to ‘good’ and ‘evil’, by means
of a hierarchic scheme: the ‘Prince of Lights’ and the ‘Herald of Dark-
ness’. Here, dualism has a cosmological function. At the end of the totem
pole, we find mankind and the struggle of the two spirits which, conse-
quently, evokes an anthropological or psychological type of dualism (cf.
1QS IV.15-16, 23). This type of dualism also refers to the God of creation.
In 1QS I1.24-25 it is stated:>

MY INBR ORYM YR 91 24 And the God of Israel and his Herald of Truth
help
N92 AR MK 32 0Y 24/25 all Sons of Light. And it was he who created
xwym kmma 25 Spirits of Light and Darkness.

In what follows, the text refers to the ‘works of God’ (1QS IV.3-4). Fur-
thermore, God, who brought into existence competing spirits of good and
evil, will destroy the ‘Spirit of Deceit’ (1QS IV.20-21). In conclusion, an
anthropological concept of dualism as it is represented in the ‘Treatise on
the Two Spirits’ fits much better with ‘exclusive monotheism’ as it is rep-
resented in Isa 45.7.%

Whether these different concepts of dualism and monotheism call for
different literary layers within the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’,57 or, much
more likely, whether our struggle with the logic of this text was not the
struggle of the ancient writers who simply combined heterogeneous motifs
in one and the same work, is hard to decide.’® Nevertheless, it is apparent
that the ‘Treatise’ reflects both an ‘inclusive’ and ‘exclusive’ approach
towards the ‘one-ness’ of God. Furthermore, allusions to both types of

* See, e.g., COHEN STUART, Struggle, 94, who opines that the “Treatise’ distinguishes
within different personalities or sorts of mankind and not, as the Rabbis, between
different intentions of the human will (but cf. also 1QS 1V.23).

35 For the text, cf. QIMRON AND CHARLESWORTH, Rule, 16.

% On the emphasized role of God in the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ and in the
Hodayot, cf. FLUSSER, Dualism, 283-292.

" For an analysis of literary layers, see HEMPEL, Teaching, 102-120. For ‘dualistic
reworking’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls, see DUHAIME, Reworking, esp. 39-55, and the
critical evaluation in FREY, Patterns, 286-—287.

% E.g., POPOVIC, Body, 181, states, ‘The ethical and cosmic dualistic categories are
interlocked with each other...’, referring to 1QS HI.25-IV.1. Cf. also HEMPEL, Teaching,
113. See also Jub or 2 Macc (MACH, Concepts, 32-38). Recently, STUCKENBRUCK,
Interiorization, 162, 166, pointed to the merging of cosmic, psychological and ethical
dualities.
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‘one-ness’ suggest they stem from an intrinsic Jewish tradition without
necessarily reflecting Persian antitypes.

3.2. 1Q/4QlInstruction

As widely acknowledged, the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ and
1Q/4QInstruction share several motifs, ideas and expressions. If Eibert
Tigchelaar and Charlotte Hempel are correct, both compositions share the
same incipit by introducing the Maskil as a source of the examination that
follows (cf. 1QS II1.13; 4Q418 238 1; cf. also 4Q417 1 1.25).”° One may
ask whether the addressee is determined by the Maskil. In the case of
1Q/4QInstruction some tension concerning the character of the rest of the
composition would arise. Tigchelaar therefore initially opined that
1Q/4QInstruction addresses someone in Jewish society who is not a pro-
fessional sage and, obviously, who is not a member of one of the sectarian
communities— but later Tigchelaar shifted in favor of the Maskil.*® Further-
more, both texts mention ‘truth and iniquity’ (cf. 1QS IIL.18-19; IV.23;
4Q417 1 1.6), the ‘ways of truth’ (cf. 1QS IV.2, 17; 4Q416 2 1I1.14 par
4Q418 9.15) and the ‘God of Knowledge’ (cf. 1QS III.15; 4Q417 1 1.8 par
4Q418 43, 44, 45 1.6 and 4Q418 55 .5).%! More generally, the ‘Treatise’ and
1Q/4QInstruction especially correspond in their combination of wisdom,
apocalyptic eschatology and dualistic material. It is to this combination
that we now turn.

1Q/4QInstruction is a composite-work existing in at least eight copies
(1Q26, 4Q415-418, 4Q418a, 4Q418c, 4Q423). It comprises pedagogical,
tentative philosophical and eschatological passages and can be dated to the
late third or early second century BCE.** Armin Lange and Eibert
Tigchelaar compared 1Q/4QInstruction with the ‘Treatise on the Two
Spirits’. While Lange’s conclusion is rather optimistic, as he found both
texts originating in the same circles, Tigchelaar calls for caution. Never-
theless, he listed several correspondences, and both authors agree that
1Q/4QInstruction and the ‘Treatise’ share dualistic und pre-deterministic
ideas.®® But it is striking that in general ‘Instruction does not know the

¥ See TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 199, 245-246; HEMPEL, Teaching, 116.

% For the former identification, see TIGCHELAAR, Addressees, 62-75 (but see for the
latter thesis also n. 58, above).

® See the overview of terminological parallels in the ‘Treatise’ und in
1Q/4QInstruction by TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 197-199.

2 See LANGE, Wisdom Literature, 461-465, who dates 1Q/4QInstruction between
Ecclesiastes and the Hodayot. On recent statements concerning the historical context of
1Q/4QInstruction ¢f. KAMPEN, Wisdom Literature, 40—44. For the recent scholarly
discussion about 1Q/4QInstruction cf. GOFF, Trends, 367-416.

 See LANGE, Weisheit, 127-130; TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 194-203.
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distinction between two spirits, and has no apparent interest in the protag-
onists of truth and deceit.”® Though one passage, widely suspected of
providing the introductory section of the composition,” refers to the “faith-
ful’ and the ‘wicked’ (4Q416 1.10-12):%

10 From the heavens he will pronounce judgment (10w* 0°»wn) upon the work/service of
wickedness. All the sons of his truth will be accepted to[ ] (]9 1¥7° WnnR "33 H31) 11 (its)
end and they will be terrified. And they shall feel dread, for the heavens shall fear[ ] 12
[sleas and depths fear. Every spirit of flesh shall be laid utterly bare ( m7 3 1wwym
aw3). And the sons of heave[n]...

The following context commences with the judgment of wickedness and
the approbation of the righteous with knowledge of ‘good’ and ‘evil’. Al-
ready the perspective of a world in the state of creation, and also several
allusions to Genesis 2-3 in 4Q416 1 as a whole, reveal the cosmological
and also eschatological dimension of the text.®” With regard to judgment,
God’s sovereignty is not challenged at all, and the iniquity of the wicked is
greatly elaborated. In line 12 the wicked are identified with the ‘Spirit of
Flesh’ ("wa n1), while the ‘Sons of Heaven’ (2»wi °13) function as their
counterpart. Seemingly, the setting in 1Q/4QInstruction is the same as in
the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’: the reader finds God’s sovereignty, em-
phasized within a setting concerned with creation, heavenly beings and,
lastly, the dualistic structure of the wicked and the faithful facing the di-
vine judgment. Nevertheless, 1Q/4Qlnstruction clearly differs from the
“Treatise’ in at least two ways: first, God’s deterministic role is further
elaborated and emphasized. Here, a key-term in 1Q/4QInstruction is of
basic interest. The 71 17, attested more than twenty times in the preserved
fragments, points to the deterministic aspect in the text. While 11 is a Per-
sian-Aramaic loanword, prominent in the book of Daniel, that denotes a
divine mystery to be revealed through God or an angelus interpres,*® the
second part of the term represents a Niph‘al participle from 7°7. Most
interpreters translate ‘mystery that is to be/come’ or ‘mystery of existence’
and assume the entire range of chronological spheres: past, present and
future, with a slight emphasis on the future aspect.69 Recent philological

 TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 201 (italics in the text).

 Pace TIGCHELAAR (see above): cf. KAMPEN, Wisdom Literature, 44-45.

% For text (and translation), cf. STRUGNELL AND HARRINGTON, 4QInstruction, 81, 83;
TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 69, 74-75: for the overlap with 4Q418; KAMPEN, Wisdom
Literature, 60-65.

7 See WOLD, Women, 90-91.

% See WILLI-PLEIN, Geheimnis, 162-163.

% See HARRINGTON, Wisdom Texts, 48-49; COLLINS, Wisdom, 122; GOFF, Adam, 3;
KAMPEN, Wisdom Literature, 46-50; STUCKENBRUCK, Interiorization, 156. For the
discussion of v 1, cf. GOFF, Wisdom, 30-79.
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insights lead to further precision: the morphology clearly hints at a Niph ‘al
form, and the Niph‘al is not simply a passive stem compared to the Qal,
but reflects on the progress of the described process. It emphasizes the in-
cidence and manifestation of what happens with a view to the subject. This
can be seen in those texts which utilize the Qal and Niph‘al of 7°7 in the
same context:

And at that time stands Michael, the great prince, the one who is standing over your
people, and there will be a time of distress (17% ny 7nm) that never happened since there
were nations (™ nVn AN X2 WR). (Dan 12.1a)

TN an Yo Wty 15 From the God of Knowledge [comes] all that
is and that (will) happen(s). (1QS IIL.15 (cf.
X1.4))

In both cases it is not the temporal aspect, future and past or present and
future, but the difference between what generally is and what, on the other
hand, specifically happens, happened or will happen, in terms of an inci-
dent.” ‘With reference to situations which are in fact future, the participle
may denote merely a circumstance accompanying a future event...’.”!
Therefore, the Niph‘al participle in 73" 17 denotes a ‘futurum instans’ as

Riidiger Bartelmus recently concluded.”

Die Figung kann geradezu als Musterbeispiel fiir die noetische Struktur des futurum
instans gesehen werden: In der gottlichen Welt steht bereits fest, was sich (demnéchst)
ereignen wird; fiir Menschen ist es aber noch ein Geheimnis, das zu liiften allein dem
Apokalyptiker vorbehalten ist.”

In conclusion, I would suggest the translation ‘mystery that is in the
process of taking place’ for 771 1. In the context of 1Q/4QInstruction the
righteous stay away from the ‘Spirit of Flesh’ that stands in contrast to the
‘Sons of Heaven’ (2°nwi °12) or to the ‘Sons of his Truth’ (\n»Kk *12). One
of the most interesting passages that brings the ‘mystery’ and the ‘spirit’
together is the following (4Q416 2 II1.17-18):™

17 As he has made them rule over you and formed (you) according to the spirit ( > wni
nn By 9% 102), so serve them! And as 18 he has uncovered your ear with view to” the

" See JENNI, Funktion, esp. 52-54; BARTELMUS, Art. 7, 767, 773. Here, 1 argue
against a scholarly tendency to simply identify in the 771 17 a marker of apocalyptic
future orientation. Cf. the approaches in scholarship discussed in GOFF, Trends, 386-388.

"I WALTKE AND O’ CONNOR, Introduction, 627, § 37.6f (italics in the text).

2 Cf. BARTELMUS, Art. 771, 777-778.

> BARTELMUS, Art. 77, 777 (italics in the text).

™ For text (and translation), cf. STRUGNELL AND HARRINGTON, 4QInstruction, 110,
113; TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 48: for the overlap with 4Q418; KAMPEN, Wisdom
Literature, 73.

™ The preposition should be understood as a ber comitantiae that functions as a
second accusative object besides jNX: for the bet comitantiae that denotes a ‘spiritual
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mystery that is in the process of taking place ("7 192 121K 793), glorify them for the
sake of your own glory.

The context deals with the honoring of parents, i.e. the fifth command-
ment, and combines sapiential admonitions with participation in the heav-
enly realm (cf. 4Q416 2 I11.10-12)"% for those who act according to the
admonitions.

The latter observation points to the second difference in
1Q/4QInstruction, when compared to the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’: the
‘Sons of Heaven’ (o°nwi 1) are, as already noted, placed in opposition to
the wicked, several times referred to in 1Q/4QInstruction as ‘Spirit of
Flesh’ ("wa mn). This dualism equates the ‘Sons of Heaven’ (cf. 4Q418 69
I1.12-13) with the ‘Sons of His Truth’ (cf. 4Q416 1.10), the ‘Holy Ones’
(ounp: cf. 4Q417 1 1.17 par 4Q418 43, 44,451.13; 4Q418 81+81a 11-12)
and with the ‘Spiritual People’ (ay m: cf. 4Q417 1 1.16 par 4Q418 43, 44,
451.13).” In the so-called ‘Vision of Hagu’, probably the most famous and
also most disputed text in 1Q/4Qlnstruction, this dualism is further ex-
plained (4Q417 frag. 2, 1 1.15-18):"

15 A book of remembrance is written before him 16 of/for those who keep his word. And
that is the vision of the meditation (and/of/on) a book of remembrance ( *2a7 PN AKIM
151 990%). And he bequeathed it to Enosh/Man/humanity together with a spiritual people
(M oy oy wuxy w»nm)” flolr 17 according to the pattern of the holy ones is his
fashioning (or: did he fashion him/it: y9%* 0*w17p n32n2). And moreover, meditation has
not been given (or: not did he give) to a/the fleshly spirit ("wa m% 37 11 R ), for it
does/did not distinguish between 18 [go]Jod and evil according to the judgment of its
[splirit.

contact’: see JENNI, Priposition Beth, 242-47, §262, and on the syntax of this passage cf.
BARTELMUS, Art. 7", 778.

" The context speaks of those who are ‘seated among the princes/nobles’. They are
further appointed to have authority ‘over an inheritance of glory’ (4Q416 2 I11.11-12).
GOFF, Wisdom, 206-214, and KAMPEN, Wisdom Literature, 75-76, argue for a
metaphorical sense of the ‘princes/nobles’ who are designated to share the lot of the
angels.

7 See STUCKENBRUCK, Interiorization, 159-160.

" For text (and translation), see STRUGNELL AND HARRINGTON, 4QInstruction, 151,
155; TIGCHELAAR, Learning, 52: for the overlap with 4Q418; KAMPEN, Wisdom
Literature, 95. Recently, TIGCHELAAR, People, 103-118, has provided a new
reconstruction of the text. The above text and translation follows Tigchelaar, with slight
modifications. Tigchelaar also challenged some of the proposed interpretations (105-
106).

" The second ov is written supralinear in the manuscript of 4Q417 1 1.16 (cf.
STRUGNELL AND HARRINGTON, 4QInstruction, 151, 164 and pl. VIII).
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A tremendous number of books and articles has been written on this pas-
sage.® Tigchelaar posed several questions concerning the understanding of
the text: The content or reference to the ‘book of meditation’ and its rela-
tionship to the ‘book of remembrance’ is not clear. The double reading of
ay is open to interpretation. The riddle of the meaning of ‘judgment of his
or its spirit’ is not resolved. And, finally, the semantic of ‘Spirit of the
Flesh’ still awaits further clarification.

What can be said on the basis of this text is that the dualism refers to
two different types of humanity. One of them is represented by the ‘Spirit
of the Flesh’, the other by the ‘spiritual people’. The latter is fashioned
‘according to the holy ones’. Therefore, the ‘spiritual people’ achieve an
angel-like status. In another fragment of 1Q/4QInstruction, for example,
they are referred to as being in the lot of the o9& (cf. 4Q418 81+81a. 4-5),
including a priestly ascent.®’ Consequently, the angel-like status and re-
lated terms are organized in a hierarchical manner — here, the ‘Treatise on
the Two Spirits’ is in fact comparable. But what differs in
1Q/4QInstruction is that ‘angelic’ terminology refers to the elect and cho-
sen people, obviously addressed in this sapiential work. In other words, the
angels in 1Q/4QInstruction lack any intermediary function.

3.3. Conclusions

Both texts discussed in this paper represent ancient Jewish sources stem-
ming from early Hellenistic times, the third and second centuries BCE.
Furthermore, both texts leave no doubt as to their Jewish provenance and
presuppose a divine concept that should be called ‘monotheistic’ — in its
widest meaning. Also, both texts are not necessarily of sectarian origin,
even if their affinities to ideological aspects known from sectarian evi-
dence cannot be disputed. Both texts combine sapiential and apocalyptic
motifs wherein their specific dualisms are conceptualized.

With view to different concepts of ‘monotheism’, from ‘summodeism’
to ‘exclusive monotheism’, the ‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ and
1Q/4QInstruction have nuanced their ‘monotheisms’ in different ways:
while the ‘Treatise’ combines both an ‘inclusive’ and ‘exclusive’ divine

% See the literature that is listed in TIGCHELAAR, People, 103-105 nn. 2 and 3; GOFF,
Adam, 13-17.

8 See KAMPEN, Wisdom Literature, 134. See also WOLD, Women, 161-179; ANGEL,
Priesthood, 61-77, esp. 77: ‘Whatever the case, this chosen community accessed God’s
mysteries and was destined for eternal life by means of participation with the angels.’

8 After listing the most intriguing parallels between the “Treatise on the Two Spirits’
and 1Q/4QInstruction, LANGE, Weisheit, 130, concludes: ‘Aus diesen Parallelen darf
geschlossen werden, da die Zwei-Geister-Lehre aus den Kreisen stammt, die auch
4QSap [i.e., 1Q/4QInstruction: S. B.} und Myst hervorgebracht haben.’
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concept, 1Q/4QInstruction clearly prefers the ‘exclusive’ type. Helpful
criteria for this difference are to be found in a more elaborated idea of di-
vine determinism in 1Q/4QInstruction on the one hand and different dual-
istic concepts in both texts on the other.®

4. The ‘Ancient of Days’ and the ‘Son of Man’

When we examine the ‘inclusive’ or ‘integrative’84 monotheism as attested
in Jewish writings of Persian and Hellenistic times, we can detect several
categories of terms and figures, whose place and functions are in a divine
sphere. John J. Collins, for example, distinguishes under the heading ‘Was
Judaism Monotheistic?’, ‘angelic figures’, ‘exalted human beings’ and
‘wisdom and Logos’.85 Larry W. Hurtado discusses three types: ‘divine
attributes and powers’, ‘exalted patriarchs’ and ‘principal angels’.*® Loren
T. Stuckenbruck counts more categories of mediator figures: ‘divine at-
tributes’, ‘patriarchal personages’, ‘priestly and royal figures in the litera-
ture’ and ‘eschatological ideal figures’.*’

Among the latter category Stuckenbruck includes the so-called ‘Son of
Man’ in Daniel 7. Nevertheless, the vast majority of scholars preferred —
and still favors — a collective understanding that identifies Aramaic WX 922
in Dan 7.13 symbolically with the faithful remnants of ‘Israel’ (cf. v. 27).%®
Here, recent analyses of Otfried Hofius are a good case in point:*® Hofius
not only presupposes a collective reading in the Aramaic text, but, beyond
this, also argues for a separation of Greek vidg avBpdmov and molatdg
Nuep®v in Pap. 967 and Codex Chisianus (Ms. 88). Both Greek witnesses
attest the reading ‘one like a Son of Man comes as the Ancient of Days’
instead of the MT’s and Pseudo-Theodotion’s ‘one like a Son of Man

¥ For the somewhat unresolved riddle of combining determinism and monotheistic
thinking on the one hand and dualism on the other hand, especially in the ‘Treatise of the
Two Spirits’, cf. PAINTER, Monotheism, 235-239.

8 For the idea of an ‘integrative monotheism’ in Israel and in the ancient Near East,
see LEVIN, Monotheismus, esp. 153-158, 169-172.

8 See COLLINS, Monotheism, 82-94.

% See HURTADO, One God, 17-18. DAVILA, Methodology, 5-6, adds ‘Charismatic
Prophets and Royal Aspirants’ and ‘Ideal Figures’ to the listed triad.

% See STUCKENBRUCK, ‘Angels’, 47 and 4748 n. 7. In general, STUCKENBRUCK
discusses the motif of veneration of angels and, consequently, points to another aspect of
‘inclusive monotheism’ (see also HURTADO, Monotheism, 550-556).

% See, e.g., KEEL, Geschichte, 1176,

8 See HoFIUS, Septuaginta-Text, 73-90.
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comes to the Ancient of Days’.”® Whether the Greek text is a scribal error
of Greek &wg and ¢ or whether the writers intentionally changed the
meaning of the text, is not Hofius’ point.91 He translated the OG version of
Dan 7.13 as follows (Pap. 967):2

£0edpovv év dpapart tiig vuktdg kal i8od éri Tdv vepehdv 1o ovpaved fipyeto d¢ vidg
avBpdrov kai (g Tarardg Nuepd(v) mapiiv kal ol mapeaTnkdTeg Tposyayov avtd
Ich schaute im Gesicht der Nacht: Und siehe, auf den Wolken des Himmels kam einer,

der aussah wie ein Mensch, und der, der aussah wie ein Hochbetagter, war zugegen, und
die Umstehenden nidherten sich ihm.

But several problems accompany this interpretation of two separated fig-
ures, referred to in the parallel stichos with @g: first, while a translation
with ‘looks like’ or ‘in the appearance of’ is an interpretation, albeit a pos-
sible one, Hofius insinuates that different subjects are meant. Besides the
fact that he does not substantiate this understanding, the parallelism speaks
against such a reading.”® Second, a collective understanding of d¢g vidg
avBpomov in the Septuagint, same as for Aramaic Wik 722 in MT, is as-
sumed, not discussed, by Hofius. Klaus Koch argued against this assump-
tion:** while Koch admits some morphological and semantic problems
inherent in WIR 72 and its derivations, he states that language clearly
differentiates between the ‘simplex’ and the ‘composite form’, pointing to
a collective on the one hand and to an individual on the other. Therefore, it
is highly improbable that the ‘composite form’ in Dan 7.13 has a collective

% For the Greek readings Pap. 967 (second or third century CE) and Codex Chisianus
(Ms. 88: tenth century CE) are relevant. They represent a pre-Hexaplaric text that is to
be dated to the second or first century BCE. The Pseudo-Theodotion Greek text was
probably written a little later. It is very close to the content of MT.

! Cf. YARBRO COLLINS AND COLLINS, King, 194—198.

%2 For the translation, with slight deviations, see HOFIUS, Septuaginta-Text, 87. For
the OG text cf. GEISSEN, Septuaginta-Text, 108; ZIEGLER AND MUNNICH, Daniel, 338: the
reading £ng is also preferred in the Gottingen Septuagint, while @g appears only in the
apparatus. See also KOCH AND ROSEL, Polyglottensynopse, 202-203. Ms. 88 (and
Syrohexaplar) reads @¢ vidg avOpodmov instead of fipyeto ¢ vidg avOpdmov, and
napijoav instead of mpociyayov.

® E.g., in Num 23.24 LXX one reads: i5od Aadc ¢ oxdpvoq avacticetal kai d¢
Aéov yavpuoBicetar ‘behold the people shall rise up like a cub and shall exalt himself
like a lion’. It is obvious that the subjects, marked with &g, refer to the same ‘people’.
Much more comparable to Dan 7.13 is Ezek 1.13 LXX: kai év péoo t@v {dov dpacig og
avBpakev Tupdg Kawopéveov O¢ Syis Aaunddov cvotpepopnivav avd pécov tdv {Hov
‘and in the midst of the living beings an appearance as of burning coals of fire, as an
appearance of lambs gathered in the midst of the living beings’. Cf. also LXX in 1 Sam
2.2; Pss 34.14; 77.52; 81.7; Ezek 20.32. Furthermore, Dan 7.14 LXX possibly points to a
veneration of the vid¢ avBpomnov as identified with the ‘Ancient of Days’; but cf.
HURTADO, Jewish Monotheism, 19-20.

% See KOCH, ‘Menschensohn’, 369-385.
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meaning. Beyond this, Koch favors an individual, angel-like interpretation
of wix 713, as proposed by John J. Collins and followed by a few other
scholars.”

In short, some arguments for the individual, angelic-like interpretation: It is well known
from other apocalypses that angels appear as human figures (cf., e.g., I En. 87.2). Also,
the collective interpretation cannot explain, why on the one hand the ‘Holy Ones of the
Most High will receive the kingdom and will possess the kingdom forever and forever
and ever’ (Dan 7.18),”° while on the other the ‘Holy Ones took possession of the
kingdom’ (7.22),” and finally, ‘kingdom and dominion and the greatness of the king-
doms under all heaven were given to the people of the Holy Ones of the Most High’
(7.27).% If the angelic-like interpretation is preferred, then the ‘kingdom’ is delivered to
the leader of the host, after that to the host and, lately, to the people of the host.
Furthermore, angels in the book of Daniel are addressed as appearing ‘in the likeness of a
man’ (Dan 8.15: Gabriel; cf. 9.21; 10.5, 16, 18; 12.5-7). Finally, several texts of
comparable provenance and style, such as the so-called ‘Son of God’-text (4Q246), speak
of individual figures whose functions are comparable with those of the ‘one like a human
being’ in Dan 7.

The most interesting point in the discussion between Hofius and Koch is
the theological bias which leads Hofius to his conclusion. Koch speaks of
the coercion to ‘keep Jesus Christ away from apocalypticism’.”> And what
is more, the theses from Hofius suggest grounds for believing that the ‘Son
of Man’-texts in the New Testament had a Christian origin. A collective
understanding of WX 72> could also eliminate the danger of ‘two powers in
heaven’.

Recently, Daniel Boyarin reconstructed two apocalypses in Daniel 7,
one about the four beasts, written in prose (Dan 7.2-8, 11-12), the other
about ‘one like a human being’ and the ‘Ancient of Days’, written in poetic
style (Dan 7.9-10, 13-14)."" While Larry Hurtado left the riddle unre-
solved as to whether the human-like figures in Ezekiel (Ezek 1.26; 8.2) and
Daniel (Dan 7.13) should be identified with angels or God, Boyarin argues
decidedly for a ‘second God’, because the phrase ‘coming with the clouds

% See especially COLLINS, Daniel, 304-310, 318-319. See also IDEM, Scepter, 171~
214; BEYERLE, Wolken, 1-52; IDEM, Son of Man, 54-58.

% Aramaic: X9y O9Y V) XY 7Y KM JUOMN PITSY W RN nYapn. The
translation ‘Most High’ (Aramaic: 121"%¥) can be disputed since, in terms of morphology,
a plural is attested that probably points to the highest rank of angels. Note, however,
there are no distinct criteria to distinguish between the ‘Holy Ones’, the ‘Holy Ones of
the Highest Angels’ and ‘the People of Holy Ones of the Highest Angels’.

%7 Aramaic: 1@*7p 10M7 XM9m. The simplex 1"w>7p clearly has the heavenly host in
view.

%8 Aramaic: PITPOY WP QY% N2 XMW 93 DIRA MOYR T KM KW Anobm (all
translations from COLLINS, Daniel, 276).

¥ See KOCH, ‘Menschensohn’, 369.

' See BOYARIN, Daniel 7, 139-162. Cf. also IDEM, Gospels, 31-52.
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of heaven’ could only denote a divine being.'®" But this ‘duothesim’ is
only valid for the apocalypse of the two thrones (vv. 9-10, 13-14) and was
re-interpreted by inserting the apocalypse of the four beasts (vv. 2-8, 11—
12) and also the pesher of the vision: what followed from this combined
reading was that the second God that looked like a human being changed
his meaning and function: from a divine figure towards a representative of
Israel.'”

Boyarin’s approach is fresh and stimulating and, at the same time,
highly hypothetical and, therefore, rather unconvincing. With a view to the
motifs in the vision of the thrones, no one can deny that both the ‘Ancient
of Days’ and the ‘one like a human being’ achieve divine status. The tra-
dition behind the text is clearly polytheistic. But, whether the text itself,
even in an earlier stratum, was polytheistic is a matter of dispute. Never-
theless, tradition and text have in common the enhancement of divine sub-
ordination, and the tradition, therefore, provided the basis for an angelic
understanding of the ‘one like a human being’. What remains is that two
powers act in the heavenly realm'® — another clear example for an ‘inclu-
sive monotheism’; not least, the reception history of Dan 7 attests to this
characterization. For both ancient versions of the text, like the pre-
Hexaplaric OG, and modern interpreters, like Hofius, try to read the ‘one
like a human being’ in compliance with their own theology and ideology.

5. Summary

Generally speaking it is dangerous to use modern terminology for inter-
pretations of texts stemming from the Hellenistic-Roman era. But, some-
times, it helps us in distinguishing different concepts, and especially in the
case of ‘monotheism’, concepts of the divine. The texts from Hellenistic
times, discussed above, showed no explicit interests in the ‘one-ness’ of
God, as Deutero-Isaiah and especially the Cyrus oracle. In this connection,
other texts from the Dead Sea are more significant, like the “War Scroll’
which states in 1QM X.8-9:'*

SR ON MO RN 8 Who is like you, God of Israel,
WY WR PORD an]wa in h[eav]en and on earth, who acts

1% See HURTADO, One God, 75-77; BOYARIN, Daniel 7, 149150, 154-162.

12 See BOYARIN, Daniel 7, 150-154.

103 gee SEGAL, Powers; HURTADO, Jewish Monotheism, 23-25. See, furthermore, the
critical review of Hurtado’s approach in RAINBOW, Jewish Monotheism, esp. 88-89, and
also the critical comments on Segal’s theses in MCGRATH AND TRUEX, Two Powers, 43—
71.

1M For the text, cf. DUHAIME, War Scroll, 116.
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N1 AWYN3 according to your great works
apma oM 9 and according to your mighty strength?

The divine incomparability can also be combined with angelic hosts in
1QM XIL1:'®

IRl vp A RD 1 Because th[ey] are a multitude of holy ones
*INY? NIRIY O Y32 in heaven and hosts of heralds
el lridlite} in your holy habitation
aa[per M)A to pra[ise] your [truth].

And, lastly, evil itself finds its place within this concept of eschatological
war (1QM XII1.10-11, 13):'%

nnw? 2y*2a apwy anxy - 10/11 And you [i.e. God] are the one who has made
Belial for perdition,
mown IR 11 a herald of hatred/Mastema.
omyxn 13 Who is like you
YR PR M32 according to strength, God of Israel?

The cited passages praise God’s incomparability. They explicitly refer to
God as the creator of Belial. The dualism of the “War Scroll’ knows of the
angelic host, mentions Belial and Mastema (cf. Jub), but, contrary to the
‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’, God also made Belial. In this concern, the
‘War Scroll’ comes closer to the ‘exclusive monotheism’ we find in Isaiah
45.

Apart from an ‘exclusive monotheism’ or its mixed-up forms in the
‘Treatise on the Two Spirits’ and 1Q/4QInstruction, the vision in Daniel 7
attests an ‘inclusive monotheism’. The angelic, human-like being is en-
throned, endowed with glory and royal power and is, consequently, next to
God. The divine status of the ‘Son of Man’ is not explicitly stated, but de-
duced from a religio-historical typology that reminds us of El and Baal or
Zeus and Typhon. Thus, in the final analysis, the Aramaic text of Daniel 7
is ‘monotheistic’, its background is ‘polytheistic’. Not only the Septuagint

19 For the text, cf. DUHAIME, War Scroll, 120. RAINBOW, Christology, esp. 228-250,
has shown, in a detailed list of ‘monotheistic’ expressions in canonical, as well as non-
canonical, ancient Jewish and early Christian writings, that the explicit characterization
of God as a superior, sovereign and incomparable divine being in early Jewish
apocalyptic texts is rather meagre. Consequently, the War Scroll and the related literature
from the Dead Sea represent the exception to the rule. The book of Daniel (MT), e.g., is
only listed with reference to Dan 6.27 (cf. also quotations from the additions in OG of the
book of Daniel: Dan LXX 3.44-45; Bel 5, 23-25, 41). References from I En. are
missing. Furthermore, Jub 1.24-25; 10.6; 12.19-20; 15.31-32; 21.34; 1QM X.8-9, 11-
12 should be taken into account. Most attestations from later apocalyptic writings stem
from the Sib Or, 4 Ez, 2 En or 2 Bar.

1% For the text, cf. DUHAIME, War Scroll, 122.
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(Ms. 88; Pap. 967) but also modern interpreters fought and fight against
this understanding, impulsively, but in vain.
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