The Exacavated Fragments from Qumran
 Steps Toward A Reappraisal

Introduction
The problem of the provenance of archaeological artifacts is
 debated nowadays, and the discoveries made at Qumran have been involved in 
such discussions. 
Two recent volumes devoted to the so-called post-2002 Qumran fragments have provoked controversy mainly because of the impossibility of tracing the provenance of these findings. The museum where they have been displayed has issued a press release informing the public that at least five of the fragments are modern forgeries. This is not the place to discuss this matter or the rather odd fact that among those disputing the authenticity of the fragments is one of the editors of the Brill
 volume that published the fakes, let alone the general issue of the reliability of today’s fashionable “blind” peer review, which is the subject of a recent “open letter” to Brill, the publisher of one of the volumes in question.  
Provenanced and unprovenanced artifacts
The present short note will focus on some traits of the first discoveries and acquisition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the provenance of which is – to say the least – debatable when measured against today’s standards for evaluating archaeological artifacts. 

A few examples will suffice. As is well known, one of the first scholars to learn of the Dead Sea discoveries was John Trever. 
Trever recounts that on February 16, 1948, a priest from St. Mark's Syrian Orthodox Convent in the Old City of Jerusalem phoned him to inquire about some "Ancient Hebrew manuscripts." Although skeptical, Trever agreed to speak with him. The priest then informed him that while working in the convent’s library he had come across five scrolls in ancient Hebrew on which their catalogue had no information. He had thus decided to call on the School 
for assistance.  The next day, the priest came to the School and, opening a small leather suitcase, showed Trever five scrolls wrapped in newspapers as well as a small fragment. Thereupon, he unwrapped one of the smaller ones, ”which has since proved to be a part of the Sectarian Document”. 
The circumstances of the first discovery were reaffirmed in 1950 by Millar Burrows in his General Introduction to the editiones principes of 1QpHab and 1QIsaa:
The full story of the discovery and the transactions which followed it cannot even yet be told: details have been gradually coming to light ,but some points are still and may always remain obscure.

As one can see, the problem of the provenance of these fragments was neither noted nor mentioned. The very fact that some fifteen years later Trever wrote an article entitled “When was Qumran Cave I Discovered” is telling in this regard. In other words, it indicates that we do not even know for certain when the first Dead Sea scrolls were discovered, as one can also deduce from the words of another pioneer of the Scrolls’ discovery, Eleazar Lipa Sukenik, who opened the introduction of his edition of 1QM and 1QH by stating that the precise time of the discoveries was unclear.
A similar account of the negotiations over the scrolls was offered by Frank Moore Cross. When in Beirut,  he received an anonymous call, followed by a rather frightening meeting at which he was asked to purchase some fragments from “a silver-haired gentleman who spoke French-accented English.” 

Examples could be multiplied; it is hardly necessary to recall the dark steps that led to the troubling acquisition of the Temple Scroll, or the fact that we simply do not know anything about the provenance of the codex optimus of the Hebrew Bible, that is, the famous Leningrad codex penned
 by the Ben Asher scribal school.
Be that as it may, we can conclude this quick survey on the first discoveries of the Dead Sea Scrolls from the perspective of today’s standards for authenticating unprovenanced archaeological artifacts as voiced by D. Barthélemy’s ingenuous statement on the  Greek Minor Prophets scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXII gr) in his seminal monograph, Le devanciers d’Aquila:
La plupart des fragments de ce rouleau ont été apportés à l'École Biblique Française de Jérusalem (Jordanie) par des bédouins en deux livraisons au cours de l'été 1952. Ils nous ont été présentés comme provenant d'une grotte située plus au sud que celles du wadi Murabbaʽât.
From unprovenanced to provenanced
8HevXII gr offers us the opportunity to turn to the second part of this contribution and focus on how to correct this situation.

In fact, the new edition of the same scroll appeared in 1990. In this publication, Emanuel Tov gives us some new pieces of information on the actual site of the discoveries, that is, Nahal Hever and not wadi Murabbaʽât. More importantly Tov notes that this site has been identified thanks to a subsequent discovery of fragments of the same scrolls during controlled excavations at the location. In other words, fragments discovered during controlled excavations, if identified as parts of the same manuscript as unprovenanced fragments, may confirm the provenance of the latter. 
This problem and a possible way to resolve it were likewise clear to Frank Moore Cross, who, in fact stated in an interview with W. Fields that

…the material acquired from the Bedouin was taken out of the many small boxes in which it was stored and combined with what the archaeologists had dug from Cave 4 with all the material bought by the museum and the Antiquities Department and then filled up that room with plates of fragments. I had worked for the summer, for about four months, in a little side room with just the excavated material. So I at least knew perfectly well where that stuff came from.
In fact, in September 1952, Qumran cave 4 was discovered and excavated by unauthorized people
, who, incidentally, confused the fragments coming from what had originally been two caves (caves 4a and 4b). To avoid further illegal and potentially damaging excavations, a team lead by Roland De Vaux went to the site to begin controlled operations. About 600 manuscripts were identified as 4Q manuscripts, and about 150 of them were said to come from controlled excavations. In addition, photos were taken of these fragments and filed in the PAM (Palestine Archeological Museum) tables under the serial number sequence 40.962-985.
In order to provide a clearer view of this situation, we present here a table of the Qumran texts contained in those PAM photos, based on the microfiche catalogue, whereas in an upcoming study we will identify each fragment of each text contained in the “E” series photographs. 
Thus, the identification of manuscript fragments found during controlled excavations will allow for the identification of unprovenanced fragments belonging to the same manuscript.
This survey, in other words, will make it possible to establish the provenance of fragments found in uncontrolled excavations as it is clear that if fragments of a given manuscript come from controlled excavations, other fragments of the same manuscript, even if unprovenanced, may be considered authentic.
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