
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Shrouded Actors of the Qumran Stage: 

Personalities of the DSS in Light of Recent Reconstructions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Senior Project  

Submitted to Professor Menzies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By Michael Sparling 

 

May 6, 2002 

 



    2 

Table of Contents 
 

 

I. Introductionéééééééééééééééé 3 

a. Purposeéééééééééééééééé. 4 

b. Qumran Textsééééééééééééé... 4 

c. Three Major Questionséééééééééé. 7 

II. Recent Scholarly Reconstructionsééééééé.. 10 

a. James C. VanderKamééééééééééé. 10 

b. Florentino Garcia Martinezééééééééé 12 

c. James Strugnell and Elisha Qimronééééé.. 14 

d. Michael O. Wiseéééééééééééé... 16 

III.  Shrouded Actors of the Qumran Stageééééé... 21 

a. The Wicked Priestéééééééééééé. 22 

1. Textual Referenceséééééééé.. 22 

2. Scholarly Opinionéééééééé... 29 

b. The Teacher of Righteousnessééééééé. 37 

1. Textual Referenceséééééééé.. 37 

2. Scholarly Opinionééééééééé 44 

IV. Conclusionéééééééééééééééé. 49 

 



    3 

INTRODUCT ION 
 

Every year more books are written attempting to identify a clear connection 

between the Qumran texts and a historical context. The problem is that the references 

found in these documents are so hazy that scholarship often just results in additional 

theories, seldom dispelling old ones. It seems the issue is only becoming more complex. 

The confusing discussion about these texts often centers on the identity of four 

mysterious figures, the most mysterious being the Teacher of Righteousness, who is 

believed to be the founder of the Qumran community. He is never identified by name, but 

was obviously an influential character in the drama. His key opponents are the Wicked 

Priest, the Lion of Wrath, and the Man of the Lieðthree names shrouded in mystery. 

There are many questions and uncertainties about the identities of these figures. Are they 

three different individuals? Do they all refer to the same individual? Is the Lion of Wrath 

another name for the Wicked Priest? Was the Man of the Lie originally allied with the 

Teacher of Righteousness? Or, have they always been at odds?  

This is just a small picture of the problem at hand. Since their discovery in 1947, 

scholars have been working to decipher, reconstruct, translate and understand the texts of 

the Qumran community and the history found therein. There are more ambiguities than 

clarities in reconstructing the history of this sectarian people who find little mention 

outside their own writings. Even their writings are not as helpful as we would like 

because they tend to refer to figures with these mysterious code names rather than their 

historical names. 
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Purpose 

 

The purpose of this paper is two fold. First, we will explore four major scholarly 

views on the Qumran community, to see how extensive the variation of interpretation can 

be. Second, we will seek to understand two of the four mysterious figures mentioned in 

these texts: the Wicked Priest and the Teacher of Righteousness. To understand these 

characters we will first explore what the texts say about them, then compare this 

information with the differing scholarly interpretations and historical referents. 

 

Qumran Texts 

 

Before beginning our study, it is necessary to introduce some of the texts to which 

we will refer throughout. All of the texts we will consult are sectarian, meaning they 

originated with the sect and were influenced by their views and beliefs. The four primary 

texts we will use are 4QpHab, 4QpNah, 4QpPsa
a
, and 4QMMT. The first three are 

pesharim, which are interpretations of biblical texts in light of current events, whether 

recently past or soon expected.
1
 Beyond these texts we will also make reference to CD, 

11QTS, and 4Q448. 

The Habakkuk Pesher, 1QpHab, transmits the problems of Habakkuk forward to 

their time. Habakkuk asks God, ñWhy do You look with favor on those who deal 

treacherously? Why are You silent when the wicked swallow up those more righteous 

than they?ò  The author of the pesher has the same questions and seeks to explain his 

situation by relating it to the text of Habakkuk. He sees the community as an 

                                                 
1
 The term pesher, as a rule typically refers to the interpretation of dreams. It does not denote a 

skill to be acquired, but refers to a revealed secret of God. Michael O. Wise, Martin Abegg, Jr. and Edward 

Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation (New York: HarperCollins, 1995), 114.  
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eschatological fulfillment of biblical history. They are the righteous ones that must 

remain loyal to the Teacher of Righteousness to be rescued by God. The opponents of the 

Teacher of Righteousness (the Man of the Lie, the Wicked Priest and anyone who 

follows them) are the wicked ones referred to by Habakkuk. The followers of the Teacher 

of Righteousness are the righteous ones. 

The Nahum Pesher, 4QpNah or 4Q169, is unique among Qumran pesharim 

because it refers to known historical figures without giving them mysterious names: 

Demetrius, Antiochus, and the Kittim. That the later should be identified with the 

Romans is without dispute; however, even the identities of Demetrius and Antiochus 

raise questions. Was it Demetrius I or III? Was it Antiochus IV or V? The author of the 

pesher interprets the judging of Nineveh in an apocalyptic sense as the judgment of the 

wicked ñseekers-after-smooth-things,ò commonly understood as the Pharisees.   

The 4QpPsa
a
 (4Q171), a pesher on Psalm 37, is another text exploited by the 

author to show his desire for the judgment of the wicked and his belief that this judgment 

will come. The righteous must endure the suffering at the hands of the wicked, but God 

will give just reward to his people. The cast of characters is the same as that of the 

Habakkuk Pesher.  

4QMMT is a unique document. It can be divided into three parts: a calendar, a list 

of halakhot, and a letter.  The calendar is the typical solar calendar found at Qumran and 

lists all Sabbaths and festivals of each month. The halakhot are laws believed by the sect 

to be the correct interpretation of biblical law. The author of the letter, referring to 

himself as ñwe,ò admonishes the reader, ñyou,ò to understand the laws of Moses and 

return to God. There is a third party referred to as ñtheyò who seem to be followers of 
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ñyouò or are at least closely related ñyou.ò Though the author and recipient are not 

mentioned by name, it is commonly believed to be written by the Teacher of 

Righteousness to the Wicked Priest. The name, MMT, is an abbreviation of the Hebrew, 

Miqsat Maóaseh ha-Torah, meaning ñsome of the precepts of the Torah.ò As we will see, 

this text is extremely helpful in understanding the points of disagreement between the 

Qumran community and the society from which they separated.  

I have not looked in detail at the remaining texts, but have browsed them for the 

information necessary to our discussion. CD is the abbreviation for the Damascus 

Document, otherwise known as the Zadokite Fragments. It can be divided into two 

sections, an exhortation to follow the new covenant into the land of Damascus and a legal 

section which is similar to that of other legal documents found at Qumran.  

11QTS (11Q19ï20) is the designation for the Temple Scroll, a re-writing of the 

books of Moses for the people of the new covenant. However, Moses is nowhere 

mentioned in the scroll because the author is attempting to claim authority of new 

revelation which was not disclosed to Moses.
2
 

In Praise of King Jonathan, 4Q448, is a small text that possibly has great 

implications. These implications will be addressed when the text is mentioned. Having 

looked at these texts in brief, we are almost ready to explore some of the views of 

Qumran scholars. However, first we must specify the questions which we will address.  

 

                                                 
2
 Wise, Abegg and Cook, Dead Sea Scrolls, 458.  
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Three Major Questions 

 

There are three basic historical questions to be asked of the DSS and the Qumran 

community: Who, When, and Why? However, as we will soon see, their answers are not 

simple. Even these most basic questions invoke complex theories which raise even 

deeper questions.   

Who exactly was this group that found it necessary to retreat to a life of solitude 

in the desert? Florentino Garcia Martinez gives a good picture of the general 

development of this debate. ñVaried identifications were proposed for the community. 

They were thought to be a Pharisee, Sadducee, zealot or even Christian group. Little by 

little, though the conviction prevailed that the manuscripts came from an Essene 

community. In fact, it reached the point where the Essenes were simply equated with the 

Qumran community.ò
3
 In recent scholarship it is now widely understood that they were 

not a Pharisee, zealot or Christian group. As Garcia Martinez points out, they are 

generally considered Essenes. However, even among those who believe them to be 

Essenes there is debate about their origins. Were they from Palestine or Babylonia? 

Though the majority of scholars understand them to be Essenes, there is sufficient textual 

evidence particularly in the legal material that they may have been a section of the 

Sadducee group.  

When was this group founded? This question produces yet a more complex 

answer, because it must first be decided whether they were Essene or Sadducean. Then 

before we can date the separation of the Qumran sect, we face the difficult question of 

                                                 
3
 Florentino Garcia Martinez and Julio Trebolle Barrera, eds., The People of the DSS: Their 

Writings, Beliefs and Practices (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 10. 
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when each of these larger movements began. The answer to this question is not within the 

scope of this study, we will focus strictly on the date of the communityôs formation. As 

unclear as the DSS are on historical matters, they constitute a fair percentage of the 

information available. There are relatively few historical references from this period. 

Prior to the discovery of the DSS, we relied on Philo, Josephus and Maccabees. Even 

comparing the DSS with these long known texts we still end up with a whole spectrum of 

views for the date of the Qumran community, ranging anywhere between mid-second 

century B.C.E. to 68 C.E.  Some think the community lived the majority of this period in 

Qumran with only a short period of non-occupation. Some see the Essenes as existing 

beyond Qumran, but the community at Qumran ending around 68 C.E. Some scholars 

place the formation of the sect in the mid-second century B.C.E., but find its demise 

around 30 C.E. Still others date the community, between 78ï30 B.C.E. respectively.  As 

a quick overview has shown, there are many ways to interpret the historical references we 

have.  

Why did they retreat to the desert? This question also has its share of theories, 

which again depend on who they were and when they were formed. Did they retreat of 

their own accord? Were they exiled? Was the debate that provoked their retreat over the 

proper calendar or over temple laws? Was the leader of the sect a former high priest 

whose position was usurped by someone deemed illegitimate by the sect? All of the 

above have been proposed; however, here is one place we can find at least general 

agreement among scholars. Most will concede based on 4QMMT that at least a factor in 

the split was disagreement over the halakhot (temple laws) of the community.  
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As one can see, all three of the above ñsimpleò questions have far from simple 

answers. When considering all interpretations together, the discussion becomes quite 

complicated. The best way to compare views is to present each in sequence, and make 

transitory notes comparing each view.  
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Recent Scholarly Reconstructions 
 

Here we will consider four different interpretations. First, we will look at the 

interpretation of James C. VanderKam, then at the Groningen Hypothesis as proposed by 

Florentino Garcia Martinez. Next, we will consider the theory presented by John 

Strugnell and Elisha Qimron in their edition of MMT published in Discoveries in the 

Judean Desert. Finally, we will look at the theory of Michael O. Wise in his book, The 

First Messiah, which by and large has inspired this study. This book is a vivid, narrative 

reconstruction of the life of the Teacher of Righteous as he understands it based on his 

study of the texts.  

The purpose of this section is to summarize the views of the respective scholars 

and see how much their interpretations vary.  In order to explain some of these theories 

we will occasionally need to associate one of the mysterious, textual figures with a 

known historical figure; however, in this portion of the paper we will not get into the full 

arguments of why scholars identify the textual figures with the historical figures they do. 

That discussion is reserved for the later portion of this study.  

 

James C. VanderKam 

 

 We turn first to the theory proposed by VanderKam. His view represents a largely 

traditional view in a few aspects. First, he believes the Qumran community to be of 

Essene origin, and second, he affirms the final and authoritative dating of R. de Vaux, the 

original archeologist who excavated at Qumran from 1947ï1956. Based on archeological 
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data de Vaux dated the Essene occupation of Qumran to the second century B.C.E., 

which would be around the time of Jonathan Maccabeus.
4
 

 VanderKam maintains the traditional Essene interpretation citing Plinyôs Natural 

History where he refers to ñthe solitary group of Essenes on the west side of the Dead 

Sea.ò
5
 VanderKam continues for another twelve pages, explaining the similarities 

between the Essenes described in classic sources and the Qumran community. He 

concludes that ñthe scrolls reflect a series of beliefs and practices which the ancient 

sources (especially Josephus) characterize as Essene.ò
6
 He admits there is some similarity 

between the law of the Sadducees and that of the Qumran texts, but claims this to be 

insignificant compared with similarities found between Essenism and the Qumran texts.
7
 

He understands the Qumran community as part of the larger Essene movement in 

Palestine.  

 As already mentioned, VanderKam agrees with the conclusions de Vaux draws in 

his final publication. He places the formation of the Qumran community in the mid-

second century B.C.E. and its demise around 68 C.E. He also holds to the phase theory 

presented by de Vaux. Phase Ia marks the first Essene occupation from some time in the 

second century B.C.E. to about 100 B.C.E. Phase Ib is when the community flourished 

from 100 to 31 B.C.E. Phase II was from 4 to 68 C.E, after which the Romans occupied 

Qumran.
8
 

                                                 
4
 J. Murphy-OôConnor, ñQumran, Khirbet,ò ABD 5:591. 

5
 It should be noted, however, that Pliny wrote as late as 68 C.E. James C. VanderKam, The Dead 

Sea Scrolls Today (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 72. 
6
 Ibid., 87. 

7
 Ibid., 93ï95.  

8
 Ibid., 105ï108. and Murphy-OôConnor, ñQumran,ò 5:591ï593. 
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 Finally, in addressing the question of why the people retreated to Qumran, 

VanderKam suggests the possibility that the Teacher of Righteousness had been the high 

priest of the intersacerdotium and that his throne was usurped by Jonathan. However, he 

concludes saying ñwe do not know, but it is an intriguing possibilityé something 

happened around 150 B.C.E. that triggered the exile.ò
9
  

 Now to summarize, VanderKam follows neatly in the steps of de Vaux, arguing 

the same interpretation of the data. A group of Essenes moved to Qumran around 150 

B.C.E. as a sectarian group led by the Teacher of Righteousness. However, he gives little 

more than possible ideas of why they retreated.  

 

Florentino Garcia Martinez 

 

 The next theory, proposed by Florentino Garcia Martinez, is the Groningen 

Hypothesis which also places the group amongst Essene origins. He dispels the idea that 

the Essenes formed in Babylonia or that they had their origins among the Hasidim. 

Rather, he sees the Essenes as a distinctly Palestinian group. Referring to Josephus, he 

claims that the Essenes were around at the time of Jonathan Maccabeus; yet as to their 

origins we must look back further still to 1 Enoch, in the Book of Dreams, where the 

author describes the time from Alexander the Great to the Maccabean uprising. This text 

mentions the formation of a new group, understood by Garcia Martinez as the Essenes. 

Thus, Essenes had their origins as early as the end of the 3
rd

 century B.C.E. or the 

beginning of the second century B.C.E.ðbefore the Maccabean revolt. This, however, 

                                                 
9
 It is curious that he does not offer more of an explanation here. This seems to be one place where 

most scholars are able to generally agree that the split had at least something to do with differing Halakhot. 

At least I think this is pretty clear from my reading of MMT and the Habakkuk Pesher. VanderKam, Dead 

Sea Scrolls, 104.  
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does not require Qumran Essenes to be this early. The Qumran Essenes split from larger 

Essenism; they are not to be equated with the general Essene movement.
10

 

Garcia Martinez finds his best proof for Essene origins of the Qumran sect among 

the ideals of the Palestinian Apocalyptic tradition. The Essene movement had some roots 

in the apocalyptic tradition and he thinks the Qumran texts reflect a sectarian 

development of their own distinct apocalyptic ideas, relying on secret books and 

mysteries revealed to the Teacher of Righteousness.
11

   Though he concedes that 

Essenism is a widespread movement that is neither highly organized nor separatist, still 

he proposes that the roots of separatist Qumran Essenes are to be found in this Palestinian 

Apocalyptic tradition.
12

 The Qumran Essenes became organized under the leadership of 

the Teacher of Righteousness. When the Essenes split during the reign of John Hyrcanus 

(134ï104 B.C.E.), they retreated to the desert and Qumran was born.
13

  

Thus far we have discovered Garcia Martinezôs understanding of who formed the 

Qumran group and when, but we have still to understand why they split. As mentioned 

earlier, this question finds much greater concurrence among scholars. Garcia Martinez 

understands the Temple Scroll and MMT together clearly to state that the reason for the 

split was the different halakhot between the groups. The issue which created problems 

with the halakhot was simply different interpretation of the biblical text. This can be best 

exemplified by the conflict over the calendar which dictated the groupsô holy festival 

days. The Qumran Essenes believed that the Teacher of Righteousness had the correct 

interpretation of the biblical texts revealed to him by God, whereas the larger Essene 

                                                 
10

 Garcia Martinez and Trebolle Barrera, People of the DSS, 86ï88. 
11

 Ibid., 89. 
12

 Ibid., 11.  
13

 Ibid., 83ï84.  
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movement led by the Man of the Lie was ñdeceivedò and did not accept the 

interpretations of the Teacher of Righteousness.
14

 Garcia Martinez says of the split, 

ñWhen it is divine precepts which are in question, peaceful co-existence is impossible.ò
15

 

He gives no further detail than to say the split was regarding halakhot and that it 

happened during the reign of John Hyrcanus.  

  In summary, Garcia Martinez answers the three simple questions as follows. The 

Qumran Essenes were originally Palestinian Essenes from the apocalyptic tradition. They 

retreated to the desert around 134 B.C.E. during the Essene split under John Hyrcanus. 

The key reason for their split was differing interpretation of biblical texts resulting in 

different halakhot.   

 

John Strugnell and Elisha Qimron 

 

 Next we will explore the theory presented by Strugnell and Qimron in their 

cooperative work on MMT published in Discoveries of the Judean Desert. Who do they 

think the Qumran community originated from? Traditionally, as we have seen, the 

Qumran sect was thought to be of Essene origin; however, in this publication, Strugnell 

and Qimron argue otherwise. Looking primarily at MMT they show that much of the law 

recorded there is the same as ñthat attested in Tannaitic literature for the Sadducees, 

especially in their formal controversies with the Pharisees.ò
16

  The word óSadduceeô is at 

times ambiguous in early sources, but in some contexts it can refer to a conservative 

                                                 
14

 Garcia Martinez and Trebolle Barrera, People of the DSS, 92ï95. 
15

 Ibid.,33.  
16

 Though I am not an expert in Tannaitic literature, this seems a strong argument from the content 

of the laws set forth in MMT that the Qumran sect could have grown from or had its ancestry among the 

Sadducees. Elisha Qimron, and John Strugnell.  Qumran Cave 4 no V,  MIQSAT MAASE HA-TORAH. (vol. 

10 of Discoveries in the Judean Desert.  Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 116.  
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group of priests and their supporters, as Strugnell and Qimron here intend it. VanderKam 

considers this suggestion and quickly denies its credibility,
17

 yet he should not dismiss 

the idea so quickly since MMT may point in this direction. Strugnell and Qimron, the 

editors of MMT and two of the most renowned Dead Sea scholars, claim that ñMMT 

seems to be a document emanating from a priestly group related to the early Sadducees, 

and either identical with, or an ancestor of, the Qumran group.ò
18

 

 Strugnell and Qimron do not pinpoint a date for the origin of the Qumran 

community. However, they do mention in a parenthesis that ñon paleographic grounds we 

should look for an early rather than a late high priest.ò They make an attempt to date 

MMTðwhich would have been written after the group had retreated from the larger 

communityðbased on the identification of the Wicked Priest with a historical high 

priest. For reasons not mentioned (unless they are relying upon the aforementioned 

paleographic evidence), they limit their considerations to Alkimus, Jonathan, Simon, and 

John Hyrcanus who are within ñthe most likely time-frame.ò
19

 They largely dismiss both 

Alkimus and John Hyrcanus as unlikely candidates, and date the text roughly between 

159 and 152 B.C.E.
20

 Keeping in mind that this text was composed after the separation of 

the community, the community must have formed around 160 B.C.E.    

Still regarding the date, Strugnell and Qimron make an interesting observation 

regarding all non-biblical Qumran manuscripts. ñAs has been shown in the 

paleographical analysis of the individual manuscripts, the oldest manuscript dates from 

about 75 B.C.E. and the youngest from about 50 C.E. This gives us the latest possible 

                                                 
17

 VanderKam, Dead Sea Scrolls,  93.  
18

 Strugnell and Qimron, MMT, 117. 
19

 Ibid., 118.  
20

 Ibid., 121.  
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date of composition. However, since the work was copied over several generations, there 

likely existed even older manuscripts which have not survived.ò
21

 Though they feel it is 

likely that older manuscripts existed, it is interesting to note that no non-biblical material 

dating before 75 B.C.E. is extant.
22

  

 In studying MMT, Strugnell and Qimron find the reason for the separation of the 

Qumran sect in disagreements between ñyouò (the ruling high priest) and ñweò (the 

author) on the halakhot mentioned in MMT. They feel this text clearly illustrates the 

problems which required the separation of the Qumran community.  

 To summarize the view presented by Strugnell and Qimron, we can compare their 

theory with the theories of the earlier three scholars. They maintain an early date of 

Qumran development with de Vaux and VanderKam, about 159ï152 B.C.E. They agree 

closely with Garcia Martinez that the schism was over halakhot, though they find the 

disagreement not among Essenes, but between the Pharisees and the Sadducees. Strugnell 

and Qimron break distinctly from the traditional interpretation and claim that the Qumran 

community originated within the Sadducean movement rather than the Essene movement.  

 

Michael O. Wise 

 

We will now look to a theory very different than the others we have studied. This 

is the theory proposed by Michael Wise in The First Messiah. According to Wise, the 

Qumran sect did not arise from a group of Essenes, but from a group of Sadducees who 

had a different understanding of Temple Laws than the ruling Pharisees under Alexandra 

                                                 
21

 Strugnell and Qimron, MMT, 109.  
22

 This point will also be made by Michael Wise in his argument for a later date for the Qumran 

community.  
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Salome. It is his understanding that much of the struggle leading up to the formation of 

the Qumran sect had to do with the struggle for temple control between two factions, the 

Pharisees and the Sadducees. The Sadducees had held temple control among their elite 

priestly family since the rule of Hyrcanus I.
23

 They were the conservative party who 

maintained the biblical interpretations of antiquity. The struggle with the Pharisees over 

temple law really focused around the new methods of biblical interpretation and new 

philosophical ideas about biblical interpretation which allowed them to interpret biblical 

laws in a less stringent manner.
24

 It was against this degeneration of biblical 

interpretation and hence wrong temple observance that the Sadducees took offense.  

Throughout the rule of Alexander Jannaeus, the Sadducees had been in power and 

the Pharisees were rallying support among the people. The Pharisees had such a force 

supporting them that upon his death, Alexander Jannaeus advised his wife, Alexandra, to 

switch her allegiance to the Pharisaic faction.
25

 The shift of power from the Sadducees to 

the Pharisees under Alexandra was the last straw for the group who would later occupy 

Qumran. According to Wise, the Teacher of Righteousness arose in 76 B.C.E. against the 

new Pharisaic rule of the temple under Alexandra Salome. The Teacher of Righteousness 

was exiled from Jerusalem by Alexandra. The faction of Sadducees who had chosen to 

follow retreated with him to the land of Damascus.
26

 

In a paper presented at the 2002 meeting of the Upper Midwest region of the 

American Academy of Religion and the Society of Biblical Literature, Wise argued that 

the Teacher of Righteousness could be dated to the late second or early first century 

                                                 
23

 Wise, Michael O. The First Messiah: Investigating the Savior Before Jesus (New York: 

HarperCollins, 1999), 208. 
24

 Ibid., 77.  
25

 Ibid., 40ï41. 

 
26

 Ibid., 101. 
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B.C.E. This is approximately 50 years later than the typical Essene view.  He bases his 

thesis on sixteen defendable references in the DSS to known historical figures.  He 

divides the Qumran texts between sectarian and non-sectarian writings to show that the 

sectarian writings all refer to events late in the second century B.C.E. or early in the 

first.
27

 This allows for a late date for the Teacher of Righteousness, whom he believes 

arose in 76 B.C.E. under the Pharisaic rule of Alexandra and Hyrcanus II. He argues, 

based on this same evidence or lack thereof, that after 30 B.C.E. the Qumran sect was 

virtually extinct or at least was no longer writing with the vigor they once had. Though 

this is essentially an argument from silence, it is quite weighty. There are a number of 

key historical events which occurred shortly after 30 B.C.E. but are not mentioned in any 

sectarian writings. Why would the Qumran community remain silent on such a number of 

key events which they could easily have interpreted for their purposes, explaining the 

end?  

As to why the Qumran sect fled to Damascus, Wise believes the trial mentioned 

in the Habakkuk Pesher ended with the Teacher of Righteousness being found guilty as a 

false prophet. For this, the standard sentence was death; but as the texts tell us, the 

Teacher of Righteousness was instead exiled. Wise refers to Josephus who makes it clear 

that Aristobulus pleaded before Alexandra on behalf of former advisors of Alexander that 

they might be exiled rather than executed. ñThe most eminent of the citizens thus 

imperiled sought refuge with Aristobulus, who persuaded his mother to spare their lives 

in consideration of their rank, but, if she was not satisfied of their innocence, to expel 

                                                 
27

 There is one reference to Antiochus IV (170/169), but this is in the past tense framing in a time 

period ending with the coming of the Romans in 63 B.C.E. This text, 4QpNah, could not have been written 

till after 63 B.C.E.  



    19 

them from the city.ò
28

 Wise hypothesizes that this was the case with the Teacher of 

Righteousness. 

To summarize, Wise dismisses the traditional Essene understanding, with its early 

date. Instead, he finds Qumran origins among the Sadducees, with the dispute over 

biblical interpretation and temple law being the driving force of sectarian separation. The 

rise of the Teacher of Righteousness in 76 B.C.E. resulted in a trial under Alexandra and 

eventually in exile. Wiseôs argument, though filling in many details with a level of 

speculation and reconstruction and based on the limited knowledge of the historical 

situation from the writings of Josephus and Maccabees, gives a new, yet plausible, theory 

worthy of further study.
29

   

In some ways, the unconventional narrative style of The First Messiah, made it 

easier to understand Wiseôs views; yet in other ways, it hindered understanding the full 

development of his thought. Wise depicts, in vivid prose, the life of the Teacher of 

Righteousness. Based upon scholarly research, he has recreated the story of Qumran as 

he understands the texts. Because it was written for a more general audience, this book 

has limited explanation of his argument and relies on short footnote references to his 

sources and connections. Wise states many things, and usually cites the text from which 

he draws his conclusions, but often he leaves the theory to support itself without giving a 

defense in detail. He does not attempt to dispel other views and argue for his own. The 

First Messiah is soon to be followed by a more scholarly edition, which will include 

more of Wiseôs argument. At this point, however, we have a vivid picture painted for us 

                                                 
28

 Josephus, War 1.114 (Thackeray, LCL), as mentioned in Wise, First Messiah,  99. 
29

 It is interesting that Wise uses nothing from Pliny, on whom VanderKam relies so heavily. This 

is likely because Pliny does not discuss the Sadducees. Wise is not concerned with the Essenes because he 

believes the Qumran community to be Sadducean.  
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of how Wise understands the Dead Sea texts; but we are left to search the texts he cites in 

order to check the credibility of his conclusions.  
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Shrouded Actors of the Qumran Stage 
 

The First Messiah inspired much of this study. As I read this intriguing narrative 

reconstruction of history, I wanted to find out just how much is known with certainty 

about the Teacher of Righteousness and how much Wise was speculating or 

reconstructing. This question drove me to explore the texts for myself. Though I have 

found my limited knowledge of the DSS and intertestamental history to be a hindrance, 

still I wish to present some of my own research alongside that of the major scholars and 

then see where our conclusions lie.  

Now we can look to the texts which were introduced earlier, and begin to identify 

two of the elusive characters presented therein: the Wicked Priest and the Teacher of 

Righteousness. We will look at each textual reference to these characters one at a time, in 

order to collect a file on them which may help with their identification. Before we ask 

ñWhoò they were, we will ask ñexactly what was it that made them deserve the 

designations they received?ò  Next, we will attempt the synthetic task of explaining this 

material in an organic way, comparing the views of the different scholars mentioned 

above and some others who have specific theories on the historical identities of the 

figures in question.   
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The Wicked Priest 

Textual References 

 

Why did the Qumran community refer to someone as a Wicked Priest? What 

provoked such a harsh title? What were his offenses against them? We have two texts 

which give us information about the Wicked Priest. 1QpHab has five definite references 

to the Wicked Priest, ha-kohen ha-rasha, one reference to the priest who rebelled, and 

three other possible references which either refer to him as simply the priest, ha-kohen, or 

are conjectural reconstructions, where it seems likely that the author would have been 

referring to the Wicked Priest. 4QpPsa
a
 also has one clear reference to ha-kohen ha-

rasha.  

Before exploring these references, however, some basic background information 

on ha-kohen ha-rasha will help us understand the terms used to refer to this character. 

First, it is generally understood that ha-kohen ha-rasha was a high priest, though this is 

nowhere explicitly stated; however, the first text we will examine makes reference to him 

ruling in Jerusalem. The priest with the highest rule in Jerusalem is of course the high 

priest. Granted there were other ruling priest, but most scholars interpret this as a 

reference to his assumption of the high priesthood.  

In support of this theory is the proposition that ha-kohen ha-rasha is a derogatory 

play on the words of the honorary title ha-kohen ha-rosh, ñhigh priest.ò
30

 This 

manipulation of peopleôs names and titles in a derogatory way was common in the 

ancient world. If we have an example of that here it is likely we are speaking of a high 

priest. However, not too much weight can be placed upon this line of reasoning, because 
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it is circular logic. We cannot prove he was high priest, by saying that if he was high 

priest the designation is a derogatory play on words.  

Another argument attempts to identify the ñtitularò use of ha-kohen, as a 

designation for the high priest.
31

 This would clearly identify the Wicked Priest as a high 

priest because he is often referred to simply by this ñtitleò rather than the full designation 

given him by the Qumran community, ha-kohen ha-rasha. However, Wise makes a 

strong argument that ha-kohen is not actually well attested as a designation for the high 

priest. He explores the use of the ñtitularò use of ha-kohen through the Second Temple 

period and concludes that ñthe evidence in favor of this theory is in no case better than 

uncertain.ò
32

 In either case it is still generally recognized among scholars that ha-kohen 

ha-rasha was a high priest, and I see no reason to call this into question. 

With this background we can now explore the texts one at a time to see what 

information they give us. We will look first at the direct references to ha-kohen ha-rasha 

to see what the charges were against him, and then explore the references which do not 

use the full title.  

In1QpHab 8.8 ha-kohen ha-rasha is equated with the proud man (geber yahir) of 

the Habakkuk text who is never satisfied, is betrayed by riches, grows large on what is 

not his, and burdens himself with pledges. Apparently the problem here is greed and 

dishonest gain. The pesher goes on to explain that he was ñcalled by the name of truth in 

the beginning of his standing, but when he ruled in Israel his heart was exalted.ò He was 
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 This argument is presented in H. Stegemann, Die Entstehung der Qumragemeinde (Bonn: 
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good when he first was known, but as a ruler became proud and forsook God.
33

 He was 

unfaithful to the commandments in order to gain riches, which he seized by dishonest 

gain. He committed abominations ñin every impurity of uncleanness.ò Whatever this last 

vague phrase means, these negative descriptions of his actions make clear that from the 

perspective of the author of the Habakkuk Pesher what he had done was not in line with 

the precepts of God.  

In 1QpHab 9.9 ha-kohen ha-rasha is accused of murder and violence. The pesher 

goes on to add that he was punished because of the evil which he had done to Godôs 

chosen, the crime against the Teacher of Righteousness and the men of his council.  

In1QpHab 11.4 we are told that ha-kohen ha-rasha pursued the Teacher of 

Righteousness to swallow him up. This is certainly a significant charge, but we already 

know they are at odds.  There is not much new information about exactly why ha-kohen 

ha-rasha was originally considered wicked. This does, however, clearly say he made an 

attempt to destroy the Teacher of Righteousness.  

In 1QpHab12.2 the offense of ha-kohen ha-rasha is clear, ñinjustice to Lebanon 

and destruction of beasts.ò The pesher explains that ñLebanonò refers to the community 

and the ñbeastsò are the simple ones of Judah who keep the law. The Wicked Priest was 

unjust to the community and destroyed (devastated or ruined) those who kept the law. 

The mention of ha-kohen ha-rasha in 1QpHab12.8 is a continuation of the 

explanation in 12.2. He committed abomination and defiled the holy place of God and 

stole the wealth of the poor.  He was defiling the temple and again stealing from the poor 

out of greed.  
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 This is the reference mentioned above which is understood as his assumption of the high 

priesthood.  
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In 4QpPsa
a
 4.7ï8 we read that ñthe wicked watches for the righteous and seeks [to 

kill  him.]ò With slight reconstruction we can see that ñItôs interpretation concerns ha-

kohen ha-rasha who wat[ch]es the Righteous [one and seeks] to kill  him.ò Again, not 

much new information about of the Wicked Priest may be gleaned except that he sought 

to kill the Teacher of Righteousness.  

  In the clear references to ha-kohen ha-rasha above we have seen that he started 

off as a man of truth, but pride and greed overtook him. He is accused of dishonest gain, 

abomination, murder, violence, injustice, destruction of the righteous, and defiling the 

holy place of God. He clearly was not on good terms with the Teacher of Righteousness 

or the community of the righteous who kept the law.  

 The further references that seem to speak of the Wicked Priest give the following 

account. 1QpHab 8.16 refers to ñthe priest (ha-kohen) who rebelledò and did something 

to ñthe commandments.ò Though this text is damaged, we can assume that whatever he 

did to the commandments was not looked upon highly, considering the reason he is 

mentioned with this Habakkuk text is that he will be plundered.  

There are two further references which just refer to him by the designation, ha-

kohen. The reference in1QpHab 9.16 immediately follows the reference in 9.9. Though 

partly reconstructed, it is a logical reconstruction because the accusations listed here are 

similar to those made of ha-kohen ha-rasha in 8.8. All that remains of the pesher is ñha-

kohen  whoé,ò but likens him with one taking evil profit and making himself secure, 

who advised shame to his house. He again is greedy and selfish, and now we see he is 

advising his household in the wrong manner.   
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In 1QpHab 11.12 ha-kohen is accused of having been satisfied with shame rather 

than glory. This is quite an accusation; he chose to live in shame. The pesher continues to 

explain what his shame was. ñHe did not circumcise the foreskin of his heart and he 

walked the ways of abundance.ò In essence this is the same as earlier; he rejected the 

commands of God in order to live in wealth. 

There is one other possible reference to the Wicked Priest in these texts. Though 

it is based on conjecture, it is highly probable that the first reference to the Wicked Priest 

is actually in 1QpHab 1.12ï13. It seems that the text is quoting from Habakkuk 1:4b 

immediately after having commented on 1:4a. The text of 1:4b is ñthe wicked surrounds 

the righteous man.ò It is at least possible that the reconstruction of the text following this 

would be, ñ[the ówicked manô refers to the Wicked Priest and the órighteous manô] is the 

Teacher of Righteousness.ò Once more, this tells us very little we do not already know 

about the Wicked Priest. Yet, maybe we can glean more information from the biblical 

text surrounding this reference. Verse 4a says, ñJudgment does not come forth to 

victory,ò and part c says, ñtherefore judgment comes out being very twisted (or 

distorted.)ò  Was the Wicked Priest bringing false judgment or not following biblical 

law? If the scholarsô reconstruction of this text is correct, it appears that he is being 

accused of just that.  

Though there is question of the clarity of some of these later references, some of 

the accusations are the same as those told of ha-kohen ha-rasha above. He was greedy 

and selfish seeking to secure his position of wealth. The new information provided tells 

us he rebelled, did something unacceptable with the commandments, he advised his 

house incorrectly and failed to circumcise his heart. If the conjecture on column one is 
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correct, we also have a reference to him twisting or distorting judgment, likely meaning 

he was not following biblical law as the community understood it.   

There is one further clue in 4QpPsa
a
 to identify the elusive Wicked Priest. Just 

following this textôs reference to the Wicked Priest discussed above, there is mention of 

ñthe law (ha-torah) which he sent to him.ò
34

 This has been understood as a law sent to the 

Wicked Priest by the Teacher of Righteousness. It is thought that this letter may have 

stirred his desire to kill the Teacher. If scholarly conjecture is correct, this is a reference 

to MMT, sent by the Teacher of Righteousness to the Wicked Priest. I feel this is a likely 

possibility.  

There are no historical references in MMT, but there are very clear ñpronounò 

designations for the author and the recipient. The author, presumably the Teacher of 

Righteousness writes with the authority of the collective ñwe.ò His letter, quite personal 

and friendly, is addressed to the recipient, ñyou,ò and often makes reference to a group 

designated as ñthey.ò  Strugnell and Qimron observe that, ñFrom MMT we learn that the 

sectarians did try to propagate their halakhot elsewhere in Israel.ò
35

 In MMT it is clear 

that they are propagating their version of halakhot, the correct observance of the law, but 

was this written to the Wicked Priest? If the evidence from 4QpPsa
a
 mentioned above 

holds true, it seems a strong connection. 1QpPsa
a
 mentions legal pronouncements which 

were sent, which could easily refer to the legal pronouncements of MMT cast in the form 
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 The author of this pesher likely understood ha-torah in two dimensions: ( 1) THE torah, or the 
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of a letter with both a sender and an addressee.
36

 This would add to our list of identifying 

items, that the Wicked Priest followed a law different from that held by the community.  

Based on the measure of decency and respect shown by the author of MMT, ñit 

seems that at that time the sect still believed that at least the óyouô party, if not also the 

opponents, could be won over.ò
37

  It seems that at some point there was not such a rift 

between them. This fits with the text of 1QpHab which said when the Wicked Priest first 

arose he was a man of truth, but later fell to pride and greed.  

Based on the information provided in these texts, we can now paint a picture of 

the Wicked Priest as the Qumran community viewed him. He started off in good standing 

with the individuals which would become the Qumran community; but once he began to 

rule over Israel (probably as high priest), his desire for truth and the commandments of 

God was replaced with pride and a lust after wealth. He no longer followed the law as the 

Teacher of Righteousness thought he should. Rather he dealt unjustly with and destroyed 

the righteous. He sought out dishonest gain, stealing from the poor. He was a violent 

murderer who had no respect for the Temple of God. He poorly advised his house, 

twisting and distorting the biblical judgments. He was concerned only for his security. He 

was no longer to be called by the name of truth, now he was ha-kohen ha-rasha. He is not 

the high priest to be honored (ha-kohen ha-rosh), but the Wicked Priest (ha-kohen ha-

rasha) who chose for himself shame rather than honor. 
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 Ibid., 120.  
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 There is respect shown in MMT. The author does not call them wicked in any way, but 

encourages them to follow in the correct observance of the law. The addressee, ñyou,ò is also credited with 

having ñwisdom and knowledge of the Torah.ò Strugnell and Qimron, MMT, 116.  
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Scholar ly Opinion 

 

The majority opinion among scholars is that the Wicked Priest was one of the 

Maccabeus brothers, Jonathan or Simon. This is especially popular with those who hold 

the traditional Essene view. VanderKam holds this view, arguing primarily from the 

archeological dating of de Vaux, and begs added support from the theory that the Teacher 

of Righteousness ruled during the intersacerdotium. It is possible that the rift between the 

Wicked Priest and the Teacher of Righteousness was largely because the Teacher of 

Righteousness was driven from office when Jonathan was appointed high priest by 

Alexander Balas.
38

 He does not seem to have substantial evidence to support this 

argument; however, this is the evidence on which most theories of Essene origin are 

based.  

As mentioned briefly, Strugnell and Qimron also feel most comfortable naming 

Jonathan or Simon the Wicked Priest, though they are in transition from an Essene to a 

Sadducean interpretation. Although being uncertain about the Teacher of Righteousness 

ever having been the high priest, they do hold quite securely to the Maccabeus brothers as 

the best options.
39

 They are able to dismiss Alkimus and John Hyrcanus rather quickly on 

some fair ground, but I do not think their arguments for either Jonathan or Simon are very 

convincing. It seems again that the greatest pull for them is archeological date proposed 

by de Vaux and the possibility of the Teacher of Righteousness being the high priest of 

the intersacerdotium ousted by Jonathan.  
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The most complex theory on the Wicked Priest is the Groningen Hypothesis as 

propagated by Garcia Martinez.  This theory, originally proposed by W. H. Brownlee, but 

developed by A. S. van der Woude, is based on the idea that 1QpHab is referring not to 

one Wicked Priest, but to a series of them. This theory finds its support largely in the fact 

that it is difficult to justify every fateful end listed for the Wicked Priest to be speaking of 

one historical figure. 1QpHab lists three seemingly irreconcilable fates for the Wicked 

Priest. In 9.9ï12 he is handed over to his enemies, in 10.3ï5 he is punished by God with 

fire and brimstone, and though highly reconstructed, scholars think that 11.12ï15 refers 

to his death by sickness.
40

  

Van der Woude accounts for this inconsistency by attributing the title, ñWicked 

Priestò to six different individuals in sequence. He argues that typically following the 

designation ha-kohen ha-rasha is a relative clause, ñthe Wicked Priest whoéò He argues 

that this is not a clause attributing new information to a previously mentioned figure, but 

introducing a new character as distinct from others. In 1QpHab the only reference to a 

Wicked Priest not followed by a relative clause is interpreted by van der Woude as the 

current high priest at the time of composition who would need no distinction.
41

 In 

conjunction with this, all references to the Wicked Priest are made in the past tense with 

only the few exceptions in the last columns of 1QpHab which are in the imperfect tense.
42

  

Van der Woude believes that behind the title ha-kohen ha-rasha is the idea that 

ñthe high priests of Jerusalem who favored Hellenistic culture and their Hasmonean 
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successors were looked upon by the members of the Qumran community as the 

embodiment of the wicked priesthood.ò
43

  Wicked Priest number one, mentioned in 8.8, 

is the priest who at the beginning of his standing was called by the name of truth. In the 

Old Testament this construction, niqraô óal shem, means ñto be reckoned as belonging 

to.ò
44

 Thus he belonged to the party of the truth. Van der Woude understands the Qumran 

community to be of Hasidic origins, thus a major offense of the Wicked Priests was their 

non-Zadokite lineage. As a result no Hasmonean priest could ever have been considered 

as ñbelonging to the truth,ò so he fixes his attention on Judas Maccabeus.
45

 According to 

the descriptions of Josephus, he apparently fits in every regard.  

The second Wicked Priest, though not designated by the title ha-kohen ha-rasha, 

is said to have rebelled. Based on the fact that he is inflicted with ñdiseases and vengeful 

acts to his mortal body,ò he is equated with Alkimus who, according to Josephus, 

suffered a stroke and died after many days of great torment.
46

 

Interesting and unique to the multiple Wicked Priest theory, is the idea, that the 

reference in 9. 4 to ñthe last priests of Jerusalem who gather wealth and gain the plunder 

of the poor through violence,ò refers to the last four priests to be mentioned.
47

 Van der 

Woude understands this pillage as the frequent military campaigns of the Hasmoneans.  
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The Qumran community thought the next four priests of the Hasmonean dynasty 

would be the last. Van der Woude also points out ñthat allusion to the famous Teacher of 

Righteousness appears only in conjunction with the third, fourth, and fifth (Wicked) 

Priest, not with the first and second, and not with the last.ò
48

 The next three priests are 

each mentioned in the text of 1QpHab: Jonathan (9.8ï12), Simon (9.16f) and John 

Hyrcanus (11.2ï18). 

Arguing from connections made in 4QpHos
b
 and 4QpNah, van der Woude 

connects the designation ñLast Priestò with Alexander Jannaeus.
49

 Based on a highly 

conjectural dating for the death of the Teacher of Righteousness and a mention in 

4QpPsa
a
 of forty years after which the wicked will be no more, he claims that the 

Qumran community expected the end to come in 80 B.C.E., during the reign of 

Alexander Jannaeus. Thus the reference in 11.8ï11 to the Wicked Priest who is ñfilled 

with shame more than honorò is presented in the imperfect/future tense and refers to 

Alexander Jannaeus, whom they thought would be the ñLast Priestò before the end would 

come.
50

 

Because of the complexity of this theory I make no attempt to critique it. Based 

on my study of the texts it seems that this theory is as fair as any in their interpretation of 

the texts. I do question a bit the equation of the Last Priest with the Lion of Wrath, and I 

think van der Woude could have more thoroughly explained his use of 4QpPsa
a
 and the 
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forty years to arrive at 80 B.C.E. for the predicted time of the end. Yet this apocalyptic 

interpretation fits well with the eschatological focus of the Qumran community. One 

would need to do significant study into other sources, such as Josephus, to truly critique 

this theory on the fine points, and this is not something I have been able to explore.  

Having looked at some of the majority views on the identity of the Wicked Priest, 

we turn now to the theory of Michael Wise. As we have already seen, his theory dates the 

separation of the Qumran community approximately 50 years later than the traditional 

view. He understands the shift of power from Sadducees to Pharisees under the rule of 

Alexandra as paramount in the drama of the Qumran sect. In this paradigm Hyrcanus II  

can easily be understood as the Wicked Priest who ñin the beginning of his standing 

belonged to the party of the truth.ò
51

 Hyrcanus II had once supported the Sadduceesô 

temple control under the rule of Alexander Jannaeus; however, when offered the high 

priesthood by Alexandra, he had no qualms switching alliance along with his mother to 

support the Pharisees.  

As mentioned before, Wise does not offer much scholarly defense for his 

positions in The First Messiah. He gives very little reasoning behind his general theory 

that Hyrcanus II was the Wicked Priest because of his switch of alliance. He does make 

the argument of dating mentioned earlier, which seems to carry significant weight; 

however, I wish he offered more in defense of his theory of Hyrcanus II  as the Wicked 

Priest. He deals very little with texts, trying to equate particular information with the 

historical figures he understands them to represent. He does not give any arguments, 

saying ñHyrcanus did such and such, which is what column 9 of 1QpHab refers to.ò He 
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spends much more time in the Thanksgiving Hymns which he believes were the personal 

work of the Teacher of Righteousness.    

Some of the more specific evidence Wise gives concerns MMT. He takes a much 

more harsh view of MMT, saying it ñwas a bald-faced attempt at subverting the new 

Pharisaic Temple authorities.ò
52

  ñJudea was, after all, a Temple state, and being part of 

the state meant being involved with the Temple. In effect, MMT was a threat on the part 

of powerful Jews and their followers to secede from the union.ò
53

 This is an interesting 

interpretation of the text; however, it completely contradicts the observations of Strugnell 

and Qimron who see MMT as relatively cordial. 

The short text mentioned earlier, 4Q448, referred to as In Praise of King Jonathan 

gives some support for Wiseôs argument. It can be understood as speaking highly of 

Alexander Jannaeus. This throws a wrench in the traditional Essene or Hasidim/Zadokite 

understandings. If this text is actually recognizing Jannaeus, there apparently was not 

such animosity between the sectarian Qumran and the Hasmonean high priests. 

Apparently they were fine with the Hasmoneans as long as they supported the Sadduceesô 

control of the Temple.
54

 This refutes the assumptions of both van der Woude and 

VanderKam. They both believe the Qumran community to be of Essene origin and the 

major cause of the split from larger society to be dissention between the Qumran 

community and the wicked Hasmonean priests. However, if a text at Qumran is praising a 

Hasmonean, this theory needs to be rethought.  

Wise makes some very good points that bring into question the traditional 

understanding of Qumran as an early phenomenon. However, it is frustrating that these 
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are not developed further. If Wise were to give more explanation as to why he thinks 

Hyrcanus is the wicked priest, his argument would be more substantial than any argument 

imagining tension between the community and the Hasmoneans.  

Before moving on to our next character, we must look in greater detail at the 

archeological dating of de Vaux which has become authoritative. De Vaux first gave a 

formal report on his discoveries in 1959 in that yearôs Schweich Lectures. These were 

later published as Lôarcheologie et les manuscripts de la mer Morte in 1961. This book 

was revised by de Vaux in 1973 and titled Archeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
55

 This 

1973 revision is interesting primarily because a number of scholars, Wise, Garcia 

Martinez, and Woude in particular, disagree with the revision and prefer the later dating 

suggested by the 1961 publication where de Vaux identifies the Qumran community with 

a group at the time of Aristobulus, Alexander Jannaeus or Hyrcanus II (104ï63 B.C.E.).
56

  

His second century date proposed in his final, 1973 publication is quite a drastic change 

seeing as he is arguing based upon archeological evidence. Garcia Martinez points out 

this inconsistency, saying ñ[De Vaux] was forced to, not by the archeological evidence, 

but only with the aim of making room for the theories identifying a single wicked priest 

as Jonathan or Simoné.the half-dozen years conjectured by him is nothing but an excuse 

to fit that person in.ò
57

 Though Garcia Martinez is arguing this for his view of multiple 

wicked priests, his observation, if true, leaves de Vauxôs dating open to interpretation. If 

he changed his dating not on archeological evidence, but in attempt to include Jonathan 

as the wicked priest, we can discount his revision if we are able to show that Jonathan 
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was not the Wicked Priest or at least not the only one. The arguments for a later date may 

not be so far fetched.  

In my study of the Wicked Priest I feel I was able to generate a vivid picture of 

what the community of Qumran thought of him and what it was that caused them to give 

him this title. However, in looking at the scholarsô theories on the Wicked Priest I was 

gravely disappointed. First, VanderKam, Strugnell and Qimron seem to attach the title to 

one of the early Hasmonean rulers simply to satisfy their early date. Wise, on the other 

hand, attaches the title to Hyrcanus II because of his evidence suggesting a late date and 

because of the opportune shift to Pharisee rule under Hyrcanusô.  

None of these single priest theories attempt to explain meticulously the identity of 

the Wicked Priest in light of the evidence about one historical figure. They may avoid 

detailed explanation because the variety of offenses is difficult to pin all on a single 

historical personage. There are a couple of possible explanations for this dilemma.  The 

first is obvious. We simply do not know enough about the correct historical figure to 

identify every offense of the Wicked Priest with him. The second possibility is that there 

is no one historical figure to which all the accusations can be attached. For this reason 

maybe the multiple Wicked Priest theory is the most compelling option.  This complex 

explanation seems a bit cumbersome to me, yet arguing from the verb tenses, the 

argument does hold some sway. On the other hand, I feel that there is enough coherence 

among the accusations to fit one man, even if not every accusation can be historically 

attested elsewhere. As mentioned above, I do not find the diversity in the explanations of 

the Wicked Priestôs final demise to be a major problem.
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It is definitely clear that the Wicked Priest had a change of allegiance, at first 

concerned with the commands of God, but later, falling into pride, greed and selfishness. 

He led people astray with twisted judgment and destroyed the righteous with wickedness. 

However, in attempting to identify his true historical identity, I immediately think of the 

comment made by Wise regarding the Teacher of Righteousness. ñYet withal it is hard to 

escape the feeling that in seeking to identify the Teacher of Righteousness with a known 

historical figure, named or un-named, we are asking the sources a question for which they 

simply do not have the answer.ò
59

 I feel the same could be said of a clear identification 

for the Wicked Priest.  

 

The Teacher of Righteousness 

Textual References 

 

Now we can attempt to identify the Teacher of Righteousness. Based upon our 

texts what were his claims and how did his followers understand him?  

The standard designation for the Teacher of Righteousness is moreh ha-tsedeq. 

This phrase could also be translated, ñthe right teacher,ò or ñthe true/legitimate teacher,ò 

especially in its variant form, moreh tsedeq. The focus in any case is upon the knowledge 

of truth that the teacher possesses. This is a very clear theme in all references to him.   

Another more confusing designation for the Teacher of Righteousness is the term 

ha-kohen. As discussed earlier, it has been argued that this designation is used in a 

ñtitularò sense to designate a high priest. Though this theory is in question, it is 

interesting to note that not only the Wicked Priest is referred to as ha-kohen, but moreh 
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ha-tsedeq also receives this designation. Does this mean he was at some point a high 

priest? This possibility will be discussed when we look at scholarly opinions on the 

Teacher of Righteousness. 

 1QpHab introduces us to moreh ha-tsedeq in 1.12ï13. This is the same line 

reconstructed to designate the Wicked Priest as the one hemming in the Teacher of 

Righteousness. Not much information about moreh ha-tsedeq can be gleaned from this 

damaged reference.  

 A few lines later, 2.2, refers to traitors who were with the Man of the Lie. They 

are called traitors because they ñfailed to [obey the words of] moreh ha-tsedeq from the 

mouth of God.ò In 2:8 it is said that ha-kohen, here referring to the Teacher of 

Righteousness, has received from God the ability ñto explain all the words of His 

servants the prophets, through whom God foretold everything that is to come upon his 

people.ò  From these lines we can see that moreh ha-tsedeq is believed to have had direct 

discourse with God, and hence is the ñmouthpiece of God,ò and that God has given him 

understanding of the words of the prophets. He understood the prophets in a special and 

revealed way.  

 Moreh ha-tsedeq is referred to again in 5.1 but little else is told of him there. We 

discover that he had been rebuked, apparently by the Man of the Lie.  

 In 7.4 we again see that moreh ha-tsedeq was caused by God to know all the 

mysteries of the words of his servants the prophets. Moreh ha-tsedeq is again able to 

understand the prophets, though now we see that the reason his understanding is so 

important is that he knows the true meaning of the raz, the mysteries or secrets. God 

caused him to know them. They were given to him by revelation of God.  




