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INTRODUCT ION

Every year more books are written atfing toidentify a clear connection
between the Qumran texts aadhistorical context. The problem is thia¢ references
found in theselocumentsre so hazy thacholarshipften justresults inadditional
theories, seldom dispelling old ones. It seems the issa@yi®ecomingmore complex.

Theconfusing discussioabout these texitsften centers on the idtty of four
mysterioudigures, he 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 lon of Wrath, and the Man of the ldethree names shrouded in mystery.
There are many questions and uncertainties about the identities of these Aigrithsy
three different individuals? Do they all refer to the same individual? Is the Lion of Wrath
arother name for the Wked Priest? Was the Man of theloriginally allied with the
Teacher of Righteousness?, Gave they always been at odds?

This is just a small picturef éhe problem at han@&ince theidiscovery in 1947,
scholars have been workihg decipher, reconstrydranslate and understatie texts of
the Qumran community and the history found therEhere are more ambiguities than
clarities in reconstructing the historytbis sectarian people&ho find little mention
outside their owrwritings. Even their writings are not as helpful as we would like
because they tend to refer to figures witbsemysterious code names rather thiagir

historical names.



Purpose

Thepurpose of this paper is two fold. First, we veidplore four majorscholarly
views on the Qumran communijty see how extensive the variatiohinterpretation can
be.Second we will seek to understand tvob thefour mysterious figtes mentioned in
these texts: the Wicked Priest and the Teacher of Righteou$nasscerstand these
characters we will firsexplore whathe texts say about them, theampare this

informationwith the diffeing scholarly interpretations and historical referents

Qumran Texts

Before beginning our studit is necessary to introduce sowfethe textso which
we will refer throughout. All of the texts we will consult are sectarian, meaning they
originated with the sect and were infhoed by their views and beliefShe fourprimary
textswe will useare 4QpHab, 4QpNah, 4Bs&, and 4QMMT .The first three are
pesharim, which are interpretations of biblical texts in light of current events, whether
recently past or soon expecteBeyond these texts we will also make reference to CD
11QTS and 4Q448.

TheHabakkuk Bsher 1QpHab, transmitdie problems of Habakkuk forward to
their ti me. H aAthyado Kau lookavshKasor da ehdse whit deal
treacherously? Why are You silent when the wicked swallow up those more righteous
than they?o0 The aut hor o hdséeksaoexprminliser has t h

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

! The term pesher, asrale typically refers to the interpretation of dreams. It does not denote a
skill to be acquired, but refers to a revealed secret of Mmthael O.Wise, Marin Abegg, Jr. and Edward
Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translat{dlew York HarperCollins,1995) 114.



eschatologicalulfillment of biblical history. They are the righteous ones that must
remain loyal to the Teacher of Righteousness to be rescued by lBaghponents of the
Teacher of Righteousnetie Man ofthe Lie,the Wicked Priesand anyone who
follows them)are the wickeanesreferred to by Habakkuk.hEfollowers d the Teacher
of Righteousness are the righteoues
TheNahum Rsher 4QpNah 0r4Q169, 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 itleatof Demetrius and Antiochus
raise questions. Was it Demetrius | or IlI? Was it Antiochus IV or V? The aotioe
pesher interprets the judging of Nineveh in an apocalyptic sense as the judgment of the
wi ¢ k e d -d@ftereneobitie rhs ncgnesmondyunderstood as theharisees.
The4QpPs&(4Q171), a pesham Psalm 3yis 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 ah#rels of the wicked, but God
will give just reward to his people. The cast of charaadthe 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 calendais thetypical solar calendar found at Qumramnd
lists all Sabbaths and festivals of each month. The halakhot are laws believed by the sect
to be the correct interpretation of biblical law. Tenghorof the ktter, referring to
hi ms ewefoadmaenifés the readeryofioto understand the laves Moses and

return to God. There is a third pargferredt o tleep Wwh o obefdlowers of



fiyouborar e at | east .e&Thoughé¢hktaythoraed recipientareimot o u
mentioned by namd is commonly believed to be written by the Teacher of
Righteousness to the Wicked Priest. The naviMT, is an abbreviation of the Hebrew,
Mi gsat Mdadahs ene ahmai ng fAsome of Adwewipseeecept s o
thistext is extremely helpful imnderstanding the points of disagreement between the
Qumran community and the society from which they separated.

| have not looked in detall at the remaining texts, but have browsed them for the
information necessary to our discussion. CD is the abbravifdir theDamascus
Documentotherwise 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 foaqgLanran.

11QTS (1Q19 20) is the designation for tiBemple Scrolla rewriting of the
books of Moses for the people of the new covenant. However, Moses is nowhere
mentionedn the scroll because the author is attempting to claim authority of new
revelaion which was not disclosed to Moses.

In Praise of King JonathgmQ448, is a small text that possibly lgasat
implications. These implications will Eldressetvhenthe text is mentioneddaving
looked at these texts in brjefe are almosteady toexplore some of the views of

Qumran sholars However, first we musdpecifythe questionsvhichwe will address.

2Wise, Abegg and Coolead Sea Scrol|58.



Three Major Questions

There are three basic historical questions to be asked of the DSS and the Qumran
community: Who, When, and ky? Howeer,as we will soon sedheir answers are not
simple. Even these most bagigestionsnvoke complex theories whidliseeven
deepeiquestions.

Who exactly was this group that found it necessary to retreat to a life of solitude
in the desertFlorentno GarciaViartinez gives a good picture of the general
devel opment of this dwekearbpesed férthaaomneudity.i dent i f i
They were thought to be a Pharisee, Sadducee, zealot or even Christian group. Little by
little, though the convictio prevailed that the manuscripts came from an Essene
community. In fact, it reached the point where the Essenes were simply equated with the
Qu mr an c ohimmecent stchylarshipis nowwidely understood that they were
notaPharisee, zealot oritistian groupAs GarciaMartinez points out, theyra
generally considered Esseneswéver,even among those whielievethem to be
Essenes there is debatigouttheir origins. Were they from Palestine or Babylonia?

Though the majoritypf scholarsunderstad them to be Essenékere 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

answey becausé mustfirst bedecided whéter they were Essene or Sadducddren

before we can date the separation of the Qumranwedgce the difficult question of

® FlorentinoGarcia Martinezand Julio Trebolle Barrera, ed$he People of the DSSheir
Writings, Beliefs and Practicgkeiden: E.J. Brill, 199§ 10.



when eaclof these larger movements beg@he answer to this question is not within the
scope of this study, wetvil f ocus strictly on theAsdate of
unclear as the DSS are on historical matters, they constitute a fair perceritege of
informationavailable. Therare relatively fewhistorical references from this period.
Prior to the disceery of the DSS, we relied dPhilo, 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 betweesecodd
centuryB.C.E.to 68 CE. Sone think the community lived the majority of thperiod in
Qumran with only a short period of namccupation. Some see the Essenes as existing
beyond Qumran, but the community at Qumran ending arounds&6&06me scholars
place the formation of th&ect in the miesecond centur3.C.E, but find its demise
around 30 CE. Still othersdate the community, betweeniB® B.C.E.respectively. As
a quick overview has showthere are many ways to interpret the historical references we
have.

Why did they retreatto the dese® This questiomlso has its share of theories,
which agan depend on who theyere and when theyereformed. Did they retreat of
their own accord? Were they exiled? Was the dethateprovoked their retreaver the
proper calendaor 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 schataMost will concede based on 4QMMT that atdea factor in

the split was disagreement over tieakhot (temple lawg)f the community.



As onecan segea | | three of the above fAsimpled qu
answers. When considering all intesfations togethethe 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 ScholarlyReconstructions

Here we will consider four differemterpretatims First we will look atthe
interpretatiorof James CVanderKam then at the Groningen Hypothesis as proposed by
FlorentinoGarciaMartinez.Next, we will consider théheorypresentedby John
Strugnell ancElishaQimron in theireditionof MMT publisked inDiscoveries in the
Judean Deserfinally, we will look at the theory of Michael O. Wise in higok The
First Messiahwhich by and lage has inspired this study. This baslavivid, narrative
reconstruction ofthe life of the Teacher of Rightemashe understands based orhis
study of the texts.

The purpose of this section is to summarize the views of the respective scholars
and sediow much their interpretations varin order to explain some of thedeeories
we will occasionallyneed toassociate one of the mysterious, textual figuitis a
knownhistorical figure however ,in this portion of the papeave will not get into the full
arguments of whgcholarddentify the textual figures with thagtorical figures they do.

That dscussionis reserved fothe later portion of this study.

James C. VanderKam

We turn first to the theory proposed W¥gnderKam His view represents a largely
traditional view in a few aspectBirst, he believes the Qumran community to be of
Essene originandsecond, haffirms the final and authoritativ#ating ofR. de Vaux, the

original archeologist who excavated at Qumfismm 1947 1956.Based on archeological



11

data @ Vauxdated the Essene occupatiorf@fmran to thesecond centur3.C.E,
which would bearoundthe time of Jonathan Maccabéus.

VanderKam maintains the traditional Essene interpretationt i n gNafrbli ny 6 s
Historywhere hereferstdbt he sol i tary group of Essenes on
S e aVanderKam continuefor another twelve mges explaining the similarities
between the Essenes described in classic sourcésea@iimrarcommunity. He
conclbes that Athe scrolls reflect a series of
sources (especially J o°Headmitsthéreicsormmiariyt er i ze a
between the law of the Sadducees and that of the Qumitankek claims thiso be
insignificant compared with similarities found between Essenism and the Qumrah texts.

He understands the Qumran community as part datiger Essene movement in
Palestine.

As already mentioned/anderKam agreesith the conclusionde Vauxdrawsin
his final publication. He places the formation of the Qumran communiheimid
second centurf3.C.E.andits demise around 68.E. Healso holds to the phase theory
presented by de VauRhasea marks the first Essene occupation from stime in the
second centurf3.C.E.to about 10@.C.E. Phaseblis when the community flourished
from 100 to 31B.C.E.Phase Il was from 4 to 68.E afer which the Romans occupied

Qumran®

*J. MurphyO 6 C o nfin@u m,rKhirbetd ABD 5:591.

® It should be noted, however, that Pliny wrote as late as 68J&nies C. VanderKarithe Dead
Sea Scrolls TodafGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 19942.

® Ibid., 87.

" Ibid., 93 95.

8 |bid., 105 108. andViurphy-O & C 0 nfinQ@ur m,d 5581i 593.
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Finally, in addressing the question of why the people retreated to Qumran,
VanderKamsuggests the possibility that the Teacher of Righteousness had beaghthe hi
priest of the intersasdotiumand that his ttone wasusurped by Jonathan. Howevike,
concludes saying fAwe do not know, but it
happened around 1HC.E.that triggeedt he & xi | e. o

Now to summarizeyandeKam follows neatly irthe stepsof de Vaux,arguing
the samenterpretatiorof the da&. A group of Essenes moved to Qumran around 150
B.C.E.as asectarian groufed by the Teacher of Righteousnesewdver, Ie gives little

more than possible ideas of why they retreated.

Florentino Garcia Martinez

Thenexttheay, proposed bylorentino Garcia Martinezs theGroningen
Hypothesis whiclalsoplaces the group amongst Essene oridttesdispels the idea that
the Essenes formed in Babylonia or that they hed brigins among the Hasidim
Rather he sees the Essenas a distinctly Palestinian groi§eferringto Josephyshe
claims that thé&Essenes were arouatithe time of Jonathan Maccabgyet as to their
origins we must look back further still to 1 Enoch, in the Book of Drearere the
author describes ttieme from Alexander the Great to the Maccabean uprising. This text
mentionsthe formation of amew group, understood l&yarciaMartinez as the Essenes.
Thus Essenes had their origias early as the end of thd 8enturyB.C.E.or the

beginning of thesecondcenturyB.C.E0J before the Maccabean revalthis, however,

? 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 | think this is pretty clear from mgading of MMT and thélabakkuk PeshelanderKamDead
Sea Scrolls104.
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does not require Qumran Essenes to be this early. The Qumearegsglit from larger
Essenismthey are noto beequated wh the general Essene movem#&nt.

GarciaMartinez finds his bestmwof 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 arfte thinks the Qumran texts reflect a sectarian
developnent of their om distinctapocdyptic ideas, relying on secret books and
mysteriegevealed tdhe Teacher of Righteousnéss.Though he concedes that
Es®nism is a widespread movemémit is neither highly organizewr separatiststill
he proposes that the rootssafparatisQumran Essenesreto befound in ths Palestinian
Apocalyptic tradition® The Qumran Essenegcame organizeshder thdeadership of
theTeacher of Righteousned&’hen theEssenssplit during the reign of Johidyrcanus
(134 104B.C.E), they retreated to theesert and Qumran was bdfh

Thus far we have discover&@hrciaMa r t i umdersténding ovho formed the
Qumran group and whehut we have still to understand why they split. As mentioned
earlier, this question finds much greatencurrenceamong schlars.GarciaMartinez
understands th€emple ScrolandMMT togetherclearlyto statethat the reason for the
split was the differentalakhotbetween the groups. The issue which created @nabl
with the halakhowas simply different interpretation ofelbiblical text. This can be best
exemplified by the conflict over tremalendamhich dictated thg r o th@ysfestival
days. The QumraBssenedelievedthat the Teacher of Righteousnésslthe correct

interpretation of the bibliddexts revealed to m by God, vinereas the larger Essene

1% GarciaMartinez andTrebolle BarreraPeople of the DS86i 88.
" bid., 89.

2 Ipid., 11.

2 Ibid., 83 84.
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movement led by the Man tffieLi e was fdeceivedo and did not
interpretations of the Teacher of Righteousrté&arciaMartinezsays of the split,
AWhen it is divine precepexiwhiealears i mpouse
He givesno furtherdetailthan to sayhe split was regarding halakhemdthat it
happened during the reign of JaHgrcanus
In summaryGarciaMartinez answers the three simple questions as follows. The
Qumran Essenes weeoriginallyPalestinian Essenes from the apocalypadition. They
retreated to the desert around B3€.E.during the Esene split under John Hyrcanus.
The key reason for their split was differing interpretation of biblical teedslting in

different halakhot

John Strugnell and Elisha Qimron

Next we will explore the theory presented by Strugnell and Qimrdmein
cooperative work oMMT published inDiscoveries of the Judean Desaftho do they
think the Qumran community originated from? Titexhally, as we have segthe
Qumransect was thought to be BEsene origin; however, in this publicati@trugnell
and Qimronargue otlkrwise. Looking primarily aMMT they show that much of the law
recorded there i s t haitcli@ratere for the $atldhcads, at t est e d
especially in their formdTheowbrdvéBaddscweeb

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

! GarciaMartinez andTrebolle BarreraPeople of the DS®2i 95.

15 bid.,33.

® Though | 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. Elisf@imron,and John StrugnellQumran Cave 4 no V, MIQSAT MAASE-HI@RAH (vol.
10 of Discoveries in the Judean Desefdxford: Clarendon, 1994116.
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group d priests and their supporters, asu§hell and Qimron here intend fanderKam
considerghis suggestion anguickly denies its credibility’ yethe should notlismiss
the idea sajuickly sinceMMT may point in this direction. Strugnell and Qimron, the
editors ofMMT and two of the most mwned Dead Sea scholackim thatiMMT
seems to be a document emanating from a priestly group related to the early Sadducees,
and either identical with,® or an ancestor of
Strugnell and Qimronanot pinpoint a date for the origit the Qumran
communityHowever, they do mention in a parenthes
should | ook for an early r amnatempttodaten a | at e
MMTd which would have been written after the groaa netreated fromhelarger
communityy based 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, Jonathaoin Samd
John Hyrcanus who ar e-fwiatfEheywlargely disnisstbots t | i k e |
Alkimus and John Hyrcanus as unlikely candidadesl date the text roughly between
159 and 15B.C.E* Keeping in mindthat this text was composaster the sepation of
the community, the community must have formed aroundBLGCE.
Still regarding the date, Strugnell and Qimron make an interestisgrvation
regardingallnofbi bl i cal Qumran manuscripts. fAAs has
paleographical analysis tife individual manuscripts, the oldest manuscript dates from

about75B.C.E.and the youngest from about 5(ECThis gives us the latest possible

7vanderkamDead Sea Scrol)s93.
18 Strugnell and QimroryIMT, 117.
9 bid., 118.

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

likely existed evenlod er manuscri pts hhooghthéydeelgisnot sur
likely that older manuscripts existed, it is interesting to note that ndibdinal material

dating befor&’5B.C.E.is extant?

In studyingMMT, Strugnell and Qimron find the reasfon the separation of the
Qumransectinlli sagr eements between dywedfbe (t he rul i
author) on the halakhatentioned infMMT. They feel this text clearly illustratelset
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 scholEngymaintain an early date of
Qumran development with de Vaux avidnderKam about 158152B.C.E. They agree
closely wth GarciaMartinez that the schism was over halakhibtough they find the
disagreement n@mongEssenes, but between the Pharisees and the Sadducees. Strugnell
and Qimron break distinctly from the traditional interpretation and claim that the Qumran

comnunity originated within th&adducean movement rather thanEseene movement.

Michael O. Wise

We will nowlook toa theory very different thaié others we have studied. This
is the theory proposedaly Michael Wisan The First MessiahAccording to Wse, the
Qumransect did notirisefrom a group of Essenes, dutm a group of Sadducees who

had a different understanding of Temple Laws thamuheg Pharisees under Alexandra

2L strugnell and QimrorMMT, 109.
% This point will also be made by Michael Wise in his argument for a later date for the Qumran
community.
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Salomelt is his understanding that much of the struggle leading up totimation of
the Qumran sect had to do witke struggle for temple contrbetweenwo factionsthe
Pharisees anthe Sadducees. The Sadducees had held temple control among their elite
priestly family since the rule of Hyrcanué®They were the conseative partywho
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 allovireairt to interpret biblical
laws in a less stringent manrféit was against this degeneration of biblical
interpretation and hence wrong temple observance that the Sadduceeffeiosk

Throughouthe rule of Alexander Jannaetise Sadducees had beerpower and
the Pharisees were rallyisgpportamong 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 facfivfihe shift of power fronthe Sadducees to
the Pharisees under Alexandra was the last straw for the group who would later occupy
QumranAccording to Wise, the Teacher of Righteousness aroseBnT.&.against the
new Fharisaic rule of the temple under Alexandra Salome. ThehBeat Righteousness
wasexiled from Jerusalem b4lexandra. e faction of Saddues who had chosen to
follow retreatedvith him to the land of Damascis.

In a papepresentect the2002 meeting of the Upper Midwest region of the
American Academy of Rajion and the Society of Biblical Literatyrd/ise argued that

the Teacher of Righteousness could be dated to thedetador earlyfirst century

ZWise, Michael OThe First Messiah: Investigating the Savior Before Jéisiesv York
HarperCollins, 1999)208.

*bid., 77.

%% |bid., 401 41.

*®|bid., 101.
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B.C.E.This isapproximately 50 years later than tigpical Essene viewHe basesis
thesis on sixteedeendable references in the DSS to known historical figuks
dividesthe Qumran textbetween sectarian and neactarian writings to show that the
sectarian writings all refer to events late in the second ceBt@r¥.or early in the
first.?” This allows for a latelate for the Teacher of Righteousnegsom he believes
arosein 76 B.C.E.under the Pharisaic rule of Alexandra and Hyrcanus Il. He argues
basedon this same evidena lack thereof, that after 3.C.E.the Qumran sect was
virtually extinct or at least waso longer writing with the vigathey once had. Though
this is essentially an argument from silence, it is quite weighty. There are a number of
key historical eventashich occurred shortly afte80 B.C.E.butare 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 theQumran sectied to Damascus, Wise believes the trial mentioned
in the HabakkukPesherended with the Teacher of Righteousness biingdguilty asa
false prophet. For thishe standardgsentence was deathut as the texts tell ud)e
Teacher of Righteousness was instexsited. Wise refers to Josephwbo makes it tear
that Aristobulus pleaded before Alexandra on behalf of former advisors adiAdex that
they might be exiledather than executed. The most emi nent of the <ci
imperiled sought refuge with Aristobulus, who persuaded his mother to spare/deei

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

*"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.
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t hem f r o Af{Wischhgpothesizeythabthimsthe case with the Teacher of
Righteousness.

To summarize, Wise dismisse®tinaditional Essene undeastling with its early
date.Instead, hdinds Qumran origins among the Sadduceeish the dispute over
biblical interpretation and temple law being the driving force of sectarian separation. The
rise of the Teacher of Righteousness iB76.E.resultedn a trid under Alexandra and
eventually inexile. Wi s e 6 s ,@houglufifirlgmntmany details with a level of
speculation and reconstructiandbased on the limited knowledge of the historical
situation from the writings of Joseph and Maccabeesivgs a new, yeplausible theory
worthy of further study”

In some waystheunconventional narrative style dhe First Messiajmade it
easier to unde;yeih@herdvayd/iit Bireléred understandsng the full
development of his thoughtVisedepicts 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 explanatioaf his argument and relies on short footnote references to his
sources and connections. Wise states many things, and usteslthetext from which
hedraws his conclusionbut oftenheleaves the theory to support itseltiwout giving a
defense irdetail. He does not attempt to dispel other views and argue for hisToan.

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

more ofWi s e 6 s ar g u me motever, ¢ hate la vivsd pipture painted for us

% Josephus, Wak.114 (Thackeray, LCL), as mentioned \Kise, First Messiah 99.

#|t 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 thebEcaesehe
believes the Qumran community to be Sadducean.
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of howWise understndsthe Dead Setexts;but we are left to searchetexts hecitesin

order to check theredibility of his conclusions
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Shrouded Actors of the Qumran Stage

The First Messialnspired much of this study. As | read this intrigumagrative
reconstruction of history wanted to find out jusghow much is known with certainty
albout the Teacher of Righteousness and how much Wasspeculating or
reconstructing. This question drove me to explore the texts for mykeliigh | have
found my Imited knowledge of the D& and intertestamental histdoybe a hindrance,
still I wish topresent some of my own research alongsideatidte majorscholars and
thensee where our conclusions lie.

Now we can look to the texts which were introducetiezaandbegin to identify
two of theelusivecharacterpresented thereithe Wicked Priesand the Teacher of
RighteousnessVe will look at each textual reference to these charaoterst a time, in
order tocollect a file on themvhich mayhelp with their identification. Before we ask
AWhoo they were, we wil./l as kesdivethact |l vy what
designations they receivedNext, wewill attempt the synthetic task of explaining this
material in an organic wagomparing the views dhe different scholars mentioned
above and some others who have specific theories on the historical identities of the

figures in question.

W



22

The Wicked Priest

Textual References

Why did the Qumran community refer to someone as a Wicked PVidwsit
provoked such a harsh titl¥Phatwere his offenses against thellve have two texts
which give us information about the Wicked Priest. 1QpHab has five definite references
to the Wicked Priestia-kohen harashg one reference to the priest who rebelled, an
three other possible references which either refer to him as simply the lpsikshen or
are conjectural reconstructions, where it seems likely that the author would have been
refering to the Wicked Priest. 4QpPsiso has one clear referencentekohen ha
rasha.

Before exploring these references, however, sbasicbhackground information
on ha-kohen harashawill help us understanthe terms used to refer tiois character
First, it is generally understood thHekohen harashawas a high prigt, though trs is
nowhee explicitly stated; howevethe first text we will examine makes reference to him
ruling in Jerusalemrhe priest with théighest rule in Jerusalem is of course the high
priest. Granted there were other ruling priest, but rsegilarsinterpret thisas a
reference to his assumption of the high priesthood.

In support of this theory is the proposition thatkohen harashais a derogatory
play on the words of the honorary tile-kohen harosh, A hi g®Thisri est . o
manipulatorof peopl eds names and titles in a dero
ancient world. fiwe 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

®¥Timothy H. Li oEDDOB®P/8ked Priest
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it is circuar logic. We cannot prove he was high priest, by sayiatif he was high
priest the designation is a derogatory play on words.
Another argument attempts to identify fiie¢ i t u | dakohenasa o f
designation for the high prie$tThis would cleaty identify the Wicked Priesas ahigh
priestbecause he is often referred to simply by ititteo rather than the full designation
given him by the Qumran communijtya-kohen harasha However,Wise makes a
strong argumerthatha-kohenis not actuallywell attested as a designation foe high
priest.He explores the use bfh e fit i t hakohentbroughshe Sexdnd Temple
period and concludes that Athe evidence in f
u n c e r*%lmeeither.case it istill generally recognizedmong scholarthatha-kohen
ha-rashawas a high priest, and | 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 usiVe will look first atthe direct references ta-kohen harasha
to see what the charges were agdm®, and then explore the references which do not
use the full title.
In1QpHab 8.&ha-kohen harashais equated with the proud mageber yahir) of
the Habakkuk textvho is neer satisfied, is betrayed by riches, grows large on what is
not his, ad burdens himself with pledgespparently the problem here is greed and
di shonest gain. The pesher goes on to expl ai

the beginningofhist andi ng, but when he ruled in | srae

3L This argument is presented in H. Stegemdia Entstehung der Qumragemeir(@®nn:
privately printed, 1971), 102 and 22@0, with notes 32829. as referred to by Michael O. Wis& he
Teacher of Righteousness and the High Priest of the Intersacerdotium: Two Approa@hbs.(April
1990): 587613.

#Wi se, filntersacerdotium, o 602.
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good when he first was known, but as a ruler became proud and forsodki&odias

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

gain. He committed b o mi nat i oinngp uiriint ye voefr yuever thidasthn nes s . 0

vague phrasmeansthese negative descriptions of his actions make clear that from the
perspective of the author of tiabakkukPeshemwhat he had done was not in line with
the preceptsf God.

In 1QpHab 9.%hakohen harashais accused omurder and violence. The pesher
goes on to add that he was punished because of the ewilwhih e had done
chosen, the crime against the Teacher of Righteousness and the men of his council.

In1QpHab 11.4ve are told thabha-kohen harashapursued the Teacher of
Righteousness to swallow him.ughis is certainly a significant charge, but we already
know they are at odds. h&re is nomuch new information aboetxactlywhy ha-kohen
ha-rashawasoriginally considered wicked'his does, however, clearly say he made an

attempt to destroy the Teacher of Righteousness.

t

o Go

In 1QpHab12.2 the offeesofha-kohen harashai s cl ear , Ainjusti ce

and destruction of bedsthba.n®n®he edgeghhernt oe % hlea

and the fAbeastsod are the simple ones of

unjust to the community and destroyed (devastated or ruinesg who kept thelv.
The mention oha-kohen harashain 1QpHab12.8 is aontinuationof the

explanation in 12.2. élcommitted 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.

3 This is the reference mentioned above which is understood asshimption of the high
priesthood.

Juda
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In 4QoPsd4.78 we r ead t h athesfirthh ightevisandesaficwat c
kill h i m. ithglightweconstructionwecanseeh att 6% i nt er phaet ati on co
kohen harashawho wat[ch]es the Righteous [one and seekg]litch i m. 0 @étgai n, n
much new informatioaboutof theWicked Priesimay be gleanedxceptthat he sought
to kill the Teacher of Righteousness

In the clear references ha-kohen harashaabove we have seen that he started
off as a man of truth, but pride and greed overtook him. He is accused of dishonest gain,
abominaibn, 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 seenspeak of the Wicked Priest give the following
account. 1QpHaB.16refers tofthepriestthakohenwh o r ebel |l edo and di d
to fithe commandmentsThough this text is damagedewan assume that whatever he
did to the commandments was tatked ypon highly,considerirg the reason he is
mentioned witrthis Habakkuk texis that he will be plundered.

There are two further referersoghich just refer to him by the designatidva;
kohen The reference in1QpHa&hl6immediately follows the reference 9.9. Though
partly reconstructedt is a logical reconstruction because the accusalistesl hereare
similar to those madef ha-kohenha-rashain 8.8 All that remains of thpesheis fiha-
kohenw h o,8but likens himwith one taking evil profit andhaking 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 1.12hakohenis accused of having been satisfigih shame rather
than glory. This is gte anaccusationhe chose to live in shame. The pesher contirues t
explain what déddanotsirbumcse thevareskin ofinid heartihe
wal ked the ways of abundance. 0 In essence th
commands of Goah orderto live in wealth.

There is one otheyossible referend® the Wicked Priest in these texthiough
it is based omronjectureit is highly probablehat the first reference to the Wicked Priest
is actually in1QpHabl1.12 13. It seems that thext is quoting from Habakkuk 1:4b
i mmedi ately after having commented on 1: 4a.
the righteous man. o It is at | east possible
would bei [ t wicked adrefestotte Wi ¢ k e d P righteosig magisitde t he 06
Teacher of Righteousned®©nce morethistells us very little we do not already know
about the Wicked PriesY.et, maybe we can glean more information from the biblical
text surroundinghis reference. Veeslas ay s, fAJudgmenttodoes not co
victory, 0 and part c¢ s alemgvenitwidtedforef or e j udgme
di storted. ) o Was the Wi cked Priest bringing
law? If thes ¢ h o te@msudtion of thiseikt is correctit appears that he is being
accused of just that.

Though there is questiasf the clarity of some of thedaterreferences, some of
theaccusations arine same as those toldfwdkohen harashaabove. He was greedy
and selfislseeking ® secure his position of wealtlihe new information provided tells
us he rebelled, did somethingacceptablaith thecommandments, 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 lave a reference to hitwisting or distorting judgmentikely meaning
he was not followindpiblical lawas the community understood it

There is one further clue in 4QpPsaidentify theelusiveWicked Priest. Just
f ol I owi n gefetehce tghe Wieked Piest discussed akothere is mention of
it hehatosawhi ch he & &histhasbeen undemstood as alaw sent to the
Wicked Priest by the Teacher of Righteousness. It is thought that this letter may have
stirred his desire to Rithe Teacher. If scholarly conjecture is corréuis is a reference
to MMT, sent by the Teacher of Righteousness to the Wicked Priedtthiters a likely
possibility.

There are no historical referencesdMT, but t here are very cl e
designations for the author and the recipient. The aufiresumably the Teacher of
Righteousnesariteswithh e aut hor i t y wedHistettee quiteqpérdoralc t i ve i
and friendly isaddressed to the recipient i yandwfted makes reference tgraup
designated as dQihneryo nd o bSsterriviyehvetlidhen thanthéd Fr o m
sectarians did try to propagate tHeddakhote | s e wh e r € IniMMTilisscleare | . ©
that they are propagating theersionof halakhot, the correct observanaf the law, but
was this written to the Wicked Priest? If the evidence fromR&3d mentioned above
holds true, it seems a strong connectionpR& mentions legal pronouncements which

were sent, which could easily refer to the legal pronounceroéMMT cast in the form

% The author of this pesher likely understdwstorahin two dimensions: ( 1) THEbrah, or the
true biblical law, and (2) theorah which Teacher of Righteousness proclaimed. The tenrah, can mean
fla bodyetifc preadhi ng. o BDB lists Psalm 37:31 as havi
the pesherist is referring, and | believe very likely the way in which they often undehstoach: the
prophetic teaching of the Teacher of Righteousness. (4&pR3arancis Brown, S. R. Driver and Charles
A. Briggs. The BrownDriver-Briggs Hebrew and English LexicofBoston: Houghton, Mifflin, 1906:
repr., Peabody, Mass,: Hendrickson, 1996),-436.
% Strugnell and QimroryIMT, 115.
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of a letter with both a sender and an addre¥s€kis 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 respeetn by te author oMMT, A i t
seems that at that time the sect still Dbelie
opponents, c o lkskens thaatvsame painthezerwasdnot such a rift
between them. This fits with the text of 1QpHab wisald when the Wicked Priest first
arose he was a man of truth, but later fell to pride and greed.
Based on the information praed in thesgexts,we can now paint a picture of
the Wicked Priest as the Qumran community viewed Rienstarted off in goodtanding
with the individuals which would become the Qumcammunity;but once he began to
rule over Israe{probably as high priesthis desire for truth and the commandments of
God was replaced with pride and a lust after wealth. He no longer folkndaw 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 poorlyeatliis 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 heheishen harasha He is not
the high priest to be honoréda-kohen harosh), butthe Wicked Pries{tha-kohen ha

rashg who chose for imself shame rather than honor.

36 i
Ibid., 120.
3" There isrespect shown iMMT. The author does not call them wicked in any way, but
encourages them to follow in the correct observance

having fiwisdom and knowl edge MMi,166.he Torah. o Strugnell
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Scholarly Opinion

The majority opinion among scholars is that the WicReiest was one of the
Maccabes brothers, Jonathan or Simon. This is especially populathagde who bld
the traditionaEsseneziew. VanderKam holds this viewarguing primarily from the
archeological dating of de Vaux, and begsledsupport from the theorhat the Teacher
of Righteousness ruled during the intersacerdotium. It is poskddl¢he riftbetween the
Wicked Priest and the Teacher of Righteousmesslargely because the Teacher of
Righteousneswas driven from office whedonathan was appointed high priest by
Alexander Balag® He doesotseem to havsubstantiakvidenceo 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
Jondhan or Simon the Wicked Priedtipugh they are in transition from asdene to a
Sadducearnterpretation Althoughbeinguncertain about the Teacher of Righteousness
ever havng been the high priest, thdg hold quite securely to tidaccabes brothers as
the best option¥’ Theyare able talismiss Alkimus and John Hyrcanus rathaickly on
some fair groundyut | 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 Righteousnesg theirhigh priest of

the intersacerdotium ousted by Jonathan.

% This theory will be addressed further in discussion oktif®larly opinion on th&eacher of
Righteousness. VanderKaibead Sea Scrol]403 104.
39 Strugnell and QimroryIMT, 118.
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The most complex theory on the Wicked Priest iSGheningenHypothesis as
propagatedyy GarciaMartinez. This theory, originallyproposed byV. H. Brownlee, but
developedy A. S.\an der Wade, is based on the idea that 1QpHab is referring not to
one Wicked Priest, but to a series of them. This theory findsigggortiargely in the fact
that it is difficult to justify every fateful end listed for the Wicked Priest to be speaking of
one hisorical figure. 1QpHab listthree seemingly irreconcilable fates for Weked
Priest.In 9.9 12 he is haned over to his enemies, in 1053he is punished by God kit
fire and brimstone, anhough highly reconstructed, scholars think thhtl2 15 refe's
to his death by sickne$8.

Van derWoudeaccounts fothis inconsistency by attributitgh e t i t |1 e, A Wi
Pr i e sixdibferentandividuals in sequence. He argues that typically following the
designatiorha-kohen harashais arelatved u s e Wi ttkleel Pr i e ardueswh o é 0
that this is not a clause attributing new information poeviously mentioneélgure, but
introducing a new character as distifroim othersln 1QpHab he only reference to a
Wicked Priest not followed by a edlve claus is interpreted byan der Woude as the
currenthigh priest at the timef compositionrwhowould neechodistinction*! In
conjunction with this, all references to the Wicked Priest are made in the past tense with
only thefew exceptions in the last colummf 1QpHabwhich arein the imperfectense®

Van der Woude believes that behind the tidekohen harashais the idea that

Aithe high priests of Jerusalem who favored

“°Though these texts seem contradictory if referring to the dedltie a¥icked Priest, | do not
think this is the only interpretation of these texts. None of them says that he died, they speak of humiliation,
affliction, judgment. Only the last reference speaks of destruction, but this text has been damaged, thus it is
only by reconstruction that we get sickness or bodily affliction. LlEinWi ¢ k e H2:%76.i est ,

“11QpHab 12.2,7

*2A.'S. van der WoudéWicked Priest or Wicked Priests. Reflections on the Identification of the
Wicked Priest in the Habakkuk CommentarddS 33 (SprAut 1982): 349359., 351.

c k
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successors were looked upon by the membeitseoQumran community as the
embodi ment of t h%® WigkedRriesthungber ore,smerfiianeddn.83,

is the priest who at the beginning of his standing was called by the name of truth. In the
Old Testament this constructiamigradél shem mea n t bdireckoned as belonging

to.0™

Thus he belongdto the party of the truth/an der Woudeinderstands the Qumran
community to be of Hasidic origins, thus a majdense of the Wicked Priests wieir
nonZadokite lineage. As a result no Hasmonpaest could ever have been considered
as fAbel ongi sohefikes histatteatiort odudas\accabeus® According to
the descriptions of Josephire apparently fiten every regard.

The second Wicked Prieshough not designated by the title-kohen harasha
issaidto haverebelld. Based on the fact that he is inf
acts to his mortal body, 0 he is equated with
suffered a stroke and died after many days of great torfhent.

Interesting and unique to the multiple Wicked Priest theory, is the ide#h¢hat
reference in 9. 4 to Athe | ast priests of Je

of the poor t hr ou ddstfow priests¢obenentonédvanfderr s t o t he

Woudeunderstands this pillage as the frequent military campaigns éfabemoneans

*Ibid., 350.

*Ibid., 354.

“Though Jud a sigh ptiesthoaa Is & quesiiondm der Woude sees him as a
possibility for the priest of the intersacerdotium, yet at the same time says even if he never weestigh

it is highly possible that he usurped the functions c
Josephusd6 time at | east a tradition that Judas has be
AWi cked33riest, o

“®Ibid., 355.

“"Van der Woude notes that the imperfect here is not meant to denote future ideas, but rather it
suggests habitual action. On this matter he cites GeskaiutgschCowley, Hebrew Grammar, 107g.
Ibid., 352.
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TheQumran community thought the next four priests of the Hasmonean dynasty
would bethelasvan der Woude al so points out #Athat
Righteousness appears only in conjunction with the third, fourth, and fifth (Wicked)
Priest, not with the fi r*Thenexntiteepriestsend, and n
each mentioned in the text of 1QpHdbnathar(9.8 12), Simon(9.16f)and John
Hyrcanus(11.2 18).
Arguing from connections made in 4QpRasnd4QpNah, an der Woude
connects the designat i dannadud Baset onfhighlye st 6 wi t h
conjecturaldatingfor the deatlof the Teacher of Righteousnessd a mentioim
4QpPs& of forty yearsafter which the wicked will be no moriee claims that the
Qumran community expected the end to come iB.&DE, during the reign of
Alexander Jannaeus. Thus the reference ini 11.8 the Wicked Priest who iiilled
with shame moréhan honodis presented in the imperfect/future tense and refers to
Alexander Jannaepghomt hey t hought would be the fALast |
come?®
Because of the complexity of this theory | make no attempt to critique it. Based
on my studyof the textdt seems that this theory is as fair as any in their interpretation of
the texts. | do question a bit the equation of the Last Priestiathion of Wrath, and |

think van der Woude could have more thoroughly exgldhris use of 4QPs& andthe

“8 This observation shows that the TeacheRighteousness was active only during the reign of
these three priests, from 168M4 B.C.E Ibid., 353.

“I'n 4Q167 the fALast Phoeate manmt ifioc dreddr Mowmere toli e Wr tah
equates the two. As is typical he interprets the cruoifivy the lion of Wrath to refer to the persecution

the Pharisees suffered under Al exander Jannaeus. Thus
AWi cked3®Rriest, o
®Earlier | translated this phraseefisat ins Woad eWist h

argument this translation would not make sense, so here | have included his translation. Either translation is
possible; it just depends on how one understands the overall context. This is a common problem among
Dead Sea scholarshilid., 358.
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forty years to arrive at 8B.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 soursash as Josephuis truly critique
this theory on the fine pointand this isnot something | have been albeexplore.

Having looked at somef the majority views on thidentity of the Wicked Priest,
we turn nowto the theory of Michael Wise. As we have already skisitheory 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 Qumranlsdbis paadigmHyrcanusli
can easily be understood as the Wi cked Pries
bel onged t o t h%¥Hymranustllhadonfc et hseu ptprourtthe.dd t he Sad
temple control under the rule of Alexander Jannaeus; however, wieeadthe high
priesthood by Alexandrdne had n@ualms switching alliancalongwith his mother to
support the Pharisees.

As mentioned befor@Vise does not offer much scholarly defense for his
positions inThe First MessiahHe gives very little reasamg behind his general theory
that Hyrcanus Il was the Wicked Priest because of his switch of allideagoes make
the argument of dating mentioned earlier, which seems to carry significant;weight
however, | wish he offered more in defense of his thebiyrcanudl as the Wicked
Priest.He deals very little with textdrying to equate particular information withe
historical figuredheunderstands them to represent. He does not give any arguments

saying AHyrcanus did sluchn a%dofsukt@QpHahircef ers

*11QpHab 8.8
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spends much more time in thlanksgiving Hymnwhich he believes were the personal
work of the Teacher of Righteousness.

Some of the more specific evidence Wise ge@scerndIMT. He t&kes a much
more harsh view diIMT,s ay i n g i t-facBdvatespt at subwerting the new
Pharisaic Te mMmlJa deattehathsiTamplessate,cand being part of
the state meant being involved with the Temple. In effdMT was a threat on the part
of powerful Jewsah t heir f ol |l ower s °iThisisaamtereséngf r om t he
interpretation of the text; however, it completely contradicts the observations of Strugnell
and Qimron who seRIMT as relatively cordial.

The short text mentionezhrlier, 4Q448, referceto asin Praise of King Jonathan
gives some support for Wi sebdbs argument. 1t cC
Alexander Jannaeus. This throws a wrench in the traditional Essklasidim/Zadokite
understandingsf this text is actually recognizgnJannaeyshere 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 Sédducees
control of the Templé? This refutes the assumptions leéth van der Woude and
VanderKam. They bothelieve the Qumran community to be of Essene origin and the
major cause of the split frotargersocietyto bedissentiorbetweerthe Qumran
communityandthe wicked Hasmonean priesitfowever, f a text at Qumnais praising a
Hasmonean, this theory needs to be rethought.

Wise makes some very good points that bring intestjonthe traditional

understanding of Qumran as an early phenomenon. However, it is frustratinge$igat th

*2\WViseg, First Messiah 68.
3 Wise, First Messiah 67.
4 Wise, Abegg and @ok, Dead Sea Scroll£6,399.
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are not developed furthef.\Wise were to giveamore explanation as to why he thinks
Hyrcanus is the wicked priestis argument would be more substariti@n any argument
imagining tension between the community and the Hasmoneans.
Before moving on to our next character, we must loak@ater detail at the
archeological dating of de Vaux which has become authoritative. De Vaux first gave a
formal report on his discoveries in 19%®that yeais Schweich Lectures. These were
later publishedas 6 ar cheol ogi e et |Mogeinmhdbh lhisbaok pt s de |
was revised by de Vaux in 1973 and tithettheology and the Dead Sea ScraifsThis
1973revisionis interesting primarily because a number of scholars, \@iagsia
Martinez and Woude in particuladisagree with the revisiomd prefer the later dating
suggestedby the 1961publcation where de Vaux identifithe Qumran community with
a group at the time of Aristobulus, Alexander Jannaeus or Hyrcanus 1I6@B4C.E).>
His second century daggoposed in his finall973pulication is quite a drastic change
seeing ade is arguindgasedupon archeological evidenc&arcia Martinez points out
thisinconsi# n cy, saMVaiuxjwags féardedxto, not by the archeological evidence,
but only with the aim of making room for thestiries identifying a single wicked priest
as Jonat han o{dozé&iyears cogjecturbdey Hinai$ nothing but an excuse
to fit t R'&hough&arciaMartinezrs.amyuing this for his view of multiple
wicked priests, his observation, itite , | eaves de Vauxods dating o]}
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

* Murphy-O 6 C o nfin@u m,d 5580.
* GarciaMartinez andTrebolle BarreraPeople of the DS$4.
* Ibid., 83.
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was not the Wicked Priest 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 | feel | was ablgémerate vivid picture of
what the community of Qumrahought of him and what it was that caused them to give
him this title.However, n looking at the schola®theories on the Wicked Priestvhs
gravely disappointed. FirstanderKam Strugnell and Qimron seem to attach the title to
one of the early Hasmonean rulers simply to satisfy their early date, Mvidee other
hand attaches the title to Hyrcanus Il because okkigdence suggesting a late datel
because athe opportune shift to Pharisee rwladerHy r canus 6

None of thee single priest theoriedgtempt to explaimeticulouslytheidentity of
the Wicked Priest in light ahe evidence about one historical figure. They may avoid
detailed explanatiohecause theariety of offenses idifficult to pin all ona single
historicalpersonageThere are a couple of possible explanations for this dilenihe
first is obvious. Ve simply do not know enough about the correct historical figure to
identify every offens of the Wicked Priest with hinT.he second possibility is thdtere
is noone historical figure tavhich all the accusationsan beattacted For this reason
maybe the multiple Wicked Priest theorythe mositompellingoption This complex
explanation seems a bit cumbersome to me, yet arguing from the verb tfe@ses,
argumentdoeshold some swayOn the other hand feelthatthereis enaigh coherence
among the accusations to fit one man, even if not every accusatibe higorically
attested elsewhere. Agentioned abové do notfind the diversity in the explanations of

the Wi cked Pr itogs d niamr pfoblenia | demi se

%8 See footna 40.
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It is definitely clear that the Wicked Priest had a changdlegianceatfirst
concened with the commands of God, baiter, falling into pride, greed and selfishness.
He led people astray with twisted judgment atestroyed the righteous with wickedness.
However, in attempting to identify his true historical identity, | immedyatahk of the
commentmadebyWs e regarding the Teacher of Righte
escape the feeling that in seeking to identify the Teacher of Righteousttesskwown
historical figure, named or umamed, we are asking the sources a question for which they
simply do not > Heelhe saméoouldde ssid & a clear identification

for the Wicked Priest.

The Teacher of Righteousness

Textual Refaences

Now we carattemp to identify theTeacher of Righteousne®ased upon our
texts what were his claims and how did his followers understand him?
The standard designation for the Teacher of Righteousnesséh hatsedeq
This phrase could alselranslatedit he r i gt @& elagdimnaertaasdd
especially in its variant forrmoreh tsededlhe focus in any case is upon the knowledge
of truth that the teacher possesses. This is a verythksae 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 desigisatised in a
fititulard sense to designate a high priest. Though this theory is in question, it is

interestilg to note that nadnly the Wicked Priegss referred to aBa-kohen butmoreh
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ha-tsedecplso receives this designation. Does this mean he was at some point a high
priest? This possiliy will be discussed when we look at scholarly opinions on the
Teache of Righteousness.

1QpHab introduces us tooreh hatsedegn 1.12 13. This is the same line
reconstructed tdesignatehe Wicked Priest as the one hemming in the Teacher of
Righteousness. Not much information aboatreh hatsedeccan be gleaned fronhis
damaged reference.

A few lines later 2.2, refers to traits who were witlthe Man of the Lie. They
are called traitors becaueyfifailed to [obey the words offioreh hatsededgrom the
mouth of Godd In 2:8 it is said thaha-kohen here referng to the Teacher of
Ri ghteousness, has received from God the abi
servants the prophets, through whom God foretold everything that is to come upon his
peopl e. o Fr om t h exsreh hdtsedegs believee to ltagerhadsliecet t h at
discourse with Godgndhence s t he HAanfou®d @, @ ceand thimat God h:
understanding of the words of the prophets. He understood the prophets in a special and
revealed way.

Moreh hatsededs referredto again in 5.1 wt little else is told of him there. We
discover that he had been rebukagparentlyoy the Man othelLie.

In 7.4 we again see thatoreh hatsedegvas caused by God to know all the
mysteries of the words of his servants the prophétseh hatsedeqs 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 ofrttzethe mysteries or secrets. God

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






