James the Just as Rightesus Teacher

Ta analyse whether James thé Just, "éhe jus{ one" as he was called, can pessibly
be considered imiw vele of rizhteous teacher, we must first analyse some gques—
tisng surreunding the Qumran community as a whele and how they canceived sf
themselves. It is perhaps zafe to say that =mince the appearance of the
gcrnlls snme thirty years age, schalarly research has confused many »f the most
difficult issues and a9 clarified Theie Ta be convinced »f this
ame has mly te lonk at some of the research done 9n Seleomen Schechiter!s

original find af the Damascus Doacument in the Caire Geniza sgsme seventy-five

Years ags. Ier haos a clearer analysis of that document was done then I
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sthers  than one can find nowe 1he old adage that to9 many coeks spail the

brath or perhaps muddy up its waters, is perhaps approepriate here. Thigm italod

well anply to the writer's awn effartatbut with this in mind, let us proceed.

Huch misunderstanding has develsped arcumd the meaning of the term, "Zadok".

What does it apoly t9? Is it a prover noun? Is it a title? Whe are the

Ztadekites, the preverbial "sens sf Zadek'? In the Innumerable solutisnm prepmed

$ thig problem, the ariginal relatienship »f the term to Sadducee opr
. ‘ 2 » -
Zaddukd has all out drenved sut.. Thias waz net the cazme in the early

perind »f the Christian church and amsng some Talmudic writings, where it is
not at all clear when Sadducee is Dbeing uszed, whether what is being referred
tn i3 an upper-class Jerusalem hierarchy »f th@ sort described by Jessphus and
the New Testament, ar an apecalyptic fringe zroup sutside the ruling estab-
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lishment altsgether.” The same is true of the Karaites in the Hiddle Ages,
Wwiio were lkoawn both among themselves and to outsiders as ”“ad&rcmog the inplie
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catinn Leing they were new »r neo-ladducees of these latter days. Few have

doubted that the influence »f pome Dead Sea Scroll material can be found in



their writings, either that newly avpeared in the ninth century sr that pre-

served in seme undetermined way as in the Caire Geniza ever the intervening

£

centuries, Here azain, the confusisn between Zadokite and Zadducee persisted,
as well it might be expected ta.

Perhaps the only real determining distinctisn between the Qumran covem
antars and the Sadducee party,as described by Jeasephus and mthers,was the
smphasis by the frrmer on some feorm of eternal reward ( the cuestianm of resure

rectinn of the dead avart ), as well as their stress on and emplayment »f an

esateric interpretatisn of scripture. The first-mentioned is the same aspect

£he
ur
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that iz otresced in the Hew Testament as the characteristic that distinguishes

(1)

peti Fiarisese and Christians frem Saddncees. In additien, it has uot been
lest en commentaters that the New Testament empleys a kind of esnteric intepre-
tatisn of scripture similar to that in use among the covenaniars, and which is
nat altozether lacking in Rabbinic literature esither.

Byt whe is Zadok? If it is a categary or term, what dees it refer 197
It has Dbeen held, particularly ip the early days of Qumran research, that Zadok
referred te the family of high priest that task ever the service at the Temple
in David's time — in ether werds, a euphamism'fqr'the sriginal Jerusalem priest lin
and this has been widely accepied as an adequate understanding of the term.
Theugh in an essteric way, this may be some »f the thrust of the term desired
by the sectariszs, it is net the complete sense in which they use it even in
their awn literazture. Twn af the mast relevant documents in relatiasn to the
nrablem amenz the numerous matsrials »f the sect are the Zadakite Decument
and the Community Rule. In the Zadekite Document, reference is specifically
made +o the anoravriate vassage in LEzekiel ( 44: 15 ), 4n which the tern cleariy
refers and fram which it derives, There are »ther passages in Szekiel which

-

bear the same counatation, and the context is the idealsr recenstructed Temple,
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sr the Temple »f the last days, which Izeliel iz s» intent upon mezsuring.

"The priests and the levites and the sens of Zadek that kept the charge of

My sanctuary when the children af Israel went astray frem Me, these it is that
3 oo * s n8 1 5 3 : :

ghall »Few unte Me the fat and the bleed. Here the eseteric exegesis 1is

that the "priests" are thase whe "repented" ar "canverted" and departed from

the land »f Judah. The ";evites" are these whe Jjeined them, and the "“snns ef

[

Zadak' are the elect af Israel, chesen in some predestined manmer, whe will
s an functinning or stand at the end of days. One immediately sees that
accoarding to the presentation »f the Zadekite Document,‘priests are nst
necessarily priests in the ardinary sense of‘the WQrd. They can be, and then
again they may nat be, The same helds fer levites. The ssns of Zadsk are the
very elect »f the community itself, predestined and almest, as it were, Dre-
existent, and it is novhere stated that they must be priestly in the srdinary
sense of the werd. They may be, and then again, they may nst de.
&

In the Cemmunity Rule, sn the sther hand, the terms priest and levite
appear to be used in a mere conventisnal manner,’thaﬁgh there is ne guaraniee
nf this. Still, the "sans of Zadak" are defined as '"the priests whe keed
the Cavenant", under whnse avthority these whe separate themselves ( provably
sut in the wilderness ) vlace themselves.9 Keeping the cnovenant is not a
genealagical definitiom, but rather a gualitative »ne. Though there is
nnthing tn» rule out the possibility here that such priests are zctually descended
from the Zadnk »f David's ftime, néither iz this stated as the arigin »f the
term. It is pessible we are dealing with a contradictien, or at least ap incon-
hetwueen the twe documents an the prisstly recuirements of the sons »f

Zadnke Perihans 4ne merely camplements the sther; but whatever is being

stated, it seems verv clear that the common element that makes an individual

h

a snn af Zadnk is his perfecs rizhteousness. Particnlarly in the Community



Rule, the ssns nf Zadek are "righteous priests” par excellance, those whn hawe
sevarated themselves frem falsehesd and keep the law eor covenant. Agaln, this

is qualitative and may or may nat be genealnzical. They are defined as "the

keepers of the cavenant and seekers of his will", i.e., the "sons »f lizht" in

the jargen »f the community. Often, tan, they are simply referred tn as the

"sang of righteousness', i. e., the''sans of gedek'", not Zadnke.

- e

Yere I think is the crux ¢f the matter. Our sect is very azpnamorsd with werd
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play and double entendres. For instance, they seem it enjay referriryg to the Phare
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seekers after halakni' , not "seskesrs after halachnil 1. e., seeksrs

sees
after "smenth ﬁ%infi‘ﬁ n thies™ i oy

T hings smoaothies™ in modern parlance ) They alse refer to them,
%9t as the builders of the fence around the Terah, but builders of the "rickety

wall", although this identificatioen is ast at all certain. Zadok is not
necessarily simply a proeper nsum having a specific reference in time and place,

)

for instance, David's Zadnk. On the contrary, as Tthe sect use e is

473
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true, It is a euphemism, a play an werds, and paints te a related esnteric
.

meaning %o be exprunded by a veacher. The eseteric meaninz has something t#

d» with ZDK, that is justice or righteousness. That is all that can be said
Td W

with certaintv. Ip nther words, we are dealing here with the sons af zedek

ap the sans af Zadnk ar even the sans of the Zaddik interchamgeablyr(nsons”

tn be sure te be taken figuratively, that is nst necessarily lineal descen=
dants, but rather "fallewers »f" ). The same Karaites whn called themselves
Sadducees in the Hiddle Ages alse referred t9 themselves as Zaddikim, i. e.,
"pizhteous ansg' er sans of ar fellawers of the rvishtenus one.: The same no
dnubt apoliss here, Cur sons »f Zadnk may als» just as easily be conszidered

"oame of the Zaddik" or the righteous snes, the sons »f zedek. This may als»

57
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nnint t» the ariginal sense »f the ward "Sadducee", The dnuble "d" in the
wnrd in the CGreek transliteration is narticularly sigmificant here. It is

just as likely, perhaps even aore likely, that swch a usazge refers %o samenne



who styled himself the zaddik er was styled the zaddik, as it does ta the
fallewers of Zadek, though the twe might simply be synenymeus.

The prephecies in the DBansk of Ezekiel cencerning the building »f the new
a1 ideal Temple then ére at the reet of bath the terminolegy,6 "Sadciucse” and
Zadnkite," The sans of Zadsak according ta Ezekiel are thase righteous levites
ar prieste whe have nst stumbled inte falseheaod, but have kept the crvenant.
They are then "the rightesus' amang the priests ar levites, and Ezekiel himself
clearly intends the double entendre that 5o avpealed to the sectaries. Thais,
tne, may have b2en heow the ariginal returnees of the priestly aristecracy
under Ezra saw themselves, a kind 2f righteous remnant, comprising not all
sriests, but only the zealeaus enes like Ezra himself. It is donbitful that
this included the additinnal requirement 47 being an actual descendant of
David's Zadok, a difficult relatisnship to »rove even for Tzra, though
the other hand, it need net be completely ruled sut. In this senze, %on,

the lMaccabees are in a very real way "sens of Zadek". They, tos, are rightenus

vriests whn keep the covenant while others are gring astray and backsliding.
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ay nathing absut the vossidle corrup%ian af later generatiang of
Zadnkite ar righteous priests, whether Sadducean »r laccabean. Indeed, the
Hlaccabses, like the Christians to ceme, stvled themselves after the manner of
Melchi~zedek ( "rightesus king”" or Yking ef righteousness", among other possi-

ble comnnatatians ) as priests of the Hast High Ged.

v

In laccabzes I, Hattathias is commended for his zeal for slaying in the

mannar »f Phineas, the archetyvical "rightenus" oriest. It will be remembered
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concerned, but azlse as far 2z the temnle at Islisnnlis in Zzvdt iz concernad.

In some sense, it must be remembered, the 3Zentuazint, crntaining books like Zoclesi

2511028 and lecoaneas IT . was probably connecteéd with the re The idez,

proveunded by many early cammentaters »n the scmells, that the llaccabee
family "usurved"the high priestheed from an old original "sadokite" line,
testifies tn an exiremely simplistic and drebably nat very accurate UNGEE T

standinz of the conceptinns averative here. Just as Simen the Just in Loclew
™ £ o RTINS

)
ot

iasticus zeed hiz claim and those »f the genealagical line he represented
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an the "cavenant ~f Phineas", 22 did the Maccabean family in its presentatien

nf the zealons and righteous behaviour of Mattathias. Judas Maccabee is the
avenging righteous priesst par excellence. There is u» gquestisan here of the
usurpatian 4f a2 izh oriestheod. On the contrary, Judas and his family, from

a perfectly gn9d priestly line ( even if perhaps nat descended from thé APl
~inal Zadnk ), earn their rirhtte the hizh priesthond by their zealous bekavisur
in pretecting the coemmunity from pellutien and idelatry. They are in a true
sense +the shields of the community, atnoning by their perfect rishienusness

fapr the sins af the cemmunity as a whole. In this sense, they are alse perfecie
1y =aed "Jadducees"., One is net discussing here the cuestian af the crrrupiion
nf future zeneratinns, which is the inevitable concomitant 1o helding power,
anly their vrerasgatives tn such pawer, confirmed in the Maccabee basks and by

the Hanmukkah festival they institute ( i. e., a new f2zzt of booths for 2 new

o \ ) 5.2 o o BT SO SR and Y Y v
dedicatian J. The prieszshond decscended ITHM L1menm L. 13 Zoypt evidently zalze

made similar claims for itself, but there is very little indicatisn that they
were intrinsically anstile t2 the lMaccabees. On the contrary, they seem ta
nave had parallel neatisns, though seme frictisn was n» daonbt inevitable, and
the temple in Tegypt seems tn have continued as a hntbed »f zealot activity

o

even after its cleasing follawing the dismantlement of the Jerusalem Temvle,

O



This, ton, is clearly the root of the term,"priestheed after the arder
nf Melchi-zedek.' Once again, we are dealing with a play en the words, lelchi-

zedek, king o»f rightenusness or rightenns king, and the term nlays »u the related

fl

pirase, mnereh.zedelr | Just ag we have already seen the suph g, Teona of

o~

zodei” plays an the si gnifioati@x.and iz a wariation af,,”sans of

Zadake It i3 a

rightesus priesthosd after the svder »f a rightesus king, perhaps Gad 9r his vicew
arent, on earth f£arever. The nae of this term in Psalm 110 wery clearly reflects
this usage; and because »f this, is very possibly a Maccabean psalm, theugh it

can just as easily date from an earlier, move absoure neriod, when similar

L

thinking was in vogue. ’“hwt m@r@h«~ 7@d@k hes a priostly dmnlicatinn eimilar to

" %
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Melohiwezedek iz oonfirmed for ug in the Commentary on Paalm 37. In the same way
that in the Zadokite Dhoument  the berm, “eons of Zadokl, does not literally refer

to lineal descendants of Zadsak, but to those elect ar rirhtenus snes whe have
sevarated themselves from iniguity either in »r te prepare the way Tfor the lash
dayss so tna in an earlier usage, the Zadokite { or Sadducsan ) priesthand did nnt
ﬁ;C;SSarily revregent lineal descendants »f David's Zadok, bubt just as likely a
olay om the words, rightsous ov righteousness, - 1. esy those priests or
sans of Zadak wha had earned the priesthosd by their zeal in protecting the
community from pallutisen and corruptisn.

This, to9, is the usage made »f the term Melchi-zedek in the so-called
"Last Jubilee" sermen from Qumran, MHelchi-zedek is expressly identified as
the oriest of the Mast Hish Ged, and the same play »n the werd, "rightesusness”,
in referring to members of the community and linking thig up with the favors
vouchsafed to those follewing this view of the priesthend ig evident throuiiie
mit. TIn this text the priesthood is seemingly extended to all members nf the
geed nf Abraham, the clear prerequisite being their zealousness or rightenuge=

ness. Desvite problems in translation and reconstructism  , there is ample

indicatisn that the community conceives »f itself hare, tov, just as much



N A . - 1t JULT do ey . o T t
in +terms »f Veiny "sonz 2f zedek™, righteouspess, as they de, sons 2f Zadok
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Thiz line »f thouzht, eviending oriestly orerosgatives 1o all members »f e Crve-
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further develaved in terms of its own poalemical ends in the Leiter 1o the

Zebrews, chapiers S5=Te. It links the twe communities, Christian and Zadnkite,
at least in terms of ideolezies on this 2ne point, whatever one may think of

the arigins af the letter itself. This conceptisn is prapnsed ., as everyone
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well knews, as the basis fer the whele subsequent priesthnnd in Caris Ve

the anly difference being the play on the ward, rightesusness, has dropped oul in
the Christian aporeach.. That the usage avpearing in Hebrews of a priesthond

after the nrder »f lelchi-zedek anpears in a hamiletic/exegétical text of the

Qumran cammunity  should not be underestimated. That the commuunity saw i¢

27 3t least ceriain of its members, as an "elect'] and that this same

@

lect is doubtlessly equally to be seen in terms of "sons of Zadok" »r a vriest-

hoad Af the st of the Haccabean/Chrigstian svrder of lelchi-zedek farsver is

indigoutable acearding 12 their sum texts. The conclusion is unavnidadble
7 ‘ )

that zedek and Zadok carrespond in some way, and that Zadok is

19t t~ be taken accarding $5 a clear exonteric meaning, but esnierically.
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Thiz brinzs us 4o morel hawzedelk, the teacher »f rihic

teacher. Immediately, the parallel t» the phrase, Helchiwzedek, and the play

» the wards, "som of Zadak"' sheuld nat be mizsed.. The nmorehha-zede: is verhads
the guintessential san »f Zadok, i. e., the individval emd sdiment »f what an iieal

a9m A7 Jadnak must be. Solving the problem of whether »r nat he is the Toundar of
the sect ar its »ngoing leader is of little impart for these purnoses. He is a
tyve and: what,newis«thewtvme nf is the true son of Zadok . He ie alss, it shwld

Be noved, a gaddik. o rithtenus ane or Tjust one', as all righteous isachers ar

nmmentaries an Psalm 37 and Habbakuk, where the cerrespondence is
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directly and purpesefully drawn between the usage zaddik in the text and right-

eous teacher. It should be noted ton, that in an uapointed Hebrew text the dif-
. . , , 23
fapence between the words, zaddilk and Zadok, is only a halfestroke nf the ven. Toar

the interchangeability »f the terminslngy, Sadducee and Zade

¥

these purposes t99,

dikim, when referring to the Karaites, should nat_be fargatten, ' Ansther groun
RER L X ) s ’

ta9, the slkasaites, who seem t» have been absarped ints +the Karaites, but also

Thens g

have links, interestingly euough, to the Handaean follawers of Jahn the Baptist,
appear to have derived their name from sne called,"the zaddik'} and provide an addi-

tiomal link between the words, Zodok and zaddik. Twe suck "righteous snes' emerge i
the histoary o»f the veriod frem 200 B, C., te 100 A, D., that is Simean the Just,
the evitome, as we have said ,of what a proper Zadduki was thought to e beoth

in Jerusalem and Alexandria, portrayed in HBoclesiasticus as resplendent in his

priestly rebes doing penance an behalf »f the entire pesple »n YnmﬁKippur;ﬂr
and Jémeg the Just, the brother o»f Jesus, i. e., James the righteous one,
Jamas the Zaddik;>

James has received some attentisn from scholars, but not nearly
he amsunt he- warrvants. He has been mentioned in passing when atfempts
were made to identify the righteous ?eacher;\and J, Teicher in the early ysars
after the discevery »f the scralls did propese a Jewish-Christian or Ebisnite
arigin far them;j a group which  held the memory of James in high esteem.
James, arie must unfartunately point out, has haen\alm@sé syatematically
ignarved by mhdern Chrigkianzﬂchalafship, but net interestingly enough by the
early Church fathers, from whom mast of our material comes concerning him,
¢credible ar net. What iz »Hraobably beingﬁyﬁpwsed'in‘th@.@m& by thig paper is
that the scrolls do not emanate from a Jewish-Christian environment, as Teicher put
i%,  but actually are "Christian” in the sense the word had to have in the Pakﬁs~

tine »f this time« In ather wards, the scrolls are not the wark of a later

sectarian group of Christians, but rather they are the work »f the early Christiam

. T g e {31 1. “ 30 - it o - x T 5
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this is that we dn not have an adecuate understanding »f early Christianity
and tend to mean by Christian what the early Church fathers and authers »f the
Gosvels wanted us to mean by it, without realizing that this was not at all
Christianity frem the 30's t» the 60's of the present era in Palestine A
gnad example of this varadex is the 3nek of Revelation in the New Testament.
Far the ordinary Christian, it is a very difficult boak teo come e grips with
because of its violence; spirit »f venzeance, and blatant power lust. And yet
this is perhavs ane of the mast "Christian™ of all the early documents of the
Church, at least from the point-—sf~view of Palestinian Christianity ( though
it ig presented in a Hellenistic setting ). A comparisen of this book with the
Manual of Discipline, the War Scrnall, and some »f the interpretive texts of
Qumran ig edifying in this regard, but dbeysnd the scope of this papér;i This samé
inability to come ta zrivs ﬁ1u¢ the atmosphere in Palestine prisr to the fall of
the Temple and just afterwards, stemming from an almost religioue addiciism t9 Jow
gephus! plays, has led many schnlars to emphasize the metaphoric quality »f the War
Scrall (aé if the war in guestion were only imaginary Yand the fanciful charace
ter »f the Ceapper Scroll (as if peavle would ga to such vainstaking effrrts
far the sake of practical joking ) a

James wasg the head of the Jerusalem Church until A. Do 62, In vower,

vnsition, and prestige he guite clearly ranked absve Peter, Paul, John, and

wo b

15erg,  however unlike most of these, we have direct besgtimony concerning him

o - PR T EN AT o i o E vy oy oy -
Pram gauress subside the New Testament, e seemsz $o have baen o Very naovular
o . W D y R - . e SR KL N [P T, o ’ N
antieestablishnent leader. It has always strack the writer 2s ansmewhas

absurd, when dealing with a literature as substantial as the scrolls and a
cultural center of the vraportisns of that which has been uncovered at Qumran,
tn laak far unknawn or inconseqguential persons when attempiing t9 make identifi-

catians. Ta think that the center at Qumran and prabably another in the regien
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of Damaszcus nat far frem Ganlanitis and the Galilee did nat exert a powerful
influence on any ascetics ar valuntary exiles taking t» these inhospitable
regisns ( and there were cuite a few ) is net very realistice This includes the
mavement eibther feunded er headed by John the Baptist. Contrary te pqpular
apiniem, we know very much about the peried in questien, sthen all sources are
reckaned up, probably as much as almest any ather medisval er,ancient periad

af histery. There are very few characters or mevements that have net come to
sur attentisn in one way eor anather. Neot only is the position of James affirmed
far ug by Paul's letters and Luke's Acts, with some attempts characteristic of
the latter autier to sbscure eor diminish it; it is also discernible in the
Gosvels, even as we have them, 1if we read carefully enaugh, though here %90
editers have taken greal pains te reduce and cenfuse the ooaition »f Jesus!
family in the develepment »f early Christianity.?:‘ln the last-named decuments,
they have net, it sheuld be neted, succeeded in removing the members of Jesus'
family altagsther, whatever the embarrassment they oresent, because they could
net. James is aiso canfirmed for us by Jeseohus, a8 is his pepularity, and
depending an him and their awn seurces, by the Church fathers. e alse plays

a prominent role in the apecryphal literature emanating from Bhienite and
zaostic snurces,

James was a zaddik, or the Zaddik, a term we have already shown tn be
linked in some way in the exegesis of the scrells with the notisn of a "right~
aous teacher' and the essence aof what had t» be implied by such phraseolagy.
Iusebius, following Hegesippus, tells us he was s9 pisus that the flesh an

1

nis knees came to resemble camel's hide because »f the supplicatisn and

prayer he owntinually verfarmed on them 2n behalf af the veanle in the Temple.

The mentisn »f nrayer here is significant becansze »of the guggestiom in the
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gseralls of disappraval of sacrifice, na dsubt because it was presided sver

by what was cemsidered by the cevenantoers and others to be an impure and cerrupt
nriesthesd. Though this led to a stress on ather methods of attaining remise
sion of sins like baptism, lustratisn, and prayer, it does oot imply a disap=
praval of the lecation and existence of the Temple per se. On the contrary.

The same can be said of Jesus' activities in the New Testament, which degpite
nis revarted utterances, seem always te gravitate towards the Temple, Dw=m

mnare mwnlicitly it characterizka Jameg' religious activitises, which are always

e
&

comnletely facuzed am the T@mpl@ milien. There iz alzs seome indieation that
was a life-=long nazirite in the manner of Samuel ( als» a priest ) and verhaps
tna, John the Baptist ( prebably vpriestly as well ), not to mention T1ijah.
Here, significantly, Eusebius provides the tantalizing infarmation that
James entered the Hoaly of Helies t» d» venance en behalf 9f the whole peopla,
Ipiphanius omballishes +his with the atartling additional notice that he
wore the mantle »f the hizh v»riest and entered the Haly of lnlies alone an
Yam Kippur to make this atonement in the name of the pesple, which indeed he
would be entitled to do were he high priest.
it has neat been vossible to understand what these two Church fathers may have
been trying tn communicate in their garbled, though complementary, dresenta~
tiang of what has t» be considered ex%remely important infarmation if it is

true.. Thig information has been dismissed, not surprisingly, by numerous

critice as the oraduct of overly active, romantic imazinaztions,

these game penple endertaln with equanimity New Teztament material

relnting 4o empiy tombs, resurrectiong, miraculous cures, and virgin births.

StilT, ’giV@m tha clear the af the Churchh fathers, 14 is
vary difficult $o understand how thay osnld have menazed $4 concoct ar dream up

ot

1 . ',» e LTS . 3 . ~ N
anch fantasies without some hem in Sraditisn, Tordunately, with

the material now at aur dispesal in the scrells, it is possible o make some sense

Until the discovery »f the scrolle,
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these claims, even if they are nat true, and it is hoped that with the coming
publicatian of the Temvle Scroll further light will be shed on thém. By =zanme,
James has been called "the pape of Ebianite fantasy"’f; The problem isg, however,
this material has come down teo us threusgh the testimony af arthedex Church
fathers, nat fanatic sectarians,

I£ James did carry sut such a function,i. ee, that »f a rvizhteous »r "Zadekite'
priest ( accarding to sur exvasition »f the term )w even if enly at the end of the
perind of the 'last days', some 30 t2 40 years after Jesus' death, then some
relationship betwesen a group claiming their rights as an @ppﬂsitiaﬁ oriesthnnd

( fwee, the sons of Zadok", a possible "priesthend after the erder of Helchi-

zedek’, and their nominal leader, the mareh hawgodelk, waiting out in the wilder-
nessffor the purificatien of the Temple, even perhans »f animal sacrific itself ),
and the early Christian community in Jerusalem is almnst cerbtain.

Te further cenvince onegself of thiw, it must be remembered that even the
final war against the Remans was begum by zealous priests ( I aveid using the
term " Zealot”" because of its pe jarative cernetatiens ) of the lawer prestheed.
“Yhen the Zealests finally did ﬁake nver Jerusalem, almost the first thing they
did was t9 eliminate the carrupt high opriesthsed and elect their eown high
oriest by lat -~ a simple stone-cutter whose name, nat surprisingly,turned aut
to be Phineas.ﬁy Jasevhus, who has done more than any individual t» sbscure
the religinus foundations of the Zealod movement, rails agsaingt this man . as
being eomnletely wawerthy of the disnity of high priest in every way. 3o
vitrislie is his .eomdemnation, that thers is some indicatiosn that ae is nov
juet reacting to wig humble »riging, btut als»y very posaibly the neanness 21 his
Hlaad, It will b= ramambéfedrfhaf T0 years beforve at the time »f

I ~

ar, the peonle led by Judaz the Galilean (znd verhaps an individual refsrred

L A e 3 [ T SO A8 £ L IR IS 3 . . . R
taoas Zadok ) demsnded among otlier things the same vizht $o appoint thelr own

s C o . . .
hizh »orisgst. Thisg is the first

oy

ti

@ hn oaur knowledze such a  savular claim
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was rals ed, and represents an sabvious indictment af the priesthoed then functionw
ingeBJ That oriestheed, which had been sponsored and apveinted by Hered and his
successers ( the an=called "Heredians" ) after his destruction of the Maccabeam
family, was evidently deemed ta be corrupt and illegitimate by the vast mass of
the pepulatian. It shoenld be noted that this is the Pharisaic/Sadduoean nriestly

establishment so familiar to ug from the Gespel partrait and contemptible alike
ts Christians, Zealets, Zadskites, and Baptists.. The idea that the Maccabean priest-
honod was conglidered illmw1ulmat@ by pevular sentiment is just net suppertable, as the

widespread emplesyment of Haccabean nanes clearly shew« The search then for righteau

uncarrunt onriests is a constant themeof 70 yvears ot tUMultouu history in
Palestine conextensive with the birth of Christianity and cuite possibly the

material represented by the scrolls ( all questions »f ather proposed datings

aside ). It should be remembered as well that ame of the malaises tri
the final cessation of sacrifice on behalf »f the Roamans was the plundering

by the incumbent high priests of the suppert tithes due %o a more

A

zealsug and ourity-conscioug lower priest classe
When ane considers James! fitle, the Zaddik, in the contaxt »f the praced-

ing analysis  concerning a orissthood after the arder of Helchi-zedek ( the

anly other ane noaseszing such a title in this nerind was a high priest dasing

PRI Yy

hig avpaintment av the covenant with Phineas ) an clearly running threugh

y-..

liaccabean nretensisng, the claims of the scrolls, and those of the early
Christian Church Yi. e., a "righteous vriesthosd” in contradistinctinon to the
ane znonsored by both Heradians and the Rawnan vracurators and supparited by both

Pharisaic and Sadducean aristocracies)jthe poseibility that James functioned as: sue

»
H el 1 L)

auch rishteous'nriest™, at least in his fallovers® eyes, cannnt be digonunted.
If Jesus was the nigh oriest of the last times according tq‘the thealagy pre-
sented in Hebrews, then why nnt James, his brother and successar, in the manner
af an Islamic XnhallIfa? This totally sidesteps the cuestian of whether Jesus

nr his broither pessessed priestly blaesd ( a pogsible messiah »f Aaren and
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Israel ), which could never be resslved to avervene's satisfactiaen. From the

analysis done abave, it is sufficient %o remember that both the scrnlls and

the early Christians do neat appear te insist amn priestly bleed as a prere-

quisite for beim a son of Zadek ( or zedek ) or a high priest of the last dayse
The mast reliable material cencerning James' death is provided by Jo=

5

. . C o 0
sephus in a famous passage in the Antiquities.” Ananus ben Ananus, a sciom of

the same family invelved in the desth: ~f Jesus, teok advantage of an interregs
num in the Reman governarship t» call a rump Sanhedrin and have James condemned
an a charge o»f blasphemy.. This charge of blasphemy can be made sense of in

the context of James' life in a way that a similar charge levelled against
Jesus accarding to Gasnel accounts cannet. If, indesd, James went inte the
Taner Sanctum of the Temple on Yom Kippur as a kind »f anpasitien high priest
to make a praner rightesus ateonement for the sins ~f the peeple, which coming
fram the Zaddilk cauld alene be considered efficaciseusj then it is pagsible tn

conceive nf certain circles cousidering the pronunciation of the divine name

in such circumstances blasph@moﬁsm
Trom the relatinnship »f these two individwals, Jomes and Ananus, elements

emerze which link uvp, heowever tenuosusly, with at least sne rightesus teacher and

twa wicked vpriest as presented in the Habbakuk Commentary. Not ouly this,

but the very word, "zaddik", is used in at least three places in this HobBakuk

text. Tﬁe context is the struggle of the wicked vs. the righteous, e. &.,

"erap the wicked encompasses the rishteous" ( 1:4 ) and "the wicked swallows up

one mare richtesons than he"( 1:13 ) In beth cases the direct esateric CoTrespile

dence that iz drawn is t9 the righteomas taacher and

nriest and/ﬁr fthe liar't. L% .zhold he noted, a9,

Do TR VR TR ot DU S T e % RS, S
s by the Kittim aod the cominsg desbruce
ak v

ot - ", o e,
e awallowad up by Loe .
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arny »f the Xittin,
The writer does not think it is necessarily possible or reguired to

make precise correspondences in data, as generally the mafterial in the scrolls
is by nature so esateric as ta defy it.. Neor are we necessarily dealing with a
single embadiment of the individual types in quesiisn., Still, the story of
James' life, as we gingerly piece it tegether, when laooked at in the Tramework
nf the Habbakuk Screll, dees previde some interesting cerrelations. In the
trial af James the Just a wicked priest ar "liar" did clearly fleut the law

in the presence af the whole ceongrezatisn ( Hab. 1:13 ).. James did meet a

tragic death at the hands of this same individual, and smerisus oroblems did

&

A

very posgibly arise befween them in evnneciinn with Yom Xippur, leaving asid

the exact nature of them ( Habs, 2:15 ). This same priest, Ananus, did come te

a brutal end nat leng after James! death, and his killers reviled hig lifeless
27

carpse and flung it without burial aver the city wall ( Haba 257=8 ); o This sane

iﬁdividu&i was callsd b@“"the name »f truth,"at least by Josephus, wha gnes a9

far as to sscribe the fall »f the city teo the remnval of his wise counsel and gite

the fall af its first wall as an immediate retributien for his death ( Hab, 23

Sy );m This vriest fits the descriptien in Habbakuk even better than Menahem's
antazonist, Bleazar, who was only a Captain of the Temple ( all questisng af

ather pessible identificatinsns aside )a In conbtradistinction to him, Adnenus hald

3% ’ ERE T 5 PR . . T
the hizgh oriesthosd »m sevéral occasions, and particularly during the lapse in
Doman g g% the time »f Jamsa' desath and in the early days of The unrising

ensugh tn actually rzuls in an independent fashion.

vraionzed and were ceriainly Thoushy

g A R ) e mrd mln e (eyea b d Ve (F . A gy g o t s
EIEMA aa Tar as Jewisgh »r Contile Christian drotrine waz

soncnrazd( Hab. 2:3 ) and £ollowing the death of James, numersus people,

ineluding srown men, the aged, women, and children, were massacred by the
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Romans, who took ne pity even "ou the fruit of the womb" ( Hab. 1:17 ). The
wicked priest of this analysis was paid the peward which he himself tendered
ta "the paor', and as he himself plotted the destruction of "the pasr', 8¢

toe was he destroyed ( Hab, 2:17 ). One could g9 6w and »2n in this veln, but

verhaps to diminishing effect, .since all svuch rehearsals are $9 a ceybain extent

1.

self-sovving, as are theirrebuttals. Ter the mimenty, T will resatrict myoell te

sngvering tus of the most likely of those lasgt: how oan you trealt the Habbakuk

mn
Commentary as a witness to the events surrounding the fall of the Temple when
arclaeelesiml evidence shows very ceanclusively that the menastery fell n»

later than the year 68 i. D7 This is prebably true, but just because the

N

monastery fell in this vear, dones nnt obviate the possibility that some »f its

w3

inhabitants returned to 29 am living in its ruins s remainad livinz in the caves s

esurd ( where they probably lived anvhew ia verisds »f ﬁvgvcfgwﬁiﬁgﬂ> The 1905 f
tery was prabably some distoncs »ff the main vread, as today, and once having re-
ing re

?
wonld have left o zarrisen of any size,

duced ¥4, it iz doubtfol that the
especially in the difficnlt years, 6870 Ao Do when the sisze was ks Hhat is
mare likely is that they sinply destrayed it and then maved an t» return agzain

gemetime later. It is certainly nat the caze that contral of the Jerichs road

abviated the nassibility of a retwrn, as De Vaux, Cross, and ofhers seem t9 think.
Particularly if the inhabitants of the monastery were connected in any way with
those peeple halding eut en lasada, as archaesloagical finds made at the last-named
lscatiow indigate, the ruins at Qumran would have boen rewenploved By irvegulars

sa an sbservatien past and an early-waraning pesitiem fer the mave defensihle Hom
sada,. As lang as they refrained from harassing the road, which weuld have served

ne purvese, ae Ranmansg would have bathered thome
The secoand is, how can you deal with the references in the Commentary on

Néhum; which seem to imply the material has a MHaccabean ambiance? First af all,
the material in the Commentary on Nahum is retrospective, because it refers

t5 the coming of the Kifttim ( the Romans? ) a8 an event that happenasd after

the events beinsz described, clearly those centering abont the Demetriugw—
Alevander Jannaeus episeade. Alsn, there iz no reasen tn assgume that the

Fal

sectaries knew their histery any less well than, ov instance, Josephns. On fhe

contrary. The whole paint of the reference to Demetrius is to ¢omdemn the
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Pharisees, »r "seekers after smanth things", whn coaperated with and brought
fareigzners inte the city. It is distinctly pointed out in the commentary that
they presently control the city, and "the sword of the gentileg will unot depart"
until the city gnes to ruin and their synagogue is disversed. The sectaries
xnow their hiztory very well. The veried in which the Pharisees were prominent
in the affairs of the city was f£rom the Heradian ts the Roman perinds, This
includes the oriesihood as well, since there are Pharisee priests, »f which
Jngevhus is an excellent example. They kunow very well that it is the Pharicees,
alang with Sadducees like Ananus, whe have always Telt most comfartable under

fareisn rule, and this is the thrust of their histarical allusien, The conden-
sied ¥

natisan of crucifixism, uet insignificantly, is a noint made in passing.

The Cammentary on Psalm 37 continues the link-up already neated in the
Habbakuk Commentary. The lansguage and atmasphere is the same thraughsut,
includinz censtant reference to "the poer" and "the elect', references which Ve
are o familiar with in early Christianity, as well as in Ebisnite terminalagy.
Here, though, a slight shift is made, and the teacher af righteousness is
jdentified with "the priest" ( 23-24 ). This metif is carried an ints the
next line, where in the very same manper as the Habbakuk Commentary, the
wicked priest‘ig partrayed as wishing to slay the rizhteous teacher? Wihe
wicked watches nut far the rishteous ( zaddik ) and seeks t» slay him" (32=-3 ).

(S TR
LIS Bane

nracise gorregnondsnon ﬁg@%ﬁn drawn between the zaddik in the text
and the rishteous teacher. The wicked »riest is then said t» have laid hands
an the vighteous teacher, and iz ningelf finally deliversed up to the''viaolent

A o en A b i 7
hoy praceed B axacute

of the nations'. The lat i, and LY ie

Wi, ran

o Yoy gy ohe 2 o e o A R U . 2 " 4. 2 [P PR B Y I
that Ananne 1o slain and mutilated by Tdum

3 4 k!

amuck in Jerusalen after beins invited in by the Zealots. This vressutatlion iz
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finally: tooped off with the information that "the Priest"( +the righteous teacher )
and the men aof his council are arrested and tried by the wicked "of Ephraim
1OnT et { s . - 2 ™y .

and HManasseh" ( the Sadducees and the Phariseesm ), whe "afterwards...

. . . . . .

ghall be delivered intes the hand »f the violent amang the natiens for judgement’s
This cor ds almost v i g ith ! i |

his asrresnonds almest vrecisely with Josephus' testimony that James and some
af his companioens were arresited and brought before the Janhedrin. The conbiip-
ing of "the Priegt" with both the righteous teacher and the zaddik in the

Pealm 37 Commentary orebably does mare to confirm the identificatisn »f Jaomes,

s we have him oovtrayed by the early Church fathers, than any other esvidence.

)

Cancerning the notice in the Habbakuk Cemmentary that the wicked nriesgt
pursued the righteous teacher "to the house of his exile", there is material
in the Pgeuda-Clementine literature, relating t» a flight after the debate on
the Temple stairs with the Sadducees and Pharisees, particularly Calaphas ( the
brother~in=law af Ananus Yo  James is atbacked in the midst of the disputatisan
by a character clearly intended t» be Paul, though he is referred to as "3imon”
in the peculiar evasiveness »f the Paendo—Clementines. He is alse labeled
"the liar", and is represented throughaut as the adversary af the group
par excellence., James, who fell in a swoon, is carried away and with 5000
af his suppaerters flses to Jericha, where he manages Lo elude the pursuling
Paul by going sutside the city together with his followers to visit the
sevulchres of twe comrades, that miraculeusly fywhiten' themselves every yearl.
Of course, mich of this is Tanoiful, and sne dees nat take serisusly the iden-
tification Af the "snouter of lies" with Paul, ut the fact that similar ter-
minalogy is clearly in use in this literature ig noteworthy. One does not win
tn make inn rmuch of the locale, Jeriche, but then one should not ignore it
aither, because as far as the scrolls are cencerned it is impartant

Wat amly dn we have such references in the Pseudo-=Clementine literature,

Yased ag they are prabably on a lost "acota" of James, prabably known as Hihe
P s ¥
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Ascents af Jaceb" after the debate »n the Temnle steps; ane gquatatisen in
Eusebius, which apnears te have come dswn through beath Hegesippus and

C

the exact same exegesis was in use anong th€ sUpe

-

ement of Alazandria
oarbers of James in pagsages of almest identical dimpert. It was clearly

the practice of hig follewers teo search Scripture cencerning the events of

his life, and Eusebius tellsg us, they found mention of him ameng the pro-
phets, 1. e,, "the ovrophets declare coancerning him". The vpassage in gquestien

ig frem a faverite pravhet af beth sectaries and Christians, Issiah, and again
it relates to the events surrounding the death of James and his destructisn by
the "wicked", i. e., the wicked ovriest. In doing go, it parallels in languasge
and gense the passages from Habbakuk and Psalm 37 we have already seen applied
to the fote »f the risghteosus teacher, including the use »f the wnrd,ﬂggggig“,

and its applicatien ts the suffering just aned "Wae to their souls for they

have devised evil counsel against themselves saving...'Let uns take mwway the

ishteous ad.dik 2cause ig affensive to o herefsre they sha an
rizhtenu ( zaddik ), because he nffenaive to uge’ Tl they shall t

the fruit of their deings. Uee to the wicked., HEvil shall be uven him accord
ing t5 the warks of hisg hands " ( Is. 3:10 ) It should alse be noticed that
the ambiance is ane of the imminent destruction of Judah and Jerusalem, which
sractly parallels that »f Habbakuk., Isaiah 3:1 reads, "3Sehold now the Lord of
Hosts is takineg away froam Jerusalem and Judah suppert »f every kind,” and

3:8 reads," seederusalen is ruined and Judea has fallen,,since thelr wards and
deeds affront the Lord, insulting his glary." The snly difference ig that

Susabius emplavs the Septuagint reading »f the passage rather than the Massor-

the Isaiah Seroll agrees with the Hasanvetic }, out agide from

¥

atic ( here

&

a emall shift in sisnification, the use »f the fterm, zaddik, and the ceunival
thrust, ¢»iSrasting the rightenrus with the wicked in the context »f the immi-

nent downfall »f Jerugalem, is common to bath. The use of the term zaddilk in
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both Isaiah and abbakuk, and its apvlicatinn t» both James and the rishtesus
te2acher in such similar contexts iz o striking as to be very persuasive. Then
taken together with the ather parallels we have beean noting, the evidence hHew

comes extremely heavy, But what can be considered "persuasive" amang scholars

in relatian t9 such identificatiens? If we can show an individual e facts

as we have them,

o]

2f whose life and positism fit comfartably with descriptien
surnamed in such a revealing manner, and concerning whose name sguch aguivalent
evegesis was done, would fthis be considered sufficient? Prabably not, but then
challenge must be returned, that se far identificationsg concerning alternative
candidates have stoed on flimsier material.

Begides "the Zaddik", which ag we have shoun provides one of the most fep-

b}

tile fields imaginable for esatericists, Tusebius clearly intends us to under—

stand that James was knswn by anether epithet culled from Scripture, 'Cz le-

LAm, the "Pratectian®, shield, ar gtrength of the People. ' is Busebius presents
it, James was so papular among the peaple, that he was surnamed in an honarific
way, "oblias", i. e,, "protection of the peaple”,. I have anly been able %»

find this usage in two psalms, but deubtlessly it is to be feund elsewhere as
well, The context of both usages, however, is interesting. The first in

Psalm 68 comes ameng such phrases as: "Sing te Ged that mides an the heaven

T heaven... his power is in the clouds,”" not t2 mentien its praximity to Psalm

69 a favorite ssurce of Goaspel material. The second is Psalm 77 and comes

before the phrase, "Thou has with thine arm redeemed thy peaple, the song of

Jac2o and Jngeph," James could anly have been thought of as providing such

sbrength 21r protectian through his perfect righteonusness, »r as Susebius vuts it

y 1. e., in his functisn as the Zaddik , a kind »f moreh ha-zedek

[}

his viousnes
2 a true Meon 9f Zadek!, ame a7 thoge high vriests consecrated by name from

the beginning of time after the arder of delchi~zedek,

¥
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Hat anly is James impertant ensugh according tn early Church fathers,
that the events »f his life are t» be found forecast in Scripture; the Gagvel
af Themas presents him as being of s» sssential a nature that beth earth and
heaven are predicaled on his being. Thomas portrays Jesus as saying in respense
t9 hiz disgciples' ceouncerm about whe wmuid succsed him and lead them after his

death: "In the vplace where yeu are to conme ( i, e., Jerusalem )w g9 ta James

the Just, for whoge sake heavem and earth came into existence."  Again we

may take inte consideration the possibility nf some exaggeratien, bub

that dees not entitle us to dismiss the testimeny simply as tendentisus, If
anthing elge, it reflects something of the esteenm with which James was held
by his centempararies. Dven Christian literature allews that James was Derw
mitted to go an funciioning in Jerusalem for some 30 years while other less
papular ar mere cantreaversial apoestles were either stoned, arrested, or be-
headed there, some it would seem almast an gsight., James, to9, as we have
nated, shared a clear regard for the Temple with the scrolls, as both the
Bank of Acts and the testimeny of the early Church fathers attest, but his ree
gard is not necessarily expreased in a conventisnal priestly manner with re-
zard to the fat and fragrance »f sacrifice, Rather he seems to fulfill his
rnle as shield »r defender »f the vespnle through his absolute righterusness,
s¥nressing itself in oraysr »r nazirite activity.

There is then an agpect of the same nredestined pre—existence associated
with James' beins, The same quality is associated with the "gans of Zadsk" by
the Zadnkite Document, who will ceonstitute an elect 5f the last days. Origen
ig very much »nut out that he finds in his c»ooy af Jnazevhus material relating
thae fall of Jerusalem and the destructisn of the Temple 9 the death nf James.
He comments, zood Chriztian that he is, that Josgephus should have aald, Jesus,

nnt James. Tusebius repeats the same material, evidently ascribing 1t 1o Hege-
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sipous and Clement. e then supplies the relevant cueotatism from Josepnhus,

which clearly has some spurieus aspects teo it. Nevertheless, it must have

yopeared in his cevny of Jasephus, though it is nowhere %o be found in ours.

a1

It is nething less than peculiar that Jasephus says the very same thing abaul

the high vriest, Ananus, the archeenemy of James, in the extant copv of the

Jewish Wars “We are clearly dealing with difficultiss in textual transmis—
sisn which require further elucidation, IHowever tuis may be, the point is
that in some circles the death of James wag considered of such impartance that
the tragedy that therveafter averteck the Jewish venple was in some way related
tn it, snd this, by the way, is some of the thrust of the Oblias epithet. Im

a similar manner, Jogephus relates that the tragedy that avertnek Hernd Antipast

army in the Aretas affair was considered by the vesple tn be related in some

way %t~ his taking the life »f John the Baptist.  The writer dees not wish t»
argue here whether the fall of Jerusalem was necessarily comsidered a punish-
ment by these circles, as the Church fathers present it in line with their
thealagy. Rather, the thrust af the imagery, as we have it, is somewhat dif-
ferent, i. e., ance the "pratectien”, the mantle of righteousness, was taken
avay from the city, as persenified eor incarwated in the perssn of James, them
the city ne lenger could remain in existence ( ar as Igaiah 33l puts it in the
Tuge bing passage already guoeted in relafian to James'! death, ance "the support”
was talen away from the city, Jerusalem cnuld nn longer survive ); just as in the
Gaspel of Themas, the existence af heaven and earth was in gome wWay tied to
James! being..

In the same manner, Jewigh mysticism has preserved th@ylegend a2f the ten
"Sust men', the zaddikim, without whose existence the woarld could not survive.

inte the use of the same terminalagy, which of course goes back to the Genesis

atary abaut Seadem and Gemnrah, alse alluded t» in the same Izaiah 3 passage
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we have been expeounding in the line vdrisr ta the sne referring t» "the zaddik".
Indeed, the counectiosn of the scrolls with the whele Jewish kabbalistic tradi-
tisn, as it progressed threugh varioug schismatic movements like the Karaites
and Ghostics, has not beem completely lost on commentaters, 3till, the devel-
spment and significance af the term, Ra-zaddik, in terms of its connection

with the moreh hawzedek and the whole Zadnkite moevement in the Second Temple

periad needg further elucidation.

The sicarii, tn»9, seem to have felt similarly bereft after the loss »f
their leader Menah@m;~t@ the sxtent that the continued existence of Jerusalem
na longer seemed of very much consequence te them, though the mawner and cir-
cumstances »f their ewn endé were, In their retreat to the fastness »f the
fortress, Masada, they continued the struggle autside Jerusalem, but it wonld
geem in a half-hearted fashism, mere defensively than offensively. Their

concern naw seemed riveted on the pisus manner af their end, towards "making

a2 nisus end” in Maccabran parlance , in expectation »f the imninent veturs of
their bodies, The Jewigh-Christian survivers »f Jameg! Jerusmalem Church alse
revartedly left Jerusmalem at apvraximately the same fime in restonse t9 some
nysteriaug eracle. Purnartedly they crrsgsed the Jardan t» Pella in the Damase
cua region.: It sheuld not come as a gurprize t» the reader that the writer
thinks there iz a connection between the sicarii mevemsnt and the early
Christian Church in Jerusslem, which indeed there must be if Dboth are connescited

in @ome way to the Zadoakite sectaries at Qumran, The finds made an il

incriminating ensugh in this regard, including the telletals fragments of

D

Declegiasticns. st1ll has naver been determined why ne surviving members

‘

af the community at Sumran ever returned to take away these nreciaug documents,

aven if just t» neddle them, szince the varchment and labor they redresented alene

wanld seem t2 have Teen worth the trouble, Agide fram Zel

b A Y i . h
dicnts hyoothssis,
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that we are dealing with a kind of senizah,” the only other satisfactory eX-
planatiom that‘presents itself is that noabody ceuld. Naowhere was such a
comnlete and final break made of the sort recuired tn explain sguch a pheno=
menan except amang the Maccabean-inspired gectaries at lasadae

T4 is not coutended here that we have proven anything by the preceding

cuesism. On the contrary, where the scrolls are concerned, it is very

e

11

¢}

difficult to nrove anything to everysne's ar anyone's satisfactisne. It was

&

felt, houever, that the striking narallels between the verson wWe know as

James the Jugt and the perseanality presented in the scralls as the righieous
tenchar should b2 pointed up in a conzistent fashion. It is alse not beling
contendad that James wag fhe teacher 5f rizhtesusness, 1if indeed such a single
individual existed. IHe certainly was g teacher of rightenusness, If this isg
alsy the title »f an office having 9 de with a sectarian aponsitisn high
priesthond, then from everything we knaw about him in hig role as Bishop »f

the se=called Jerusalem Church, he fits perhaps better than any other candidate

oronnsed go far almest all the oualifications and mast 2f the criteria.
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1. &, R. 4., Charles in Pseudevnizrapha »f the 014 Testament, Cxfard, 1913,
DD, 7u5~97 5. Schechter, Eragments 2T a Zadokite VWark, Cau~*&;,e, 13103
Levi, "Un mcrlt Sadduoepn antérieur a la ruine du Temple", Revue des Studes
Juives, 1xi, 1911, oD 1~205, and G. largolisuth, "The 5oTTTTTEAN CAT1STIAns
ET"ﬁiﬁascuo' ™ by 1211 vp. 499=517 and Harch, 1912, op.

& om

256=66, have I found a clear exvas itisn af ite.

334 Hav. 26, 19100

¢

Only in Charles, cf. abave, and G, R. Driver,The Tudaean Scrnlls, Oxferd, 1953,
See, ilL. J. Scnnens, Theol #7

and Geschicht des Judencimistentums, Tubingem, 1949, Do.

H‘

far instancs, Justinm Lartyr, Dialomzue with Pruohe, 30, where "Sazdducees”
sted with Jewish h“?ﬂtlcal grouns, Tilagter in D*veroarum Taeregeqnxbﬂonr 5
and Jerame in Higne, Patroles, Lat. xxvi, 163—2 the rseuncs=-Llementime

crrmitians, i, H53=4, 1T 1B SOGClthallY nnted that the Sadducees are 2

%y
11

yiol

87

A ﬂon~1~e*vng themaelves more “rlvhteeu«" than the sthers who came ints being

fh
bﬁut the time af John the Bantist. TFar problems in malmuaéc refasrences

)aoaucoes, see 3. Talmud, Zrubim, 6ob~69 Sanhedrim , 3%a and 10O, Zullin
2, Niddan 33b-3Aa, ulshnah Ysdain, 1V, —o, Btc.. Im The A beth de Rabbi

Vathan 5, 1t is stated that the Sadducees and the Bapethlusians spLit from the
Pharisees, the farmer taking their name from one "Zdnk" .

fu ©
D

. -
£. Maimanides sn Abath, i, 3 and Abraham ibn Zzra en Dan, 11:31 in Galle,
aniel avec Commentaires, D. 141 for the view from outside. Prom ingide

S

m
&

ee, Embden and I 111ﬁ@w~k1, Liber Juchassin...R. Abraham Zacuti, 13a,
rigland, Diatribe de Secta Karaeosrum, DD. 16=17, and Hassan W, linzsian,

cunted in FPogznanski, REJ, xliv, D. 761,

5. 8
6‘.’ S

ee Matt, 22323, Mk. 12:18-2T7, Lk. 20:27=40, and icts 4:2 and 23:8.

ee for instance Natt. 1:23, 2:6, 2815, 2318, 2323, 3:3; k. 1:2-4, Lk, 7:27,

etc. zmong numernus instances. In Aboth de T Rabbi Hathan, Chanier 44 such tvoes

o

Lel

T Gy ek vy
f exegesis are supolied particularly in rnlatzon tn the fall of the Temdle

in 4.D. 70, sne in particular from Tsaiah 10 reavpearinzg in almest the sanme

m

anner in Dead 3Sea 3Scrall exegesisz. The Karaites ton naed the very same

kind nf everesis. OSee for example the references cited in Driver, De 265.
A ¥

T. See, for instance, ., Iw Crnss, The iuci
1961, ope. 101 and 128;.; G, Vermes, “he Des
de

1

Cﬂ

Lend L*bra y of cunran, Daudbleday,
3 Triis in onzlish, Londen,
s dans le Desert de Juda,
2% JCTNLLE, 1990y De Lly €3Ce

C)

962, v.. 63, and J. T, Nilik, Dix 1n

hap. 34 Te 7. Bruce, Second Thnayents 20 the

&, Damascus Dncument, iii-ive.

9. Community Rule, Ve

T“un:s.Psalm§ ii, 15 2nd 21-3, Commentary om Yahum, ii:ll , and 3rounlee- in
. Burrows, Lhae Dend 3ea Scrolls, 1955, ov. 24%=50. There are numarsus druble
entendres and nlays o wards »f this kind in the scralls, and f£ar a thornush

2iscuzoion, see Driver.

11. 3. I. Luzki, Crah Zzddilim, Vienna, 1830, ». 191,
12, I+ is intereastine 19 note that in some sense tae
Ween acsnciated with the Jervealem nriesthoed sv 32 s
itmelf fam mudte gome Tinme. uel,ul-zedek, »f course, is ti
Conesis 14 agt AT the llnst Ii”n qu. Adanie



shua 10:1 as Kins af Jerusalem. Zadok is sne nT Davi d’ high vriests and
instprumental in deciding upnan the 3olomanic line. There is also evidence
that Aaran, i. e, the whnle »nriesthnond taking its dascent fram him , was alse

' . 3 .
otvled in some uradltlﬁns, "Zadek" { in the senge »f

14.

15..

16.

19..
20

21.

W l, taous ’?ne“ ); ctfe

o

th charaCe

3ee The TUeziament of Lavi 8:14-15 and the use
terize Iyrcanus in Ant. xvi, 6.2. Far othe

see Charles, ii, D. 309.

I Hac. 2:54.

Humbers 25:T7-13% "Phinehas the vriest...has turned my wrath away frem the
sans »f Israel, because he was the only one amomg them 2 have the sane
zeal that I have.es In rewsrd fer his zeal frr ais God he shall have the
riznt te perform the ritual »f atonement aver the sans of Israel."

Sce Cress, op. 129=141, wh9 en v. 135 speals in terms »f a "usurpatien", after
just nating that the Oniad Heuse of Simoem the Just had based its claim te

the hizh priesthsed en "the covenant of Phiness™. TF. F. Bruce in Second
Thoushtseee 4 De 100, sums up the discussian fairly accurately with the
wordst" seein the eyves of the Qumran ¢ammumity every ruler of the Hasmonean
dynasty, not beinz a member »f the house af Zadak, n=ld the high-priesily
affice illezitimately and was ex afficie a Wicked Priest." Almast every ab-
server, toao.conveniently everlesks the fact that Judas himself clearly held

the high nrlesthqmd for a time, an sffice that was "bestowed" uven him,
accarding t2 <nsephus, by "the pesple”, i. e. a clear papular mandate based

an his zealousness; of. Ant. xii, 10.6 and 11.2. Their unwillingness to come
to grivs with this evident vapular electisn can anly be understead in terms
of the 3 nriasri scheme ints which they wizsh all data %o fit.

. On the covenant sealed wiih Phineas and his des cendants farever because 2T

higz zeal, see Zccles. 45:24, and 2 ta cruciality to the claim af Siman
the Just and his descendants, see ?o»24. It iz interesting t nete that in
the Zlebrew version 2f this text found in Cave 2, the sectaries added in
line 51:12 the vregnant little vphraset "Give thﬂn“" t2 Iim whe elects the
gong af Zadnk te be priests,” ansther natice that calls ints quesition their

srizinal oriestly gualificatisns, while at the same time gtressing the con-
aection 2f their electian o their zeal,
Jasenhus relates hovw 600 surviving sicarii fled tn Zzvot 1o e
renression and how the ftemple at HeTIDFITS was sumnressad, 2 i
relatisnshin_ af the Zezlat movement %o the Maccabee one NZg been inves
2t some length Dby rarmer, linccabees, Zealnts. and Jazevnhus, liew Yark
ut what hag never been siresSied enHuAn ars Lae HDriestly oam nnstations

in the orl*ln af its name. Rather, the conceniisan arnse,; influenced

¥ Jogevhus' artful evasians that we were oﬁallnﬂ here Yith a group

naulanallcts; not_ 2 aroud nDatierning 13°el At tae avenzing mAture
riests - the Levites I take liasestoart in the Golden Calf
; i zh the Canaanite Shechem »1¢lln$ 21l its
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nort _of line 7 and the direci reference in lipne 24. CFf, Community
20=-22 3.nf‘ Coﬂ'nenuar'v nn Psalm 37 36 In ix, 14 nt the qunvnu'ql'by
nmdlnv ﬂons nf the Zadnk"actually eccurs, anc deshite attemdis in
t5 ha-—zaciik, may actuvally be intended tn stand as 1is
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22. See Driver's comments on Del Medicea's thesis that the caves were a genizah,
particularly for nen-cansnical mabterial, which call intoe guestien whether
we are entitled to speak in terms »f a "community" at all; The Judaesan Scralls,

pp. 385=93.

23, See, for instance Driver's nate an the attempt by some to reconstruct the
ohrase ha~zadalk in Cemmunity Rule, ix, 14 teo ha-zaddik. ©f. alse the
connectisn of zedek and zaddik in Schoeeps, p. 143.

24. Cf. above, p. 4.

25. See R, Bisler, The Messish Jesus and John the Bavtist, tr. 4. i
New York, 1931, pp. 243 and 409. Alse Epivhanius, laeres.
H | 2 ¥ A
266 B » Tuig tovt hos always Leen theupgh
= but bthe fach Jas Dovnd at b
Lo he Zad an well.
. A En v . .
27. That the Latim, justusg, or the English, the just sne, 1is equivalent ta the
Tebrew, ha-zaddik ar the zaddik, is self-svident; but LDusebius confirms it
g ABmZ200LE RA=20NE LY )
explicitly in E.H., i, 23.

28, 3se T, H. Gaster's cemments in The Dead Sea Scriptures, Hew Yark, 1956, Da
16f, and He J. Schonfisld in Secrets af the Dead sea scralls, New York, 1960,
PP. 105-8..

29. See "The Dead Sea Scrolls - Documents of the Jewish-Christian Sect aof

Thionites", JJIS, ii, 1951, pp. 6T=99 and "The Damascus Fragments and the

Orizin of the Jewish Christian 3Ject", JJ3 _, ii, 1951, pp. 115-43. Teicherts
nrizinal incisgive insight is based an Margelieuth's wark of 1910mlle Unw=
fortunately, it is marred by an sver-zealsus attachment to the Zbisnites per
se and their literature, and a terribly superficial analysis and identifim
cation 2% Jesus and Pawl as rizhbteous teacher and wicked vnriest, as well as
liar, praphet, messiah, and everything else, Perhaps the best part of his
work i% his analysis »F the tentativensss of all arguments baged on
palaeegraphy, orthosravhy, and style, ppe 69=77 and 80-5T7. This is comple-
mented by a similar evbtensive analysis of the same questionsg done by Jriver,
0. 410~393 and has never been answered in any serious way by critics, who
vy disvasing of their identificatisng, think they have disovaged »f their
vackraund analysas. It is oot sufficient to say, as Cross does, pe. T4, that
guch views are "uninformed| without addressing himself o thelr suvstance.

o NN]
i

Tn any eveut, fovr the ourvases »f this paper, it is gufficient 2 note 3
aven he admits that decuments from the first ceuntury do exist amdng these
3t Qumran..

30, Tar the fearful effect of such newer hunger on a layman's mind, see D, .
Lawrence's entertaining study, The Avpocalypse, Viking, 1932«

21, See Galoftians 1319 and 2:1-135 1 Carinthisnsl5:7s Acts 12:17, 15:1-29, and
21:18-26 2 the pasition of James in the early Church and his statuc s
nead of the central triumverate — referred t» in Panl's letters, sometimes
with bitterness, as the three "pillars’.

32, In Acts, Lnke is reticent in vevealing the true identity »f James; and were
it nnt for Panl, the Church fathers, and apncryphal material, we wonld nnt
naw it. Foar their parts, the Gosvels delibervately oo out of their way t»
dounnlay the status and oosition 2f Jesus' family ( of. Mt 12:46, 13:533,
M 6216, 2%Cs ). lHritten from a Hellenizing point=of-view, Jameg® pogle
tian suffers, while Peter's is mamified.. A different vnicture emerges

in assctarisn Tastern/N. African iteratvre. A shift, however, sccurs in

the resurrectisn narratives, based as they are prabably on regl claims, and

nere fthe canfusiom of the editars becomes manifest. It is also interesting

tn neate that the identity and experiences 5f the pminor apnstles ars gahrouded

in myasterious obfuscatisn, varticularly these with the zame names as Jasus'

broathers.




33s DBusebiug, loc, cite.

34s. Ibid. and Epiphenius, Haeres., lxviii., BSpiphanins is emphatic absut James?
priestly qualificatiens alss in xxix,3 and lxeviii,l3.

3e Te Zahn, quated in H, J. Schoeps, Paul: The Thenlaey af the Apagtle @ﬁo,,
Philadelphia, 1961, p. 67. Ilere HFain, the TEVIS1ang ni mAdern SCNM [al-
ship of the i1deas of the old THbingen Schael ds nat varticularly represent
am impreovementg..

36, daryivy 3.8. Phanias ben Samuel »r Phineas acecarding t» Rabbinic tradie
tion; cf. T, Joma, i, 6.180. There is alsn seme notion in Rabbinic 1iterp-—
ature of a connection of such a Phineas with 3lijah redivivusge

oo Jagvehus nae doubt was at pains t9 obgcure his awn early ceonnections as a
member sf the lower oriestheed with this movement. Ue dnes this by »sbscur-~
ing its »riestly connections and its thenloagical wnderpinninga, playing up
instead its lawless and political activities. There iz ample indicatinn

in Vita that Josevnhus isa reacting to exactly such kinds of charges nade
againet him by Justus ef Tiberias, and it should not s fargntten that he
was anpainted military commander »f Galilee in the ecarly stases of the
"Zealat" revelt against Rome, a pogition fitting his nriestly qualificatisnsg.
It alse should not Dbe faraatten that he hingelf spent some two years in the
wilderness with some mysterinus "Banus", clearly a "bather” af same gort 3

cfe Tita 2, 65, and Td.

38. of course, we have the claims referred tn abave that Judas Haccabens was
elected high oriest by the oopular will of the peovle; TFor these claims
and the tumultous events surrounding Herad's death, see Ant. zvii, 9, 1,
That the Zealots were clearly the pspular varty from 7 ALD. am, including
amocmeg the younger vriests, desnite Jagephus' reticence concerning this
state of affairs,is clear Tram Ant, xviii, 1., 1.

39 Har, ii, 17.2-5, where the whole strugzle between upper and lawer priegt-
hands, younser and 2lder, pasrver and richer, is gravhically documented.
™ N . . . . .
Sor the plundering of the tithes due the loawer priests by the higzh oriesta,
nat mentisned in The Jewish War, see Ant. xx, 8. 8. Ilere Josevhus ocham—
piong the canse of the lawer priesthood, as indeed he must have, and snenks
svmpafnetlcal}y of James; whereas in The Jewish Jdar, he vours acenlades an

Janes executioner, Ananus. For James! champiening of the cause af the lower

§r%esthoqd and hig connectinn generally with them, ses S,0.7, Brandon,

esus and the Zealets, New York, 1967, vo. 124-33. It is alsn interesting

A 1 : : . z .

¢? note how in this neriod the Levites won the rigzht to wear the linen,

Ant. xx, 9.h6, much to Josevhus! annoyance, a praefervence  algs evinced by

James; cf, Dusebing, D.0. 23,

il g Lk @
oS,

40.  Ant. wx, 20, 1

4l.  Iishnah Sanhedrin, 7. 5, where it is exnlicitly stated a charge of blage
vhemy may not be entertained excent in circumstances of pransuncing af
the divine name. The strict lawa f evidence, %tao, rvemain in effect in
guch circumstances.

ATy 1V 4. 2. Amanug and his family are clearly cmly the enemisn o€ the
oy ? 1 o 2 - it B L5 S . - .

early Christians, but fron 2ar, 1V, 3. T=13, alay thoge »° the Zealoty, Josenhus

devotes several sections 19 4 goeech he makes, i to persuade the nenole

o coanarate with Rome, as he doesg 49 dgrivpa II, from which it iz cleap

Ananus heads the party »f R4 : thizers, whs would be considered backe
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Ibid. iis apinion »f dnanus is aquite different in Vita 37-8, where he
comblains of him Dbitterly and calls him carrunt. IT is strance that

bath Oricen in Contra Celsum, i. 47, and Dusebius, Z.Hes 11, 23, 2ind in fheir
Jne=vhus edit*on" material relatineg the very same events t» the death

nf James. e are clearly invelved in some very crucial textual »roblems.

See abave, as well as the episede in An*icuities relating to James' death.

See De Voum, L'irchSaiccdis st les manuceriis de 1o Tew Ioris,
Conmm, Do T5a wan cites stner refercnces $i9. iBCSeC, aroiace

2t the site showathat some Jewish accurpation continuved on

Bar Knchha Jar. ‘hat these peosovle did with the material in

nevar sddressed. Zven coing from the third ond fifth year

revalt have bsen frund,; vears when feow cains could have bee

fawer still found t“eli way aut af Jerwkalem- FPinding Zoma

siven site dnes not necessarily besveak af a Romzn accunati

cning from the first »r secomd yezars »f the rav~1t da Peichd

devnsited in those years. The oroblem with Cross, De Vaux, v

and ather ically vanaguiszhe d 311 2DDAE sitinn with their
Tssene th ey take the term,"Uscene tno literally. is Jo=-
gemihg the first, z self-vrefes ed Pharisee; the cecond,
it Bt : family of Raman vvmoabhxzers and sa *ans},vnb
term is as much generic as anything else and certainly maders over a mul-

titude Af »roblems. That a zroup s» vinlently anti-Roman and anti-estabe
l¢<hmenu, i, e., anti-Pharisaic and Sadducean if mnst schelars have it

ight, 2s the Qumran »ne s» clearly is, c¢ould have been spoken »f in terms
of such apprabatisn and admiratisn by Jesephus and Phile, comorsmised as they ar
iz beyomd the realm »f credibility, whatever the svperficial resemblances '
In this nerind, when making identifications, it is safer t» link up comman eneni
a7 enmmon friends, ratbnr than crediting at face value testimeny by peoaple like
Pliny or Ziooolytus { mot t» mentien Josephus himself, se unreliable, as ue
have seen,where matters of palitics and religinn are concerned j.-

See Commentary ~m Hahum 2:12.

See Recommitians, i, 7C=l.

Lce ¢ite

Ibid,

In Psalm 69 we have the revealing dhrasest "that make me a stran~er o nmy
bro?hers, an alien it~ my mother's sther sons. Zeal far your h7ufe deyours
me { 7=9 )7 "when I was thirsty they rr:LVb me vinegar tn drink' { 21 )3

"by your saving pover, God, 1ift me up'{ 2 29 )3 and ”ﬂ..;>u will Zave Zion

and rebuild,ths towns »f Juiah’ they will be...nanded dowp t7 hls servants!
qeocenuants{ 35%, 3 ¢learly a sufferinsgs servant-iyne psalme The reference

t2 the "rider" an the clauds comes at the end of Psalm 68 and_is something
li%e the »nraclamatisn put in James mouth in both Busehius and Ipiphanius, when
e in asked tn speak in the Temple t2 calm the muliitudes an Passover,

he Gospel »f Thomas, 12.

‘o= mirht resoond here to Crizen in the maunner of Pyntius Filate aceording 4o
Joan, Wiy resonnis f: the Temnle leaderziiis in the matter »f the titulus
phrasenlagzy, "I have written what I have writien.,"
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See II lac 12:38«45. The key wards here fer aur purneses are! "Judas

urged the penple in keev themselves free fram all sin, having with their
own eves seen the affects of the sin of these whe had fallen... Foar 1if he
had net expected the fallen ta rise again, it weuld have been superflurus
and feeolish te ovray for the dead , whereas if he had in view the splendid
recsmnense reserved for those whn make a pisus end, the thought was haly
and devout.” Cf. II lMac 6:28, 7 ( the martydsm »f the seven bratasrs )y
and 14:46. It should alse be noated that Haccabees II vartrays Judas and
his srizinal companiens as ten zaddikim, whe reireat int» the wilderness,
there %£o eat nethinz but "wild vlants tn aveid ceutracting defilement”

( 5:22 ).. Clearly they are intended %o stand as a rightenus remnant,

nvan whose existence the world is predicated.

See Zusebivs, iii, 5 and Zpiphanius, De lens. et Pond., xv, 2-5 and Jaeres.,
xrix, 7 and xxx, 2. uch discussion has centered around the authenticity
af the Pella flight tradition, with Schoeps, pp. 47 and 267; lengel, Die
Zeloten, Leiden, 1961, v. 306fe; Teicher, o0, cit.; and sthers accenting it
and Brandan, pp. 207=-2203 Farmer, »n. 125; and G. Strecker, Das Judenchriste
in den Pseudsaclementinen, Derlin, 1958, »p. 229-31, expressing reservation

.
be
ntny

1

S

Thase »ractitioners »f the Zssene theory have never satisfacterily explained
the existence of Qumran material at lasadaj unless, »f course, the Tssenes
chanze character as the first century prozresses, growing mere militant,

which is nat very different than what we have been saying here in taking
had
-

the term "“ssene'" in a zeneric manner. The absence »f any reference 19
the Zssenes in the New Tectament, while mest other groups are referred i»o

in one way or anather, is very revealing in this regard. It must alsn be
renembered that far his descripiinn of the sectarian situatian in Palestine,
Josenhus is n»t necessarily relying on his »wn knowlsdgze, sften very sketchy
Tar any »oried before the mid-fifties, but an sources gring all the way back
t» the first century 3. Ce In his own time, the Escenes nut up a very
horaic resistance and one Jnhn the Tssene is a very active military commao
der; of. ar, ii, B. 10; 20. 4; iii, 2. 1. It should alsn Dbe remembered

by those who wish 1t date Zadokite commentaries relating o the fall of
Jeruzalenm and the Temple in the first century 3. Cu or before, that the

very came Isaiah 10:33f passage that is exporunded in the scrolls as relating
tn the war against the Kittim,is exnounded im lboth de RNanbi Hathan in
aractly the same %ind »f sxe~resis 28 relating to the £all o7 the Temple in
70 4, D& Cf. Commentary 2m Isaizh and R. Jathan 4. '

Del Hedicw, L'enisms des manuccrinis de la mer llavie,Paris, 1957, »np. 23-7
ar, lac, cit.




Befere drawing seme general cenclusiens abeub the abeve as it relates
te the scrells, Jewish Christianity, the Jerusalem Church, the Essenes, ebe.,
let um &pplyQ%hg thesrizing we have dene with regard to zaddik and Zadek te 2
apecific preblem, that ef the Zadek nmentiened by Jesephue in the Antiquities,
theugh net referred te in the Jewish War eor anywhere else for that matter.
The results ene achieves shauld help test the nsefulness of the theery, if
not ite validitys and incidentally it sheuld clarify the preblem ef whether
we are dealing with ene teacher ar a series of teachers when: appresching the
terminslegy, mereh ha-sedek, Im further applying this cennectien ef zaddik
with Zadek, let us firstgo back and say seme general things abeut Essene-
hypethesizing, Zealetehypsthesizing, and handling Jesephus® testimenies..

Reth and Driver in prepeunding their Zealst hypetheses were the first

te eall sttentisn: ¥s this interesting nete in the Antigquities , but their

aver~hasty identification ef the rightesus teacher with %eﬁ&héﬁiﬁﬂ@/ﬁﬁ*Jmﬁﬁg :
‘%h%p@&;iieanylaf% much te be desired and has been rightly criticized by

nany sch@larsm One thing the identificatien did de, hewever, which was -
probably what it was intended te de in the first place, was te bake inte
aceount im an apprepriate manner the militant character ef the cemmunity uader
‘consideratien, which guite clearly did net believe in turning the cheek teo
anyene, except ever the shert-run fer reasens of expedi@naywéo Ite members weve
vindietive, vengeful, petty, and guarrelssme, harbering grudges for leng
perieds of tima, unfergiving ef their enemies and enly slightly less @ﬁ'ygnegad@ﬂ
within their ewn ranks. Their cemcerns are apecalypbtic in character and they
are certainly preparing fer an ultimate war eof destructiem against their
enemies { regardless of the attempis by seme schelars te pertray such

gentiments in the War Serell as “metapheric! ), whe include mest eof the
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peaples of the earth. In shert, the m@mtality‘@m~at%i%ude ig very similar fe
what we encounter im the Baek of Rewelatien im the New Testament, and the malice,
bloed lust, desire for vengeance, and completely unfergiving spirit in the lattexr
daw hardly be considered of symbelie impert enly. Still, the identificatiem of
the Qumran sectaries with the guietist, peace-loving Essenes, accerding te the
partrait in Jesgephus, Phile, and Pliny ( a group, net surprisingly, seo congenial
to the despetic and bleedthirsty spirit of Hered ), was alse preopounded in haste
by the majority of schelars in this field, and is even lesg convincing; unless
these fesenes have somehow changed character aleng the wamwél

The sect, as it reveals itself in ite own writings, mestly resembles the
early Christians, i. €e, the Jewish Christians of the 30's te the 60's in Palestine,
whe go it would seem, again net surprisingly, unmentioned in Jesephus and Phile,
gaod Phariseesn and/mr Hellenizers that they present themselves as being. The
reagon feor this is deubtlessly the Christian extreme messianic militeney and the
group's consequent reputatien feor being agitaters, held in disg%pr@bati@ngias well
as disdaim, in R@m@@62 It should be remembered that whatever the Christians were
in this peried, they were certainly "messianic!, as the name first coeined acw
cording teo Acts in Antiech, indicates. As such, they had te be considered sube
versive in a Reman pelitical centext, if net alse in a Palestinian, at least
before the Hellenizing tendencies implicit in Panl's dectrines, the Uospels, Acts,
and later even more gnosticizing presentations vanguished the field after the fall
of the Temple in TO A. Do 63 A change can even be detected in the offiecial
Reoman attitude towards them after 90 Al. D ( about the time Josephus felt free
enough to publish seme of his vevised portraits in the Antiguities ), but even the
new tendencies could net whelly escape a certain stigma of subversiveness.

In this peried, it is often useful Tar purposes of identificaltien te see
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whe the enemies are ef given peeple er a given secte Jegephug and Phile are

it weuld be very strange indeed te find them talking in terms af the apprehatiem

theyw de abeut a sect as intensely anti~Pharisaic as the Qumran one elearly was.
Here seme elucidatien abeut what we must mean by Phariseeism

im the £luid and develeping pelitiecal situatien ef the twe ceniuries under

investigatiem might be necessary. The Pharisees might have been the pepular

party in Alexander Jannaeus® time ( under the leadership eof Simeen ben Shetach ),

the peiied te which Jesephus' sources ebvieusly go back. They were ne langer

the pepular party in his sem Aristebuilus® time ( Hyreanus II elearly being the

Pharisaie, but net the pepular candidate f@vfﬁﬁghv?riest;l, theugh many schelars,

@%mﬁid@ying~$@g@phmaﬁ proneuncements e be static, insist en seeing them as such.

Wheﬁ Herod teek undispnted pawer in the 30's B.C., he destreoyed the previeus, un-

deoubtedly more zealous and nationalistie Sanhedrim, whi@hyh@& insolted bim,

and w&plag&& it with a mere decile and manageable eue, the sne dominated

by Pharigaic and Sadduceam elementis we are seo familiar with frem New Testament

pertraits, the ene prebably headed . by Killel\and‘Shammaiw65 By 4 Ba Coy

even frem Jmsephus® werks it is guite clear that the pepular pendulum has

gwung eover to the Zealet side, whe were in all things like the Pharisees,

except in Jesephus' ewn werds, they had an invielable attachment te liberty.66

Ag far as Phile is cencerned, it sheuld be remembered that his nephew, Tiberius

Alexander, was the pre~Reman and Hepoadian—backed, prebably Pharisale,; governomr

of Palestine, whe was panticularly hard en all Zealet greups, geing so far as

t9 crueify twe sens of Judas the Galilean, Jaceb and Simen ( all names amazingly

clese te these in Jesus'! famiily itself )a Tt is only in the New Testameut thatb

one finds the same anti-Pharisaic and anti-Sadduceam zeal that ene finds in the

gsorells, if the decumente in the fermer can be relied on in this regard; and
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the enly reasen we fail te recwgnize‘the group that preduced the latter decuments
as being "Christian!' is eur defieciemey im understandinmg what Palestiniam and
apocalyptic Christianity generally was like in its earliest days befere the

fall of the Temple and the destructiem of the Jerusalem eenter. We recesgnize

gentile, Jehannine, Pauline,, and/@ﬁ'%@ﬁﬁti@ Christianity quite well, but unfer-
tunately this recegnitien; gets intheway of eur ability te recegnize early
Chrigtianity, which is almest indistinguisliable frem pure Messianism, Zealet eor
stherwise.

Teicher, whe in the early days gugg@%ted‘a Jewish Christiam orisin
for the serells, alse suffered frem these same pr@a@neepti@nww&n&,by his weorlk
&lmﬁﬁt‘ginglamhmndedly dinoredited themymmw hypethesis we are discussing. Picking
up some of the mere abvieus parallels and taking the New Testament testimenies
at face value, he made ludicreus and absurd identificatiens en: the flimsiest
of evidence, while at the same time managing te miss almest everything we have
ae far said in this article.67 Perhaps the main difference between the group
under discussiem liere sut eof which the screll literature emerged and Christianity
as we came to kpnew it was that this groeup did nst believe im "leving these that
hate you™ er either turning yeur cheek to or being fergiving of yeour enemies,
as the Community Bule seo eleguently tastifies.éa But then again, neither did
the Christianity pertrayed in the Apecalypse.and neither prebably did the
Jerusalem Chureh. John the Baptist ias very explicit in this regard, if the pre-
sentation ef him in the Gespels can be believed. He berates the secribes and
the Pharisees in a wvicieus manner, calling them ”vipar&“?g and tellimg them the
ax was at the trunk of the tree, the fire in the fam; and he quite literally
bounds Mered Antipas, another "Heredian™ and prebably Pharisaic ruler, em a

Q.
paint eof law, until the latter is finally ferced teo pui himzté;deaﬁhm(

It must always be remembered, even when dealing with the term Essene, thal
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mast of the evidence we have cemes frem Jesephus, and theugh usually acourate,
he can hardly be congidered a reliable witness when it cemes te matters of
pelitics or belief, Jesephus, theugh clever and canny, was net partieularly
prefeund. He was werking usvally in an uncritical way off earlier seurces now
loste. He really knew very little about the sectarian situnatien, except. im his
own day,which en the whele he chesses te ceonceal from us fer very real

reassns of his own. When he uses the term, Bssene , it is net at all clear that
he is net talking~in a generic way, meaning all groups @n‘thé apecalyptic, esg-
teric side of the Judaism of his peried. In many ways he implies thie by
leaving Christianity ewt ef his discussien ef the gectarian gituwatien he
provides. In the same way, it ig cértainly alge very surprising that of these
principal groups, the enly ene geing pnmentioned in the New Testament is the
Basenes. When Jesephus describes a sectarian situatien, it is alse net at all
clear that he is net reflecting a time fifty or even a hundred years befere his
bmrth lifted baldly frem the seurce er authers he was drawing en. The peried
Jesephus can be relied upen for His ewn observations ig that ef the mid-fifties
snwards, which is why the sparseness of testim@n&ihr the whele peried frem 4

Bo Co t0 55 Ae Do Hig seurces simply left off there., When Josephus mentiens
Tagsenes in the pre~Christian epech, they are ugually star-gazers eor fertune
tellers of an itinerant variety often setting up shep in the Templeajl Later
an, however, if they exist at all as an; erganized greoup, they even lead parti-
aan raids and participate in the resietance against the R@mansmTQlThe Basenes

of the earlier variety prebably drsepped sut ef existence during the Heredian

ar early peried ef the Reman precurabers, and if sur sect can indeed be cone
sidered Egsenes, then they are Hssenes of the mere militant character expressed
in the screllse

Tn their zeal { and I use the term advisgedly ) in identitifying Judas
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the Galileam er his sen er grandsen, Menahem, as the righteeus teacher, these
partisans of the Zealet theery can perhaps be excused, because they were re-
acting teo what they felt te be an incemprehensible bias er lacuna in the
previeus theerizing and an wnwillingness epr inability te come te grips with the
true nature of the sect under censideration as it revealed itself im its

very eown writings. The ﬁanam4ahana&@‘ﬁhaﬁ~pﬁ9ggded the release of

infermatien cencerning the Cepper Serell is a goed example of thise.

Tt should be neted, hewever, that Jesephus dees previde us with very real in
fomption absut at least ene righteocus teacher frem the peried 4 B. C. suwards.
Thig iz net to rule eubt persens like Simeon the Just and the unknewn writers ef
Daniel and Bnech, whe might have been righteeus teachers af a previeusg peried.

In his earliest werk dealing with the peried under censideratien, The Jewish

War, Jasephus clearly knows nething er very little abeut a teacher named

Zadek, Here he describes Judas the Galilean as being the sele mover behind the
censns uprising of 6=7 A. D. and ene of several enes behind an earlier revelt
follewing the death eof Hered im 4 B. C. He alse designates him as the erigi~
nator of the mevement he calls, "the Zealets", even theugh Judas' father Heze-
kiah had already been invelved in such actiwvities thirty years before,and a clear
1ink between it and the asctivities of Judas Maceabee are discermible at least in
kinda74 It alme sheuld not be averlesked that in all his werks, it is always the
mentien of what Jesephus cenceives teo be the erigin of the Zealet party, that

his discussiem ef the sectariam sitvatien generally. Despite the pauneity
af information he reveals absutl the Zealots, which must hawve haéwm&al~%nmoh@m$:aa&
doctrines; he implies that far fr@m«being‘the most insignificant seet they. were

very likely the mest preminent, at least in terms ef numbers, all questions of

7

Sadducean and Pharisaic pelitical and econemie inflvence aside. ~ Were it net

for the clarifying material in Lwke vis-a-vis Mark, we night newer have beem
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so keenly aware that the native term for this movement was "Cananacan!' and ef

its Y"priestly" thrust. Accerdingly, it is net surprising te find this mevement

g0 pepular areound the time ef 66 A. D. ameng the lewer priestheed in the Templ@.?é
The native term, "Cananaean" feund alse in the Talmud, clearly shews frem what
the idea of priestly zeal eriginated, that is the zeal eof Phineas, zeal which
entitled its priestly practitiener te the privilege of the High Priesthoed
forever. Once again it is plain we are dealing with anether mevement surreunding
the notiem ef righteews priests pretecting the community by their zeal and piety
from corpupbiem frem within and contaminatien frem without, similar te the earlier
Maccabean one and perhaps even earlier "Sadducean!' eme,geing all the way baek
threngh Onias' and Simeen's perfect rigHleousness teo Ezra's pieus zaarojmfmh@u%h

reticent abeut this mevement in'The Jewigh War, because of persenal embarrass—

ment, political censidervations, eor ignorance, by the time ef the Antiquities
the ice seems t® have melted sufficiently fer Jeseplinz ¥e shew it.te have been ‘the
pepular party and its influence frem the time ef Judas the Galilean te the fall
of the Templa-( net te mentien beyend ) 49 have been chiefly respensible fer the
tragedies that everwhelmed the naﬁi@n.78

In the Antiquities, written: seme fifteen or twenty years after the Waty,
Jesephus intreduces a secend character abeut whem he clearly knews ( o Wwants
te reveal ) veny little. He knews nething abeut his birth, life, er death,
only that he was impertant in feunding the “Zealet" ( gig%) mevemente Crriew te
the writing of the Anticuities it is net even clear he had even heard abeut him.
In the interim between the writing of thé works in questien seomeone had perhaps
told him abeut anether individual whe was respensible fer the unrest that
gripped the natien fer the next seventy, even ene hundred years ( or he had
found it in ene o»f his seurces, theugh it weuld have been perfeotly in keeping

with Jesephus' aims to have left out the priestly characteristics »f this
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movement, pertraying it simply as a nen-sacerdetal, revelutienary, and anti-
establishment, i. €e, anti-Reman, one ) —= this was "a Pharisee named zaé@kﬁ.79
What coulkd Josephus have pessibly meant by a “"Pharisee" in this centext,
all questiens of Zadek aside? He might simply have meant someene whae was a
teacher, "a rabbi" in the parlance of the Phariseesg themselves ( just as he

%,
80y

deseribes VMenahem and Judas as either sephists or "rabbig'h ) ‘Th@re is very
little else he ceouvld have meanf by such terminelegy, especially when he gees diw
eeotly m in beth werks te discuss the sectarian situatien of the time. Cerw
tainly, he dees unet mean teo imply that either Judas eor Zadek are actually
Pharisees, or he would have simply listed them under his descriptien of the
Pharisee party that followse. The distinguishing characteristic ef the Pharisees
frem the Sadducees,as beth Jesephus and the New Testament well knew, was the
belief by the fermer in resurrectiem sof the dead, a belief of tremendeus imper=—
tance te all apecalyptic and zealet groups frem Maccabean times teo Masads and
beyend, This alse might have been memething of what was implied in the term
Pharisee as digtinct frem Zadelk ( i. e., Zadekite or Sadducee ) in such a
context,; a distinctien alse net eut of keeping with the Qumraw material in
question.

Again let ug emphasize that Jesephus knows almest nething abeut the indivi-
dual eoncerned. He doesn!t know where he was bern, the evenﬁs‘@f‘his~lifeg Qm»whaﬁ
b@@ame'@f'himg He has only ﬁaaﬁﬁﬂmgzhimiinith@'eﬂhtexﬁf@f'ﬁpdaﬁingthigfearlier
digcussien in the Jewish Ware. What he then cenceives of as a name might just

as readily haw

been a title, fer instance, the Zaddik, which wewld then trans—

late out, using the esoteric symbelism already peinted sut as being in use ameng

the Zadokites er Zaddikim, as a_teacher named the Zaddik, i. e., a teacher named

"ihe righteous sne'., What distinguishes this theery from that argued by Zealst:
propememts is that the writer dees net think that that the terminelegy "sens

of Zadek" refers te a specific name. This isg altegether tee mundane and reduces
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the whele appr@achvt@ the level of banality. What we are saying is that wherever
owe dees see the terms,"Zadek" or “gaddik", one must pay wery special attentien
to them, for we are pessibly dealing with the "sens of the Zaddik" er tle:"seons
af Zadek' used in a very special way, net the fellewers of an actual mam named
Zadalk.

Finally, who might this zaddik be, if indeed he is a zaddik? Fer these who
wish te stick to the terminelegy, a Pharisee named Zadel, the pogsibility still
cannet be ruled sut that thig is a title rather than a preper name. Huch specula—
tien in the last thirty vears has centered en the guestien aof the @V@rtén@&fin;
the serells and certain striking hints here and there of Christianity, and mﬁ@h
effort lias been eﬁp@nded'amalysingﬂthesa with uneven, usvally ab@rtﬁv& regulta. The
problem im the writer's mind has always been the same, an inability te come te
grips with the early nature of Christianity and the mevement centered areund the
persen of John the Baptiste. The writer will new make a final identificatien, that
ig of "a Pharisee named Zadeok" in Jesephus® garbled parlance with Jehn tlie Bapw
Het, whiich seems teo £ill in all the difficulties and brings the argument full
circle. We then have a series of righteous teachers beginning with Jehn the
Baptist and ending with James the Just, or perhaps starting earlier and geing
all the way back te Judag Maccabee ( it should be understeed here we are nel
disecussing the whele Maccabean family and we are going according te the presentae
tien in lMaccabees IT ) er Simeosn the Zaddik,er perhaps extending an threugh
such an individual as Simeon bar Cleophas, alse alluded to in the New Testament
as belonging te a family line that witnessed the resurrected Christ, If ene
wishes to geo this far, Jesus toe can be designated a zaddik and is gpecifically
referred to as such in atl@asﬁ‘ﬁﬁ@@ places in the Baesk of Aets%a bu£ we have
been purpesefully aveidimg the praeblem of Jesus' plade in this scheme because

of the diffionlties presented by the curtain of intricate thealegy that has
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sprung up aboubt his persen and ceming. All the above-mentiened individuals are

in seme way er anether bena fide priests, and se is Jesus

prezented ag being
aabmrding ta the Melohi-zedek theolagy develeped in Hebrews and the "True
Prophet™ ideeolagy appearing in the gospels and Ebienitism.

EV@nath@ "S@n of Man® appellatien is first used as a ferm ef self-address
by a priest, Bzekiel, who alse happens te be the pregeniter of eur Zadekilte
terminalogy, and as develoaped in Daniel, prebably authered by a priestly zaddilk
@f‘ﬁhe,ﬁaﬁﬁi@a@@n kind, it dees net necessarily m@f@m~w@)a”navi@imgm@asiahw but
Just as likelw tw a @mi@stly ene, carrying on the eriginal implicatiens ef
Erekiel, But ene can go further than thist Hewards the end of the fameus
Suffering Servant passage in Isaiash 53, uwndersteed universally as the epitone
of the seriptural explanatisn of Jesus® suffering and death, the phmase eccurs,

g Lo @oy "By his knewledge will my
gervant the Rightesus One, justify many,” and centinues, "f¥r he shall bear their

s

iniqui%iesoﬁgs This igm ebvieusly the crux of the understanding ef Jesus® deathy
gearched feor and found, net surprisingly in Isaiak, and carrvied te its exlreme
cepclugion-in Gentile Christianity in particulae threugh Paul¥s theslegy, Jehm,
and Tater gnesticizing trends. Once agein, the tell-tale word, Woaddikt( referring
as It always @ﬁma_in Gunmran: material te tha_fight@@@ﬁrﬁeach@r~)ﬁ appears in th@;apm
propriste place; Y as it dees in the passags fram ‘the same prophet related im -

Busebius, through Hegesivpus, te Jesus® brother, Jameg" deaths If Jesus vas receg-
nized as ene of the series ef righteous teachers by the sect, and the analysis we

are deing seems te imply he wam, then this is the exegesis they weuld hawe applied
te his deathe Paul, toe,quetes the passage, '"the Righteous One shall live by
faith" in twe letters, and it is repeated in the all impertant Letter te the
Hebrewse.  The number of times it is queted is striking enough teo show its
impertance, but even mere significantly it is frem the pivetal Habbakuk text

and the same passage is interpreted im the Qumran eeommentary im almest exactly
the same way with the additieunal netice givern that the faith im;questi@n should

be in the righbtesuys teacher. Once agaim the term zaddik in the text i linked
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up: direetly te the righteous teacher, as well as in the New Testament manner te
the individual members of the cammunity. The enly real difference between the
twe approaches iz that whereas Hebrews attempts te use the passage te justify
faith apart frem the Law, the Qumran exegesis revealing its tell-tale Jeruvsalem
Church/Jamesianaprefer@nee specifically applies it te “those wheo ebserve the Law
( italics mine ) in the House of Judah.™ The appearvance of this phrase, ex-
plained in the cruelal Habbakuk Cemmentary in terms of hew the members of the
community sheuld relate to the righteeus teacher or Zaddik, in three places in
the letters of the New Testament, concerning how the early Christians sheuld
relate to their messiah/sawiour, cen hardly be considered fertuitous.

Vle are dealing here, when it comes te a consideration of the Zadekite priest-

hood and the idea of the zaddilt, one ef the incarnated righteeus enes, with what

ansunts te a Caliphate - the kind eof Caliphate that later surfaces im Shiite
Iglam, including even the netien eof incarnatienj and depending eon where the line
is punctuated er interruplted, that is with Simeen ( Sadduceeism ), Onias ( the
Heliepelis line ), Judas Maccabee ( the Hasmenaeans and/er Hassidaecans ), Jeohn

the Baptist ( Masbuthaeans, Sabaeans, Mandaeans, Blkasaites, and others )y, Jesus

( Christionity ), James the Just and Simeem bar Cleephas ( Jewish Christianity);
one gets parallelwwise in Shi®ismy, Pive~Imam Shi®ish, Savanmlm&szhiciﬁmm o
Twelvewlmamvﬁhicism with all the variatiens in between, including such strange
affsheots as Tema’ilism ( the "Assassins", net surprisingly parallel to the
ﬁ&g@g&@w), the Druse ( a Shiite greup cultivating the same secretiveness as the
Nazeraeans and Hlkasaites, and in the same regien ), even: Bahalism, net te mentien
Anan: Ben David and Karaism, 85ﬁTm@ parallels are even cleser thén this, including
the same terminelegy, gggg%r applied te perhaps the prineipal imam,, Ja@far‘aﬁm

87

Sadiq ; and a pepular name ameng Shiites %o this day, and the netiem of the

mahd® , the imam whe has gone inte temparary eccultatiem expected e return
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either immimently er at the end of time. The list of incarnated righteous enes
ig about the same in Hbienitism and Shi%ism. Bach imam is preceded by his g%ﬁ%&
or "oaller's, i. @, propagandists very much like the messienie enes active in
the firvgt-century Heman Empim&@ and’ the same probably was true of the undoubtedly
‘p$rallam.m@V@menmw Karaism, accerding te some imt@rpretati@néw “ﬁ&lw@ﬁ“ismm Nt i
frequénmly guch imamg became the @@n&&m&,@f‘f&ﬁinuug~SuhV@r@iwﬁfwmd@wgw@mm&‘eaﬁrﬁﬁa
Muhammad is the Apmstle teo the Arabs just as Paul is the Apestlée te the Gentiles:
(bath of whem ave selfmappﬁinﬁed)gh@ is alse the "true Prophet'. Scheoeps has
already peinted up te a certain extent the connectiem of Jewish Christianity te
Islam, theugh net in any systematic fashien, and nebedy can deubt even frem a
curgery reading of Muhammad's werk, net te mentien the wider literature of #hi%ism,
the reality eof the c@nneaﬁi@nmgg I cite these parallels not by way of claiming:
any &isc@verygﬂhu% to show hew extensive the pessibilities arewhliem approached
,wiﬁhin;ﬁhe framewerlk made-pessible by this way of seeing things.

. The prepesed identificatien of Zadek with John the Baptist alse fulfills
what T weuld like to call the criterien of importance, which has been ignered all
aleng by mest cemmentaters en the scrells. The scrells just represent a bedy
af literature that iz too impertant and of teo2 extensive a histery te have left
ne trace on the ssciety in whieh they appeared; and c@ntrafy te whalt many people
gseem to think, we have gquite an extensive picture eof that seciety. We prebably
know almest as moeh abeut it, teking the sum total ef eur seurces and evidence,
as any other peried in histery before the medern epschs The preblem with beth
R@ﬁhwéhﬁfﬂwiwar'is that they just did net knew eneugh abeut the zealeous
nature of early Christianity, in this case particularly Reth, and therefeore,
their efforts cellapse around and are rendered absurd by their attempts te squeeze

all their identificatiens inte the context of Judas® family per se. A prepepr
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portrayal of the zealous nature of early Christianity is previded in the work
af Robert Bisler, whe is ignered by mest schelars in the field beeause of the
gpeculative and tentative nature of many of his identificatiens and recenstruc-
tiens. Of ceurse, there is mueh that is cenjectural and everwenthusiastic: in
his work, but the very real centributien he made in helping te mnderstand the
gealous nature of early Christianity, and in particular the mevement headed by
John the Baptist, should net be everlesked eor discarded because of this. It
shmuld be remembered that Rebert Bisler had to make these identifications
withaut th@‘aid of the screll material. Unfertunately, his life was shortewed
by a peried in Nazi concentratien camps. Had he lived in erder to bring his
erudition o bear en the scrolls im a systematic manner, the resnlts he would
have achieved weuld an@@ub%edﬁm'have b@@n~n@£awgrth&20
One has enly te lesk at a werk like the Cemmunity Rule te see the character,

migsion, and type of religieus calling ef John the B@ptiﬁt apparent in almest
every sectiem. What is mere, it empleys the very s@m@ language in characterizing
its activities and the pole and meaning of its @X@dmg\imﬁg the desert as John

the Baptist dees his ewng, ie ee, "Drepave a wéy in the wii&érneagﬂ for "hin'™,
feur &@%é«ér‘th@iﬁ@rdm ﬁhﬁmﬁm replacing the Isaiah and New Testament usage, THWH,
Th@v@ is ne reasen te doubt fthe muthentieity eof the New Testament pregentatiom of
th@ words sud missien af Johu: th@ Baptist, since it was enly an mylt@ma charag-
teriming what was understoed to be the essence of these. Once agaim, as in all

such i

instances of preecise and undispniable link-nps, the reluctaﬁée@ even wnwillinge
nesgs displayed by ecommentaters te grasp the ebvieus is in@@mprehensible@’{Thm

wayt ig the way of the law and the practitieners ef this way are these whe have

gone @ut from the habitatiens of men te prepare a way for the visitation of Ged

( in whatever ferm it was expected to take )m‘ Thig same terminélegy linking mem-

bers of the early Chrisbtian cemmunity with these whe feollew "the way" is ge commeon
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in the Beek of Acts, particularly in the latter, more feliable, part, that oene
ig left reeling freom the G@rrespmmdence.gg Such eonceptiens as the “"Sens of

. . . s o - oA IZE s o . P w o e Y S
Heaven', the Messiah of Aaren ( Jehn the Baptist % and the Messiah of Tsrael | pog~—

‘aibly;$u&a$ the Galil@anv&n&/@m~Je&u393) are constantly referrved bey, and the light
and dark imagery so familiar in the Gespel of Johnm with the very same signifi-
catione is empleyed threughout. The enly difference between the Community Rule
and early Christianity, as we knew it, as far as general spirit is ceoncerned is the
vindictiveness,; militaney, inflexibility, end vengefulness ef the fermew. It fairly
revels in the conming destructien of its enemies, the seus of Satan eor Belial e
but to expect anything different is due, as I have repeatedly stressed, te a
gross misunderstanding of the nature of early Christianity, and all of Memsianism
for that matters

Perhaps the mest important preef te offer in regard te Jehn the Baptist®s
identity with "Zadek" and candidacy for righteous teacher would be teo shaw he
wag or could have been alive in either 4 Bu Co or T Ae Do, and from this perhaps
almest everything else Talle inte place, or atb least becemes a distinet posgi~
bility. Perhaps this dating preblem has been the stumbling bleck all aleng..
He could then be seen in perhaps his true rele, a kind ef eppesitien High Priest,
an Elijah redivivus, answering the call of the Zealet ( or Messianic? ) Party
for a pepular priest elected by the pepulace +te take the place of the Maccabean
priestheed ( temperary in any case ) defunet sinece the drowning eof Miriamme's
younger breother in the peel at Hered's summer palace near Jeriche and Qumran.
Why didn't such a messianie forerunner come seoner than 4 B. Ce? The answer is
there was ne need feor him as long as there was a Maccabean claimant for the
High Prieagtheod and aspirant feor the thfane, regardless of what has been claimed
abeut the pepularity er vnpepularity of the Maccabean family. As soen as these

two lines came te an end in Judas th@\@ﬁlil@anﬁg father, Hesekiah's time, the
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nessianic agitatioen we are seo familiar with started in deadly earnest and was 4o
continue far the next one hundred and seventy-five yearse

But it is net at all sure that Jehn the Baptiet had net started on his mission
im 4 Be Coy or certainly T A. De The preblem is that before the discewvery of the
Zadekite decument we tended to zee all these events threugh the prism of the New
Testament, an eptical apparatus that is favulty at best. Neo ene seriously entere
taineg that the Gogpel of Luke, and in particular ite infancy narratives, are acou-
rate with regard teo the dating ef the birth and ministry of Jehn the Baptist, and
it must be guickly affirmed, that aside frem the Slavenic Jesephus, this ig th@
anly material we have to go sn. It dees net seem to me thalt ene can say that the
Slavenic Jesephus is any mere or less acenrate than the Gespel of Luke(er the
Gospel of Matthew fer that mattem);evan if one is based en the other ( o, Way
we are net saying here which ig based en which ).. It is the material in the
infancy narratives ( net to mentien the zenealogy ) in the Goespel of Luke thatb
gontradicts at almost every turn the material in the Gospel of Watthew, re&uoing
the evidence in bath te a heouse of cards and rendering even o precise dating ef
the birth and death of Jesus an impessibilty that ne schelar yet has even ceme
near surmeunting.

There ia, hewever, a phrase in the Gespel of Matthew that dees imply that
Jeohn the Baptist was alive and well at s far earlier peried tham th@:%imﬁ o
the appearance of Jesuﬁw96 One dees net have to resert te Mandaean 1iterature
ta preve this, theugh ene ceuld. It is cempletely faneiful teo suppese that Jehn
ig the same age as, or anly siyx menths elder than, Jesus, if Jesus is the age
we have him as in the pertrait ef the gespels. He is far tos well knowm a
eharactev‘at the time Jesus appears. He has Tar to9 much prestige. Not enly is
Jesus queted as saying abeut himy, "ameng all these bern of weomen a greater than

John the Baptist has never beem seem,”” but he adds the additienal phrase, "Since
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Jehy the Baptist came (ar from the days ef Johm the Baptist up ) until this present
time, the Kingdem of Meaven has been subjected teo vielence and the vielent are
taking it by ﬁt@rm&ﬁQYWhat@ver one might want te make ef the dectrinal gist of
this pupported stabement, it certainly implies that Jehm has a tremendous ameunt
of prestige, far mere undeubiedly thaw Jesus at the time the gpeech is gsupposedly
utterveds, But in additien, the very strange implicatien, even evert wverificatien,
cannet be aveided, that semehow Jehn the Baptist's coming is eeextensive with Ule
Zealet movement Gal@aquknmwlaaged here as uvndenbtedly measiani@t)y and quite a.

good deal of time has passed between these eventis and the present day. Th*ﬁ;@aﬂ
only meam he has been in business since 6=T A. De, nay evem earlier, probab

from 4 Bl Ce onwards when the messianic eutbreaks and vielent uprisings beganw98
Besides, the Geaspel ef Luke's portrait of Jehn's age is aut of character
with his whele missien, which has him pepping in and eut of hidimg, a kind of
Hanam the ﬁid®@n9%’t@ appear like gome wild map tg threaten and cajele the assemblad
multitudes, whe receive him awestruck presumably at his capacity fer survival
and his already widespread repubatiem. Sueh: reputatiens could hardly be imputed
to twe barely thirty year—eld yeung men, whe have accerding te the infermatiem
presented in the gespel aceounts been bern within six menths of eachether,
been preaching enly ene to three years at best, and have missiens that are out
short almest as seem as they begin, i. e., whese efforts are absrtive, Te make
a veputation of the kind Jehn the Baptist seems to have enjoyed, which Jogephus

. . R i 1) . .
confirms for us in the Antiguities. ™  he would Bave had to, at least in this

)
i

writer's view, have been in civeulatien fer quite a substantial peried prier te
Jesus. We are not afterall in the age of ingstant communicatiens and instant Lame
of the kind engendered by mederm mass media, but rather a graduval precess of
building=up prestige en the basis ef eral cemmunicatien weuld have beewm pequired,
Thig is implied in the gespel accounts anyhew, and is the whele peint ef

connecting Jegus with John in the first place. In the passages in Natthew and
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Luke where John is waiting for Jesus to begin his werk, Jehn seemg like a much ol

dep, evew almest tired,mam, and he iz net even sure, theugh he has suppesedly

ne whe is suppesed te come and take up hi:

-

iz

phiged
charge or whether he will have te walt fer an@ther.;01 Jegus might be unknewn,
but Jehkn %he‘Baptist ig net. Hveryene knews the malterial in the New Tesbament
which shewg there was some antagonism between the f@ll@Wera‘@f John the Baptist
and the fellowers of Jesus, or al least that their fellewers were net neces-
sarily ceextensive. Mandaean literature prevides us with teastimeny alge aof
this hestility.. The passage in Matthew, neted abnve, even seems to testify that
John came inte preminence in the time of Archelaus, and this is picked up in the
presentation »f him in the Slavenie Jegephus, or vice versa, i. @.; at the tinme
of the census revelt described by Jesephus and attributed by him in the Antigqui-

ties to Zadelk,

He are nowhere arguing that Jomephus knew that John the Baptist and a
Pharisee named Zadek were ene and the same. On the centrary, he ebviously did
not ( or did net wish te tell us ), which is why we do not knew it teday, but
this is ne reasen for net prépmaing the pessibility. If we arve te arm ourselfl
with the pancity ef infermatien that Jesephus pessesses or is willing te devulge
about either John the Baptist er a Pharisee named Zadek; then sbvieusly we
will get nowhere. As well, we put surselves on a level with the mentality
displaved in Josephus, as if there were’swmethingisacr@samct in hie writings
( as indeed the early Church seems to have thought and the Greek Orthedex Church
gtill deesg %o some extent te this day.) The identification ef John the Baptist
with a Pharisee named Zadek, or a former Pharisee named the Zaddik, i, e., the
teacher of rightesusness, isg enly that, a the@ry or a propesed identification.
There is ne way it will ever be preved ts everyonels or evenm anyone's satige
factien, shert of some outgtanding new finds. On the ether hand, it cannet be

disproved either, and if anyene thinks he can, let him do se. This thesry at



well as, it would seem, Bgsene and Rechabite )" Josephug himsell lg a self-
professed example eof the firs%mnam@dyuxnd‘there were certainly many ethers frem
the Heredian peried on through the precuraters, the Heredian family and the
Romans both displaying clear Pharisaic preferences. James, (o0, possesses these
priestly qualifications, as the pertraits of him in the early Church fathers
attest, though by this btime the priestly requirement f@r the rightesuvs teacher
might have been redefined in the manner of the Damascus Document, i. e., as
being symbelic, sr as in Christianm theerizing, a priestheod after the erder of
Melchi~zedek farvever Dbased eon the embodiment eof the expression of “perfect
righteounsness™, 1. 6., the wﬂrd made fleshe

If we are to depend en the material in the infancy narrative of the Gospel

of Luke and admit priestly bloend in beth Jesus and James on their mether®s side

ﬁ h@w nane, Niriemmes ﬁ@mm@m@m@iﬁn% ag it perhaps deesm: the last raignﬁng&&@ha&im@mﬁ

3 hove &f %he Haocabean priest’ Lline, might add gome we:%ﬁv e this Js
strain ig alge carried forward in Chrxabm&mltv, particularly Jewish

Christianity, not te mentien the shift in the Damascus Decument frem the Megsiah
of Aaren and the Megsiah of Israel eof the Community Rule to the Messiah of

Aaran and Tesrael. Such transfermatiens of dramatis persense de have signifi-

cation and canuot simply be febbed evers As well, they are eantirely in keeping
with the gect's esoteric manner of exegesis, which dees develep and is engeing
taking¢aécount of new facts and new events. Therefeore, we end up with a teacher
called "the Zaddik" fer the identification of the secofl un-named and little
knewn progenitor af the Zealet mevement and Tormehter of the tax revelt, anta-
gonistie te bolh the Pharisaic and Sadducean forms of the Judalsm of his time
and hostile to bath the Herodian family and Roman everlerdship. What well-known
or little—known character freom the peried under congideration meets these quali-

ficatiens mwere  than Jehn the Baptiet?
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A napggingcriticsm, which could have been raised all alsng and perhaps sheould
be answered, has to do with time factoers. Ihere seems to be seme indieatien
that the Temple Serell, for instance, contains material that would relate it
te either the third er second centuries Bw Ce It has been The claim of these
puilding the case for time facters on palewgraphie evidence,, that much eof the
material feund at Qumran has a first er gecond century B. Ce ambiance. Additien-
ally, when making actval link-ups in textnal matters and identificatiens, the
peried favored by a majority of schelars is the ene from early Maccabean times
down to the first fall of the Temple in 63 Be Co PFirst of all, to take all
of these types of criticisms tegedlier, since we arve dealing with a Zadokite
priesst line that nay g2 211l the way back te Simeon the Just, is ©ey bthe peried
sovered in Teeolesiastiovs, and befere, there is uothing in the line of argument
propesed in this article that would rule eut materials being eollected at Qumran
from as early a peried as teximnal and paleegraphic evidence might regnire.

Since thig is a sect, and the sect sbwvieusly nas an extremely rich and engoeing,
if checkered, histerys the literature it exhibits is, net gurprisingly, guite
extensive and en the whele unfamiliar, gince it was net ene of these that man-
aged any evert survival ( but rather a sublerranean one )o¢ Whatever the implie
catiens found, therefore, in decuments like the Temple Scroll ( nntreated in
this article )g paleelegical or etherwise, these have very little to deo with
the specific identifications found in this treatment and may just asg likely
threw light en the earlier, meore ebscure, develapment of Zadekite or "Sadducean!’
thinkings..

The interesting thing abeut the Temple Serell, hewever, is that it does
seem to be a Deuterenomicetype onde of some kind, which, therefere, ghows eup
group teo Dbe law—arientated, which the Jerusalem Church certainly was, in eontra-

distinctien to the Panline-dominated, diaspera, Gentile one that later develeped,
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Whatever its variatiens frem nermative Jewish law may turn eut te be, the screll
along with other decuments like the Damascus one, iz very prebably the sect®s
answer to Parisaic halachah, that is its own nermative lsgal erientatien pre-
sented in pseudepigraphiec style. It would net Be at all surprising if it did go
back to Judas MaceabaeusV time, Judas fer these purpeses being a righiteous teacher/
saddik— typee. The text, aleng with eotheras, may even represent the eoriginal
"Sadducean” positien as far as legal matters were ceoncerned. The law afterall

ig engoing and develeping, and even in Judag® time, we have the notice in Macc.

IT that he cellected and put tegether decuments of this type, 1. e., We are ne
sooner dene with effeorts like the Torah, Kings, Chreonicles, etc., then we move

03

inte Maccab@an;and/ﬁrwmther eff@rt&a; There is no break. The imperitant thing
e note about the document is that it was Temple-eriented, as was Sadduceeipm, as
was Judas ( as the "Redédication er Hannukah commemspratien elearly shows ), a8
were all "zealeus” priests frem 4 B. Co $9 70 Ae Doy as was the Jerusalem Churclh,
a8 wWasg James1?4am Jesus certainly was, if" the steady gravitation of the events
of his life towards the Temple and Jerusalem according teo the gespels is any
indication and if the Temple = cleansing episede is avthentic,.

It sheuld be m@ted that megt identifications made here usually relate +é
dexts faund in single ceopliem and prebably penned quite late in the history of
the sect, y@pr@é@ntiﬁgwp@rh&pg~ the weekly exegesis of the current righteous
teacher. The identificatiens are unigue, as is the exegesis in guestien, and
refers tn these texts only. That there may be eother events referred te in the
extensive literature of the sect, which we have net illuminated in our arguments
ig taken Teor granted, The peint is, that we have identified what we theought
could be identified. One problem with these whe persist in making paleegraphic
identifications ( aside froem the obvious difficulty that, because a text was

copied in the seesnd century B. C. dees net preclude its use by sectaries in the
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firet century Ae. Dej on the coentrary, many of these texts show signs of exben-
give nzage as in any library ) and those who insist on making all identifications
from the time of the High Priest Jenathan te Alexander Jamnaeus or beyond to the
'fall of the Temple in 63 B, (., is that they fail %o explain what the adepte of
the sect were deing with these decuments sver the next one hundred to twe hundred
vears. Are we to assume that they simply sat by steney-faced, praying ewver them
or rveciting them by rote, "stone-walling" it so~te=gpeak in pious seclusien,
that they were net invelved in and there was ne reactisn to the almest unbelieve
able events that were overwhelming Palestine from the time of the ééming of the
Romang to the fall of the Temple in 70 A. De and bey@nd?‘ Short of elaiming that
the manuscripts were put inte the caves in 63 B. Co or 44 Be Co, étc,g clearly
unsuppertable, they cannet acceunt fer ene hundred years of crucial intervening
higtory. What ig mere, they certainly cannet account feor the mysbterious presencs
of the Cepper Screll er the tell-~tale appearance of beoth Ecolesiasticus and Qumran-
type material at Masadam

 TImw eontrast, the theery being presented here'¢9§abtake inte aceswnt guile s
long-standing develepment, while al the same time proposing werkable selutions
to‘certain apecific and impertant latter—day preblems. That the decuments were
deposited in the caves areund TO A, D or afterwards ( thig is net to rule oulb
the pessibility of their depoesit as late as the Bar Kechba era ) ig indisputable..
In additien, that the archaeolegical team on Masada found the “"benes" pertien
from Bzekiel buried under the synagogue floer there im in new way surprising and
fits in completely with the theorizing we have been deing. In true Maccabeam/
Christian fashien, they expected the imminent coming of the Messianic Kingdem
and that they would "get their bedies back™, the equivalent to Paul's statement
about Jesus ( whe incidentally makes "a pieus end”, though Paul tries not to ),
that "if Jesus did net rige from the dead, then I am no Chrigtian" ( italics

. 05
mine )% 105
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To sum ups I can enly identify gome Qumran texts, particularly late enes,
as relating te James, not all of them, theugh James is the springbeard %o the
whole thesry and the true “deer'™ to Jesus. I do net think that becavse James
headed what has come to be known as "the Jerusalem Church'™, he spent all his time
in Jerusalem; neither did all the members of that church, if the testimeny of the
Pgeude-~clementines can be taken as indicative. Te have a center al Qumran fer
purpeses of intidtion and training, net altogether out of keeping with infoermation
in Acts and Panl®s letters, is net cempletely far-fetched. HNeither dees this
preclude the movement of "the teacher" of the day, i. e., the Zaddik, back and
forth bebween the two locatiens and ether elders ar notables of the mevement
carrying out the rele of eppesition high priestheed, which olearly the righteous
teacher and hig entourage were seen as being in the scrells, i. e., a "righteous”
or "Zadokite" high priesthesd. Certainly the center at Qumran existed befare the
YOhristian' mevement per se and te talk enly of identifying this material with
the seo—called "Jerusalem Church™ eor the Ebienites, as Teicher tried te de, is
gimplistic and rather back to frent. It is alse why I allude te ether relabed
offshosts and movements, like the Zealots, Jicarii, and Essenes, if indeed these
can truly be distinguished in any separate way. I make ne claims for the commence-

ment of the traditions at Qumran, enly fer the terminus ad duem , which I put

sometime areund the fall of the Temple and Masada. This is im accord with arcaeo-
logical evidence showing Jewish habitatien up to the Bar Kochba peried. The
inoredible thing absut screll research has been, that while all kinds of erigins
have been suggested, ne one hag prepesed the simple "Sadducean!' ene, which is
quite literally what the scrolls proelaim themselves to be. Thig is prebably
because of the deficiency in eur knowledge of Sadduceeism and the mistake we

make in identitifying the later Maccabean, Heredian, and Remapn-—gponsered variety
with an original, mere puritanical, kind that went on functiening albeit in a
subversive manner. If we begin with a proper notien of "the zaddik” and link

the regt follrws.
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thig up with thes role and funchtion of the »]



