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1

Xiruc Discove)̂  the Scrolls
1. 7he Manuscripts from Wadi Qumrdn

Early in the spring of 1947, some Bedouins of the Ta‘amire
tribe took aroundabout journey from Transjordan into Pales¬
tine. It is said that they wished to avoid the legal points of
entry at the frontier since the merchandise they were trans¬
porting was contraband. The route that they chose took them
through desolate country to the springs at *Ain Fesbkha on
the northwest shore of the Dead Sea. Here they replenished
their supply of fresh water and lingered for awhile before
going on to the markets at Bethlehem.

While they were waiting, one or more of their number
climbed ti ie cliffs not far from the shoreline, and, either ac¬
cidentally or as aresult of asearch, discovered acave. The true
details of the story may never be disclosed. It is known, how¬
ever, that the Ta'amire Bedouins were not without previous
experience in exploring caves and that they were astute ven¬
dors of whatever they happened to find.^

'References for superior numbers in text appear on P. 132.
9



1 0 T h e M e a n i n g o p t h e D e a d S e a S c r o l l s

In this region, caves are numerous. At one time, the entire
Jordan Valley was along, continuous lake and the present
cliffs were then apart of the shoreline. As the level of the
lake descended, ^me of the channels that the water had eroded
in the soft rock dried out and formed caves. In many cases,
because of the rough terrain, the entrances to the caves
not easy to see. They were also likely to be small or even en¬
tirely covered over so that it was necessary to dig out an en¬
trance. This made the caves desirable hiding places, whether
for men or for treasures that men wanted to conceal.

When David, three thousand years ago, hid himself in one
of the caves of Engedi, about twenty miles farther down this
western shoreline. King Saul took with him “three thousand
chosen men,” and went to seek David “upon the rocks of the
wild goats” but, instead of finding him, Saul occupied the
actual cave in which David was concealed without being aware
of his presence there until David himself revealed it.

It was awell-concealed cave that the Bedouins had now dis¬
covered, somewhat to the north of ‘Ain Feshkha, in the stony
d e s o l a t i o n o f t h e c l i f f s a b o u t h a l f a m i l e a b o v e t h e Wa d i
Qumr^.* Its entrance was ahole in aprojecting rock which

.led into acave about twenty-five feet in len̂ h, less than seven
feet wide, and varying from about eight to nine feet in height
On the floor, they found anumber of tall clay jars, standing
amidst the fragments of other jars that earlier discoverers had
broken. The jars that were still intact were tightly sealed, and
the Bedouins, hoping that they contained something of value,
hastened to open them. What they found they were at first
unable to recognize, except that they were more or less cylin¬
drical objects, partly decayed and of adisagreeable odor.

Upon closer inspection, the cylinders turned out to be
tightly rolled manuscripts, ancient in appearance and written
in alanguage which the Bedouins supposed to be Syriac.
Whether all of the manuscripts were still sealed within jars
when the Bedouins found them cannot now be determined. Of
about forty jars that once stood in the cave, only two have
been recovered intact, but this may be because the Bedouins
smashed some of them in their haste to get at the contents.*

In any case, when they continued their journey to Bethle¬
hem, they took the manuscripts with them, intending to sell
them. First, they showed them to aMuslim Sheikh, who sup¬
posed, as they dd, that the language that he saw was Syriac.
On this assumption, the Sheikh recommended them to amer-
!Wadi is an Arabic name for awatercourse, usually dry but

carrying averitable torrent after heavy rainfall. Wadi Qumrln is
adeep ravine, wild and desolate, running down from the hills to a
waterfall, and thence alittle less than amile to the Dead Sea.

w e r e



11The Discovery of the ScroUs

chant who was amember of the Syrian Orthodox communî ,
who, in turn, sent them on to another Syrian merchant in
Jerusalem. To the latter, it seemed probable that the manu>
scripts would be of interest to the Metropolitan, Athanasius
Yeshue Samuel, who presided over asmall monastery with an
unusual library of ancient Syriac manuscripts, St. Mark’s Mon*
astery in Old Jerusalem.

The Metropolitan Samuel was immediately interested. Uie
manuscripts were shown to him, and he saw at once that they
were not Syriac but Hebrew. To test their substance, he burnt
asmall portion and found that it smelt like leather. Arrange¬
ments were made for further negotiations, but through an al¬
most grotesque series of mischances and misunderstandings it
was July before the Metropolitan could finally complete the
purchase of the manuscripts, and by this time some of them
had been diverted to another market*

The manuscripts bought by the Metropolitan Samuel com¬
prised five scrolls, two of them portions of amanuscript which
had broken apart. One of the scrolls was badly decomposed,
and it seemed impossible to open it The others could be readi¬
ly examined, and the Metropolitan attempted by every oppor¬
tunity to have them identified. It was some time, however,
before he had any success. Avisiting Biblical scholar from the
Netherlands, Father J. P. M. van der Ploeg, was the first,
apparently, to identify any of the manuscripts. This was the
largest of &e scrolls, which Father van der Ploeg identified as
the Old Testament Book of Isaiah.

Some of those to whom the Metropolitan Samuel showed the
scrolls pronounced them worthless. As these were eminent
authorities, they have been widely censured. Yet, it might not
be easy, even for aperson highly qualified to give an opinion,
to consider seriously the possibihty that manuscripts suddenly
produced for examination could be as much as two thousand
years old. Furthermore, the Metropolitan was notably reticent
when it came to disclosing where the manuscripts had been
fotmd. Several of those whom he consulted supposed that they
were apart of the library of the monastery and had been there
for aconsiderable time. It also happened that some of the
most competent experts, both at the Hebrew University and
at the Amer ican School o f Or ienta l Research, were absent
from Palestine when these initial inquiries were being made.

Near the end of November, the late Professor E. L. Sukenik,
of Hebrew University, who bad recently returned from the
United States, was invited by an antiquities dealer to examine
afragment of amanuscript. As aresult, he bought what his
diary describes as “four pieces of leather with Hebrew writ¬
ing” and two clay jars, although he was dubious of their value.
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These were among the scrolls that had been diverted to
other buyer when the Metropolitan Samuel’s negotiatitMis had
been intem t̂ed. In December, Sukenik bought another scroll,
and at other times, some fragments.

During this period, as so often in the ancient past, Pales-
^e was in astate of turmoil; there was fierce fighting, and
it is almost marvelous that the manuscripts came to no harm.
In February, 1948, arrangements were finally made for the
scrol ls to be taken to the American School of Oriental Re¬
search, where they were photographed with such film as was
available by two young American scholars, Dr. William H.
Brownlee and Dr. John C. Trever, who immediately recog¬
nized that they were dealing with an unusual discovery and
were much excited. 'D-ever sent some of the prints to Profes¬
sor William F. Albright, of Johns Hopkins University, who
confirmed his and Brownlee’s judgment that the manuscripts
were written in the first century b.c., or earlier, and declared
that i t was greatest manuscr ipt d iscovery of modem
t i m e s . ”

Meanwhile, Professor Sukenik bad been translating his
scrolls, which he had supposed had been deposited in the cave
as manuscripts too worn for further use, just as is done in
synagogues, in the room that is called the genizah. Here they
are left indefinitely, in asort of ritual entombment, too sacred
to be destroyed but unsuitable for further use. Eventually,
they may be buried in the ground. Sukenik thought that the
Quinran cave had been used as an outdoor genizah. This meant
&at the date that the jam had been deposited could have been
relatively late, though the date of the documents then^elves
w o u l d r e m a i n d e b a t a b l e .

By the end of 1948, the discovery of the manuscripts had
become widely known to scholars, and in 1949, intense con¬
troversy began concerning their date—the so-called “Battle of
the Scrolls.” Since th», another and even more intense con¬
troversy has arisen, this time concerning the significance of
the manuscripts, so perhaps the earlier one should now be
called “the First Battle of the Scrolls.” To both these mattera
we shall come in due course, as we shall, also, to what the
manuscripts cmitain, but it is desirable first to trace the fur¬
ther explorations which resulted in the finding of so many
fragments and the copper smroUs.

a n -

2. Exploration and further Discoveries
In 1949, the war being “over,” tbou^ not the unrest, various
attempts were made to visit the Qumrfin cave, which had been
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rediscovered by military explorers who reported that it had
been rifled by treasure hunters, doubtless the Bedouins, who
had thrown out quantities of broken pottery and earth in their
search for more manuscripts and fragments.

In February and March, asystematic exploration was un¬
dertaken by Director G. Lankester Harding of the Depart¬
ment of Antiquities of Transjordan and P^re Roland de Vaux,
of the ficole Biblique. They found linen fragments from the
wrappings of manuscripts, many small fragments of parch¬
ment, and aconsiderable store of potsherds. From examination
of these materials, it became evident that this was the cave
from which the scrolls had been removed by the Bedouins,
The material, the appearance, the writing, the subject matter
of the fragments were the same as those of the scrolls. There
was also, in the opinion of the excavators, confirmation of the
early date; Father de Vaux thought the manuscripts were writ¬
ten near the beginning of the first century B.c.

Fragments recovered included some from the books of the
Old Testament and the Old Testament Apocrypha and some
which were not identifiable since they belonged to books
k n o w n .

From the summer of 1949 onwards, fragments of leather
were brought by Bedouins to Jerusalem, with writing not only
in Hebrew but also in Greek. These were said to come from
acave not in the Qumran vicinity. The continuous flow of
fragments was aclear indication of the need for new explora¬
tions, and this led, in 1952, to an expedition to the caves of
Wadi Murabba'at, about eleven miles south of the Wadi
Qumran. Here, aconsiderable store of fragments and many
c o i n s w e r e d i s c o v e r e d .

Some of the fragments were from Biblical scrolls, others
from the second century a.d. There was evidence that these
caves had been occupied, not only during the period when the
jars had been placed in the cave at Wadi Qumran, but at
several other times, including the period of the Jewish revolt
of 132-135 A.D., led by Simon bar Kokhba. These discoveries,
in addition to their other significance, are important in dating
the Qumran manuscripts since the writing in the latter is cer¬
tainly earlier than that of the fragments from the second cen¬
tury A.D.

There was also at this time asystematic search of the Wadi
Qumr^ region, where in twenty-five of the caves excavated
there was evidence of arelationship to some nearby ruins
known as the Khirbet Qumr^. Occupants of the caves (or
of tents connected with the caves) appeared likely to have
been members of agroup whose headquarters were the build¬
ings represented by the ruins.

1 3
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From these caves many fragments were recovered, some of
good size. The discovery of greatest interest, however, was
Uiat of two copper scrolls, one containing two sections rolled
up as one. Aldtiough the copper was completely oxidized and
the scrolls could not be unrolled, it was possible to see that
they had once been riveted together and had formed acon¬
tinuous scroll which, if laid flat, would have measured about a
foot wide by about eight feet long. The text had been indented
in the copper and could be seen in reverse on the back, though
not well enough to determine the subject matter. Only recently
(February, 1956) aprocess has been worked out which per¬
mits deciphering.

Besides the organized expeditions, the Bedouins contin¬
ued to bring in fragments, and are still doing so at the time
of writing. Professor John Allegro, of the University of Man¬
chester, one of the scholars who has worked on the fragments,
rather wistfully reports that down to now the Bedouins Have
received almost £30,000 ($87,000) for such materials and it
is likely that they will receive much more.* No one can guess
how many unexplored caves remain, or when someone will
succeed in finding them.

This summary must therefore remain unfini^ed. We may
hear at any time of new discoveries, and although it is perhaps
not very probable, some of them could be as dramatic as the
fi r s t o n e . '

3. Excavation of Xhirbei Qumrdn
Near the Wadi QumrSn, and somewhat more than half a
mile south of the cave where the first manuscripts were found,
lie the ruins that have long been known as the Khirbet Qum-
ran. Connected with them is acemetery containing about
eleven hundred graves. It was supposed that the ruins were
those of aRoman fortress, but this did not explain so large a
necropolis. It was also known from the explorations of the
F r e n c h O r i e n t a l i s t , C l e r m o n t - G a n n e a u , i n 1 8 7 3 , t h a t t h e
graves contained the remains of unidentified corpses buried
about four feet deep, with the peculiarity of being partly cov¬
ered over by alayer of bricfo of unbaked clay. Since the
orientation of the graves was north and south, they could not
be Muslim. But there was no indication that tiiey were Chris¬
tian, either. They were without recognizable symbols of any
k i n d .

Apossible clue to the identity of the ruins had been given
by Pliny the Elder. In his Historica Naturalis, written about
70 AJ>., be mentions that he had seen amonastery not far
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north of Engedi on the western shore of the Dead Sea. He
called it an Essene monastery. Could this be the Kbirbet
Qumran?

Professor A. Dupont-Sommer, of the University of Paris,
insisted from the beginning that it definitely could; that indeed
it almost surely was; but at first, there were few who agreed
with him.® The manuscripts, he argued, could scarcely have
been written in the caves. Tliere must have been somewhere,
and probably not far away, where they were both written and
used. It is true that Jericho was only seven and ahalf miles

1 5
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to the north, and Jerusalem itself only twice that distance to
the west. Still, it was far less likely that the scrolls had been
brought from acity to be deposited in acave In the wilderness
than that they were placed there by acommunity that had
lived in the immediate vicinity. Besides, it was now known
that one of the manuscripts prescribed rules of order for a
community that could very well have been the one that Pliny
h a d d e s c r i b e d .

Others began to join Dupont-Sommer, and the call to exca¬
vate the ruins grew louder. Early in 1949, Lankester Harding
and Father de Vaux had dug some trial trenches without par¬
ticular result. They returned at the end of 1951 to begin a
systematic excavation. This required several expeditions but
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has now resulted in complete corroboration of Dupont-Som-
mer’s surmise. Hie Khirbet Qumr&n was undoubtedly the mon¬
astery in which the scrolls were written.

It comprised amain building about 111 feet long by about
90 feet wide, constructed of large stone squares, coated with
plaster. The roof had been of palm trunks upon which reeds
had been laid and covered with clay. There was what had
evidently been adining room and kitchens, adormitory, work¬
shops, lavatory, two swimming pools or baptistries, and, most
interesting of all, ascriptorium. The writing mble, which was
of masonry, had apparently fallen through acollapsed floor
from an upper room. (It has been set up in approximation
of its original form at the Palestine Museum.)

Inkstands, one of bronze and another of clay, were dis¬
covered, the former still containing some dried ink which had
been made from lampblack and gum. Potsherds were found
on which student scribes bad practiced their penmanship, and
the letter forms were in accord with those used on the manu¬
scripts from the cave. There was also apottery, undoubtedly
the one in which the jars were made which had enclosed the
s c r o l l s .

It was evident that the monastery had once suflered an
earthquake, which had weakened the tower and broken the
sides of the two swimming tanks. It may have been because of
this that another swimming tank (or baptistry) was built alittle
distance from the monastery, one that was visible in part
even before the excavation. Exceedingly elaborate arrange¬
ments had been made to ensure the water supply, which came
by aqueduct from abranch of the Wadi (^umran. Although
the £tead Sea was less than amile away and its waters are
usable for bathing, the monastics, probably for ritual reasons,
took great pains to ensure an adequate supply of fresh water.

When some of the tombs in the cemetery were opened, it
was found that the same method of burial had been uniformly
used, except that sometimes aflat stone was employed instead
of unbaked bricks to cover the head of the corpse. It was
also observed that some of the skeletons were female, which
tended to throw doubt upon the possibility that the community
of the monastery was ̂ ene since the Essenes were believed
to be cel ibate. However, we know from the Jewish histor ian
Josephus, that there was an order of Essenes which did practice
marriage, and that in this sect, women were also admitted to
the d^ly baptism.*

From the presence of alayer of ashes, it can be deduced
that the monastery was destroyed by fire, which, as we shall
later see, probably occurred during the war which resulted in
the destruction of Jerusalem, in 70 aj>. Knowing that the Ro-

1 6



1 7The Discovery of the Scrolls

mans would attack the monastery, the community placed its
manuscripts in jars—perhaps this was their usual practice in
any case—and took them to the caves for safekeeping.*

4. Vicissitudes of the Scrolls
It will be remembered that some of the Qumran scrolls had
been purchased by Professor Sukenik, of the Hebrew Uni¬
versity. The other five had been bought by the Metropolitan
Samuel of St. Mark’s Monastery. Negotiations between the
Hebrew University and the Metropolitan Samuel, with the
object of acquiring the remaining scrolls for the University,
had been init iated but had fai led. The troubled condit ions in
Palestine, now considerably worsened by the war following
the partition which established Israel as an independent re¬
public, made all such negotiations very difficult.

It was in these circumstances that the Metropolitan Samuel
considered it wise to take his manuscripts to asafer place,
and after his monastery had been damaged by shellfim, he
decided to come to the United States. This he did in January,
1 9 4 9 .

His scrolls were several times placed on exhibition in Amer¬
ica, but no one offered to buy them. Institutions of higher
learning seemed unwilling to make money available for this
purpose, and such scholars as were interested did not feel
that the manuscripts were needed in the libraries of their
institutions since those that had been opened had been pho¬
tographed. The fifth scroll, the one that was still unopened,
was so glued together that it appeared doubtful whether it
would ever be possible to open it.

The situation was further complicated by uncertainty as to
whether apurchaser would be secure in his possession of the
manuscripts, since the Department of Antiquities of Jordan
had made aclaim that the Metropolitan had taken the scrolls
out of the country illegally. This was true, if one discounted
the war that was raging and the fact that no government was
able to exercise authority. On the Metropolitan Samuel’s side,
it was argued that he had made every effort to interest the
Department of Antiquities in the documents that he had
bought and that the Department had shown no interest. To
this, the reply was that aserious effort would have meant in¬
sistence upon communicating with ahigh officer of the De¬
partment, which was never done. The Metropolitan had
spoken only to subordinate oflBcials.

This controversy was never settled formally, but the scrolls
were sold, for aquarter of amillion dollars, to an anonymous
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buyer who turned out to be General Yigael Yadin, son of the
late Professor Sukenik, who had borrowed the money to buy
the scrolls for Israel. Some of this money had been advanced
by the new Israeli Government, some of it by the American
Fund fo r I s rae l i I ns t i t u t i ons ; bu t an i nd i v i dua l bene fac to r,
Mr. D. Samuel Gottesman of New York, repaid both sums
and gave the manuscripts to Israel. They were quietly trans¬
ported to Jerusalem, and in February, 1955, Premier Sharett
announced that they would be placed in amuseum, which
would be built especially for housing ancient documents, and
that it was expected that the scroll which was still unopened,
the so-called “Laraech” scroll, would be unrolled, and its con¬
tents made public as soon as they were known.®

On February 7, 1956, it was announced that this unrolling,
which so many scholars had doubted would ever be accom¬
plished, had been successfully achieved by aGerman expert,
Professor James Biberkraut, under the supervision of the two
Hebrew University professors, Nachman Avigad and Gen¬
eral Yigael Yadin.

The two copper scrolls, which are the property of the Jor¬
dan Government, were loaned to the University of Manches¬
ter by Director Harding of the Jordan Department of Antiq¬
uities. Like the “Lamech” scroll, the copper scrolls presented
aserious problem. It was not possible to unroll them, but the
University announced near the end of February, 1956, that
they had been dissected and the inscriptions deciphered. The
method adopted was the passing of aspindle through the
scrolls, then spraying them with aircraft glue and baking them
hard, which allowed them to be sawed by an exceedingly fine
circular saw across their rolled-up length (which would be
their width, if unrolled), and the resulting strips were available
to be photographed.

The multitude of fragments are for the most part in the
Palestine Museum, in Jerusalem, where it will be many years
before they are sorted out, fitted together (where this is possi¬
ble) and identified.

1 8
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5. "What the Scrolls Contain

The number of scrolls or portions of scrolls which the Bed¬
ouins removed from the Qumran cave in 1947, may be
counted as eleven. Only six of these are separate compositions.
There are two versions, however, of one of the compositions,
which make, in all, seven manuscripts. That is what is meant
when reference is made to the seven Dead Sea Scrolls.

When scholars speak, in this context, of amanuscript, they
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do not mean an original composition. It may be an original
composition, but it is far more likely to be acopy. It may
be acopy made from another copy, or from acopy which is
the result of along series of copyings. By manuscript is meant
only that it is adocument written by hand. In the case of the
Scrolls,* it is very probable that all are copies, although we
cannot absolutely rule out the possibility in the case of the
non»Biblical ones that there might happen to be an original
composition—a possibility which is much greater in the case
of the fragments.

The longest of the manuscripts, which is known as the St.
Mark's Isaiah Scroll (because it is one of the manuscripts
bought by the Metropolitan Samuel and kept for awhile at
St. Mark’s Monastery) is made of strips of leather, stitched
at the edges to form acontinuous scroll. It is about afoot
wide by twenty-four feet long. Although it shows wear, it has
been carefully repaired and its condition may be counted good.
The text is in Hebrew and its fifty-four columns contain the
book of Isaiah in its entirety. There are symbols** in the mar-

r * 1

gins which have not yet been deciphered; perhaps they were
indications in connection with the use of the scroll in pubUc
worship.

Although the text differs in detail from the Massoretic text,
which is translated in our Bible, in the main it is much the
same. This is the oldest of the Scrolls and the oldest complete
manuscript known to be extant of any book of the Bible.

One of the scrolls purchased by Professor Sukenik is also
amanuscript of Isaiah, but it is not complete and the leather
is much deteriorated. This is known as the Hebrew University
Isaiah Scroll (to distinguish it from that of St. Mark’s). It
consists of one large section, containing (with parts missing)
most of Chapters 38 to 66 (the end), and several smaller
sections containing parts of some of the earlier chapters. The

*From this point on, the word Scrolls, when the capital is used,
indicates the seven identified Wadi Qumran manuscripts which
th is sect ion descr ibes.

** Symbols in the margins of the columns on some of the Scrolls,
the meaning and purpose of which are unknown. Possibly, they
were indications of aliturgical nature for use in public worship.
On the other band, certain scholars have rather shockingly sug¬
gested that they are just “doodlings."
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text of this scroll is very close to the Massoretic text used for
o u r B i b l e . *

The Isaiah scrolls are not further described here since their
contents are very similar to that of the book of Isaiah in our
B i b l e .

Athird manuscript (from the Metropolitan Samuel’s col¬
lection) is aMidrash on the Book of Habakkuk.** Amidrasb

1 2

IT

© ' 37 4V

is an explanation or commentary applied to asacred text,
sometimes in what seems to the modern mind arather peculiar
way. It is the special nature of the commentary in this scroll,
plus its references to aTeacher of Righteousness, which have
made it the occasion of so much controversy.

The Habakkuk Scroll is only about five feet long and less
than six inches wide. It originally about seven inches
longer. The beginning is missing, and, here and there, holes
have been eaten into it. But its general condition is good.

It must be admitted that the book of Habakkuk was perplex-
!The Massoretes were the Jewish scholars who, for several

centuries of the Christian era, labored to ensure areliable text of
t h e O l d Te s t a m e n t b o o k s o f t h e B i b l e . T h e i r s c h o l a s t i c s t a n d a r d s
were scrupulous and their concern for detail meticulous. The word
masdrah meant originally simply tradition, but, as applied to the
Massoretes, denoted the tradition of maintaining the purity of the
s a c r e d t e x t . T h e M a s s o r e t i c t e x t s w h i c h o u r s t a n d a r d v e r s i o n s o f
the Bible translate are chiefly those of Ben Asher and Ben
Naphtali of the tenth century a.d. There was never, however, any
sure way of knowing how near these texts were, in accuracy, to the
originals. It will thus be seen that the Hebrew University Isaiah
Scroll, dating more than athousand years before our Massoretic
text, brings (as to Isaiah) valuable reassurance. Unfortunately,
this reassurance is agood deal disturbed by fragments from
Qumran Cave 4which show that in the case of certain othw books
of the Old Testament the Massore t ic tex t i s no t as re l iab le as was
thought.

** Three lines from Column XI of the Habakkuk Scroll, show¬
ing the way in which the writing “hangs” from the line rather than
“rests” upon it. The bracketed four letters on the bottom line
show the Tetragrammaton (Divine Name) in archaic script.
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ing enough already, even without this midrash. In the form in
which it appears in the Bible, it could have been written in
about the sixth century B.C., or it could be two centuries later.
It could be awarning of the coming invasion by Chaldeans, as
instruments of div ine retr ibut ion, or the retr ibut ion could be
coming from the Macedonians and Alexander the Great. The
earlier date has usually been counted more probable.

In any case, in the Habakkuk Scroll, the text of the book is
made to apply to other and later events than those with which
the wri ter was concerned when the book i tsel f was wri t ten.
For instance, Habakkuk i, 4, reads as follows, as rendered in
the Scroll: “Thus the law is slacked, and justice never goes
forth, for the wicked man encompasses the righteous man.”
After the first phrase, ‘Thus the law is slacked,” comes the
exegesis, ‘This means that they rejected the law of God,” and
after the remainder of the verse, ‘This means that the wicked
man is the Wicked Priest, and the righteous man is the Teacher
of Righteousness.”

This is the first of the references to aTeacher of Righteous¬
ness, of which there are six more in this Scroll. We shall con¬
sider the significance of these references in alater chapter.

Afourth manuscript (from the Metropolitan Samuel’s col¬
lection) has been called The Manual of Discipline,^* although
amore descriptive title might have been that proposed by
Sukenik—The Order of the Community. This is the manu¬
script which had become separated into two scrolls. With
the two sections reunited, it would be about six feet long and
somewhat less than ten inches wide. Originally, it must have
been about afoot longer, perhaps more. The leather of this
scroll is of coarser quality than the others, but it has not been
used as much and is in good condition.

Among the fragments acquired by the Palestine Museum
are two columns, not quite complete, which it is believed were
aformer part of this manuscript. They belong at the begin¬
ning, but another missing fragment is needed, to precede this
one, before we shall have the beginning of the composition
i t s e l f .

The earlier part of the manuscript describes “a Covenant
of steadfast love" in which members of adedicated commu¬
nity are united with God. Then follows an account of “the
two spirits in man,” the spirit of light and truth, and its
antagonist, the spirit of darkness and error. After this come
the ̂ es of the order, describing in detail the entrance require¬
ments and the penalties for infringement of the rules. The
conclusion of the manuscript is along psalm of thanksgiving.

The fifth of the scrolls, in this order of describing them, is
called The War of the Sons of Light with the Sons of Dark-
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nes^ (Professor Sukenik’s collection), and is very well pre¬
served. This scroll is about nine feet in length and six inches
wide, and still has its wrapping. It describes arather stylized
conflict between the righteous and the wicked and seems un¬
likely to be anarrative of an actual war. Probably, it is apoca¬
lyptic* and eschatological,** like the book of Revelation in
t h e N e w T e s t a m e n t .

Sixth come the Thanksgiving Psalms^* (Sukenik collec¬
tion), which, when purchased, were in four bundles, three of
them crushed together. The fourth was very difficult to open
and was one of the last unrolled. The average width of the
pieces of leather is about thirteen inches. There are parts of
twenty psalms, very similar to those of the Old Testament.
Considered as literature, the Old Testament psalms are for the
most part superior.

The seventh and last scroll (Metropolitan Samuel’s collec-
*tion) was called the “Lamech” scroll before it was opened,

because the little that could be seen of the writing indicated
that it might be the lost Apocalypse of Lamech. Now that it
has been unrolled, i t is found that this belief was mistaken.
Scholars were perhaps too eager to recover the lost book of
Lamech (it is not absolutely certain that it ever existed) and
were therefore incaut ious.

This scroll, which is written in Aramaic, not Hebrew, we
can conveniently call the Aramaic Scroll until some other
name is given to it.” It contains chapters from the book
of Genesis, expanded and embellished by the introduction of
material which appears to be derived from afolklore tradition.

I n a d d i t i o n t o t h e s e v e n s c r o l l s o f l e a t h e r a r e t h e t w o

of copper (not from the 1947 cave), which have recently been
opened,” as described in the preceding section, but, at the

time of this writing, their contents have not been made known.
!apocalypse, apocalyptic: from the Greek, t o u n ¬

cover, relates particularly to Jewish and Christian writings from
about the second century B.c. to the third century A.D., which “re¬
veal,” often enigmatically, the righteous purpose of God, especial¬
ly in relation to the end of the present world order. The book of
Revelation, which concludes the New Testament, is atypical ex¬
ample and is often called the Apocalypse. ^

eschatology, eschatological: from the Greek u t t e r ¬
most, rir the last things, having to do with culminating
events, particularly death and judgment, the end of the present
world order and ffie establishment of asupernatural regime. In
the Old Testament, eschatological elements are found early (“the
Day of the Lord”) and became aconstant preoccupation of many
of the Jews by the second and first centuries B.a Early Chris¬
tianity was equally concerned with it

2 2

C t



The Discovery of the Scrolls

We must also keep in. mind the multitude of fragments col¬
lected by the several expeditions and brought in by the Bedou¬
ins, of which i t is certain that we shal l bear more, as t ime
g o e s o n .

2 3

6. Significance of the "Discovery Ignored by
T^ew Testament Scholars

Until recently, the Dead Sea Scrolls have been largely ig¬
nored by the majority of New Testament scholars. The Cath¬
olic magazine Commonweal (Dec. 9, 1955) suggests that the
reason may be that “many of them did not have an adequate
training in Hebrew and the Semitic background necessary
to handle these texts.” In view of the importance of what
is involved, this is surely an insufficient reason. Whatever
technical qualifications the New Testament scholars lacked
could readily have been supplied by Semitic specialists among
their colleagues. There have also been, since 1948, an ever-
increasing number of informative articles in the archeological
and Biblical journals which New Testament scholars are sup¬
posed to read. Many of the questions at issue could even have
been evaluated by consulting standard reference sources such
as the Biblical encyclopedias. In any case, it was asituation
t h a t c o u l d n o t c o n t i n u e .

Largely due to the long article in the New Yorker magazine
(May 14, 1955) written by Mr. Edmund Wilson, the general
public became interested in the Scrolls. The New Testament
scholars had to begin to say something. And what some of
them said was that they do not think much of Mr. Wilson.
He is not ascholar, he is only areporter. What they neglect
to mention is that he is avery good reporter and that he has
transmitted quite correctly what the experts who have been
working on the Scrolls have come to think about them. Indeed,
the conclusion is inescapable that the real difficulty which
the New Testament scholars have been experiencing with Mr.
Wilson lies precisely in his unexpected competency. Theodore
A, Gill, one of the editors of the Christian Century (October
26 1955) whimsically complains of this in areview of Mr,
WUson’s book. The Scrolls from the Dead Sea (which repeats
his New Yorker article at slightly greater length), Mr. Wil¬
son’s remarkable faculty for walking without stumbling where
even scholars are known to zig-zag abit, Mr. Gill finds rather
frightening. Of course it is frightening. Mr. Wilson has no
creedal preconceptions to guard, no dogmatic pattern that
must somehow or other be found to fit the shape of history.
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New Testament scholars have also attacked the great French
scholar, Professor A. Dupont-Sommer of the University of
Paris. Here they cannot say what they do about Mr. WDson,
since M. DupK>nt-Sommer is aforemost authority and the
extent of his learning has to be acknowledged. But they find
his hypotheses too bold—too challenging to cherished pre¬
conceptions. Yet, he is merely proceeding upon findings in
which other experts who have worked on the Scrolls com¬
pletely concur. Professor William F. Albright, for instance, of
Johns Hopkins University, who has done pre-eminent work in
establishing the date of the Scrolls, expressed his view as fol¬
lows: “The new evidence with regard to the beliefs and prac¬
tices of Jewish sectarians of the last two centuries b.c. bids
fair to revolutionize our approach to the beginnings of Chris¬
tianity.”'*

It is interesting that this statement by Dr. Albright has ap¬
parently not brought him much cri t ic ism, but when Professor
Dupont-Sommer made asimilar statement it was regarded as
shocking. He said: “All the problems relative to primitive
Christianity henceforth find themselves placed in anew light,
which forces us to reconsider them completely.”'* M. Dupont-
Sommer says “reconsider completely”; Dr. Albright says “bids
fair to revolutionize.” In any case, there is concurrence; and
among the many distinguished scholars who have been working
on the Scrolls these two must be numbered with the most
e m i n e n t .

New Testament scholars are furthermore saying that it is
too early yet to draw any inferences from this newly available
material. We must wait until more is known and understood
about it—perhaps for fifty years. This is indeed an amiable
suggestion. In fifty years our present New Testament scholars
will no longer be teaching and can hand on the problems of the
Scrolls to their unfortunate successors. The fact is that it is per¬
fectly possible to interpret the main significance of these docu¬
ments already; and whenever aparticular hypothesis, based
upon the new knowledge, proves wrong, it can be corrected
as soon as there is cause for it. It is true that the reconstruction
of our detailed view of Christian origins will take considerable
^e, and will involve, no doubt, prolonged debate. But that

abetter reason for beginning the procedure than for post¬
poning it. As for the contention that further discoveries
be made, or new evaluations arrived at, modifying
ones, this will always be so, and those who care above all
for truth will have no fear of new knowledge and will not
hesitate to make revisions.

I S

m a y
c u r r e n t



7. Public Jnterest Aroused

It is notable that while New Testament scholars have been
reluctant to acknowledge the importance of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, there have been increasing signs of unusual popular
interest. In one way, this is rather surprising since the signifi*
cance of the discovery can only be readily understood by
those whose training has equipped them to understand it
But evidently the layman is not to be deterred. He senses that
there is something of consequence in this discovery, and, if at
all possible, he is determined to know what it is.

It can be said at once that he is right. The discovery is
important. It is not, however, as novel in its consequences as
many people think. Scholarship, when not constrained by
dogma, has long since arrived at findings just as radical as
those the Dead Sea Scrolls are indicating; but the Scrolls have
tangibility and their implications cannot so easily be over¬
looked. JUia3jOT£heenkno^jEor^msiaace,_riiatChristmnity_
is largely imposed oi elements absorbea irom pagftn rehglOh^
in the Mediterranean area during the early centuries of its
development. Even the Jewish sabbath, which both Jewish
and Gentile Christians at first observed on the seventh day,
was given up in favor of the Mithraic Sunday, the first day of
the week. To these matters we shall return in alater chapter,
merely remarking in the meanwhile that there is no reason why
they should be matters which are understood only by the rela¬
tively few.

2

Xhe Datin5 the Scrolls
1. Stormy Debate on aCrucial Question

How old are the Scrolls? If, as some experts have contended,
they are medieval, then, obviously, they have no relation to
Christian origins. If they are second or third century A.D., the
relationship, if any, is unimportant If, however, they were
written in the centuries immediately preceding the Christian
era, it is at once evident that questions must be raised as to
the effect of this knowledge on prevailing views of early
Christianity.

2 5



2 6 T h b M e a n i n g o f t h e D e a d S e a S c r o l l s

This much was apparent to scholars from the beginning. As
soon as it was known that one of the Scrolls described the
organization of ac(Hnmunity with marked resemblances to
the first Christian churches, and that another spoke of a
Teacher of Righteousness who may have been the martjred
founder of this community, the date of the documents became
avi ta l issue.

Scholars might have wished to be objective—as to are¬
markable extent they were indeed objective—but the stakes
were high. To Jewish scholars as well as Christian, there were
implications in the new discovery which might require revi¬
sions of viewpoint more drastic than it was comfortable to
contemplate. Nothing was certain as yet, of course, but such
indications as had appeared were undeniably disturbing. In
such dreumstances, controversy was inevitable. In the early
stages, very little archeological evidence was available and the
controversy was thus chiefly between paleographers, accom¬
panied by an attack upon paleography itself by experts in other
fi e l d s .

It will be remembered that Trever and Brownlee, when
tlw manuscripts were brought to them for inspection, in 1947,
at the American School of Oriental Research at Jerusalem,
almost instantly (and at considerable surprise to themselves)
found indications of an early date. It will be recalled, also,
that photo^aphs of parts of Ae manuscripts were sent to Pro¬
fessor William F. Alfoght, of Johns Hopkins University, whose
knowledge of ancient Hebrew writings is probably unrivaled.
In particular, Trever and Brownlee were profound admirers
of the work done by Albright on the Nash papyrus, and it
was to the Nash papyrus (of which more will be said later)
that their minds had immediately turned when they had first
examined the Scrolls. Albright replied that the date was un¬
questionably early: fiist century b.c., at least; and this was the
date that the scholare who first worked on the manuscripts
tentatively accepted as they went forward with their explora¬
tions.

The probability of an early date was no sooner announced,
however, than acounterclaim was made for amuch later o n e ;
and at the same time, it was contended that the Scrolls were
forgeries. The scholarly journals in which these questions
debated lost their sedateness and became unwontedly ani-
mated,̂  Gradually, the claim that the documents were forged
was dropped because of the impressive evidence to the
trary; but the case for alate date was stubbornly maintained,
particularly by Professor O. R. Driver in England and Profes¬
sor Solomon Zeitlin in America. Harsh words were penned.
“I consider Zeitlin’s dexterity in debate,” wrote Dr. Albright,

w e r e

c o n -
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“as much more in keeping with courtroom procedure than
with the objective search for truth that should characterize
scholars.”* Controversy was certainly warm, but it had the
merit of stimulating argument from all sides, pressed with
extreme vigor, to ̂ e considerable advantage, no doubt, of
the eventud result—one cannot say settlement.

Asuggestion much urged was that the documents came
from the Karaites or arelated sect, and should be dated
somewhere between the eighth and tenth centuries a.d. The
Karaites were aJewish sect, founded in the middle of the
eighth century, and were widely spread throughout Babylo¬
nia, Persia, Syria and Egypt as well as Palestine. In the
eleventh century, the sect declined in the Middle East but
made considerable progress in Europe. Its chief feature was a
strictly literal interpretation of the Jewish Bible, not only in
belief but in what were supposed to be the Biblical require¬
ments for rules of piety.*

It seemed plausible at first that the Scrolls might be related
to the Karaites. Nevertheless, the preponderance of opinion
moved steadily towards an earlier date, while, in successive
stages, new evidence, paleographic, archeological and internal
to the documents themselves, was making the Karaite theory
less and less tenable. The Semitic scholars, understandably
amazed and some of them incredulous at first, were absorbing
the fact that adiscovery had been made that was wholly un¬
expected and—^until the reality itself was known—entirely
unbelievable. Scriptures had b^n found, written in Judea
before the time of Jesus. This was the outcome, now appar¬
ently secure, of the first “Battle of the Scrolls.”

2 7

2. 7he Evidence of Paleography
Paleography, or the systematic study of ancient writings, is
not an exact science. It can never be precise as chemistry is
precise; nor can it arrange and classify with the precision, say,
of botany or zoology. This has led to rather reckless criticism
of it, and during the “Battle of the Scrolls,” it was even
claimed by specialists in related fields that paleography is not
ascience at all. Perhaps so: it depends upon the criteria. None¬
theless, the methods of the skilled paleographer can scarcely
be counted less than scientific. Where material in question can
be seen to take its place within acontext in which categories
and relationships have already been established, paleography
can fix dates, approximate within narrow margins, with aUgh
degree of accuracy. Even where these preconditions do not
exist, paleographers can examine or re-examine available data
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in relation to the problem to be solved, and can often arrive
at classifications that point to asolution. That this is so is
verified repeatedly by &e findings of archeologists.

The first of the facts upon which paleography depends is
that the forms of alphabeticals used in writing are almost con¬
tinuously changing. Sometimes there is adrastic change, as
from one alphabet to another, although the older alphabet
may be used for some purpose or by some writers for along
time after the new one has been generally adopted. When
inscriptions are engraved in stone or stamped in clay (as, for
example, Persian, Assyrian and Babylonian cimeiform), the
^pe will naturally take aform easiest for the instruments
employed to produce. This generally means that the shape
will be “square” and sharp-cornered; it would be difficult to
make the characters in such inscriptions curvilinear. On the
other hand, when areed or quill is used for writing characters
in ink on parchment or papyrus,* it is natural to “round”
some of the corners, thus producing amore fiiowing or cursive
kind of writing.

There are other characteristics besides the shape of the al*
phabeticals which give indications to paleographers of tbe date
of the writing. There are, for example, ligatures, or strokes
which join two or more letters together, wUch occur in certain
periods but not in others, or which are found when the same
language is written differratly in one place or by one particu¬
lar group than is the case wî  other groups and places. There
is the fact that the writing may “stand” upon aline, uniform
in level at the base, or may “hang” from aline in away that
makes tbe tops of tbe letters level but allows considerable
v a r i a t i o n a t t h e b a s e .

There are, however, some peculiarities of written Hebrew
which make tbe work of the paleographer more diflficiilt—and
at the same time, no doubt, more fascinating. Ancient Hebrew
has no vowels, except as certain consonants were sometimes
used as vowels. These consonants, unfortunately, were not al¬
ways used with the same value or significance. Whether in
their presence or in their absence, the word intended by the
written signs was quite often not immediately apparent, unless
the reader knew what it was already and was usmg &e text
as asort erf aid to memory.

*From the Greek, Papyrus 1$ akind of pap«, made
from tbe phh of an aquatic pl^t, Cyperus papyrus, found in
many places in the Middle East Thin strips of the pith are laid
together, soaked, pressed and dried, wherenpon asheet of mate¬
rial is produced, of durable substance and suitable tot writing
open in ink. Many of our oldest New Testament menuscr^ts
o n p a p y r u s .

2 8
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Ancient Hebrew has been called exactly that—an aide-

memoire. Sacred writings had been repeatedly read aloud; and
perhaps in some cases, before being recorded, had been passed
on by oral tradition. All that was required, therefore, from the
written scroll was that it should sufficiently remind the reader
of what was already familiar to him. There would thus be no
difficulty so far as the original users of such documents were
concerned. Difficulty arises when the contents of the docu¬
ments are no longer familiar. The problems that then arise
can be suggested by supposing that in English we had the
consonants ‘rd’ to represent the word road but that they also
represented raid, reed, read, red, rid, rood, rode, rude. Some¬
times, of course, the word intended would be clear because
of the context, but what if the context, too, contained words
that could not be plainly read?

We need to keep this in mind not only in noticing the prob¬
lems of the paleographer, which, in this particular respect are
chiefly those of comparing grammatical and orthographic
practices at one time and place with those at others, but also
the problems of the translator, which sometimes lead to vari¬
ant renderings which are the root of important controversy.

The range of Hebrew writings familiar to the paleographer
begins with cuneiform inscriptions in Phoenician, or the
Canaanite language from which Hebrew was evolved. It con¬
cludes with the square or Aramaic text that began to be used in
about the fifth century b.c. and which, in its finally developed
form, is still used today. Between these two points, sequences
of usage can be discerned, complicated, however, by the con¬
tinuing use of an earlier form, side by side with the new script,
at certain periods or for particular purposes.

We can compare this roughly with the use of Gothic (black
letter) German concurrently with the Roman alphabet, or with
the use of Old English and similar scripts for some sorts of
inscriptions (for example, diplomas), when they have long
ceased to be usual modes of writing, Hebrew, the name of
God is often written in the archaic script, and this is some¬
t i m e s t h e c a s e i n t h e S c r o l l s .

This, perhaps, is asufficient introduction to the paleogra¬
pher’s task in the dating of Hebrew manuscripts, at least for
the general reader. More will be imderstood as we proceed.
For those who desire afuller comprehension, it will be neces¬
sary to repair to the technical treatments of the subject, which
are very adequate but which only the persistent student will
be able to follow if he knows nothing of the rather large docu¬
mentary context and is unacquainted with the peculiarities of
Semitic languages.*

In seeking to date the Scrolls, the paleographers were most



3 0 T h e M e a n i n g o p t h e D e a d S e a S c r o l l s

of all concerned with comparing the script of these documents
with the various stages in the modification of the Aramaic
Mript (usually called the square script). This requires famil¬
iarity with an immense amount of material, an acquirement
which very few people possess. It was because he was one of
these very few that Professor Albright could feci confident of
an early date as soon as he saw photographs of parts of the
manuscripts, but it was several years before he could persuade
some of the other experts that his dating was correct.®

There were, of course, many different approaches in making
the comparisons, both in America and abroad. We shall take
as most instructive the scheme of reference established by Dr.
S. A. Bimbaum (a masterpiece of paleographic scholarship)
and used by Trever and others,® ageneral idea of which may
be gathered by reference to the accompanying chart (Pages 32-
33). At one end of Birnbaum’s scale is amedieval bill of sale
followed by tenth and ninth century codices (the procedure
is backwards through a.d. to b.c.) ;then afragment from an
eighth century papyrus, afifth century Hebrew letter, afourth
century papyrus fragment, and an early third century text dis¬
covered by excavators at Dura Europas on tlie River Eu¬
phrates.^

Zeitlin, the vigorous controversialist who edits the Jewish
Quarterly Review (and who is generous with its pages in al¬
lowing his antagonists space to reply), thought the medieval
bill of sale (11th century) showed similarities to the Scrolls.
But actually, it is not even written in the style of handwriting
used for books, but in amore informal, cursive style. This was
soon pointed out.® Similar argument ended in the same way
until toere seemed to be no doubt that the Scrolls were at least
older than the Dura Europas fragment, namely, earlier than the
third century a.d.

There is not much Hebrew manuscript material for the
third and second centuries a.d. (We are still moving back¬
wards.) But there are mosaics, inscriptions, and the like, and
after the excavation of the Wadi Murabfaa'at caves in 1952,
there were fragments which were definitely dated in the earlier
part of the second century. The indications on the whole were
that the Scrolls bore an earlier form of writing than any of
t h e s e i t e m s . .

For the two centuries from 100 a.d. to 100 b.c., manuscript
material that can be dated is virtually nonexistent. There are,
however, several sorts of inscriptions. The majority of these
come from small stone containers in which human bones were
placed, and may be dated to aperiod, relatively brief, extend¬
ing from the middle of the first century a.d. (or alittle later)
back to the middle of the first century B.c. These containers are
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known as ossuaries, and the inscriptions that are scratched on
them (usually with no great amount of care) are known as
graffit i . The carelessness with which the stone was inscribed
(or perhaps “scratched” is the word) ensures acloser approxi¬
mation to the form generally in use than can be the case with
the more painstaking style used in carvings. But here again,
there is little indication of significant similarity to the writing
f o u n d o n t h e S c r o l l s .

Next comes an inscription, this time carefully carved, which
relates to the successive resting places of the bones of aking
of Judah, Uzziah, who died in 779 b.c. It is therefore known
as the Uzziah inscription, dated by Albright sometime after 70
A.D. Comparison with the Scrolls suggests that we have not
yet gone back far enough.

Still within the first century ajd., we come to adiptnto or
painted inscription, discovered by Sukenik in the early 1930s.
Sukenik’s own date for it was alittle before 70 A.D., when
the temple at Jerusalem was destroyed, but-Albright dates it
rather earlier, near the beginning of the century. Trever thinks
that this dipinto “presents perhaps the closest approach” to the
Scrolls, though it is only to the Habakkuk Scroll, believed to
be written later than the others, that be sees this approach.*
Even so, an approach is all it is. (Compare Column 4and
Column 6on Pages 32-33 and then compare both with the
other coliunns. Scholars must multiply such comparisons by
the hundreds, using as many examples of each ̂ phabetic^
as possible from each document.)

Although there are other interesting indications, it is with
the Nash papyrus* that we begin to note significant similari¬
ties to the Scrolls. It will be remembered that it was the Nash
papyrus that Trever immediately recalled when he first saw
the Qumran manuscripts. When photographs of the manu¬
scripts were published, it was the Nash papyrus that was soon
recalled by other scholars. It is not surprising, therefore, that,
after aprocess of elimination, it should finally be this docu¬
ment that was found to be closest to the Scrolls. There is still
argument as to where the Nash papyrus should be placed with¬
in the chronological order of the manuscripts, but not much
remaining doubt that the Scrolls and the Nash papyrus belong
to the same period. Millar Burrows, one of the most cautious
!Asmall fragment of papyrus containing the Decalogue (Ten

Commandments) and the Shema* (Deut. vi, 4—9) in Hebrew, ac¬
quired in 1902 by W. L. Nash and presented to the Cambridge
University Library. At first, it was dated in the second rentury
A.D., but redated later to about the beginning of the Christian era
and finally, by Albright (1937) to the second century b.c. Re¬
garded before the QumriLii discoveries as the oldest Biblical He¬
b r e w t e x t e x t a n t .

3 1
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C O M PA R I S O N O F H E B R E W A L P H A B E T I C A L S I N T H E D E A D S E A
SCROLLS &OTHER ANCIENT DOCUMENTS, WORKING BACKWARDS
FROM ELEVENTH CENTURY, A.D. TO THIRD CENTURY, B.C. These
examples are not numerous enou^ to serve any other purpose
than to give the reader ageneral idea of how the formation of
alphabeticais change from period to period.

ALPHABETICAL (ENGLISH EQUIVALENT) A B D

X a 1
K T

* f

A

' V * 1
/ V j . ^
X ^ >
/V St

K S 3 ‘ I
X - 3 * 1

ALPHABETICAL (MODERN HEBREW SCRIPT)

11th cent. A.D. MS. Marriage deed of
1065. In Br i t ish Museum^

4th cent. A.D. Liturgical fragment from
Egypt.

3rd cent. A.D. Duias Europas Papyrus
Fragment.

Late 1st cent. A.D. Uzziah Inscription
(s tone) .

Early 1st cent. A.D. D4>ihto (Sukenik)
Albright’s dating.

Late 1st or early 2nd cent B.C.
The Nash Papyrus.

Habakkuk Scroll. (Late date within Scroll
period).

Manual of Discipline Scroll. (Older than
H a b a k k u k ) .

St. Mark’s Isaiah Scroll (Early date with¬
in Scroll period).

3rd cent. B.C. Edfu Papyri &Ostraca.
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of the experts who assumed the task of dating the Scrolls, re¬
gards the Nash papyrus as “slightly later than the Isaiah scroll
and very close to the Manual of Discipline.* The resemblances
are so close,” he continues, “and the differences so slight, that
it is hardly safe to say more than that all three manuscripts
probably belong to the same half or three-quarters of acen¬
tury. (As an introduction to these resemblances, the reader
may ccmsult the comparisons in figure below. These, of course,
are only samples. It cannot be too strongly emphasized that
scholars must make avery large number of such comparisons,
checking them not only against each other but against refer¬
ences established from other documents, before they can be
satisfied that the significance is real.)

It is not sufficient, of course, to stop at the point where
s i m i l a r i t i e s h a v e b e e n n o t e d a n d t h e d a t e o f t h e S c r o l l s h a s

been suggested. It is necessary to go back beyond this point to
make sure that there are not similarities at some earlier date
—or, if there are, to assess their importance. This was done by
referring to the Edfu papyri and ostraca,** found on the
upper Nile and dated in the third century b.c. The lettering
on the Edfu material was seen to be of adefinitely older form
than that of the Nash papyrus and the Scrolls.

As scho la rs wen t fu r the r back (and we sha l l no t fo l l ow
them beyond this point) it became increasingly apparent that
they were dealing with older forms of writing than appeared
on the Qumriin manuscripts. The indications were very strong,
therefore, that the first century b.c. or alittle earlier was tl^
period to which the Scrolls should be assigned.

Paleographic evidence internal to the Scrolls themselves
tends to confirm this date. In the Hebrew alphabet, five letters
have two forms in the square script eventually developed. One
of the forms is called medial and is used at the beginning or
middle of aword, and the other is called final and is used at
the end. The two forms and their uses were not suddenly
decided upon but grew slowly and irregularly. In the Isaiah

M e d i a l M F i n a l M
♦ N A S H P A P Y R U S

I S A I A H S C R O L L
M A N U A L S C R O L L

Ostraca, from ffie Greek, a n e a r t h e n v e s s e l o r
portion of an earthen vessel, apotsherd. Such earthen tablets were
often used by the ancient Greeks as ballots in voting to send a
citizen into temporary exile (hence ostracize). Potsherds were
also written upon for other purposes (for example, in the Qum-
r a n M o n a s t e r y l o r p r a c t i c i n g p e n m a n s h i p ) a n d a r e f o u n d
throughout awide area.

g o D a S
9 0 B 9
o n t o
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Scroll (St Mark’s) and the Manual of Discipline, only two of
the letters have both forms, Mem (M) and Nun (N), indicat¬
ing that the dual form in the case of the other three was either
still in the future or had not yet been adopted by the writers of
the Scrolls. (Two of these three were, however, written alittle
differently when they came at the end of aword.) In these two
scrolls, the final forms of Mand Nare sometimes used in the
middle of aword and the medial forms at the end. But in the
Habakkuk Scrolls and the Hebrew University Isaiah Scroll,
which are considered on other evidence to have been written
later, the scribes use ail five letters in both forms and in their
proper positions. Thus, within the Scrolls themselves, we can
watch the evolution of the form of writing.

We have already mentioned the paleographer’s interest in
ligatures (the connecting of letters together by acontinuous
stroke of the pen). This frequently occurs wi^n the Scrolls
(and earlier) but fell mto disuse within the first century a.d.,
aminor yet nonetheless additional indication of an early date.

There are also other, more detailed indications which, in
this general treatment, it seems unnecessary to pursue.

TWs, then, is the paleographic evidence for tiie date of the
Scrolls, insofar as we could present it briefly and without
undue recourse to technicalities. But it must not be supposed
that, of itself, it is unassailable. It is the combination and
concurrence of several kinds of evidence that brings us close
to certainty. We shaU therefore presently consider some other
sorts of evidence, but first we must reĉ  what was attempted
by speculation and argument.

3. Argument Qives Way to Archeology
Before the Qumran ruins were excavated and it was estab¬
lished beyond doubt that alink had existed between the mon¬
astery and the caves, strenuous attempts were made to relate
the newly found documents to certain previously known
events and discoveries. One of these was the reference to a
cave containing documents in aletter from the Patriarch
Timotheus Ito the Metropolitan Sergius of Elam.“ This
had been discovered at about the turn of the ninth century
AJ>., in the Dead Sea area and under circumstances very simi¬
lar to those of the 1947 discovery. This time, too, it
Bedouins who found the cave. It is even reported that the
cave was discovered when aBedouin saw his dog go through
ahole in the rock after astrayed sheep. In 1947, it was agoat.

c a v e

w a s
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not asheep,* and instead of apursuing dog, astone was
thrown—^if the story is to be believed. At any rate, the Bedou¬
ins seem to have been cave-searchers for rather along time.

In the earlier discovery as in the later, copies of Old Tes¬
t a m e n t b o o k s w e r e f o u n d a n d a l s o b o o k s n o t c o n t a i n e d i n
the Old Testament The Patriarch Timotheus, who was anx¬
ious to see whether any of the Old Testament texts were in
accord with quotations in the New Testament (thus explain¬
ing the disturbing disagreements between New Testament quo¬
tations and the standard Old Testament texts available) went
to considerable trouble to leam more of the new discovery.
But he was not able to get the information he sought.

It could have been the Qumran cave from which these
manuscripts were taken. If so, it is natural to ask why some
were removed and others were left. The suggestion has been
made that diose that were allowed to remain were overlooked
because they were hidden around acomer or behind apiece
of rock. Another suggestion might be that the discovery was
made in the hot season when the Dead Sea area is averitable
oven, so that the Bedouins grew weary of carrying the manu¬
scripts and left some to be retrieved on another occasion, and
for some reason they did not go back. Or they may have
sold them gradually, in parcels, and the reward may have
diminished to the point where it was no longer worth while
to return to the cave. In any case, there is no reason for sup¬
posing that the finders of the documents were bound to take
them all away.

On the other hand, so many caves which had been used for
the storing of manuscripts have now been found in the Dead
Sea region that the 800 a.d. discovery may not have been of
t h e 1 9 4 7 c a v e a t a l l b u t o f o n e o f o A e r s . N e v e r t h e l e s s ,
the report that such adiscovery did occur lends credence to
the possibility that such manuscripts were used by the Ka¬
raites, and that either they or apredecessor sect could have
written the manuscripts well within the Christian era. That
is to say, this is possible unless it is heavily outweighed by
o t h e r e v i d e n c e .

There are also some tenth century a.d. references by the
Karaite, Kirkisani, to aJewish sect called al-Maghariya, which
means the Cave Sect. Kirkisani seems to have received his
information from David ibn Merwan, who reported that the
Cave Sect was so called because its books had been found in
acave. Since David ibn Merwan was agood deal older than

!According to Edmund Wilson and others. F. M. Cross, writing
in the Biblical Archeologist (Feb., 1954), says it was asheep. It
may reasonably be doubted whether it was either. The Bedouins
did not leave i t to the i r an imala to d iscover caves.

3 6
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Kirkisant, we are led back towards the early ninth centu^
discovery which was of such interest to Timotheus, and again
it seems possible that Jewish sectarians with their own version
of the Bible (Old Testament), and also with non-Biblical
books which may have been related to the Scrolls, were active
several centuries after the beginning of the Christian era. As
to the age of their books, however, there could be avery wide
range; copying and recopying could have gone on for along
time, reaching perhaps into the first century b.c. But, of
course, we do not know. Xt would be just as plausible, or
more so, on the basis of this kind of argument, to regard the
books used by this sect as having been composed (or, in the
case of Biblical books, first transcribed in accordance with
sectar ian standards) nearer to the t ime of the sect ’s emer-

U
g e n c e .

One of the most impressive arguments, at least when first
propounded, was that the Scrolls must be of Karaite origin
because of resemblances to the Damascus Document (which
many European scholars refer to as the Zadokite Fragment),
discovered in asynagogue genizah mCairo, sometime near
the end of the last century, and published in 1910. This docu¬
ment was unquestionably found among Karaite manuscripts,
and it is equally beyond dispute that its contents relate it to
two of the Scrolls.* Long before the 1947 Qumran discovery,
the date of composition of the Damascus Document was the
subject of wide disagreement. Some scholars dated it in the
first or second century b.c., some in the first century a.d., and
others (including Zeitlin) in the seventh or eighth century
A.D.“ When the Scrolls were discovered, the tendency, of
course (where the wish fathered the thought), was to date
them in conformity with the date chosen for the Damascus
Document. Alate date for the latter meant alate date for
the former, which in turn favored the Karaite hypothesis. The
weight of opinion, however, tended to an early date for the
composition of the Damascus Document and alate date for
the copy of it found in Cairo.

There were many other suggestions.1 9

some of them vig¬
orously debated, but, as the reader may himself by now have
decided, this discussion, which, within afew years, had become
inflated to gigantic size (only the barest summary is given
above), was obviously not pointing towards asolution. Instead,
it deteriorated into the first “Battle of the Scrolls.” Meanwhile,
although paleography, as we have seen, was strengthening its
position, it could not, of itself alone, maintain an early date.
Was there evidence that was less vulnerable?

!The Damascus Document will be considered later.



4. Archeology, ̂ Numismatics and the
Kadio-Carbon 7est

The story of the excavation of the monastery at Qumran has
already been told. What must now concern us is the more
detailed relationship between what was found in the ruins
and the manuscripts that were deposited in the caves, and the
evidence available for assigning dates.

When, through the exploration of the additional caves, it
b^ame apparent that alarge library had at some time been
distributed among them, and when, simultaneously, it began
to be clear that this library was connected with the com¬
munity that had inhabited the monastery, the problem of
determining dates took on anew perspective. What was now
necessary was that the ruins be systematically searched by
skilled excavators who could recognize, assess and interpret
such material as their labors might unearth.

In other words, the archeologists had taken over and much
less controversial findings could be reasonably expected. Not,
of course, that archeology is an exact science, although it
comes closer to it than paleography and has built up an im¬
pressive record. By definition, archeology* is the systematic
study of antiquities, the department of knowledge concerned
with the remote past as it is reflected in records, inscriptions,
monuments, artifacts and the like. Numismatics,
often goes hand in hand with archeology, as one of its
branches, is the study of coins (and medals), especially with
regard to their place and time of use.

The first unearthings of the archeologists were potsherds,
broken pieces of earthenware vessels. There was no difficulty
in dating these approximately to the first two centuries b.c.,
although there was dispute as to amore precise date. Pot¬
tery changes in shape, substance, decoration, etc., from pe¬
riod to period and differently in one place than in another.
It seemed to the excavators that what they had found was
Hellenistic or pre-Roman Palestinian pottery, similar to other
pottery that had been found with “Hellenistic” coins. There
was also alittle Roman pottery which was most probably
accounted for by supposing that it had been left there by
visitors, perhaps soldiers, at alater period.

It could therefore be hazarded, at this stage, that the
!From the Greek, ancient; b e g i n n i n g .
* * F r o m t h e L a t i n , n u m i s m a , c o i n ; G r e e k , c u r r e n t

{.or customary) coin, from ver®*, custom, law.

* * w h i c h
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manuscripts mi^t have been placed in the jars (since the
latter were of the same fabrication as the potsherds) during
the Hellenistic period, perhaps at the beginning of the first
century b.c. It was not certain, of course, that the manu¬
scripts and ±e jars had both been produced in the same pe¬
riod. Nor was it known whether the jars had been made for
the precise purpose of preserving the manuscripts. Never¬
theless, the jars were of amost unusual shape, up to 24 inches
tall and nearly ten inches in diameter and exactly suited to
receive the manuscripts. Whether, after being placed in the
jars, the manuscripts were immediately conveyed to the cave
or had been stored in that manner in the monastery, it was
not possible to decide.

There had been some protest, especially by Dupont-Som-
mer, at fixing the Hellenistic date so precisely." “It is very
clear,” he wrote, “that the Judean potters did not modify
their methods of manufacture from one day to the next, be¬
cause Roman troops were garrisoned in Judea. Such achange
in their methods must have required acertain lapse of time.”
In other words, Hellenistic design could well have persisted
into the Roman period. Dupont-Sommer was already strongly
convinced that the manuscripts had been hidden in the fcst
century a.d., not earlier, and that the jars, too, were prob¬
ably of first century manufacture. In this he turned out to
be prescient.

More complete excavation of the monastery (in 1951)
caused de Vaux and his colleagues, who had first decided
upon the second or early first century b.c. date, to change
their minds. They had now recovered from the monastery
Roman pottery of the type also found in the cave, together
with jars of the same manufacture as those used to contain
the manuscripts, in proximity with coins covering the period
from 31 B.c. to 67 a.d. Meanwhile, Albright, having exam¬
ined one of the jars, concluded that the composition of the
clay was unquestionably Roman. It was now becoming plain,
from what had been found in the cave and in the monastery,
that the jars which had contained the manuscripts were of
first century a.d. manufacture and that this was the century
during which they had been deposited in the cave.

D e V a u x w r o t e :

In common wi th a l l the competent archeologists who saw
them, Iwas mistaken in attributing the jars of the manuscripts to
the pre-Roman period. They are agood century later. ... Iwas
mistaken in attributing the fragments of cooking pots, of alittle
jug, and of lamps found in the cave, to alater intrusion. They
all have their counterparts in the articles found at Khirbet Qum-
ran, and thus are of the same period as the jars. ...This is a

3 9



T h e M e a n i n g o f t h e D e a d S e a S c r o l l s

decisive factor in fixing the date when the manuscripts were de¬
posited. This happened in the first century a.d., and, if the cave
was ahiding-place, probably on the eve of the abandonment of
Khirbet Qumr^ during the Jewish war.

When further excavations revealed the scriptorium, sug¬
gesting that it was there that the manuscripts had been writ¬
ten, and the excellent potters’ workshop in which the jars
were undoubtedly manufactured, and when, also, the physi¬
cal arrangements of the monastery harmonized so beautifully
with the provisions detailed in the Manual of Discipline, it
seemed to most observers that the problem was virtually
s o l v e d .

The discovery of more coins, of both earlier and later
date, more numerous in the earlier, very sparse in the later,
made it all but certain that the monastery had begun to be
occupied in about 100 b.c. or somewhat before, and con¬
tinued in use until some time between 67-70 a.d., the time of
the revolt of the Jews which ended in the Romans destroy¬
ing the Temple. The few Roman coins of later date than 70
A.IL testify to occupation by asmall garrison, and it is known
that such agarrison was probable because of the Roman fort
that had been built upon the ruins. There are also avery few
still later coins, but ̂ ey are not significant for our purpose,
since the evidence is entirely that the monastery was de¬
stroyed by fire between 67—70 a.d.

It is not very important whether the jars were made pre¬
cisely for the purpose of protecting the manuscripts that were
to be placed in the caves or whether they had been in use
before that t ime. However, i t must be remembered that they
were provided with specially formed lids and tightly sealed.
As to the objection that it is unlikely that the potters would
go to the trouble of making jars of aspecialized design under
emergency conditions, it may be answered, first, that the jars
had to be adequate for the purpose, and second, that skilled
potters would find no difficulty in jars of this design. In any
case, f rom a l l the ev idence connect ing the monastery wi th
the cave, and the manuscripts with both, it seems certain that
the community that used the monastery, foreseeing the im¬
minent likelihcKsd that the monastery would be destroyed and
its inhabitants scattered, placed the manuscripts in jars, either
previously made or manufactured to meet the emergency,
and took them to the familiar caves. There they would be
well concealed from inexperienced observers and unlikely to
be discovered until once again—it must have been hop^—
the community could re-establ ish i ts sett lement.

The time when the manuscripts were hidden can scarcely
be in doubt. Although the caves may have been used on a

4 0
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previous occasion for the same purpose, as some have con¬
jectured, the last time when they were so used was undoubt¬
edly during the Jewish revolt against the Romans in 67-70
A.D., and so far as can be told, after committing their treas¬
ured library to the caves, the members of the community
s a w i t n o m o r e .

It thus becomes plain that the conclusion reached by the
paleographers is abundantly corroborated by the archeolo¬
gists. In addition, there were two further tests. Specialists
in the identification and dating of textiles were asked to ex¬
amine the decomposed cloth in which the leather Scrolls
were bound. It was determined that the cloth was linen, that
it was ancient and that it was made in Palestine, but no date
was proposed. This added little, if anything, to the other evi¬
dence, but neither did it disturb it.

S o m e o f t h e l i n e n w a s a l s o s e n t t o t h e I n s t i t u t e o f N u c l e a r

Studies of the University of Chicago, to be submitted to the
radio-carbon test (sometimes called the Carbon-14 test),
which has only recently been devised. There has been some
disposition to overvalue the evidential worth of this proce¬
dure, particularly on the part of Americans, who uncritically
think of it as especially scientific. The Semitic scholar, H. H.
Rowley, of Manchester University, who says concerning him¬
self that of the radio-carbon test “it would be improper for a
nonscientist to speak,” goes on to quote G. E. Wright,
whose investigation reveled that three separate tests on a
single piece of wood yielded dates of.746 b.c., 698 b.c. and
289 B.c. with amargin of error of 270 years on both sides
of these figures.^ E. S. Deevey, Jr., writing in The Scientific
American, in February, 1952, concluded as follows: “In
general, the method has fulfilled its original promise. In de¬
tail, however, there are puzzles, contradictions and weak¬
nesses. It will be along time before radio-carbon dating is
as straightforward as an electric dishwasher.”

The claim for the test is that by measuring the disintegra¬
tion of asample of organic substance destroyed under con¬
trolled conditions by Carbon-14, the date of the substance
can be determined within amargin of error of up to 10%.
The result in the case of the piece of linen from the Scrolls
was adate fixed at 33 a.d., with aplus or minus margin of
200 years. This means that if the margin is sufficient, the
linen was made at some time between 168 b.c. and 233 a.d.,
which is the period within which the paleographers and the
archeologists say the manuscripts were written. It may be
best, however, to rely upon this test only to the extent that
i t excludes amedieval date for the documents.



5. Probability Phai Js Mmost Certainty
By all ordinary standards, the evidence for dating the Dead
Sea Scrolls wiAin the first two centuries b.c., and for deter¬
mining that they are asmall portion of the library of an
ascetic sect, some of whose members bid them in caves at
about 67-70 a.d., is decisive. Even by rather rigorous stand¬
ards, the evidence, particularly of archeology, leaves little
to be desired. Those who still hope that the Scrolls can some¬
how be dated to alater period may pereist in this hope re¬
gardless of the evidence. Extreme skeptics may ask for proof
that cannot be produced—and that cannot be product in
many similar cases, including the books of the Bible. Indeed,
the New Testament in particular is far more vulnerable than
the Scrolls to questions of its authenticity. Nowhere is there
arelationship of community to scriptures so tangibly attested
as in the case of the Qumran sect and the Scrolls.

The dating of the individual manuscripts and the relation
of each to the others and of all of them to previously known
scriptures, both Biblical and non-Biblical, is an area, of
course, in which much work remains to be done. Dates may
move alittle, backwards or forwards, but only within rather
nar row l im i t s .

What we know now, with aprobability which, for all prac¬
tical pu^oses, we may as well call certainty, is that asect
existed in the centuries just before the emergence of Chris¬
tianity which was organized in ways that suggest arelation¬
ship to the early Christian churches; that this community had
scriptures upon which Christian writers drew in composing
their own scriptures; that there were practices, including sac¬
raments, which foreshadow Christian practices; that there
was an expec ta t ion o f aMess iah to whom the sec t looked
forward, and aTeacher, probably martyred, to whom the
sect looked back, just as in both cases the Christians did.
There are many fu^er similarities.

The date of the Scrolls having been fixed withiu limits
which suggest their significance for Christian origins, and
the relationship of the Scrolls to the Qumran community
having been established in ways that make this community
of special interest in forming our view^ of early Christianity,
it is now appropriate that we leam something more about
this sect, to equip ourselves for underatanding the fuller im¬
port of the new discoveries.
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Hhe Sect of the Scrolls

1. 7he Elite of aChosen People
To understand the monastics who wrote and used the Scrolls,
it is necessary to see them as they saw themselves. To their
contemporaries in the divided Macedonian Empire of Se-
leucids and Ptolemies, as later in the vast imperiura of the
Romans, they were an insignificant little Jewish sect, without
power or influence and with no possible importance for his¬
tory. But this was not in the least the view that the sect took
of itself. On the contrary, its members saw themselves as
destined to play aleading part in events that would change
history so profoundly that the existing world order would be
brought to an end and anew and very different one inaug¬
u r a t e d .

Indeed, it might be said that the sect identified itself not
only with aculminating role in history but even with apivo¬
ta l pos i t ion in the ent i re drama o f the cosmos. The Jews
were God’s chosen people with whom he had made an ex¬
clusive covenant. Not all Jews, however, were faithful to this
covenant. Many of them, as our sectarians saw it, did not
even understand rightly the provisions that the covenant en¬
joined. It was therefore this particular sect of the chosen
people that God would use “to prepare the way in the
wilderness” for the new world order which he would bring
about through his “Anointed One,” the divinely appointed
ruler of Israel—and through Israel, of all mankind.

Only this sect, it was held, among the religious parties in
Israel, correctly understood “the law and the prophets,” and
was able to interpret aright the Jewish holy scriptures.
The sect had its own library, maintained and increased by
copying and recopying; and in addition, there were its
sectarian writings. This library was the sect’s peculiar treas¬
ure. It interpreted the past; it made plain the meaning of
contemporary events; it prophesied the future. It provided
with precision for the way of life the members of the sect
must follow. AU was of God; he had commanded it. This is

o w n
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how the community saw itself, an elite among God’s chosen
people.

\̂ at we are dealing with, therefore, in the QumrSn com¬
munity is ahighly specialized religious society. Since it is
important to know something of the conditions out of which
it arose and the previous history .that had shaped it, the next
few pages go rather along way back, and then, more par¬
ticularly, to the last four centuries before the Christian era.

We shall need to note, ^we go along, not only the actual
history which led to the Judaism of the Hellenistic and Roman
period, but also this history as the sectarians understood it.
The two are by no means the same. Besides seeing history
from the standpoint of Jewish nationalism and treating myth
as literal truth and legend as fact, the sectarians had their
own particularistic interpretation of their national saga. Their
reliance, of course, was upon their scriptures and the tradi¬
tions they had received. Of secular history they knew almost
nothing and considered it of no consequence. They were sure
that the truth had been given them by God, and that it was
r e c o r d e d i n t h e i r b o o k s .

Let us see, then, what it was that had gone before, and
how, after the march of centuries, the Qumran community
had learned to understand i t

2. !Th0 People of the Sinai Covenant
The ancient Hebrews were anomadic, Semitic people whose
early origins are unknown. Concerning the meaning of the
name itself we have nothing but guesses, the most probable
o f wh ich i s tha t i t des igna tes apeop le who have “c rossed
o v e r

from east of the Euphrates to the west, but it is not possible
t o b e s u r e .

Until recently, it .was the tendency of modern scholarship
t o r e g a r d t h e P a t r i a r c h s ( A b r a h a m , I s a a c , J a c o b a n d h i s
twelve sons, etc.) as purely mythical figures, but it now
seems more likely that they were actual persons of whom
we know little or nothing except as history may suggest itself
through the heavy veil of legend. We may be reasonably
sure, however, that they were not worshipers of the God
Jehovah any more than other Hebrews were unt i l the t ime
of Moses. The account of them given in the Bible was not
committed to writing until many centuries later, when the
Hebrews had been long established in Palestine and the re-

!From ’ iny as verb or preposi t ion, those who have come
across or who belong to the land across.

» > ! from one well-defined region to another, perhaps
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ligion of Jehovah had had time to revise traditions which,
until then, had been handed down orally.' To the Jews of the
late Biblical period, such as the Qumran sectarians, this, of
course, was not known. They accepted the patriarchal nar¬
rative as history and regarded their ancestral heroes as hav¬
ing been chosen by the one and only God to be the progeni¬
tors of acovenanted people. In the same way, they took the
stories of creation and of agreat flood to be literal fact,
tiiough actually they are myths borrowed from the Baby¬
l o n i a n s . *

By the time we first encounter the Hebrews, somewhere
i n n o r t h e r n A r a b i a a b o u t t h e m i d d l e o f t h e s e c o n d m i l l e n ¬

nium, B.C., great civilizations had already- flourished. Baby¬
lonia, in the rich alluvial plain between the Tigris and Eu¬
phrates, had developed an advanced culture and arelatively
high level of religion. King Hammurabi (or Khammurabi:
the Amraphel of Gen. xiv) had given to the world his famous
legal code, based on the laws of astill earlier civilization
from which Babylonia evolved, that of the Sumerians. Much
of the Hebrew law in the Old Testament (cf., for example,
Ex. xx i ) is der ived f rom the Code of Hammurabi .*

By this time, also, Egypt had passed through many dynas¬
ties and had long since built the pyramids. What influence
Egypt had upon Hebrew religion is much less clear than in
the case of Babylon, but it certainly cannot have been ab¬
sent. Canaan, for aconsiderable period before the Hebrews
began to enter it, had been influenced both by Babylon and
Egypt and was famed for its culture and its industry. Its
dyes, especially purple, were known throughout awide area.
Contrary to the impression that might be gained from
uncritical rwding of the Old Testament, the Canaanites
far more civilized than were the invading Hebrews; it was,

fact, from the Canaanitish (Phoenician) script t̂ t writ¬
ten Hebrew was developed, as also was the Aramaic (Aram
=Syria) which largely displaced Hebrew in the later Bibli¬
cal centuries. In all respects except religion, the Hebrews
owed agreat debt to the Canaanites.*

It seems likely that the Hebrews had begun to infiltrate
Palestine** for several centuries before the expedition under

*The internal evidence of the Bible and of paleography, etc.,
has been amply corroborated by archeology.*

** The geographical name which came to be used in the Christian
country of the Bible (Holy Land) extending from the

Mediterranean to avariable frontier east of the Jordan (accord¬
ing to the Bible period depicted) and, at its greatest length, from
Dan mthe north to Beersheba in the south. The Canaanites
cupjed most of this territory west of the Jordan.

a n
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Jbshua. Hebrew tribes were also apparently living amid the
swampy pastures in northeastern Egypt, having been given
permission by aPharaoh descended from Semitic conquerors
(the Hyksos) who regarded them as kinsfolk. Under asub¬
sequent dynasty (XVIII), no longer Semitic, Rameses II may
have employed these tribes in his extensive building opera¬
tions, under characteristically harsh conditions. During the
reign of his son, Merneptah, the tribes revolted and were led
by an Egyptian-educated kinsman, Moses, out into the desert
According to tradition, this flight involved crossing a“lake
of reeds” (yam suph)* near the upper extremity of the
G u l f o f S u e z w h i l e a w i n d s t o r m h e l d b a c k t h e s h a l l o w w a t e r s .
Then, with achange in the wind, the waters came back, dis¬
couraging the Egyptians from continuing their pursuit. Some
of the Eg5T)tians may very well have driven tbeir chariots
part way across, becoming mired in the mud and helpless
to move, and thus, when the wind changed, were submerged
beneath the onrush of water. At any rate, this adventure
marked ahigh point in Hebrew tradition, the safe passage
of the tribes through the marsh being attributed to the direct
intervent ion of Moses’ God, Jehovah.

We now come to the event that was of central importance
in Hebrew history, the unification of the tribes under Moses
through the divine covenant at Mt. Sinai. Not only the tribes
which had escaped from Egypt but other tribes from the
desert and steppes of Arabia joined in this covenant They
were all to worship the God whose abode had been Mt
Sinai and who had been worshiped by Moses and his fam-
ily, aieaIou.s and wftrlAe God who would lead them in the
conqxî  of Canaan. The tradition was that this God, Je¬
hovah** appeared to Moses in atheophany and gave him the

* means sea or lake of reeds rather than Red Sea.®
There are many reports, some based upon military observation,
of shallow water being blown back considerable distances by
strong winds. The waters of Lake Menzaleb at the entrance to the
Suez Cana l have been seen to recede seven m i l es unde r t he im¬
pact of apowerful east wind.®
♦*The acUial name isYHWH, (mm) yfl/twch, but this name was

too sacred to be spoken aloud and therefore the word Adonai (’^’H),
meaning Lord, was substituted. Where Adonai was used as a
preceding word(the Lord Yahweh),£/oh/m(<tfn^»fi,),meaning God
(formerly plural, gods) was used. It wil l be remembered that
toere were no vowels in ancient Hebrew. When they were later
added, those for Adonai or Elohim were supplied in the case of
YHWH, to indicate pronunciat ion of the word to be spoken,
not the word written, which no Hebrew was allowed to speak.
Jews understood tfaa, but Christians did not. The latter toere-
fore suppl ied the Adonai vowels to YHWH, making YJJ.W.H
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Law, the famous Decalogue or Ten Commandments, to¬
gether with other and more detailed legislation.

Most modern scholars regard the Decalogue, at Jeast in
the form in which it appears in Exodus XX, as amuch later
development.' If we date the covenant at Mt Sinai some¬
where near the middle of the thirteenth century b.c., it
would be at least four centuries later before the ethical level
had been reached that would make the Mosaic law possible.
To the monastics at Qumran, however, as to Jews every¬
where at that time, it was the most sacred of truths that God
had given the entire law to Mos^ at Sinai. It was this law,
together with the traditional understanding and interpreta¬
tion of it, that was called the Torah (authoritative teaching).

Aaron, Moses’ brother, who was already apriest of tiie
cult of Jehovah, helped in establishing the early ritual. As
such, he was the original high priest of the covenanted tribes,
who, by this time if not before, were less likely to call them¬
selves Hebrews (unless they were identifying themselves to
foreigners) than Israelites, the children of Jacob whose name
God had changed to Israel. To the Qumran sect, Aaron was
an important figure: there would be a“Messiah of Aaron”
at the end of the world order; and there would also be a
“Messiah of Is rae l . ”

After aperiod of perhaps half acentury, spent in the Ara¬
bian peninsula, the Israelites moved towards Canaan. Moses
having died in the meanwhile, the new leader or chief sheikh
was Joshua. For strategic reasons, they went first to the east
of the Jordan. Some of the tribes remained there, fighting for
afoothold, while others crossed the river and began to settle
among the Canaanites. There was certainly fighting, but it
would be mistaken to suppose that the land was conquered.
The more accurate word is infiltrated.

As one commentator has stated it, “Religious writers of
Israelite literature loved to paint, in glowing colors, pictures of
the ancient fortunes of their race. The bulk of the Book of
Joshua may be described as an allegory ...but with hardly
more claim to be historical than Bunyan’s Holy War. It repre¬
sents all the people of God as making war upon the enemies of
God, and ... the complete extermination of every Canaan-
ite.”* What actually happened was that afew cities were sub¬
dued, and others, because they were too strong to be attacked,
were left alone. Very largely, the Israelites settled in the hills,
which were easier to defend, while the Canaanites continued to

or Jehovah. The word in this conflate form has long been in
general use, and, with this explanation, we shall continue to use it.
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occupy the plains, until in the course of time the two peoples
were merged, with the Israelites dominant.

There is nidre than ahint of this in archaic fragments em¬
bedded in the Bible books themselves (Judges and 1and II
Samuel), and we may be sure ‘^at the Israelite occupation of
the country was along, slow process. ... No sudden change
took place in religion or manner of life. Canaanite became
Israelite by imperceptible stages.”* Excavations during the
present century completely corroborate this view.

To Jews of the last centuries before the Christian era, in¬
cluding the sect of the Scrolls, the picture, of course, was en¬
tirely different Jehovah had expressly given this “Promised
Land” to the Israelites, his covenanted people, who, in accord¬
ance with Jehovah’s will, had wiped out its previous inhabi¬
tants and then occupied it Palestine was thus Jehovah’s special
territory, in which the drama of world history was supematu-
rally centered- What transpired within its borders was signifi¬
cant not only for those who lived there but for all mao^d,
and indeed for the entire cosmos.
\The Israelites who. went to live in Canaan were yt mono¬

theists bu^henotheiŝ TEaTis to ̂ yTtReywere not Believers
lir only one GoJwhom alone they worshiped; they believed in
sr plufallfy^gods lo"one of whom, Jehovah, they were espe¬
cially related. Jehovah was particularly their God of War.
(That is the meaning of “Lord of Hosts.”) But they partici¬
pated eagerly in the worship of other gods, notably those
connected with fertility cults, engaging down to about the
seventh century (and, to alesser extent, later) in the sexual
orgies of the groves of Ashtoreth (Semitic equivalent of
Aphrodite and Venus).

The truth is that the worship of Jehovah took along while
to become firmly established. So did the nation itself. From
the time of the occupation until about 1025 B.C., the Israelites
were loosely organized under local sheikhs, called “judges.” In
times of peril, one of these sheikhs would take temporary
command and form an army to repel marauders or invaders.
Eventually, it was seen that this was an inefficient method
and, to ensure abetter and more continuous defense, the settle¬
ments agreed to unite under asingle ruler. Aking was chosen
and solemnly acclaimed as “Jehovah’s Anointed.”

Saul was the first of the kings, soon followed by the most
famous and successful, the beloved David. It was David who
reduced the almost impregnable Zion and made it his capital
city: Jerusalem. It was he who extended his empire into Syria
in the north and far east across the Jordan. Conditions in the
great nations by which Israel was surrounded were for the
moment favorable to this expansion and continued so during

4 8



4 9The Sect of the Scrolls

the subsequent reign of Solomon. This was the only period,
down to the time of Judas Maccabeus (second century b.c.)
when it might be said that Israel was independent

It was natural, therefore, that the Jews of the later period,
including the sect at Qumran, should ascribe great importance
to David. He was the king, “the Lord’s Anointed” beyond all
others. He was also the psalmist, poet, and romantic hero, the
beloved of Jehovah, who forgave his sins (including flagrant
adultery and abrutally contrived murder) and showered upon
him the ful lness of the divine favor.

Solomon, who succeeded David, avoided war by adding to
his harem the daughters of rulers whom otherwise he might
have had to fight, and became noted for his wisdom. But the
luxury of his court was adrain upon the country and, by the
time of his death, his subjects bad come close to rebellion.

It was Solomon who erected the first temple to. Jehovah in
the capital city, actually aroyal chape], inferior in size and
elegance to his own palace, but an important recognition of
the supremacy of Jehovah and the first step in the trend to¬
wards centralizing his worship in Jerusalem.

At this point, the earlier phase of Hebrew history may be
said to have defined itself. Desert tribes bad united and become
acovenanted people. They had established Sinai as their focal
point of history. They had occupied acultivated land, wor¬
shiped its gods, absorbed its civilization, but had accorded
supremacy to the Sinai God, Jehovah.

3. 7he Prophets of Righteousness
Upon the death of Solomon, his kingdom was divided into
two parts, Israel in the north, Judah in the south, and diere
was fr^uent strife between them. Both kingdoms became
pawns in the wars and intrigues of the great powers: Egypt to
the south, forever either reviving or declining; Assyria, land of
ardent militarists; Babylon, hungry for conquests; Persia, em¬
pire-builder and civilizer; and from time to time, smaller pow¬
e r s i n c o m b i n a t i o n .

It is not necessary here for the story to be told in detail.
We need only to see its significance as the Jews of the Roman
period saw it, especially the sect at Qumran. This sect, besides
honoring the Law, was much occupied with the prophecies.

Who were the prophets? We must start with the dramatic
Elijah, not himself aprophet in the sense that later history
would define the term, but aforerunner of the prophets. Near
the end of the first quarter of the ninth century b.c., Ahab,
ruler of the northern kingdom, had taken as his queen the
willful and aggressive Jezebel, who introduced the worship of

1 0
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Baal of Tyre. This was not unpopular with the people until a
drought reminded them that they had neglected Jehovah.
Elijah, afiery partisan of the Sinai God, called for the expul¬
sion of Baal and the assassination of his priests. He succeeded
in both objects, tearing some of the priests to pieces with his
own hands. Jezebel, too, came to aquick end. Here, for the
first time, apparently, we have the emphatic assertion of the
rights of Jehovah as ̂ e only God the kraelites are allowed to
worship. With it goes the claim of Jehovah, not only for sacri¬
fice but for justice to his people.

In the Bible as it comes to us, we have, of course, the asso¬
ciation of ethical monotheism with much earlier periods. But
we must remember that it was not until after the time of Elijah
that the Old Testament scriptures, including the Pentateuch
(the first five books) began to be written. Most of them were
much later. The attribution of the standards of alater period
t o t h e e v e n t s o f a n e a r l i e r i s a c o m m o n c h a r a c t e r i s t i c o f
ancient religious writings, including the Old Testament.

It is easy to see the appeal of Elijah to the later Jews. Ac¬
cording to the tradition, be ascended into the skies in achariot
of fire, asignal mark of Jehovah’s favor. With the rise of the
Messianic expectation, it came to be believed that Elijah would
return to eai^ and prepare the way for the Anointed One, a
prediction which John the Baptist thought he saw fulfilled in
J^us but which Jesus said applied to John the Baptist

“Prophets” earlier than Eiijtdi were mostly practitioners of a
sort of self-induced frenzy or ecstasy, an emotional state in
which they imagined diemselves “possessed” by the god whose
incitement to mania they were inviting. Apparently, between
priests, “prophets” of this type and seers (“diviners” of ob¬
scure meanings and predictors of the future) there was much
confusion of function. With altars in many places, scattered
widely through the land and dedicated to many gods, nothing
was more likely than such confusion. Nor would it soon dimin¬
ish when more of the altars were transferred to the worship of
J e h o v a h .

It cannot be said that Elijah was not a“prophet” of this
frenzied type or very close to it But he was also something
more. And he paved the way for the true prophets who began
with the following century. These were prophets, not in the
sense that they necessarily foretold the future—although they
did foretell it sometimes—but in the sense that they “told
forth”* the will of God, interpreting events in the light of
religion. It is with these prophets, many of whose prophecies

*Prophet is from the Greek spokesman , i n te rp re te r,
speaking in the name of adeity.

5 0
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(sermons, really) have been preserved in writing, that we enter
the golden age of Israel’s religion.

Even in the eighth century b.c., we still have the worship of
other gods besides Jehovah, in both the northern and southern
kingdoms. But' the prophets condemn it They proclaim that
Jehovah alone exists, that be is the God of all creation. Israel
is his chosen people with aduty to worship him exclusively.
But besides worship, Jehovah requires justice and mercy, be¬
nevolence and righteousness. Unless his ethical commands are
obeyed, his altars may as well remain untended. Disobedience
to Ws will incurs his wrath; unrighteousness invites his retri¬
b u t i o n .

Now the particular circumstances in which the prophets
a r o s e

w e r e t h e v i c i s s i t u d e s o f I s r a e l a n d J u d a h a s s m a U n a t i o n s c o n ¬

stantly menaced by great powers. In this situation, the exclu¬
sive worship of Jehovah produced two dilemmas which were
the constant preoccupation of the prophets, as they were, later,
of such Jewish sects as our Qumr&n monastics. The first dilem¬
ma was that if Jehovah is the cmly true God and Israel is his
chosen people, why is Israel left to suflier at the hands of her
more powerful neighbors? The second dilemma is related to
the first: if the only true God of all creation has chosen Israel
to enter into aspecial covenant with him, what is his relation
to the remainder of mankind, including the righteous among
them, and what should be the attitude of his chosen people?

For the understanding of Judaism at the beginning of the
Christian era, and especially of the Dead Sea sectarians, the
prophetic literature which revolves around these two dilemmas
is of the greatest importance. The answer of the prophets to
the first dilemma was that the chosen people suffered at the
hands of their powerful neighbors because of their sins and
their apostasy. Israel had turned away from serving Jehovah,
or was not serving him with righteousness. The priests who by
now were powerful in the temples of Jerusalem and Samaria
(the latter, the northern capital) were too often concerned
with their own wealth and aggrandizement rather than with
divine justice. The prophets condemned them, and also the
secular rulers with whom they and their fortunes were too
much connected. “I hate, Idespise your feasts,” says Amos,
the first of the “written” prophets, speaking in the name of
Jehovah, “and Iwill take no delight in your solemn assem¬
blies. Yes, though ye offer me your burnt offerings and meal
offerings, Iwill not accept them. ...But let justice roll
down like waters, and righteousness as amighty stream.” Then
he warns that the retribution of Jehovah will be that the erring
people wUl be carried into captivity “beyond Damascus.”

they are called “prophets of ethical monotheism”—
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The answer of the prophetic period to the second dilemma
is that Jehovah is concerned with other peoples, too, and that
Gael’s relationship to other nations is one of messenger from
God and divine servant. On this basis, the prophets address
themselves to other nations as well as Israel, approaching, and
sometimes attaining, auniversal basis. The requirements of
Jehovah are in the end very plain and simple. “What doth the
Lord require of thee,” asks Micah, “but to do justly, to love
mercy and to walk humbly with thy God?” Here is an outreach
of reUgion, ethical' and universal, that is truly breath-taking.

The people of the northern kingdom were indeed carried
away into captivity “beyond Damascus,” after conquest by the
A^yrians. After 721 B.C., when Samaria fell, we hear of them
no more. Their country was forcibly colonized by people from
other areas, marched there by the Assyrian armies. These col¬
onists minted with the remaining Israelites and the result was
the Samaritans, despised even in the time of Jesus. But the
writings of the prophets remain.

Judah, in the south, survived the Assyrian onslaught and,
taught by events, practiced amore successful diplomacy. The
prophets were statesmen, too; in Isaiah’s case, adviser to the
crown on foreign policy. In this far from easy post, the most
necessary requirement was extremely hazardous and difficult:
to guess which of the great powers was likely to win awar or a
diplomatic struggle and to take sides with it. It was also impor¬
tant to know when it was safe to discontinue paying tribute. In
these respects, the political wisdom of the prophets was re¬
markable: it was when their advice was not taken that events
took abad turn, resulting finally in eventual disaster for both
kingdoms.

In 586 B.c. Jerusalem fell to the Babylonians, as Jeremiah
had warned that it would if its rulers did not tew to Baby¬
lonian power while there was still time, instead of depend¬
ing upon unreliable allies such as Egypt But this took great
faith: the faith that Jehovah was Lord also of Babylon, and
would preserve his people, no matter what their subjugation,
if they would trust in Him and follow the way of righteous¬
n e s s .

Of the Jews (as we shall now call the people of the former
southern kingdom of Judah, soon to be known as Judea)
who were carried away into Babylon, some “returned” (these
were their descendants, not the original exiles) after Baby¬
lon had been overthrown by Persia. It suited the Persian
imperial policy to permit arestoration of Jerusalem, and a
certain amount of Judean autonomy was allowed under Per¬
sian suzerainty. The Exile in Babylon had deepened allegiance
to Jehovah and had caused the exiles to feel that they were
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not only the expatriates of abeloved country but also are¬
ligious community or church. When they “returned” and
became leaders of arevival of their religion and culture,
inevitably they brought with them ideas and attitudes ab¬
sorbed in' Babylon, but they also brought with them arenewed

of the exclusiveness of their relationship to Jehovah.
At this point, we must connect with our narrative amove¬

ment that had begun well before the Exile and which pro¬
duced the book of Deuteronomy (which means Second Law),
arevision of the Mosiac law, written as though coming from
Moses himself but at amuch higher ethical level. This revi-

due to the preaching of the prophets. Thus, the
prophetic movement not only produced the written prophe¬
cies but also had aprofound effect upon the development
o f t h e To r a h . “

In the immediate post-Exilic period, however, both the
prophetic and Deuteronomic movements were neglected; con¬
centration was upon rebuilding the Temple and its worship,
and restoring—actually it was more an advancing than a
mere restoring—the rigors of Jewish exclusivism. Observance
of the Sabbath was minutely required; mixed marriages were
prohibited. The Samaritans in the north who wished to coop¬
erate in the restoration were contemptuously repulsed. Perhaps
this was an inevitable phase under the historical circumstances;
but it contained little of the impulse of the great prophetic
m o v e m e n t

However, we shaM find aresurgence of this impulse when
we reach the period that we have been providing with per¬
spectives: the period that produced, on the one hand, the
Pharisees, and, on the other, such movements as the QumrSn
s e c t

s e n s e

S i o n w a s

4. Hhe Period Phat Produced the Sect
The centuries immediately before the Exile, as we have seen,
form the period in which Hebrew religion rose to its great¬
est heights. The centuries following the Exile, on the other
hand, although still producing prophets, were far more the
period of the priests. It was during this time that priesdy
functions were fully defined and codified, and with toe rise
of hierarchical authority, considerable power was accumu¬
lated by the priests of Jerusalem.

Who were the priests? Unfortunately, toe origin of toe
priesthood in Hebrew society is lost in the mists of ah-
tiquity.“ Possibly, in connection with the worship of Jehovah,
Aaron, the brother of Moses, who was already Jehovah’s
priest, brought with him subordinate priests who knew, as
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the other Hebrews did not, the ritual appropriate to Jehovah.
It may be that these were the priests who came to be called
“Levites” and whose descendants formed the caste or class
whose special function was ofBciating at religious
and for whom specific provision was made to insure their
economic support.

The shrines of Canaan would, of course, already have
Aeir own priests, but whether these were eventually absorbed
into the Jehovistic priesthood cannot be discovered. Occa¬
sionally, as we know from such episodes as that connected
with Elijah, they were massacred. In any case, by the time
of the “return” from the Exile, it had come to be required
that priests (kohen) be of the “tribe” of Levi, “descended”
from Aaron, and, according to Ezekiel, who was aleading
figure diuing the Exile, “descended” also from Zadok, who
was installed by Solomon as the chief priest at his newly
built temple in Jerusalem.

The entire question of relationship betv/een Aaronic, Levit-
ical and Zadokite priesthood is obscure and controversial, as
it was, undoubtedly, at the time of the Qumr^ sect, which
had its special views, differing from those of the hierarchy
at Jerusalem. In any case, during the period following the
Exile, the rise of the priestly class led to asort of theocracy,
in which the function of priest and ruler were often merged,
and even where separated, the chief priests remained ex¬
tremely powerful.

Of the first phase of the post-Exilic period, namely Ju¬
dean history in the last century of the Persian Empire, not
much is known. That the country was frequently overrun
during the long conflict between Persia and Egypt cannot,
however, be doubted, and i t was at th is t ime that Jews in
considerable numbers settled in Egypt, probably as refugees.
At Yeb (Elephantine), in the south of Egypt, they even
built atemple to Jehovah, but this was destroyed by Egyp¬
tian priests in 410 b.c.

Persian power, once formidable as far away as Athens,
was now declining. It was Europe’s turn to take the path to
empire . Wi th scarce ly an effor t , the Macedonians defeated
the Persians, and, in 333 B.c., Alexander entered Jerusalem.
He granted the Jews autonomy, both in Judea and Baby¬
lonia, and established aJewish colony in the Egyptian city
that bore his name, Alexandria. For aperiod, brief but rare
—a single decade—Judea was unmenaced and unoppressed.
With the death of Alexander (323 b.c.), the lime of troubles
r e t u r n e d .

Two of Alexander’s generals divided bis empire between
them, resulting in two rival factions, the Ptolemies, centered

c e r e m o n i e s
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in Egypt, and the Seleucids, centered in Syria. Judea lay
squarely between them. In 301 b.c., after three earlier un¬
successful attempts, Ptolemy Itook possession of Palestine,
and until 198 b.c. it remained an Egyptian province. After
that time, the Ptolemaic empire swiftly declined, becoming
first aRoman protectorate and then (30 b.c.) aRoman
province. The Seleucid kingdom had no such prosperous
early history as the Ptolemaic, but lost much of its territory
and agood deal of its authority. Antiochus III, however,
achieved aconsiderable recovery, and it was he who took
possession of Palestine.

Antiochus IV, who called himself Epiphanes (literally,
“appearance,” but meaning “appearance of God”), tried to
suppress the Jewish religion, abetted by the two apostate
high priests, Jesus (who changed bis name to Jason) and
Menelaus. In 170 b.c. Antiochus ordered agreat massacre
of the Jews and plundered the Temple. Two years later, he
turned the Temple over to the worship of iZeus and caused
s w i n e ’ s fl e s h t o b e o f f e r e d o n t h e a l t a r . J e r u s a l e m h e t r a n s ¬

formed into aGreek city, garrisoned by Syrians, and decreed
that Sabbath observance would be punished with death.

This was the signal for revolt. Three sons of Mattathias,
apriest who assassinated the king’s agent, successively took
the lead in the struggle against the Seleucids. Known to his¬
tory as the Maccabees (“hammers”), the three brothers, Ju¬
das, Jonathan and Simon, achieved—though at great cost—
aremarkable degree of success. The focal point of the strug¬
gle came in the year 153 b.c., when, Syria being divided by
aconfl ic t between two contenders for the throne, Jonathan,
the second of the three brothers (Judas had been ki l led in
161 B.C.), was able to have himself appointed the Jewish
high priest. Thereafter the Maccabees ruled in Jerusalem for
the greater part of acentury and retained the high priest¬
hood for considerably longer.

Jonathan was succeeded in the high priesthood and civil
rule by the last of the three brothers, Simon, who, like Jona¬
than, perished by treachery. John Hyrcanus, Simon’s son,
ruled from 135 to 106 b.c., and it was during his reign that
the transition began which drained the Maccabean move¬
ment of its religious zeal and turned it over to the worldly
S a d d u c e e s .

Aristobulus I, who followed John Hyrcanus, made him¬
self king, but reigned for only ayear. He was succeeded by
Alexander Janneus ( let the Greek names be noted: Janneus
for Jonathan), who is said to have crucified eight hundred of
his antagonists, presumably Pharisees. It has thus been
thought that he may have been the “Wicked Priest” of the
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Habakkuk Scroll who persecuted the Teacher of Righteous¬
ness. After the death of Alexander, his widow reversed his
policy and gave authority to the Pharisees. Upon her death,
in 69 B.C., her younger son, Aristobulus (if), who
Sadducee, deposed his older brother, Hyrcanus, and when
the latter’s friends resisted the usurpation, appealed to the
Roman legate. The Romans, now for some time the domi¬
nant power in the world, briefly supported Aristobulus, but,
finding him treacherous, supplanted him in the high priest¬
hood with Hyrcanus, the rightful incumbent, whom, how¬
ever, they did not permit to reign as king.

In 63 B.c. Pompey entered Jerusalem.
We should note at this point that it was in the period fol¬

lowing the Maccabean wars that the Qumran community
was founded, probably in protest against the debasement of
Jewish religion by the Temple hierarchy, and also because
of the belief that Jehovah would not save his people until
they obeyed his will and devoted themselves with zeal to
following the Torah strictly in their way of life and fulfilling
the prophetic call for righteousness. It also came to seem to
them, as it did to other Jews, that it would be “not by might
nor by power” that Israel would be freed from the oppressor
but only by asupernatural intervention, when an “Anointed
One” of Jehovah would establ ish anew wor ld order.

Looking back over the past and reading intently Israel’s
sacred scriptures, new light wis seen at Qumran on the
meaning and purpose of Hebrew history. By this same light,
contemporary events took on anew shape and color. These
insights had been given by God. They must be written down
on parchment to be read and reread. And so the sectarians
began to write, not only copies of the received scriptures,
the sacred books that all Jews revered, but their own sec¬
tarian scriptures.

w a s a

5. Scriptures ?<lot in the Bible
Most of the books in what we call the Old Testament were
written during aperiod from about the eighth to the toird
centuries b.c., but included fragments that come from docu¬
ments or imcriptions that are older. Afew books are later than
the third centu ,̂ as, for example, Ecclesiastes.

All of the original manuscripts are lost—although it is now
possible that there are fragments of original manuscripts
among those recovered &om the Dead Sea caves. Even in the
first century b.c., so far as we know, only copies were available.
Some of these must have been copies many copyings removed
from the originals.
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We do not know how the earlier Hebrew scriptures were
preserved when the kingdoms of Israel and Judah were over¬
thrown and the temples destroyed. Did the archives survive?
Did some of the priests escape and take the scriptures with
them? Did the scriptures go with the people into exile? Who
preserved the writings of the prophets? Who did the first com¬
piling, the selecting, the editing? We do not know the answers
to these questions.

What we do know is that with the passage of time there
came to be many variations in the manuscript copies and a
standard text seemed necessary. This standard text was eventu¬
ally completed in the seventh and eighth centuries a.d. by the
Massoretes.* Because many Jews in the period from the third
century b.c. onward had gone to live abroad and no longer
knew Hebrew, aGreek translation of the scriptures had been
made in the third (or second) century b.c., which is known as
the Septuagint.“ Of this also there are only copies of copies
a v a i l a b l e .

The books of the New Testament were written during a
much shorter period: from the last half of the first century to
the end of the second century a.d., with allowance for inser¬
tions and alterations down to about the fourth century. Here,
again, we have none of the original manuscripts, only copies,
the earliest of which cannot be older than the fourth century

- I B

In the period following that in which the Old Testament was
written, and in part overlapping it, other religious writings
were composed. Often, the form was cryptic, i.e., elaborate
allegoric symbols were used which only the initiated would
understand. This was partly asecurity measure in case the
writings fell into the hands of enemies. Examples of this style
of writing are the Old Testament book of Daniel and the New
Testament book of Revelat ion.

Some of these writings were predictions, especially of the
downfall of rulers who were oppressing the Jewish nation, and
aprediction which increasingly appeared was that of the com¬
ing ofian “Anointed One” (Messiah), to which reference has
already been made. The prediction took many forms and a
considerable number of Jews believed in it, although we should
note that there were some who did not.

In addition to these apocalyptic and eschatological writ¬
ings,** there were also others of diflierent style and content
Taken together, they constitute aconsiderable literature.

Now, the Bible is an ecclesiast ical select ion from this far
larger literature and is not the same in all communions: the

*See footnote, p. 20.
** See footnote, page 22.

A . D .
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selection made by the Catholics, for instance, is somewhat
larger than that made by the Protestants. And, of course, the
Jewish Bible does not contain the New Testament. The selec¬
tion was made at first, no doubt, by custom, and would not
have been the same from place to place. But conventions
held, such as the rabbinic Synod of Jamnia, circa 100 a.d., and
the several Christian church councils, where the books to be
included were decided upon. These are the books which the
various communions, each for itself, call canonical*

Of the scriptures excluded, there are two classes, the apocry-
phas** of the Old and New Testaments and the pseudepig-
rapha.t Apocrypha is often taken to mean “hidden” in the
sense of being suppressed, and this certainly is one of its mean¬
ings, since ecclesiastical authorities had decided to put these
books out of sight But the word can also mean that the writers
of the books intended their meaning to be cryptic or apparent
only to the initiated. There was much writing of this sort in the
period just before and after the beginning of the Christian
era. Philo, for instance, wrote abook about Genesis of ̂ is
e s o t e r i c c h a r a c t e r .

The pseudepigrapha, or the “falsely inscribed” scriptures,
are not fraudulent; the false inscription is merely adevice
(due at one time to the prohibition of the writing of new re¬
ligious works of the same type as those included in the canon)
by which alate writer could express his ideas under the
shelter of an earlier and accepted writer’s name. It then be¬
came asort of literary custom. There did come to be the im¬
putation, however, that these works pretended to be Biblical
in character and in fact were not Thus, the general idea of
falsity was attached to them. ^

The Old Testament Apocrypha include the two books of
Esdras; the books of Tobit and Judith; additional chapters of
the book of Esther; The Wisdom of Solomon; The Wisdom of
Jesus, the Son of Sirach, or Ecclesiasticus; the book of Baruch;
the Song of the Three Holy Children; the History of Suzanna;
the History of the Destruction of Bel and the Dragon (addi¬
tions to the book of Daniel); the Prayer of Manasses; and the
two books of Maccabees. Some of these books at one time were
admitted to the canon. The books of Wisdom and Ecclesias¬
ticus are frequently considered to be of at least equal merit,
from the standpoint of edification, as the books of Proverbs
or Ecclesiastes. The books of the Maccabees are written from
!Canon; From Latin, canon =rule; Greek, a s t r a i g h t

rod, arule or standard.
Apocrypha; from Greek,hidden, on^o, from

to hide: thus, to hide away from.
tPseudepigrapha: from f a l s e l y i n s c r i b e d .

w e r e

4 *
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the Sadducee viewpoint, and history suffers sadly from an
excess of hero worship and overappreciation. But then, simi¬
lar things may be said of the books of Kings or Chronicles.

TTie New Testament Apocrypha consist of sixteen gospeb,
five of them of the same general type as the syroptic gospels
(Matthew, Mark and Luke) contained in our Bible, but most
of the remainder are of amore strongly doctrinal type. There
are also some Gospel Harmonies, in which several gospels
are combined into one. The five synoptic-type gospels are: the
Gospel according to the Hebrews, the Gospel according to
the Egyptians, the Gospel of Peter, the Fayum Gospel Frag¬
ment and the Oxyrhyncus Gospel Fragment.

In the pseudepigrapha, which, of course, is much larger
than the other categories,* we have some of the books treas¬
ured by the Dead Sea sect, such as the book of Jubilees and
the very important Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs. It is
not supposed that the general reader will want to acquaint
himself with this rather extensive literature, either apocryphal
or pseudepigraphic, but an account of it is given here so that
he may have an intelligent grasp of the proportions and over¬
all sig^cance of these scriptures.

As evidence, the books that are included, whether in the
Bible itself or in the apocrypha, are frequently no more im¬
portant than those that are left out. The reason for exclusion
was not necessarily that the documents were inferior in “au¬
thenticity,” i.e., that they were less true, historically, or less
reliable in their testimony. Reliability may be called into ques¬
tion just as easily in the case of the canonical books as these
others. The reason for exclusion was the opinion that the books
were not sufficiently edifying, or that they were more likely
to awaken doubt than to sustain faith since they gave too
little support to the officially formulated Christian doctrines.

To scholars, however, these non-Bib l ica l documents have
always been extremely valuable. Without them, the recon¬
struction of early Christian history would be much more dif¬
ficult. And it is to this important collection of non-Biblical re¬
sources that the Dead Sea Scrolls now become amomentous
addition. The addition of the Scrolls is momentous not merely
because they supplement our previous knowledge, but even
more because they require that we revise it. The non-Biblical
documents that we already possessed were frequently extreme¬
ly puzzling; the Scrolls make them less so. There were ques¬
tions its to whether some of these documents were Christian or
Jewish, or—if there were several versions and presumptive

!We must beware, however, of supposing that any firm line
can be drawn between these apocryphal, apocalyptic and pseude-
pigraphic classihcatioos; see Chapter 4, Section 2.

U
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signs of Christian editing—how much of what they contained
belonged with Christianity and how much with Judaism. The
Scrolls help to settle these questions. They are akey with
which some of the closed doors that barred our way to knowl¬
edge in the past can now be opened.

6. !The Jewish Religious Parties
To understand the nature of the Jewish parties as they
existed immediately before and after the beginning of the
Christian era, it is necessary to appreciate the considerable
extent to which many of the Jews had become Hellenized.
Alexander the Great was not only aconqueror: he carried
Greek civ i l izat ion to the ent i re Mediterranean area and be¬
yond it Those who succeeded him, whatever else might be
said of them, were enthused with the purpose of making Greek
culture pervasive of the entire life of the area into which the
Macedonians had marched their armies. This meant that Greek
philosophy, Greek esthetics, Greek physical culture, Greek
ethics and religion had an ever-deepening influence for nearly
three centuries before the Romans established their imperium;
and after the Roman conquest this influence continued un¬
abated. The entire Mediterranean area spoke Greek, thought
Greek, was molded by Greek ideas into what was in many
ways—though not in all—a single cultural community.

This had its impact, not only upon the Jews of the disper¬
sion, but on Judea. As we have seen, attempts were made to
Hellenize Judeans by force.. This was amistake and had an
opposite effect—^incitement to revolt. Hellenization, however,
had gone along way in Judea. Jerusalem was to aconsider¬
able extent aGreek city." Enough so that resentment was
aroused in the minority who still held tenaciously to Jewish
culture and customs. It was the brutal and unnecessary cam¬
paign of Antiochus Epiphanes, bringing on the Maccabean
rebellion, that interrupted Jewish Hellenization, which there¬
after remained anational and religious issue, and often a
b i t t e r o n e .

The pro-Hellenic Jewish party was that of the Sadducees,
led by the priests of Jerusalem. The name Sadducee is prob¬
ably derived from Zadok, the high priest appointed by Solo¬
mon (and honored earlier by David), and implies the claim
of descent, originally physical, later spiritual, from the first
to hold the sacred office: and with descent, of course, came
legitimacy. It was probably not alarge party, and contained,
in addition to the Jerusalem hierarchy and those immediately
connected with it, only the aristocrats and perhaps amajority
of the farmers.
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The Sadducees took their religion lightly and their politics
seriously. As diplomatists, afair-minded modem critic would
not always condemn them. They were practical, desirous of
avoiding trouble and extremely eager to be prosperous.

We first hear of the Sadducees during the reign of John
Hyrcanus (135-105 b.c.), although undoubtedly the Temple
priests were pro-Hellenic during and even before the Macca-
bean revolt. Under the Hasmonean princes of the later period,
taught by the mistakes of Antiochus Epiphanes, they admin¬
istered their pro-Hellenic policy more adroitly—occasionally,
although never for long, being dismissed from power to make
r o o m f o r t h e P h a r i s e e s .

The Pharisees* were the popular party, more concerned
with religion than with politics. The one political issue about
which they cared deeply was religious freedom; and they
looked for national liberation, not through revolt but through
the coming of a“Son of David,” aMessiah who would not
be divine but who would receive from God authority to rule
t h e n a t i o n s .

The word Pharisee probably means “separated” or “scrupu¬
lous,” but we cannot be certain. There is no doubt, however,
that the purpose of separation from “heathen” associations
and non-Jewish practices was at the root of Pharisaic piety. It
was apparently the Sadducean pro-Hellenizing policy under
the Hasmonean princes that caused the Pharisees to withdraw
and form their own party, although it was also in part the
Sadducean attempt to maneuver for more political independ¬
ence instead of fostering religious liberties.

T h e c h i e f d i f f e r e n c e s b e t w e e n t h e S a d d u c e e s a n d t h e P h a r i ¬

sees were as follows: 1) the Sadducees charged that the Phari¬
sees taught the people observances that were not written in
the law of Moses—which was true in the sense that Mosaic
law was interpreted by the Pharisees to meet contemporary
conditions; 2) the Pharisees believed in immortality, heaven
and hell, ageneral resurrection, aMessianic kingdom, con¬
cerning all of which the Sadducees claimed that nothing
should be taught since nothing is known; 3) the Sadducees
held the Hellenic doctrine of free will, whereas the Pharisees
contended that free will was limited by the predestinate pur¬
poses of God; 4) the Pharisees held that the practices of the
Sadducees were inconsistent with the obligations of high

*In the New Testament we read of “ the Scr ibes and the
Pharisees" more often than of the Pharisees alone. The Scribes
were professional copyists of the scriptures, who were skilled,
also, in expounding “the Law and the Prophets.” However, they
were of the same party as the Pharisees. (They might be called
“the Scribes of the Pharisees.”)
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priesthood—which was conspicuously and painfully trae; 5)
the Pharisees were proselytizers, believing in an international
Jewish community or church, into which all might enter who
would accept the Jewish law and the Pharisaic ritual require-;
ments, and were interested chiefly in the Judaism of the syna¬
gogue. The Sadducees cared nothing for winning converts, and
their interest was the Temple and power centralized at Jeru¬
s a l e m . *

It is true that the Pharisees were often haughty and un¬
charitable. But it is also true that they took adeeply ethical
view of religion. Some of the great rabbis, such as Hillel, were
Phar isees , and reached , as Chr is t ian and Jewish scho la rs
agree, alevel close to that of Jesus in their moral teachings.

With the destruction of the temple in 70 a.d., the role of the
Sadducees was ended and they disappeared; but the Pharisees,
who no longer needed the Temple but had concentrated on
the synagogue, survived and flourished, and provided the basis
for the rabbinical t radi t ion that endures in modem Judaism.

Another sect, the Zealots, had broken away from the Phari¬
sees, believing that the latter were not sufBciently devoted to
the cause of national independence. Josephus says of them that
“Judas, the Galilean” was their founder and adds that they
“agree in all things with the Pharisaic notions; but they have
an inviolable attachment to liberty, and say that God is to be
their only Ruler and Lord.

It wi l l be remembered that Simon, amember of the Zealot
party, was one of the twelve disciples chosen by Jesus. The
choice was made, however, at atime when the political scene
was relatively quiet, and no uprising, so far as is known, was
then anticipated.

The Zealots were real ly arevival of the Maccabean move¬
ment, and may have been as rigorous in religious practice as
they were fervent in hoping for the overthrow of the Roman
domination. In the end, they did Judea agreat disservice, reck¬
lessly inciting violence and overthrowing all moderating in¬
fluences, until there was nothing the Jewish leaders could do
to placate the Romans or prevent the war that ended in the
d e s t m c t i o n o f J e r u s a l e m .

There was still afurther Jewish religious party, but since
it is the object of our particular interest, we shall describe it
more fully than the others, beginning with the following sec¬
t i o n .

* T h e P h a r i s e e s r e v e r s e d t h e m s e l v e s a n d w i t h d r e w f r o m t h e i r
missionary program during the early successes of the Christian
churches; they also condemned the Septuagint (the Greek version
of the Old Testament) because it facilitated the combination of
Judaic and Pagan doctrine which entered into the developing
Christian system.

i n s



7. Who Were the 8ssenes?
Our original sources for information about the Essenes
are Philo of Alexandria (Quod Omnis Probus Liber, circa
20 A.D.), Pliny the Elder (Historica Naturalis, circa 70 A.D.),
and the Jewish historian, Josephus (Antiquities of the Jews,
Wars of the Jews, written 69-94 a.d.).* Whether they were a
single sect, with doctrines and practices that changed in cer¬
tain respects over aperiod of lime, or were agroup of sects,
differing considerably in some of their beliefs and in the
rules of their orders, it is difficult to decide.

Philo, who had visited Judea when he was ayoung man,
may have been in actual contact with them. He says they
liv^ in “Syria Palestine” and numbered about four thousand.
Originally, he continues, they had dwelt only in vOlages, avoid¬
ing cities, thus implying that at the time he wrote they had
removed this restriction and were not limited to the rural areas.

Philo further describes them as abstaining from the sacri¬
fice of animals, “regarding areverent mind as the only true
sacrifice” (which would exclude them from worship at the
Temple), engaged in agriculture “and other peaceful arts,”
and strongly opposed to slavery. They had no time, he con¬
tinues, for the discussion of abstract questions of philosophy,
unless it contributed to ethical teaching. It was moral phi¬
losophy with which they were concerned, especially as they
discovered it in the Jewish Torah. They kept the Sabbath
strictly, meeting in their synagogues, where they were seated
in ranks of precedence in accordance with the rules of their
order. The scriptures were read by alearned membeV of the
community, who expounded them in aspecial way “by means
of symbols.”

The content of the teaching was “piety, holiness, justice,
the art of regulating home and city, knowledge of what is
really good and bad and of what is indifferent, what ends to
avoid, what to pursue—in short, love of God, of virtue, and
of man.” This teaching bore fruit. The Essenes were widely
noted for their kindness, their equality, their indifference to
money and to worldly aims and pleasures. They lived in col¬
onies where they had acommon storehouse, common vest¬
ments, acommon treasury into which each placed his earnings
and from which expenditures were made on behalf of all.
Visitors from other colonies of the sect were warmly received
and shared freely in the common meals and religious observ¬
ances. Even cruel and deceitful tyrants, says Philo, were
!See the Appendix for extended quotations. The reader will

find these useful in forming his own judgment on some of the con¬
tested points discussed here.

6 3
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moved to admiration by the Essenes’ benevolence and piety.
In his Praeparatio Evangelica, Eusebius quotes Philo as say¬

ing further that the Essenes inhabited “many cities of Judea,
as well as many villages and populous tracts” and that their
membership in the sect is from freedom of choice “and not
as amatter of race.” They do not marry and there are no
chi ldren in thei r communi t ies.

From this description, we would suppose that the Essenic
movement was widely spread, at least through Judea, and that
it consisted of alarge number of local communities linked
together by common beliefs and practices into what might
be called achurch. The implication is clear that the move¬
ment was not connected with the synagogues of the Pharisees !
but maintained its own. Although there are indications of
asceticism, it seems not to be rigorous, and nowhere are we
t o l d t h a t t h e E s s e n e s w e r e m o n a s t i c s .

When we come to Pliny the Elder, however, we find the
Essenes described as “a solitary race” living on the west shore
of the Dead Sea. They are “strange above all others in the
entire world,” living without women, eschewing money, dwell¬
ing “among the palm trees.” Every day there “flock to them
from afar” the disillusioned and world-weary, and thus, al¬
though they have no children, their numbers are maintained.
This is adescription of amonastic settlement, localized in the
wilderness, and in fact immediately brings to mind the com¬
munity at Qumran. Pliny sa>^ the settlement was on the west
shore of the Dead Sea, north of Engedi, which narrows down
to less than twenty miles the area of its location. Nothing is
known of any other monastery within this region that fits
Pliny’s description.* If, however, it was at Qumrin that the
Essenes were established, what of the widespread movement
described by Philo?

Perhaps we can answer this question better if first we
listen to Josephus. The Essenes arose, he tells us, at the same
time as the Sadducees and the Pharisees, namely, during the
decline of the Maccabean movement at about the middle of
the second century b.c. What the Pharisees had found wrong
with the Jerusalem hierarchy, so, evidently, had the Essenes.
One of them, named Judas, taught Essenic doctrine in the
Temple at the end of the second century, and particularly
the art of predicting events. Herod excused the Essenes from
taking the oath of loyalty to the crown, such an oath being
repugnant to Essenic piety. In Jerusalem, in the first century
A.D., there was aGate of the Essenes at the southeast comer.
These are indications of aparty of considerable size, influen¬
tial and widely recognized.
!See Chapter 1, Section 3.
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The name Essenes was given to the sect, says Josephus,
because of its saintliness.* They had no one city but were
sojourners in many cities. They did not marry, but adopted the
children of others, training them in Essenic doctrine and prac¬
tice. There was another sect, however, also counted Essenic,
in which marriage was permitted where women had proved
their devoutness for three trial years. There was no private
ownership of property. Wealth was surrendered, as also were
the daily earnings, to acommon fund, which was administered
by stewards on behalf of the community. In every city there
was aspecial officer who took care of vestments and supplies
and provided for traveling members. It was an Essenic duty
to assist the poor and needy, irrespective of whether or not
they belonged to the Essenic party.

Josephus likens the Essenes to the Pythagoreans, asemi¬
religious order founded by Pythagoras, Greek philosopher
and mathematician, in 520 b.c. thus suggesting Hellenic in¬
fluence. The Essenes may also be likened to the Therapeutae
of Alexandria, who, however, were more given to mysticism
and contemplation. The question of the possible extent to
which Greek ideas entered into Essenic thinking has often
been discussed but with no very certain conclusions. It is
known from the books of the Maccabees that kinship had
been claimed between the Spartans and the Jews as far back
as 309 B.C., when Areus, king of Sparta, had written to the
high priest, Onias, that “It is found in writing that the Spartans
and the Jews are brethren, and that they are of the stock of
Abraham” (I Mac. xii, 21). Again in 144 b.c., the high priest
Jonathan reminded the Spartans that the long-standing friend¬
ship between Spartans and Jews was based on ancient kinship.
This is certainly astonishing information, but it must not for
that reason be set aside. Possibly, the Hellenizing party among
the Jews desired to establish areference point, however myth¬
ical, to foster close ties in Judaic and Greek relations.

Acurious element of Essenic ritual, according to Josephus,
was worship of the sun, to which they prayed at dawn. This
practice was probably adopted from 2k)roastrian or Mithraic
religion. Other elements in Essenic doctrine, as, for instance,
the belief in angels, undoubtedly come from Persia and were
probably absorbed during the Exile.

After the prayer to the sun at daybreak, the Essenes, Jose-
*In Greek, from to make holy; h o w ¬

ever, means approved by natural law, not s a c r e d ( t o t h e
gods), nor yet StKates established by human law (teaching). As
far as the Greek is concerned, therefore (and it is from the Greek
that the word Essene is derived), we have the idea not only of a
hallowed way of life but of away of life commanded by natural
l a w .
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phus tells us, were sent away by their superintendents to their
appointed work, according to the arts in which they were
skUled, and in this they remained employed until the fifth
hour (11 A.M.). They then assembled in one place, clothed
themselves in white vestments, and bathed in cold water. This
sacrament of purification being completed, they entered the
exclusive refectory into which no one not of their order was
ever admitted, and partook of acommon meal presided over
by apriest. This was followed by the singing of thanksgiving
psalms, after which the sacred vestments were set aside and
they returned to their work. At the end of the day, the evening
meal was solemnized with similar observances, no one being
given more to eat than the minimum that would sustain Him.

To join the sect, it was necessary to serve anovitiate of one
year, subject to all the disciplines of the order but without
being admitted to its privileges. At the end of this period, if
the novice had given proof of his worthiness he was permitted
to share more closely in the sectarian way of life and to use
amore sacred “water of purification.” After two years, if ad¬
mitted, he took “tremendous oaths”: 1) to reverence God;
2) to be just towards men; 3) to hate the wicked. Other oaths
were to respect those in authority, to exercise authority justly
if he, himself, were vested with it, to wear simple clot^g, to
love truth and abjure falsehood, to abstain from all unholy
gain, to conceal nothing from members of the order, to com¬
municate the doctrine of the sect only as he had received it,
to preserve the scriptures of the sect and never to reveal the
names of the angels (used perhaps in incantations?).

In addit ion, the name of Moses must be reverenced next
to that of Jehovah. Death was the penalty for “blaspheming
against Moses.” We see from this how intensely Jewish the
sect was, and yet they also accepted the non-Jewish belief
in immortality of the soul. The typical Jewish expectation had
b e e n c o n c e r n e d w i t h a l l I s r a e l a n d i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c c o n t e x t
was terrestrial; the Essenes, however, to quote Josephus, “in
agreement with the opinions of the Greeks, declare that there
lies away across the ocean ahabitation for the good souls ...
but they allot to the bad souls adark and tempestuous den
fiill of never-ceasing punishments.

It will be noted that Josephus’ description of the Essenes,
at least as to the details of the ritual, would apply better to
amonastic sect, such as Pliny tells us was located near the
Dead Sea, than it would to awidespread movement with
branches in many cities. The daily baptism of aconsiderable
group by immersion in sanctified water would seem to be
more feasible where elaborate arrangements could be made
for it, as at the monastery, than under conditions, prevailing
in cities where water was not plentiful but must usually be
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taken from springs or drawn from wells and carried to the
points where it was used.

Nevertheless, it is clear that Josephus knew the Essenes
as awidespread movement, aparty that had, as he says, no
single city. The only reasonable explanation is that Essenic
sects, perhaps within atotal party which was loosely called
the Essenes (the “holy ones,” the “saints”), exhibited consid¬
erable variety in their practices, as they may also have done
in their doctrines. With this view in mind, we shall examine
the relation of the Essenes to the sect of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

8. Hhe Essenes and the Sect of the Scrolls
The scrol l f rom the 1947 cave which te l ls us something of
the rules and ritual of the Qumran community is the Manual
of Discipline. It is by no means acomplete compilation, and
there is much that we would l ike to know of which there is
no mention. Nevertheless, it is impossible to read it without
being immediately struck by the marked similarities between
the provisions of this document and those of the Essenes as
described by Josephus. If the Qumr^ community was not a
settlement of the Essenes themselves, it was at least Essenic.
One could easily imagine that if the ̂ senic party was awide¬
spread movement, this monastery on the shores of the Dead
&a was its headquarters, the heart and center of its corporate
life. One could equally imagine that the movement began here.
It is possible. Attd yet, we must proceed cautiously; we do
not know. There are considerations to the contrary.

Besides the Manual of Discipline, there is another document
that deals with the rules of an i^senic order, though less
completely even than the Manual. This is the famous Damas¬
cus Document, to which we have previously made reference
but which we must now more particularly describe.

The Damascus Document was discovered early in the pres¬
ent century in agenizah at Cairo, and was published by Solo¬
mon Schechter in 1910. The title given to it when it was pre¬
sented to Cambridge University was “Fragments of aZado-
kite Work.” This was becaiuse the sect that wrote and used
it claimed to be the true Zadokites (spiritual descendants of
Zadek, who, it will again be remembered, was one of the high
priests of David, appointed by Solomon to be the first high
priest of the new Jerusalem temple) in distinction, apparently,
from the Sadducees, the false Zadokites who had debased the
priestly office under Hasmonean rule in the second century.

The fragments are from two manuscripts which largely
duplicate each other (there are anumber of minor differences)
and which are therefore thought of in combination and re¬
ferred to as though they formed one document. Prominent
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features of the document are the reference to aflight to Da¬
mascus to escape persecution and mention of a“new cove¬
nant ” wh ich was made in Damascus be tween the sec t and
Jehovah. These important facts have caused it to be known
as the Damaskusschrift, or Damascus Document.

Until the finding of the Scrolls, the Damascus Document
was very difficult to date, its period of composition being the
subject of much controversy. But now that fragments of a
copy of it have been found in the Qumran caves, we know
that it is at least as early as the latest of the Scrolls. Almost
certainly it is later than the Isaiah Scroll, but we do not know
whether it is later or earlier than the Manual of Discipline. Its
precise date, however, is of less importance than that it was
one of the books in the library at Qumran.

The similarity between parts of the Damascus Document
and the Manual of Discipline are so close that the two must
come from the same source or from related sources within the
same movement. In the Manual, those who are passing into
the order are required to say, “We have committed iniquity,
we have transgressed, we have sinned, we have done evil, we
and our fathers before us, in walking contrary to the statutes
of truth.” In the Damascus Document, the rendering is, “We
have sinned, we have done wickedly, both we and our fathers,
in walking contrary to the statutes of the covenant.” Equally
close similarities are immediately perceivable throughout this
section. Where the one manuscript says “guilty heart,” the
other says “guilty impulse”; where one refers to the “sons of
Israel,” the other refers to “the people.” Clearly, the two docu¬
ments contain two versions of the same original text; or per¬
haps one of them revises the other. This is so in some sections,
but in others the relationship, although identifiable, is general
rather than particular.

It must be noted, however, that the differences are significant
as well as the similarities. Where the Manual says “statutes of
truth,” the Damascus Document says “statutes of the cove¬
nant.” Such differences, if they can be inteipreted, may inform
us of changes of thought between one time and another, or
perhaps of variations between the sects within asingle party.

In the Damascus Document and the Manual, anumber of
provisions are more fully described than they are by Josephus.
There are directions for the appointment of “judges of the con¬
gregation,” rules concerning purification with water, the Sab¬
bath, the duties of the superintendent, taking decisions in open
meeting, rules of precedence, and rules for examining the
candidate who has served his first novi t iate of one year. In
the Manual, there are directions for the appointment of twelve
men and three priests “who are perfect in all that has been
revealed of the whole law,” and many other “regulations of
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the way for the wise man in these times.’
the Essenic sacred meal, described by Josephus, is here

pictured for us more fully. Wherever there are ten men of
the sect present, “there shall not be absent from them a
priest” According to their rank in the order, the members
of the community shall “sit before” the priest and shall be
asked for their counsel. Then, the table being set with bread
and wine, the priest “shall stretch forth his hand first to pro¬
nounce ablessing with the first portion of the bread and wine.”

There are restrictions concerning those who “shall enter the
water,” obviously referring to the daily immersions reported
by Josephus and provided for at the monastery at Qumran.
There are rules for contributing wealth to the general treas¬
ury, rules against speaking in anger, rules requiring the lesser
to obey the greater. However, no mention is made of the
dietary requirements and strict regulation of work hours re¬
ported by Josephus. There are also other features of Essenic
life which, if Josephus’ description is to be the criterion, are
either missing or seem differently represented in this Scroll.

This has given rise to the question as to whether Josephus
was entirely accurate. These documents, it is contended, carry
us directly into Essenic life, whereas Josephus only describes
it at second hand. This argument is not untenable. However,
it substitutes the Qumr^ community for Josephus as acri¬
terion and obliges us to ask what sect Josephus was describing.

Josephus called it the Essenes. Nowhere in the Scrolls does
the community give itself this name—or indeed any other
specific name—but only general designations. But as to this, it
may be that the Essenes never used this name themselves. They
may not have wished to call themselves “the holy ones.”
It may have been what they were called by others.

However, it is impossible to believe that Josephus was not
describing—and on the whole correctly—a movement that
had branches in many cities. It is impossible to reject the
testimony of Philo that the movement had “colonies” through¬
out Judea. Both were reporting as contemporaries. Though
their books may have been published after the Essenes were
dispersed (70 a.d.), the writers had lived while the sect was still
flomishing. It is true that in characterizing the Sadducees and
Pharisees, Josephus wields adeft pen; but he leaves them
still recognizable. If he has done anything similar in the case
of the Essenes—as, for example, if be has made them seem
more Hellenic than they actually were—this is no reason for
believing that his account of their rules and ritual is not in
the main accurate or that he was mistaken in saying that the
movement was not merely local. Josephus had traveled widely;
he was agenera! of the Jewbh forces during the war of 67-70
A.o. We must, in the main, accept his description.



T h e M e a n i n g o f t h e D e a d S e a S c r o l l s

The same is true of Philo. The Essenic movement, as he
knew of it (and may have observed it), was areligious party
or church with branches in rural areas and in many cities.
On the whole, he corroborates Josephus. The Damascus Docu¬
ment also implies the existence of local groups. The best we
can do, of course, is to evaluate the testimony available to us.
We do not have all the Scrolls of the QumrSn monastery.
We do not know how much of the evidence that is missing
would be supplied by writings which have not been found.
We must go on the basis of the knowledge that we possess and
the evidence that we may reasonably believe.

On this basis, we may conclude that the Essenic party was
widely distributed in the Palestine of the first century a.d.,
but that its main features, as we had knowledge of them prior
to the discovery of the Scrolls, are so much in accord with
those of the Manual of Discipline and the Damascus Docu¬
ment that, in spite of discrepancies, we are compelled to see
aclose relationship between the sect of the Scrolls and the
Essenic party. This is confirmed by the testimony of Pliny the
Elder, who spoke of asettlement of Essenes in the very area
in which the Qumx^ monastery was located. The community
of Qumr&n was thus an Essenic community; this we cannot
doubt, but its relationship to the rest of the movement can only
be conjectured.

Because of such facts as its location not far from Jerusalem,
the size of its library, the impressive baptistries, the scrip¬
torium, the large cemetery, it is an inevitable conjecture that
the monastery was the headquarters of the entire movement
But it must at the same time be admitted that the Essenic party,
whether its headquarters were at (Jumran or not, almost cer¬
tainly contained divisions or sects varying from one another
in rules and ritual—and perhaps in doctrine—and it may also
be assumed that these sects were not static during the party’s
more than two centuries of existence, but were constantly
changing and developing.

This fact of change and variety within the Essenic party,
\^diile it complicates the question of identity and increases our
perplexities, may well be significant for the rise of Christianity.
Some of the Essenes may have dianged comparatively little;
but others may have changed enough to make them the in¬
e v i t a b l e n u c l e u s o f t h e C M s t i a n m o v e m e n t . B u t t o t h i s w e
shall come in its own place.

9. Essenic Beliefs and the !Teacher
of Righteousness

As we have now seen, the Jewish religious party with which
the QumrSn sect was connected—and which it may have cre-
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ated—must be viewed as amovement whose development,
like that of all other movements known to history, produced
changes and variations. If we regard the Qumran monastics
as the norm, Essenic belief and practice in other places may
have differed from it considerably. Since, however, there is
every likelihood that the Dead Sea Sect, which had chosen the
wilderness rather than cities for its habitation, was ruggedly
clinging to the more ri^rous rules of the order, striving thus
to maintain its doctrines and its pieties undiluted, its scriptures
are the surest sources that we have for understanding what was
a t t h e h e a r t o f t h e e n t i r e m o v e m e n t .

What, according to these scriptures, did the monastics of
Qumran believe? First and foremost, they believed that they
belonged to achosen people, the people of the first covenant
and of the Law of Moses, and that Jehovah had called them
to be an “elect” among this people, “returning” to the Law of
Moses and fulfilling it in every way. So sacred was the Law
of Moses that, according to the Damascus Document, it could
not be mentioned in an oath. Sinai was not merely aturning
point in history but acosmic intervention through which
Jehovah had made an everlasting covenant with the Children
of Israel, the provisions of which must be sacredly honored
and solemnly obeyed. This obligation, the priests and rulers
of Israel had shamefully betrayed. The monastics, although
condemning this betrayal, must also “redeem” it by their own
faithfulness. It was thus their constant study to understand the
Mosaic Law precisely and obey it literally.

Second, they believed that Jehovah had consolidated his
promise in the reign of David, his “Anointed One.” David’s
victories were the foreshadowing of the final triumph of Is¬
rael. David himself was the Sacred King of whose lineage the
“ A n o i n t e d O n e ” t h a t w a s t o c o m e w o u l d b e d e r i v e d . W i t h
David stood Zadok, the first and holiest of the high priests of
Jerusalem. The priests of the monastics were “descended” from
2^dok, the true Zadokites who had followed righteousness,
and were sharply at variance with the evil Zadokites (Sad-
ducees) who were profaning Jehovah’s altars, amassing un¬
righteous wealth, making wars of spoliation to steal the fruits
which came from the labors of the needy. Whether all the
priests of the sect were “Levites” as well as Zadokites or pre¬
cisely how priests were selected is not clear; the relationship of
the priesthood to Aaron, the brother of Moses, who was the
first Jehovistic priest, is also not plain. But Aaron was certainly
regarded as an exalted figure, and whether literally or in sym¬
bolism, was closely connected with the “Anointed One” (or
“Ones”: more than one Messiah may have been expected)
who was eagerly awaited.

Third, they believed in aprophet to come, either Elijah or
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patterned upon Elijah. This was in any case awidespread
Jewish anticipation and had been so for some time. When
Judas Maccabeus tore down the defiled altar of the Temple
upon which Antiochus Epiphanes had offered swine-flesh, he
did not know in such unprecedented circumstances what it
was ritually appropriate to do with the polluted stones and
so ordered them laid up “till aprophet should rise to say
what should be done with them.” There are many other ref¬
erences to decisions which must await this prophet, although
his chief function, as it came to be defined, was that of pre¬
ceding and preparing the way for the “Anointed One.”

Fourth, the Qumr&n community was deeply imbued with
the spirit of the prophets, the Amos who said “Let justice roll
down like waters,” ̂ e Isaiah and Jeremiah who had promised
that Jehovah would bring salvation when his people returned
to righteousness. All of the “written” prophets are represented,
it is believed, in the fragments recovered from the caves; and,
of course, two of the Scrolls are of the book of Isaiah. It is
from the prophets that the great ethical impulse came which
moved the sectarians to justice and benevolence in their rela¬
tions with each other and towards the righteous outside their
community. The “evil ones” they felt bound to hate, and this,
too, we must acknowledge, can be supported from ̂ e proph¬
ets, for Jehovah was depicted as aGod of wrath when bis
will was not obeyed.

It must also be remembered that it was the prophetic move¬
ment that had produced the book of Deuteronomy, which the
monastics regarded as abook of Moses. The prophetic mes¬
sage was therefore represented in the Law as well as in the
books that the prophets had written.

Fifth, it is clear that the Essenic movement had joined in a
“New Covenant” (which, it may be noted, is synonymous
with “New Testament”), apparently at Damascus. Or, if the
entire party was not included in this particular enactment of
the new covenant, the sect that wrote the Damascus Docu¬
ment most certainly was. In any case, it is acovenant to re¬
turn to the Law of Moses, guided, however, by aTeacher of
Righteousness, “the priest into whose heart God put wisdom
to explain all the words of his servants, the prophets,” and
who ̂ so had predicted “all the things that are coming upon
his people and his congregation.”

The Teacher of Righteousness, to whom the sect ascribed
such extraordinary authorityv was first introduced to the mod¬
em world when the Damascus Document was published
( 1 9 1 0 ) . I n t h i s d o c u m e n t h e i s c a l l e d b o t h a ‘ Te a c h e r o f
Righteousness” and a“Unique Teacher,” and there is afur¬
ther reference to one “who shall teach righteousness at the
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ending of days.” When the Habakkuk Scroll was published, it
was at once noticed that there are no less than seven direct
references to aTeacher of Righteousness as well as areference
to apriest “into whose heart God gave wisdom” so that he
possessed aforeknowledge of the future.”

Who was this Teacher of Righteousness?* Unfortunately,
there is no sure way of identifying him, and the attempt to do
so has led to considerable controversy. Scholars have con¬
tended that the question hinges upon the answers to two other
questions: Who were the KittiiriJ And what historical person¬
alities of the second and first centuries b.c. fit the description
of the Teacher and his persecutors, the Wicked Priest and
t h e M a n o f t h e L i e ?

The word Kittim,* which may have meant originally the
Greek and Latin peoples from the Mediterranean islands,
came to be applied to any dominant military power from the
west, and the mention of the Kittim in the Habakkuk Scroll
may therefore be interpreted as meaning the Seleucids, who
were Greeks, or the later invading Romans. If the former
were intended, the Scroll relates to the second century B.c.,
and if the latter, to the first century. The date of the Teacher
of Righteousness would thus be fixed in either one century or
the other if we could know who the Kittim were. At the time
of this writing, the question has not been settled, but the
weight of opinion is in the direction of the Romans.*

Another possible clue in identifying the Teacher of Right-
would be any strong indication as to who the

Wicked Priest and the Man of the Lie might have been.
Among the dramatis personae of the second and first centuries
B.C., the available figures to fill these roles (or role: the Wicked
Priest and the Man of the Lie could have been one person)
are extraordinarily numerous. It is almost incredible that so
many unconscionable rascals should have occupied positions
of power within so short aperiod.

When it comes to the possible candidates for the role of the
Teacher of Righteousness, the field is much sparser. Onias III,
the high priest deposed and banished by Antiochus Epiphanes,
has been suggested, in which case his rival, Menelaus, who
persecuted him, would be the Wicked Priest. If Aristobulus I,
of the turn of the century, is adopted as the Wicked Priest,
the Teacher of Righteousness might have been Judah the Es-
sene, whom Josephus describes as having taught at the Temple,
instructing his disciples in divining the future. If, however,
Judas had so prominent arole in history, why does Josephus
!Hebrew: D’no, (pronunciation approximately khit-t65m

with stress on second syllable); in King James Bible, Chittim.
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say no more about him? Or was he prominent only in the
annals of the Essenes?

One of the most persuasive of the theories is that the
Teacher of Righteousness was Onias the Righteous, who, ac¬
cording to Josephus, was stoned to death in 65 b.c. In this
case, the leader of the Sadducees could be called the Wicked
Priest and the leader of the Pharisees the Man of the Lie,
since both parties were (^posed to Onias and both seem to
have blamed his martyrdom on the other.

It must be admitted that the problem of identification is
difficult and elusive, and also extremely technical. The general
reader will find the utmost difficulty in following the dieories
advanced by the various scholars, although he may admire
the skill with which they demolish each other’s hypotheses.
The truth is that, at least at the time these words are written,
there is no conclusive way of identifying the Teacher of
Righteousness.

Did he then exist? It cannot seriously be doubted. Hie fact
that there is no account of him by secular historians is no
more impressive in his case than in that of Jesus. Was Jesus
himself the Teacher of Ri^teousness? The possibility has been
considered but has bad to be discarded; the Teacher and
Jesus are separated by at least acentury.

What we can be reasonably sure of is that the Teacher of
Righteousness was apriest, perhaps ahigh priest of the
Temple, who lived in either the ^cond or first century B.C.,
probably the latter, and who led his followers into anew
Mosaic covenant, forming them into areligious order, in¬
structing them in the meaning of the scriptures, adding bis
own teaching and his prophecies, and remaining the martyred
prophet of the order, adored and venerated and expected to
play apart in the Messianic age of the future.

At this point, it should be remarked that we might know a
great deal more about all these matters if acopy were found
—or even sizable fragments—of the book “HGW” which is
men t ioned in the Damascus Document and the Manua l o f
Discipline as atext of high value. This mysterious missing
scroll has aroused much speculation and appears to be the key
which—if we had it—would unlock the door to some of the
secrets that still tantalize xis.

Afurther belief of the convenanters of Qumran, and one of
the highest importance, was that Jehovah would send his
“Anointed”—or Messiah—^to end the existing world order and
inaugurate anew one. The expectation of aMessiah* was
!Hebrew: n'fe/j? translated into Greek as i n P n g H s h a s

Christ. Christ is not the name of apei^on but of an office, the
office of the “Anointed.” Literally, any “anointed

or Christ. The reader must beware of attaching this name
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widely held and not limited to our covenanters. The latter,
however, had their own special view of Messiahship. In the
Manual of Discipline, we read of “the coming of aprophet
and the Anointed Ones of Aaron and Israel.” In the Damascus
Document, it appears that there is only one Messiah: “the
Anoin ted One o f Aaron and Is rae l . ” The Mess iah o f Aaron
would be apriestly Messiah, in accordance with the sacerdotal
tradition, while the Messiah of Israel would be the “Anointed
One” of the lineage of David. It is possible that as the think¬
ing of the sect progressed, the two Messiahs were merged
i n t o o n e .

Dupont-Sommer is sure that this is what took place.** He
also argues, and persuasively, that the expected Messiah was
identical with the Teacher of Righteousness. Although this
can by no means be demonstrated beyond argument, it has so
much inherent probability that it deserves much consideration.
The objection to it, based on the text itself, is that the most
pertinent passage in the Damascus Document reads as fol¬
lows: “From the day when the unique Teacher was carried
away until the coming of the Anointed of Aaron and Israel.”
The Teacher and the Anointed seem thus to be regarded as
separate persons. But, says Dupont-Sommer, the use of two
phrases to characterize the same person acting in two distinct
capacities “is afeature of the most elementary rhetoric. It is
all the better justified here,” he continues, “by each of the two
expressions being very well chosen; when the death of the
great righteous man is referred to, the author employs the
expression Teacher of Righteousness,’ which suits his earthly
^eer better. When, on the other hand, the ultimate coming
is referred to, he gives him the title of ‘the Anointed,’ since
this coming is, as it were, the flowering of the Messianic char¬
acter [career].

That this is anatural interpretation seems to Dupont-
Sommer the more likely since, before the discovery of the
Scrolls, Solomon Schechter, who first translated and published
the Damascus Document, held the same view. “The only
Teacher, or Teacher of Righteousness,” wrote Schechter, “is
identical with mashiah [Messiah]... whose advent is expected
by the sect.”

There is also the fact that in the Habakkuk Scroll there is
areference to the faithful being redeemed by God because
of their “faith in the Teacher of Righteousness.” One is
inevitably reminded, in all these respects, of the parallel situa¬

te Jesus in the present context. It could be applied to David or
Zadok, “Anointed Ones” of the past, or to an unnamed “Anoint¬
e d ” o f t h e f u t u r e .
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tion in the case of Jesus. When thinking of him as ateacher in
Galilee, his followers would naturally refer to him as Jesus.
But when he was the expected “Anointed One,” they referred
to him as “Christ” The Gospels, in fact, do call him Jesus
when speaking of his ministry; but the Acts and the Epistles,
which are concerned with the period after his death, refer
to him as “the Lord Jesm” or “Christ Jesus” or “the Lord
Jesus Christ .”

Other beliefs of the covenanters have been seen by scholara
to bear amarked resemblance to Gnosticism, traditionally
regarded as aChristian heresy of the early centuries but which
must now be seen to have been Judaic, thus exemplifying the
gradual transition from “heretical” Judaism to “heretical”
Christianity. Gnosticism’s principal tenet was that adivine
Redeemer (Teacher of Righteousness?) had come to earth to
implant in men amystical saving knowledge, which is simi¬
lar to the covenanters’ belief that they had aspecial kind of
knowledge which illumined their understanding of the divine
plan and the path to salvation.

The monastics, like other Essenes, were evidently fatalists
in part. God had predestined at least the main direction and
the chief events of history, and had willed long in advance
its final consummation. There was awar, as there had been
from the beginning, between the “Sons of Light” and the “Sons
of Darkness.” It was astruggle, as SL Paul was alittle later
to express it, “not against flesh and blood, but against princi¬
palities, against the powers, against the world-rulers of this
darkness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heav¬
enly places” (Eph. vi, 12). This came from Zoroastrianism,
illustrating the powerful influence of Persian religion, first
upon Judaism, then upon the Judaic Messianic religion which
eventually became C îstianity.** The Scroll describing “The
War of the Sons of Light with the Sons of Darkness,” al¬
though no doubt Judaically eschatological, is also imbued with
the Persian conception.

Afurther belief has only recently been discerned, but it
is of the utmost importance, not only for our understanding
of the covenanters but because of what its currency may sig¬
nify for the Messianic consciousness of Jesus. Apassage in
Isaiah,* probably from the second century b.c., has long been
connected with the Redeemership of Jesus. This is historically
impossible (although, of course, dogmatically it can be af¬
firmed), and scholars have seen in it an interpretation of the

c e n -*The book of Isaiah comes only in part from the eighth
tury B.c. prophet of that name. What we have is in fact three
hooks: 1) chaps. 1-35; 2) 36-39; 3) 40-66. Even of the first sec¬
tion, only part can be considered the authentic prophecies of Tsaifth
h i m s e l f .
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role to be played by the Jewish nation itself rather than by an
individual. On any rendering, the passage is obscure. At the
same time, it is extremely moving and must always have
b e e n i n fl u e n t i a l .

This passage, the fifty-third chapter, describes one who was
“despised and rejected of men, aman of sorrows and ac¬
quainted with grief: and as one from whom men hide their
face he was despised, and we esteemed him not Surely he
hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows ... and Jehovah
hath laid on him the iniquity of us all” (RV).“

Brownlee, in retranslating parts of the Manual of Disci¬
pline,** points out that the raison-d’etre itself of the Qumrln
community was to follow out the exhortation in Isaiah to
“prepare in the wilderness the way of Jehovah, make straight
in the desert ahighway for our God”; and that the community
came to see itself in the role of the “Servant of the Lord” of
Isaiah 53. The most pertinent passage in the Manual is as
f o l l o w s :

When these things come to pass in Israel, the Council of the
Community will have been established in truth: As an external
planting [“my planting, the work of my hands,” Isa. lx, 21; “that
fliey mi^t be called trees of righteousness, the planting of
Jehovah,” Isa. Ixi, 3], aholy house of Israel, amost holy institution
of Aaron, ... to make atonement for the earth, and to decree
the condemnation of wickedness that there may be no more
perversity (IQS, viii, 5-10).

Interpreting the closing psalm of the Manual, Brownlee sees
the threefold function of the Servant of Jehovah, with which
the community had identified itself, as witness (prophetic),
atonement (priestly), and judgment (kingly). Tbe reali^-
tion of this function must be largely through the community
itself, but supremely it could be achieved only by the Teacher
of Righteousness.

It is only astep from this to the Teacher of Righteousn^
as the Messiah who is “Prophet, Priest and King.” The spirit¬
ual lineage of Moses and the prophets, of Aaron, Zadok and
the high priests, of David and the “anointed” kings of Israel
and Judah, all merge to produce one “Anointed One” who is
to bring on the Kingdom of God through his suffering. The
conception may not have been as fully developed as this when
the Manual was written, but if it was moving in this direction
why should the development not have been complete by the
time Jesus could have encountered it?

The further beliefs of the covenanters must be left to fuller
treatments and the gradual clarification of meanings and exe¬
gesis. But before closing this section, let us remind ourselves

that the covenanters, as they viewed themselves,
living at the center of history, prime movers in the drama

o n c e m o r e

w e r e
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of asaga soon to be concluded. To the modem mind, such an
extreme projection of anational dilemma iirto historical and
cosmic phenomenology seems incredibly ethnomanic and mor¬
bid. But it is necessary to see that the driving forces behind it
all were guilt and sin and what were seen to be their dreadful
consequences. God could not save even his chosen people if
they would not heed his call to righteousness.

The world was evil. Its greeds and lusts were leering every¬
where, mocking the God of all creation. That such aworld
should be destroyed seemed obvious. That its destmction was
imminent could nowhere be more easily imagined than on the
shores of the Dead Sea. Thirteen hundred feet below the level
of the Mediterranean, between alake of “imprisoned, bitter
waters,” and desolate cliffs, “bare, unbroken, menacing,” there
are few places in the world, says George Adam Smith, in his
classical description, “where the sun beats with so fierce a
heat. In this awful boUpw, this bit of the infernal regions
come up to the surface, this hell with the sun shining into it,
primitive man laid the scene of God’s most terrible judgment
o n h u m a n s i n .

He refers, of course, to Sodom and Gomorrah* and the fire
that rained from heaven. That acataclysm occurred need not
be doub ted . The Dead Sea was once ca l l ed t he Lake o f
Asphalt. Bitumen is abundant. There are large petroleum de¬
posits. The geological story of the Dead Sea and the Gohr
above it, through which the Jordan wends its melancholy way,
is itself asaga. Great movements of the earth’s crust in the
primordial epoch were followed in later ages by mighty
earthquakes. Fierce thunderstorms hurled bolts of lightning
from the sky. All that was nece^ary was the coincidence of
an earthquake, throwing up thousands of tons of petroleum,
with an electrical storm to ignite the gushing floods of oiL
Even the “brimstone” is abundant. Many of the springs that
flow into the Dead Sea are strongly sulphurous to this day.

Here on the shores of the Lake Asphaltitis, as in the time
of the covenanters it was called, stood our Qumr&n monas¬
tery. “Perhaps there is no region of our earth,” says George
Adam Smith, “where Nature and History have more cruelly
conspired, where so tragic adrama has obtained so awful
atheatre.. ..The history of the Dead Sea opens with Sodom
and Gomorrah and may be said to close with the Massacre
o f M a s a d a .

Between these two events, however, and for atime, the
demess afew miles south, at Engedi, had been made to “blos¬
som as the rose.” Irrigation had created an ephemera! paradise

*The Arabs insist that Qumrtn is the site of Gomorrah. In
Arabic, the pronunciations are alike.
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in the midst of the eternal desert. Our monastics knew of it
and believed that in other ways, too, the wilderness could be
changed into afertile field. After the evil time, with the coming
o f t h e “ A n o i n t e d O n e

straight and the rough places plain” and all flesh could see “the
s a l v a t i o n o f G o d
shores of the Dead Sea, “upon the banks thereof, on this side
and on that side, shall come up all trees for food, whose leaf
shal l not fade, ne i ther shal l the f ru i t thereof be consumed
... because the waters thereof issue forth from the Sanctuary”
(Ezek. x lv i i , 12) .

So our covenanters believed, while they battled for Jehovah,
awaiting his “Anointed One,” as prophesied by their Teacher
of Righteousness.

7 9
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then, even here on the dreary, barren

10. What J^appened to the Essenes?
The Roman occupation of Judea was for awhile fairly
quiet. Roman rulers were in many ways as just as they were
rapacious, and, in any case, they were scarcely greedier than
the native kings. Antigonus, the last of the Maccabean line,
was succeeded in 37 b.c. by Herod who was called the
Great. Herod built many splendid buildings, founded the sea¬
port of Caesarea, and began the restoration of the Temple,
which, however, was not completed until 64 A.D., six years
before it was again destroyed. When he died in 4b.c., there
were few who sincerely mourned him.

After Herod, the kingdom was divided. Antipas, who ruled
in Galilee, married his brother’s wife and was rebuked by
John the Baptist, whom he executed. When he was defeated
in battle by Aretas, the father of his first wife whom he had
put away, the people regarded it as apunishment for decapi¬
tating John. He ruled until 34 a.d.

In Judea, Archelaus reigned for ten years until 6a.d., but
his rule was so bad that Augustus removed him and turned
Judea into aRoman province under aprocurator of low rank
who reported to the Governor of Syria. One of the procurators
was Pontius Pilatus, who held this office from 26 to 36 aj5.,
after which he was recalled and banished to Gaul.

The tension between the Jewish people and their Roman
rulers gradually increased. The Romans were not able to un¬
derstand what looked to them like demented religious fanati¬
cism, and the Jews were not able to tolerate what they counted
sacrilege. Jew was disdainful of Roman, Roman was contemp¬
tuous of Jew. Pilatus was bewildered and outraged at the re¬
sistance of the Jews to the Roman military ensigns being
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brought into Jerusalem. It was done elsewhere as amatter of
routine; why not in Judea? For the charge of idolatry, he had
neither comprehension nor patience. But since his choice was
between retreat and more bloodshed than he cared to report
to Rome, he retreated.

The Emperor Caligula directed that his statue be set up in
the Jerusalem Temple. Beseeched by Herod Agrippa, he re¬
scinded the order but would probably have reissued it if, in the
meanwhile, he had not been assassinated. Agrippa, who died
in 44 A.D., was the last king of the Jews. After that, all Pales¬
tine was under direct Roman rule. Because of the frequent
recourse of the governor, Antonius Felix, to mass crucifixions,
there arose asect called the Sicarii, who made life in Jerusalem
hazardous for all Romans by their skill in assassination. Felix
did what he could to suppress the Sicarii, but also employed
them to murder the high priest Jonathan who had been a
moderating influence and whose death was atragic loss. Por¬
cius Festus succeeded Felix but died after two years.

During this time, what was happening at Qumr^ and to
the Essenic party generally, we do not know. But we do know
that what came to be known as the Christian movement had
by now developed, and that it was similar in many of its doc¬
trines, as it was in its sacraments and its organization, to the
Essenic sects and to the “new covenanters” at Qumran. The
Christians may not as yet (62 a.d.) have been generally known
by that name; more usually, they were known as the sect of
the Nazarenes. But to this we shall come in the next chapter,
noting only in the present summary that after the death of
Festus, and before anew governor could arrive, the high priest
Ananus seized the opportunity to assassinate James, the brother
of Jesus and head of the Nazarene movement, for which
Ananus was deposed by Agrippa II.

Judean affairs by now were not only bad; they had reached
the point of social dissolution. Brigandage was rife; no one
remained in jail who could afford the bribe that bought his
release. Responsible government was at an end. Gessius Florus,
who “ruled” from 64 to 66 a.d., proceeded from routine mur¬
der to frequent massacre, and at last was driven by the popu¬
lace from Jerusalem, where the Roman garrison surrendered
but was nevertheless put to death. This was rebellion and the
signal for war.

The Christians, who by this time saw little to choose be¬
tween the Romans and the Sadducean priests, fled from Judea
across the Jordan, taking no part in the Jewish revolt. It is said
that there were Essenes who also would not fight, but whether
the two groups were connected we can only speculate. That
there were Essenes who did fight, at least in this revolt, has

8 0
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frequently been asserted, but the testimony upon which the as¬
sertion is chiefly based, that of Josephus, speaks only of val¬
iantly suffering torture*

To meet the crisis, the Jews formed an emergency govern¬
ment and placed Josephus—destined to achieve greater fame
as an historian than as asoldier—^in charge of the defense of
Galilee. He fought stoutly but was defeated and went over to
the Romans. The Pharisees, who had controlled the emergency
government down to now, and who had tried to invoke apolicy
of moderation, were brushed aside. Josephus was aPharisee
and was believed to have been halfhearted in the struggle. He
had now gone over to the enemy. Angrily, the reckless Zealots
t o o k o v e r a n d m o d e r a t i o n w a s a t a n e n d .

If Israel had been united and less eaten away by corruption,
the war need not have been ahopeless one. But as it was, it
could end in only one way. Jerusalem was tom by factional
strife; Jews massacred Jews and the slaughter rivaled all the
butcheries of the Romans. In the late summer of 70 a.d., the
outer court of the Temple was set afire, but the fighting went
on even around the altar of burnt offering. At last, it was all
over; the site where Zadok had stood to offer sacrifice, and
upon which one temple after another had been erected, was
left, as Jesus had predicted that it would be, with “not one
stone upon another.”

As cdamity followed calamity, the Qumrin monastics may
well have believed that the “Day of Jehovah” had at last ar¬
rived and that the Messiah for whom they had waited would
immediately appear. The moon, it was true, had not yet
“turned into blood,” nor had the stars fallen from the sky,
b u t d e s t r u c t i o n h a d c o m e t o t h e “ e v i l o n e s ” w h o h a d r u l e d
in Israel, and it was time now for Jehovah to turn his hand
against the Kittim.

Perhaps they waited until almost the last moment But they
knew the Romans would come. They put their precious manu¬
scripts into the jars prepared for them, and climbed laborious¬
ly up to the caves. Here, the Romans would never think to
search. Some day, perhaps, when the fighting was over, the
covenanters would come back. Perhaps they thought it would
be soon. Surely flie time was near! God could not waitl Not
now! The new age must beginl The time had come! The “Sons
of Belial” had had their day. Jehovah must fulfill his promise:
his faithful would not doubt it ...And when they returned,
their scriptures still would be their treasure—perhaps more so
than ever—when the Messiah of Aaron and of Israel presided
over their sacred meal, in the Day of the Lord Jehovah, and
of the Kingdom that came from God.
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The Scrolls and Oiristian Orî ns
1. Jhe Scholars and the Laity

In an earlier chapter, we quoted the opinion of W. F. Albright
that the discovery of the Scrolls had produced “new evidence
with regard to the beliefs and practices of Jewish sectarians of
t h e l a s t t w o c e n t u r i e s b . c . ” t h a t “ b i d s f a i r t o r e v o l u t i o n i z e o u r
approach to the beginnings of Christianity.” We mentioned
also Dupont-Somraer’s statement that “all the problems rela¬
tive to primitive Christianity henceforth find themselves placed
in anew light, which forces us to reconsider them completely.

New Testament scholars in the United States, as Edmund
Wilson noted, were for several years strongly reluctant to take
these opinions seriously. Latterly, however, as we saw in the
same earlier chapter, New Testament scholars, prodded by Mr.
Wilson and the extraordinary public interest that was taken in
the Scrolls, have broken their si lence. But few of them have
been willing to agree that the Scrolls mean anything revolu¬
tionary. They have been excited by the discovery; &ey have
said that it means that we shall now know the background of
the New Testament writings better than we did in the past;

!Chapter 1, Section 6.
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but they have concluded by saying that no important previous
assumptions—and no major articles of orthodox belief—need
b e r e v i s e d .

Even Millar Burrows, who is no ordinary scholar but adis¬
tinguished Semitic specialist who has worked on the Scrolls
almost from the beginning, tells us that “after studying the
Dead Sea Scrolls for seven years, Ido not find my understand¬
ing of the New Testament substantially affected. Its Jewish
background is clearer and better understood, but its meaning
has neither been changed nor significantly clarified.” And he
goes on to say that perhaps he “simply cannot see what is”
before his eyes. “When visiting archeological excavations,” he
mterestingly informs us, he has sometimes been “unable, with
the utmost good will, to see things pointed out by the excava¬
tors. It is true,” he concludes, “that atrained eye can often
see what is invis ib le to the unini t iated. I t is a lso t rue that
scholars, being human, sometimes fail to distinguish between
trained perception and uncritical imagination.

This last sentence is alittle ambiguous; it sounds less like
self-doubt than asuavely couched reproach to other scholars.
In any case, let the layman be warned not to be intimidated.
Even the best authorities, when they move out of their fields
of technical proficiency (as also no doubt, in varying degrees
within*them), are not free from subjective pressures, including,
of course, those of which they are unconscious. Scholars who
can banish all bias when assembling the fragments of ancient
manuscripts may not be free from preconceptions when it
comes to evaluating what they have assembled.

Interpreters of every sort, especially in matters of religion,
should be alertly watched, and this writer is well aware—
and fuUy willing—that this be applied to himself. His aim in
what follows will be, first, to present examples of the informa¬
tion familiar to scholars but not usually known to laymen, in
the absence of which it is impossible to arrive at an informed
judgment; and secrmd, to suggest some new hypotheses, but
without protagonistic zeal, and entirely without anxiety for the
outcome. Whether sustained or not, such hypotheses will serve
their purpose. For the intention is not to convince the reader
of particular answers to the thorny questions that the new dis¬
covery has raised, but to help him see the true significance of
the questions.

First, it must be understood that when the theological
scholar* reassures the layman about the implications of the
!We prefer to use the broader term, “theological scholars,”

rather than the narrower one, “New Testament scholars,” used in
quoting Mr. Wilson and others. “New Testament scholars
have too specialized ameaning.
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Scrolls, the two are not using the same terms of reference;
or, to use the colloquial phrase, they are not "speaking the
some language.” What the scholar means and what the lay¬
man supposes him to mean are two different things. And yet,
what the scholar knows but fails to communicate to his lay
hearer is by no means so recondite or enigmatical that plainer
communication would be really difficult.

When theological scholars say, as they have recently been
saying, that the discovery of the Scrolls has brought them no
information that obliges them to revise their view of Chris¬
tian beginnings—or at least not extensively—it can be for them
the truth. But they should go on to tell the laity in what sense
it is the truth. What they mean, if they would express it more
informatively, is that they have known for along time that the
traditional view of Christian origins is not supported by his¬
tory so much as by theology. Unlike the layman, they are
familiar with New Testament historical problems to which it
has never been possible to find historical solutions. Dogmatic
solutions are another matter. But what the layman thinks he
is dealing with in trying to grasp the meaning of the Scrolls
is not theology but history, not dogma but fact

Theological scholars have long been aware, for instance, of
the impossibility of knowing, historically, where Jesus was
born, or when, or by what means the portrait of him in the
first three Gospels (ffie Synoptics) can be reconciled with the
quite different portrait of him in the Gospel of John. This is
only the beginning of the matter. Theological scholars know
(again as the layman usually does not) something of the exten¬
sive debt of Christianity to Pagan religion during the first
centuries of its development in ffie Mediterranean area. The¬
ological scholars have known for some time that there were
important resemblances between Essenic organization and that
of the early Christian churches and have had reason to suspect
that the two may have been organically connected.

The information that comes to them with the discovery of
the Scrolls merely adds itself to this earlier information and
they say they are not disturbed. Perhaps not. At least, not
initially. But should not the layman, who has little if any
knowledge of these matters, be given an opportunity to dis¬
cover whether what is not disturbing to the theologian is dis¬
turbing to his own beliefs? Admittedly, the Scrolls, in and of
themselves and with no reference to previous knowledge,
might not be revolutionary. But the previous knowledge exists.
That is to say, it exists for scholars. Why should it not be im¬
parted to laymen also? If the scholar has been able to accom¬
modate himself to historical difficulties by recourse to dog-
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matic elements, perhaps the layman can do the same. And if
not, truth is still areligious obligation. The disputed fourth
Gospel scarcely misleads us when it says “the truth shall make
you free.”

In the sections immediately following, therefore, we shall
pursue our investigation by examining some of the informa¬
tion known to scholars. Necessarily, this examination can do
no more than disclose the general nature of the situation by
exhibiting areas of it that are typical; but this will be enough,
no doubt, to remove objections to the introduction of con¬
siderations in the later sections, in the light of which the
reader can make his own evaluation of the Scrolls.

2. 7he Scrolls and the T^ew Jestament

It is acommon supposition that we have in the New Testa¬
ment aself-consistent story of the life of Jesus, followed by a
plain account of the beginnings of the church he founded.
These assumptions are not true. We do not have the story of
Jesus; we have only afragmentary record. It is not self-con¬
sistent; it is contradictory. The account of the beginnings of
the church is not simple; it is full of problems. And it is not
certain that Jesus founded—or intended to found—the event¬
u a l C h r i s t i a n c h u r c h .

To attest these statements in away that will allow the
reader to verify them without recourse to texts that may be
inaccessible or di fficult to fol low, we shal l have recourse to
awell-known book, Peake’s Commentary on the Bible, used
freely by the better-educated clergy and available in any good
public library. Other commentaries would afford the same
testimony, provided they are equal in standards of scholar¬
ship. So, of course, would the standard Bible Dictionaries and
the reputable textbooks.*

First, that we do not have the story of Jesus but only a
fragmentary record: In the Commentary’s article on “The Life
and Teaching of Jesus,” we have the following opening sen¬
tences: “The results of critical study of the records concerning
Jesus have often been represented as largely negative. The
issue is said to be afresh sense alike of the fragmentary char¬
acter of our information and of the strangeness of the figure
of Jesus Himself. Today we realize that the life of Jesus can
never be written. The material is wanting.”

Second, ' that the record is contradictory: In the Commen~
tary’s article on John’s Gospel, we read as follows: “The
differences between the Fourffi and the other Gospels are too
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obvious to need emphasis. From the second century onwards,
they have constituted adifBcult problem.”

Third, that the account of the beginnings of the church is
not simple but full of problems: In the article on “The Apos¬
tolic Age and the Life of Paul,” we are told the following: “It
must be admitted at once that our knowledge of the period
is disappointingly vague. We begin with acertain number of
data with regard to toe rise of toe Church, data of which the
historical value is disputed ...this lack of definite informa¬
tion is unfortunate, but it is at least again to recognize the
l imi ta t ions o f our mater ia l and avo id toe c la im to aknowl¬
edge which does not exist.”

Fourth, that it is not certain that Jesus founded—or in-
tended to found—the eventual Christian church: In toe article
on “Organization, Church Meetings, etc.,” we read that “it is a
fact of immense importance and significance that Jesus Him¬
self created no organization" but left his movement “pliable,
so that it could freely embody itself in any type of organiza¬
tion which varying conditions might suggest.” This, however,
is amuch wider question and scholars cannot ignore the possi¬
bility that Jesus expected an immediate Messianic kingdom to
follow his crucifixion, in which case there would have been no
relevancy in his foxmding the church that actually developed.

We shall see in the next chapter that toe three Synoptic
Gospels, although they are broadly similar and based on the
same material, also present aproblem. What is there, then,
toat is certain? The historian’s answer can only be that nothing
is certain. What we have had to go upon is aconsensus arrived
at by scholars, abody of informed opinion accepted by semi¬
narians as astandard field of reference or quasi-historical
vention which is affirmed by theology as the equivalent of
h is to ry.

But it is important toat we see the situation as it really is.
When new suggestions are made upon toe basis of what
find in toe Scrolls, they are resisted as though they were gra¬
tuitous conjectures, unnecessary and offensive because they fly
in toe face of findings which have long since been securely
arrived at and which should now be left alone. The truth is
toat toe convenUonal findings have no more been securely
arrived at than would have been toe case if they had been
quite different findings. They are simply toe findings that, after
surveying toe evidence, seemed most persuasive to toe minds
(or preferences) of scholars.

Let us look at some of this evidence. For toe life of Jesus
and the story of toe early Christian church, we have no testi¬
mony from secular history. It is true toat there is abrief pas-

c o n -
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sage in Josephus, mentioning and praising Jesus, but reputable
scholarship has long since rejected it as fraudulent.* Our re¬
course must therefore be to the Gospels themselves in the
hope of discovering how much of what is written is arecord
of events as they actually took place and how much is legend¬
ary or theological elaboration.

In this, we have some help at times from the scriptures
which were not included in the New Testament, although they
were written in the same general period. Let us take an exam¬
ple. It is readily possible for scholars to trace the story of
the resurrection of Jesus through its several phases in the
New Testament narratives, observing how new assertions
were added to meet the objections of unbelievers, and then
to extend their investigation to the apocryphal Gospel of Peter,
which carries the story to apoint which the church fathers,
after due trial, found excessive, and so excluded this Gospel
f r o m t h e c a n o n .

Here is the story as given in the Gospel of Peter (circa 150
A.D.):

Now in the night whereon the Lord’s day dawned, as the soldiers
were keeping guard two by two in every watch, there came agreat
sound in the heaven, and they saw the heavens opened and two
men descend thence, shining with agreat light, and drawing near
unto the sepulchre. And that stone which had been set on the
door rolled away of itself and went back to the side, and the
sepulchre was opened and both of the young men entered in. When
therefore those soldiers saw that, they wak^ up the centurion and
the elders (for they also were there keeping watch); and while they
were yet telling them the things which they had seen, they saw
again three men come out of the sepulchre, and two of them
sustaining the one, and across following after them. And of the
two they saw that their heads reached unto heaven, but of him that
was led by them that it overpassed the heavens. And they heard a
voice out of the heavens saying: Hast thou preached unto them
that sleep? And an answer was heard from the cross, saying:
Yea (ix, 35-42).‘

Those who witnessed this remarkable phenomenon, the
Gospel of Peter continues, hastened to report it to Pilate, who
said that his hands had been washed of the entire matter, and
it was thereupon agreed that the witnesses would suppress
the report, since, if it became known, it would get them into
trouble with the Jews. What we have here is clearly afabri¬
cation, but it merely extends one step further the testimony
of the canonical gospels. How then, in this respect, should
scholars regard the New Testament record as evidence? Ob¬
viously, though written somewhat earlier, it belongs to the
same class of literature as the Gospel of Peter.
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It is when we go to this larger literature from which the
famil iar New Testament was selected that we see with fresh
vision the kind of testimony that we are dealing with even in
the New Testament itself, where doubtless it is at its best. It
is not, of course, that the Gospels should be counted unhis-
torical; the problem is in knowing what is history and what
is not. The reader should understand this and thereby see the
nature of the evidence upon which the findings of the scholars
in the end must rest. He will thus learn how little ground
there is for repulsing new suggestions when new evidence is
f o u n d .

The difficulties encountered in the Resurrection story are
matched by the problems presented by the Birth stories. Did
the Magi really make this journey or is it based upon the
visit of Tiridates of Parthia with the three Magi laden with
presents to worship Nero, whom they acclaimed as the Lord
God Mithras? Or is it based upon some other story of Magi
in search of aFravashi whose birth had been signaled by a
nova in the eastern sky?* Probabilities can be weighed and
subjective opinions arrived at, but the historical question can¬
n o t b e s o l v e d .

The Annunciation to the Shepherds is in the same category;
and the Magnificat and the Benedictus; were they spon¬
taneous song-prophecies, uttered by Mary (some scholars say
Elizabeth) and Zacharias, respectively, and recorded by some¬
one who happened to be present, equipped for the purpose?
(Luke, chap. i). Or were they liturgical compositions, adapted
by Luke to his story? Scholars know that the intrinsic evi¬
dence of the passages requires that they be the latter. How
much else in the Gospels was drawn from pre-existing sources
and likewise adapted to the aims, first of the original com¬
posers, then of the editors and compilers? The earliest manu-
scripte we have, it must be remembered, are no earlier than
the fourth Christian century, and by then—^indeed, consid¬
erably before—there had been time for the church fathers
to make many redactions in accordance with the outcome of
theological controversy.

It cannot be shown historically that Jesus was bom in Beth¬
lehem—or if Bethlehem is accepted as his birthplace, whether
it was Bethlehem in Judea or Bethlehem in Gali lee. I f there
was a“Slaughter of the Infants,” there is no record of it other
than in the Gospels. Herod was quite capable of such aslaugh¬
ter, but could so barbarous an atrocity have been overlooked
by the well-informed Josephus who dwells at length on
Herod ’s c r imes? Do we not have here an invent ion o f the
writer (or editor) of St Matthew, who provides the story to
fulfill the prophecy of Rachel, weeping for her children? Does



8 9The Scrolls and Christian Origins
he not, for the same purpose of fulfilling prophecies, send
Joseph and Mary with the newborn child to Egypt? For the
prophecy must be fulfilled: “Out of Egypt did Imy son.”
So it is with other prophecies.*

It is asmall matter, relatively, that Matthew gives us the
Sermon on the Mount as thoû  uttered ail at one time and
place, whereas Luke arranges it in sections and connects it
with asequence of incidents. The real question is: How much
of the Sermon came from Jesus and how much f rom other
sources?

These examples are but the barest indications of what must
be encountered in the quest for historicity in the New Testa¬
ment scriptures.* But they are suflScient, perhaps, to indicate
to the reader the nature and proportionate value of New Testa¬
ment evidence when it must be considered in combination—or
in conflict—with other evidence. It is not that history is absent;
the New Testament is quite definitely concerned with historical
happenings and with persons active in the development of a
religious movement. It is in deciding where the record is and
is not dependable that we meet with so piuch difficulty.

This obviously does mean, however, that when there are
new suggestions, such as those arising from the discovery of
the Scrolls, it is entirely appropriate to give them full consid¬
eration. If they are disturbing to the consensus, or quasi-
historical field of reference, formerly arrived at by scholars, it
may be because we need anew consensus.

3. Christian Origins and Va^an Influences
The traditional view of the founding of Christianity taken
by the typical Christian layman is that Jesus preached its gos¬
pel, died as Messiah and Redeemer, arose from the dead and
founded the Christian church, which spread out through the
world, beginning with the work of the apostles. Or, if he does
not believe in the Resurrection, he supposes that the apostles,
moved by the spirit of Jesus, founded the church upon his
gospel.

He recognizes that Jesus was aJew and inherited the Judaic
tradition. He further recognizes that the apostles drew out the
inferences of Jesus’ gospel and thus expanded his doctrine; and
♦The Old Testament presents similar problems but since—to

Christians—the question of historicity in the Old Testament has
less vital consequences, there is not so much hesitation on the
part of scholars in dealing boldly with the outcome of their
inquiries.
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also that the apostles, because of what they had seen and heard
during the lifetime of Jesus and because of their experiences
afterwards, came to esteem him as what he had been all along
but which they had only partly-understood: the Savior and
Lord o f mank ind and Son o f God .

In any case, he assumes the originality of Christian doctrine,
and it does not occur to him that much of it existed previously
(except perhaps as it was foreshadowed by Moses and the
prophets), or that agreat deal of it is indebted to sources that
do not appear in the Bible.

What the layman does not know, and the scholar does, is
that there were many Pagan deities during the time of Jesus
and afterwards for whom quite similar claims were made and
in whose names were preached quite similar doctrines.’' Mith¬
ras was aRedeemer of mankind; so were Tammuz, Adonis and
Osiris. The view eventually taken of Jesus as aRedeemer was
not aJudaic concept; nor was it held by the first Christians in

.Pa les t ine . The Mess iah the Jews and the Juda ic Chr is t ians
expected was not the Son of God but amessenger from God,
not one who saved by blood-atonement but one whose salva¬
tion came from his rule of the earth in aMessianic kingdom.
The Judaic Christians were not thinking of asalvation that
admitted them to heaven, but of asalvation which would
establish anew order on earth, and this remained the case,
even though they believed in immortality.

It was when Christianity spread out into the Pagan world
that the idea of Jesus as aSavior God emerged. This idea was
patterned on those already existing, especially upon Mithras.
It was the birthday of Mithras, the 25th of December (the
winter solstice), that was taken over by the Pagan Christians to
be the birthday of Jesus. Even the Sabbath, the Jewish seventh
day appointed by God in the Mosaic Law and hallowed by his
own resting on this day after the work of Creation, had to be
abandoned in favor of the Mithraic first day, the Day of the
Conquering Sun.

In the Mediterranean area during the time of Christian
expansion, nowhere was there absent the image of the Virgin
Mother and her Dying Son. Originally, it was the earth itself
that was the goddess, virginal again with every spring. Her son
was the fruit of the earth, bom only to die, and in dying, to be
implanted once more in the earth, as the seed that would renew
the cycle. This was the “vegetation myth” from which the
drama o f the “Sav io r -God” and the "Mater Do lo ros< f ’ was
drawn, soon to be elaborated.

The cycle of seasons on the earth was seen to be paralleled
by acoordinate cycle in the heavens. There, too, was to be
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seen the virgin goddess: the constellation Virgo that rose in the
eastern sky just when Sirius, the star from the east, was signal¬
ing the new birth of the Sun. The passage of the horizon line
through Virgo was the conception of the Virgin from the Sun.
The earth myth was thus blended with the sky myth and both
with the memory of ancient heroes, real or legendary, and so
came the saga of the Redeemer.

The cave, later to be associated with the birth of Jesus, was
earlier the birthplace of Homs, who, when he was grown,
would become Osiris, who must die for the salvation of his
people. Isis was the Mater Dolorosa. There were innumerable
such salvation cults, as described by such writers as Sir James
G. Frazer in his Golden Bough, and by the great classical
scholar. Professor Gilbert Murray.

I n t h e s e c u l t s w e r e f o u n d t h e s a m e s a c r a m e n t s l a t e r t o b e

called Christian. The Last Supper (Eucharist) belonged to
Mithraism, from whence it was borrowed to combine with the
sacred meal of Palestinian Christianity. Not only sacraments
but such concepts as “the Wood of the Lamb” (or of Taurus
the Bull) were likewise taken from Mithraism. And not only
cultist concepts but ethical teachings too were absorbed from
the cults which entered into Christianity. In addition, there
were ethical teachings which were not cultist, such as those of
t i l e S t o i c s .

The extent of the indebtedness of Christianity to Pagan
religion is so great that, provided there was aJudaic-Christian
nucleus at all, very little indeed need have been supplied by
t h e P a l e s t i n i a n C h r i s t i a n s . I t m u s t b e r e m e m b e r e d t h a t a f t e r
the earliest days little was said of Jesus the teacher. It was
C h r i s t t h e S a v i o r w h o w a s L o r d o f t h e C h r i s t i a n s . A n d w h e t h ¬
er it had been he or the Lord Mithras would have made very
little difference in the redemptionist doctrines, the sacraments
a n d o b s e r v a n c e s o f t h e c h u r c h t h a t a t l a s t d e c l a r e d t h a t

“Christ” was the Savior God, adecision formalized by ama¬
jority vote in 325 a.d., at the Council of Nicea.

It will be seen, then, that what the scholar knows and the
layman does not, is the extent to which Christianity would
have become what it did without Jesus and his disciples at all.
The only element of importance that is found nowhere in
Paganism is the portrait of Jesus the teacher; but this, as we
have already noted, was not the emphasis of Pagan Christiani¬
ty, By the third century, it had passed almost out of sight, not
to return until the Enlightenment, the Protestant Reformation,
and the invention of printing brought the Bible to the people.
The Bible, indeed, had been considered too dangerous abook

*See bibliography, page 132.
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to put into the hands of the laity: they were not equipped to
understand it and it might be an incitement to heresy. It was
the Christ of the Creeds and the Sacraments, the Salvationist
God, that the Christian church for so many centuries was
concerned with: Jesus of Galilee it scarcely knew at all.

The one essential nexus for making the Judaic Christ the
victor in the struggle of Salvationist religions was Paul of Tar¬
sus, Pharisee, yet aHellenist, an inspired Jew with aprofound
comprehension of Paganism. Supreme master of synthesis, it
was he who first conceived the purpose of binding Israel to
Athens, the dying Temple of Jerusalem with the Mithraic
sacrifice, the ̂ senic Jehovah with the tfnknown God of the
Areopagus. As the Apostle Paul, this was the world-minded
“Christianos”—never merely aPalestinian Christian—who
knew his “Lord” not in die flesh but through his own “gnosis,”
and saw that Apollos, Mithras and Osiris could be made to
bow before his own Hebraic Adonai, and that by absorption
of their saviorhoods and blood redemptions, the Messiah of
Israel could become the world-ChrisL

But it could have happened otherwise and still have borne
the name of Christianity. That is what the scholar knows but
not the layman. And thus the scholar—not as believer but as
scholar—is not disturbed at what the Scrolls imply for Chris¬
tian origins: he has known all along that historically, Christian¬
ity is not the religion founded by Jesus and spread abroad by
his disciples. But the layman has not known it. The discovery
of the Scrolls has somehow made him sense it That is why his
interest in them is not the “fad” that some among the church¬
men have tried to make it out to be. The layman wants to
know the truth about the origins of Christianity.

9 2

4. ̂ he Second Battle of the Scrolls:
Hheolo^y versvis !History

The first "Batt le of the Scrol ls” was about their date. There
were many who hoped that they did not go back before the
beginnings of Christianity. But it is now known that they do:
and there is little, apparently, to fan the flames of further
cont roversy.

The second "Battle of the Scrolls” is still being waged. The
issue at stake ktheir significance for Christian origins. It is a
controversy hard for laymen to understand. This is because
they have not followed—and there is no reason why they
should have—^the strange trend of modem theology. To the
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layman, ahistorical question looks as though it should have a
histori^ answer. If the Scrolls affect our view of how the
Christian churches arose, obliging us to recognize that they
were evolved from aJewish sect or sects with many of the
same doctrines, similar sacraments and an almost identical
organization, then it is necessary to draw some inferences
from these facts of history. Christianity, it is evident, was not
established through unique events, as the one true church of
God, founded by his Son who came to earth to found it; nor
are its gospel and its sacraments what we thought they were.
Instead of asupernatural intervention, what we have, it seems,
i s a n a t u r a l s o c i a l e v o l u t i o n .

Not so, say the theologians. This matter has been settled,
not on histdrical grounds, which allow of nothing being settled,
but by theology. Theodore A. Gill, for example, one of the
editors of the independent church weekly, the Christian Cen¬
tury, in reviewing Edmund Wilson’s book* tells us that "the
gravest limitation on Edmimd Wilson's report is the era from
which it is written. This brand new word about discoveries just
now being made is curiously dated in its approach."

Reading these words, the layman caimot be blamed for
feeling alittle confused. So far as he knows, Mr. Wilson is
living in the present age. The magazine for which he writes
("The New Yorker") has no appearance of being retarded by
Victorianism. In what sense is he “curiously dated"?

The answer is that he is “pre-neo-orthodox-theological."
Mr. Wilson does not realize that the modernist approach to
the New Testament scriptures, which sought to understand
what they conveyed as history, was interrupted, beginning in
the first decade of the present century. It is impossible to settle
the problem of the New Testament on the basis of history, the
interrupters said. Every question has either so many possible
answers that, historically, it is impossible to decide ̂ tween
them, or else it has no answer at all, which is intolerable. The
matter must be settled by theology.

Starting with concepts that can be traced back to Saint
Augustine and Pela^us (who, as Mr. Gill has perhaps forgot¬
ten, are also rather dated in their approach), the theologians
worked forward through well-worn paths until they discovered
the fecund possibilities of contemporary marriage with the

depth psychology." The offspring is afascinating progeny of
intellectual folklore. It is contended that only through this
folklore can mankind be saved. But the reader need not take
this any more seriously than the Muslims do, or the Jews,

!The Scrolb from the Dead Sea, reviewed, Christian Century,
October 26, 1955.

U
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who are certain that they will be saved, if at all, witiiout benefit
of Christian neo-orthodoxy. This is not to say that one who
familiarizes himself with the concepts of the neo-orthodox
geology will not learn to understand its ancient vocabulary
in amore modem and viable way than he might at the begin¬
ning expect, but the effort is not nece^ary. The laity on the
whole have quietly understood this and have respectfully left
the new theology alone.

But what is its relation to Christian history? In abrilliantly
perceptive article which takes up this very question, Duncan
Howlet̂  an independent-minded theologian,* shows how “the
modernist movement,” which “represented die coming to full
flower in Protestantism of the fact-minded point of view, the
conviction that faith ought not to be based upon theology,” is
now reasserting itself through the laity. He quotes one of the
theologians wh^o says that the interest of the public in the
Scrolls is “morbid.” Mr. Hewlett does not think so. “The de¬
sire to know what the Scrolls contain and what these writings
mean,” he says, “rises from adeep-seated yearning on the part
of people everywhere to learn more about the enigmatic figure
known to men as Jesus Christ.” People are not satisfied, he
concludes, “with aChrist of faith.” They “also want to know
everything [that can be known] about the Jesus of history.”

W^at the theologians have done, if we survey it realistically,
is similar to what is known as “circiUar reasoning.” They have
set up theology to be the judge of history; and yet, being
Protestants and unable to separate their Geology from the
Bible—the Bible, indeed, being its necessary foundation—
they have relied upon tha very Bible, the historical problems
of which they could not solve, to support atheology based
upon these unsolved problems. This theology in turn under¬
took to solve the historical problems which, in their unsolved
form, had been adopted as its basis!

We are not here concerned, let it be noted, with any other
aspect of the new theology than its relationship to Christian
history. With this, however, we are very much concerned.
For what we have is an empty pretension. What they were
unable to do as historians, theologians have undertaken to do
as theologians. But as theologiam they have nothing to stand
upon except the Christian history which was an insoluble
problem to them. What they thought they could do was to rely
upon faith to determine fact But how was faith to be deter¬
mined? If the New Testament narrative was not factual, how
could one have faith in its principal figure? How could one
know, apart from knowledge of fact, that one’s faith was not
divert from reality?
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In answer to this it was urged that most history is in doubt.
Nothing can be known to have occurred as it is said to have
occurred, and even if we know the form of an event, do we
know its meaning? So faith is necessary in any case, before
history can be seen to have specific meaning. As an ultimate
kind of skepticism, the argument is certainly tenable. But it is
not aposition which can be asound foundation for Bible-
based theology. The truth or falsity of the main events re¬
corded in the New Testament and the implications of those
events—also as recorded in the New Testament—must be de¬
termined historically before there can be enough reality for
Bible-based theology to rest upon. In other words, you cannot
make Christian origins something that they may not have been
merely by believing what you wish about them. You can make
an imaginary world that way, in which to live and think and—
through its symbols—worship, but you are out of touch with
the real world. So the case for theology as arbiter of history
f a l l s d o w n .

Mr. Wilson, of course, did not know that it was ever sup¬
posed to have stood up. So he becomes “curiously dated” in
his approach. Mr. Gill says that the uniqueness of Christ has
never been located in his teaching; it is “the uniqueness of the
One whom faith has discerned in him ... the uniqueness of
what believers claim happened and happens in him and no¬
where else.” But the layman, still possessed of asense of
history and eager to remain in touch with reality, feels rather
uncertain that by believing the theology of the present he can
determine the events of the past.

The second “Battle of the Scrolls” may therefore be one that
the theologians cannot win. It may even be arather decisive
battle for the entire question of theology versus history. The
thing about the Scrolls that makes them so formidable is their
tangibility. They exist. Can theology, through faith, make them
disappear? The implications of the Scrolls are also quite sub¬
stantial. Can theology make shadows of them? Here we have
not only the manuscripts themselves, but the caves, the monas¬
tery ruins, the baptistries, the scriptorium—and thereby his¬
tory comes to life. In the presence of the Scrolls as fact, other
facts become discernible. The Scrolls not only exist for what
they mean in themselves: they become signposts, direction-
markers on the chart of history. The Essenic sect of Qumran,
through its Scrolls, “being dead, yet speaketh.” And what it
speaks of points to new answers to old questions, answers
which can grow to be very large and give anew and more
natural account of Christian history.



5. yhe Early Church and the Essenic Sects

“If there are but superficial paraUels between the Essene
Teacher of Righteousness and Jesus of Nazareth,” writes Pro¬
fessor Frank M. Cross, Jr., one of the scholars working on the
Scrolls, “there are intimate parallels between the Essene and
primitive Christian communities.

The most immediately evident of the parallels is in the
organization of the two societies. When the entire community
met as acongregation, in each case it was called “the Many.”
From “the Many” were chosen “the Twelve,” to represent the
twelve tribes of Israel. Jesus tells the twelve “disciples” whom
he appointed to be his inner circle that they were to be en¬
throned as judges over “the twelve tribes of Israel.” In the
early church, “the Twelve” are likewise important, and there,
as in the Qumran sect and among the Essenes generally, we
find an “Inspector-Superintendent” or overseer, such as was
James the Just who presided over the church at Jerusalem.

Both communities have “all things in common.” Wealth
must be contributed to ageneral treasury, in the care of a
steward; so also with wages currently earned. The steward
disburses from the common treasury whatever monies must be
paid out for the community’s expenses. Here there irresistibly
comes to mind the story of Jesus and the man who had “great
possessions.” “Go, sell all that thou hast,” commands Jesus,
“and give to the poor.” Since “the Poor” was one of those
terms used by the Essenic sects to indicate their own societies,
Jesus was in effect telling the wealthy man to join such asect,
meeting its requirement that he contribute his riches to the
c o m m o n f u n d . S i n c e J e s u s a d d s t o t h i s c o m m a n d a n i n v i t a t i o n

to’“come, follow me,” the interesting question arises as to
whether in joining asect of “the Poor,” in which he could at
the same time follow Jesus, the wealthy man would not have
been joining asect to which Jesus himself already belonged.

Both in the Qumr4n community and in ^e Christian
churches, there were rules providing penalties for fraud' in
connect ion with the common fund. The Christ ian rules seem
to have been much stricter. In the Manual of Discipline, one
who “commits afraud against the wealth of the community,
causing it loss, shall repay it in full. If he is not able to pay
it, he shall be punished skty days” (IQS, vii, 7-8). How
he is to repay the loss if he has given all be possessed to the
community, it is difficult to see. Perhaps the meaning is that
if he still has the sum that he withheld or stole, he must

1 0
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surrender it, or otherwise suffer two months of deprivation.
The Chr is t ian* ru le was more severe . In the book o f Ac ts
(v, 1-11), we read that Ananias ‘^old apossession and kept
back part of the price," his wife, Sapphira, being “privy to
it" Peter, having discovered the fraud, tells Ananias that he
could have done whatever he liked wi^ the money while he
regarded it as his own, but that having offered it to the com*
mon treasury with the pretense of complying with the rule,
he bad not “lied unto men, but unto C^d." Whereupon the
terrified Ananias immediately expired, followed afew horns
later by his wife, Sapphira, who in equal terror “gave up the
ghost” when she heard herself condemned. Whatever else
we may deduce from this dramatic story, we can scarcely
suppose that the penalty for fraud against the common treas*
ury was less than excommunication.

Peter, in this narrative, unquestionably looks upon the
contribution of wealth to the common fund as voluntary (un¬
til the purpose of contributing has been declared)—or perhaps
only apart of the individual’s possessions were required for
con t r ibu t ion . Bu t e lsewhere we a re to ld tha t “a l l tha t be¬
lieved had all things in common, and they sold their posses¬
sions and goods, and parted to all, according as any man
had need” (Acts ii, 44-45). And again “the multitude of
them that believed were of one heart and soul; and not one
of them said that aught of the things which be possessed was
his own, but they had all things in common" (Acts iv, 32).
It is apparent that the Essenic and Christian practices re¬
garding the communal treasury were quite similar, and the
spirit reflected in the writing of both groups when the com¬
mon fund is ment ioned is the same. The common t reasury
was apractice expressing brotherliness, unity, oneness of
heart; for the entire life was to be communal: in peace and
harmony the “believers" were to walk with one another, each
seeking, not his own advantage, but the advantâ  of all.

Both groups also had arule requiring that if an accusa¬
tion were made against abrother, it must first be made pri¬
vately, then in the presence of three (sometimes two) wit¬
nesses. If the accusation still stood and no agreement had
been reached as to what should be done about it, the disput¬
ing parties and the witnesses must go before the congrega¬
tion of “the Many," where the matter would be finally set-

*We are using the word “Christian" in this section (as some¬
times elsewhere) in the generally canonical sense as amatter of
temporary convenience. Whether the group discussed was at this
time “Christian” in the sense traditionally assum^ is asemanticand historic^ question to be taken up later (Section 9).

9 7
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tied. Only “the Many” had the power of excommunication.
This rule, sometimes called the correptio fraterna, is peculiar
(so far as is known) to the Essenic sects and the Christians.

Baptism was practiced by both groups, and although it is
not known that Christians ever practiced daily baptism as
the Qumran community did, neither is it known that the
Essenic sects in other places followed precisely the ritual of
Qumrin. Differences in subordinate provisions of the ritual
do not affect, however, the underlying basis of the practice,
which was “repentance unto remission of sins” and the re¬
solve “to fulfill all righteousness.” The same basic signifi¬
cance is found also in the baptism of John. In all these cases,
the baptized were admitted into acommunity that expected
the coming of aMessiah.

Here , t oo , t he Essen i c sec t s and t he Ch r i s t i ans had a
basis in common. The “Anointed” whose appearing they
awaited was one with whom they were already “in com¬
munion” through asacrament. The Christians expected the
“Anointed One” to be Jesus; but it is not certain that the
Messiah of the Essenes was the Teacher of Righteousness.
In the case of the Christians, unlike that of the Dead Sea
monastics, it was one Messiah they looked for, whereas the
Scrolls speak of two. It is quite possible, however, that even¬
tually the two became merged into one in the QumrSn antici¬
pation, and it is altogether likely that many varieties of
Messianic expectation were eventually harmonized by the
Christians in the process of conversion and absorption
through which they prevailed.

The Essenic sects and the Christians were alike in being
the peoples of a“New Covenant,” aterm which has ̂ e same
m e a n i n g a s “ N e w Te s t a m e n t ” I n t h e c a s e o f t h e J u d a i c
Christians this was aSinaitic covenant, areturn to the law
of Moses, as it was with the Qumran sect and the Essenes.
It was Paul who dispensed with the Mosaic requirements, to
facilitate the progress of the Gentile church.

The sacred meal of the Qumran sectarians was closely simi¬
lar to the early Christian sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. An
element in the Qumrio ritual that seems at first divergent and
rather curious is the “presence” of the “Anointed Ones” of
Aaron and of Israel, with no plain indication as to whether
they were regarded as physically present or participating in
the meal in some mystical way. But since we must suppose
that the monastics were currently using this ritual rather than
waiting for the coming of the Messiahs before they could
use it, it is natural to accept the mystical interpretation.

Professor Cross, who definitely sees the symbolic presence
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of the “Anointed Ones” as “the liturgical anticipation of the
messianic banquet” finds the resemblance of this feature of
the sacrament to “the later eucharistic practice of the Pales¬
tinian church ...very strong.”“ In the account of the Last
Supper as observed by Jesus we are told (Mark’s Gospel)
that he used the words, “Truly Isay unto you, Ishall not
drink again of the fruit of the vine until that day when I
drink it new in the Kingdom of God” (xiv, 25). Jesus is
thus identifying himself with the Messiah anticipated in the
sacred meal of the Essenes (and of his own community?)
and informing his hearers that he will not again participate
in the sacred meal as acommunicant but only when he has
become manifest as the visibly present Messiah. In the Pauline
account of the Christian Last ̂ pper, there is again this clear
connection between the meal and the Messiah represented
in it by anticipation. “As often as you eat this bread and
drink the cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes”
(I Cor. xii, 26). Here, however, is the commemoration of
the death of the Messiah as weU as the anticipation of his
r e a p p e a r a n c e .

In the Qumran liturgy, it is provided that “the Messiah of
Israel shall stretch fo^ his hands on the bread; and after
giving [asking?!* ablessing, all the congregation of the com¬
munity shall partake, each according to his rank” (IQS, later
fragment). It was essentially this ritual that Jesus followed,
as related in the New Testament accounts of the Last Sup¬
per. “And as they were eating, he took bread, and when he
had blessed, he brake it and gave to them” (Mark xiv, 22).
It will be noted that the me^ was already in progress and
toat the sacrament was observed in the course of it, remind¬
ing us of the description of the actual meal (not “token”)
that was eaten at Qumran, too, where also the liturgical ob¬
servance must have been interpolated.

The further words of Jesus, identifying the bread with his
body and the wine with his blood, may well be afurther du¬
plication of the Essenic liturgy of which we do not have the
written version. In the physicfd absence of the Messiahs, they
must in some way have been represented. Possibly they were
represented by priests or by other appointed celebrants; this
is likely since ahand had to be “stretched out” to ask the
blessing, following which the bread had to be broken. But it
may have been felt that no individual could symbolicaUy
represent asacred mystical presence, so the bread itself must
represent it. In ancient times, sacredness was attached not
!There are breaks in the manuscript fragment requiring that

the most likely words be supplied as indicated by the context.
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only to bread, but to all food, especially to food aportion
of which had been offered to agod (thus the “blessing”).
But bread was the staple article of diet, more freely avafl-
able than other foods, and sjTubolically it stood for food of
every kind. For this reason (though by no means for this
alone) it was asacred element in the sacraments of mystery
cults in many places.

It seems altogether likely, therefore, that the bread repre¬
s e n t e d t h e M e s s i a h s o f A a r o n a n d o f I s r a e l i n t h e s a c r a ¬
mental meal of the QumrSn covenanters, and of the Messiah,
perhaps differently envisaged, in the Essenic sects more gen¬
erally. What Jesus did (and in doing it, occasioned no sur¬
prise, apparently, in the minds of those present) was to iden¬
tify himself with the bread that had long represented the
Messiah in sacred meals with which his disciples were al¬
ready familiar. Instead of saying, “This bread is [represents]
tbe Messiah of Israel,” he said, “This is [represents] my
body,” thereby claiming to be himself the Messiah.

Or, alternatively, the person representing the Me^ah at
the Essenic sacred meals may have spoken in his name; in
ffiis case, he may have said (speaking for the Messiah), “This
is my body,” and thus the words the disciples heard from
Jesus may have been the exact ritual words to which, as
members of an Essenic order, they were accustomed.

The case of fee wine would be similar, wine also (the
“blood” of the ̂ ape) being sacred. The ancients knew noth¬
ing of the chemistry of fermentation (not only as to wine but
also in the “miracle” of the yeast leavening bread). Conse¬
quently, they regarded the effect of wine as “god-possession.”
The god had entered into and “enthused” them (the literal
meaning of the word enthused means possessed by agod)
and so they were filled with fervor (or frenzy). Tbe earlier
orgies associated with the magical properties of wine slowly
^ve way to more restrained and solemn observances in which
“possession” by the god changed into communion yvith the
god and the magical became the mystical. Thus, in the mys¬
tery cults of the Mediterranean area, the wine that was
“blessed” was the blood—and therefore the life—of the Re¬
deemer. For our covenanters at QumrSn, it was the blood
the life—of the Messiahs. Through the bread that was flesh
and the wine that was blood the Messiahs were present with
their people. Through the bread that was broken and eaten,
and the cup that was passed from one to another, the Mes¬
siahs entered into the very life itself of their communicants
and all were as one, mystically united.

This, then, was the Essenic sacred meal, so close as to be

1 0 0
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almost identical with the sacred meal of the early Christians.
That the two were organically related, it is scarcely reason¬
able to question. The early Christian sacrament was the
Essenic sacrament with, perhaps, some Christian adaptations.
We stress the perhaps because there is no certainty that the
accounts of the Lord’s Supper in the New Testament have not
been edited to accord with the practice (and doctrine) of a
la te r t ime. As we have seen ear l ie r, i t i s d ifl icu l t to know
when the New Testament is giving us actual history and
when it is giving us history that doctrine has elaborated. But
at the very least, Dr. Cross is right in seeing that the parallel
b e t w e e n t h e E s s e n i c s a c r e d m e a l a n d t h a t o f t h e P a l e s t i n i a n

Christians was “very strong.” Since the Essenes were prede¬
cessors as well as contemporaries of the Palestinian Chris¬
tians, it is immediately evident which group derived its sacred
meal from the other. There is only one alternative possibil¬
i ty : i f the Chr is t ians d id not der ive the i r sacred meal f rom
the Essenes, then the Chr is t ians were themselves asect of
the Essenes. To this, however, we shall come in afollowing
s e c t i o n .

Further similarities between the Essenic sects and the early
Christians are evident in their common view of world events,
which they believed were hastening towards acataclysmic
consummat ion , a f te r wh ich wou ld come the rea lm o f God ,
inaugurated by the “Anointed One” (or “Ones”) of Jehovah.
The people of “God’s lot” were in aterminal struggle with
“the sons of Belial”; the “Sons of Light” were fighting the
u l t i m a t e b a t t l e w i t h t h e “ S o n s o f D a r k n e s s . ” E s s e n e s a n d
C h r i s t i a n s a l i k e w e r e a t t h e c e n t e r o f a c o s m i c c o n fl i c t w h i c h
had reached its ultimate phase and would soon be brought to
a d e c i s i o n .

The parallels between Essenic scriptures—the Scrolls and
the other literature which, because of the discovery of the
Scrolls, it has been necessary to redate—and the Christian
scriptures are so marked and so numerous that it is necessary
to conclude that they belong to the same system of Messianic
doctrine, the same sectarian religious movement, the same
development within Judaism which, in the one case, re¬
mained Judaically Essene and Christian, and in the other,
expanded into Gentile Christianity.

Concerning these parallels between Essenic and Christian
scriptures, Dupont-Sommer points out that in Brownlee’s
annotated translation of the Manual of Discipline, there are
so many references to “paral lel texts in the New Testament”
that it gives the translation an “austere and despoiled ap¬
pearance,” which nevertheless is “the most eloquent of
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proofs,
somewhat less adventurous scholar, gives the following simi¬
lar opinion: “In these new texts we are in the conceptual
world of the New Testament The New Testament and Essene
writers draw on common resources of language, common
theological themes and concepts, and share common religious
institutions. They breathe the same atmosphere, confront the
same problems.

And thus it must be acknowledged that between the Es-
senes and the Judaic Christians there was the closest of rela¬
tionships: this at the very least. The question still to be
answered is whether this was all. Was it relationship or was
it identity? Did the Christians borrow or were they asect of
t h e E s s e n e s ?

Professor Cross, an admirable though perhaps

6. .I^ore About Scriptures T'Jot mthe Bible
We have indicated that one of the effects of the Qumran dis¬
c o v e r i e s h a s b e e n t h e n e e d t o r e d a t e d o c u m e n t s w h i c h w e r e

formerly thought to belong in the Christian era. Wherever
fragments of amanuscript have been found in acave the
documentary contents of which have been dated as to the
time of their deposit, we know that the manuscript is at least
as old as the time when it was placed in the cave. Through
i n t e r n a l e v i d e n c e t h a t r e l a t e s i t t o o t h e r d o c u m e n t s — o r
which in some other way determines its chronological con¬
text in the light of the new discovery—we can arrive at the
approximate period during which it was written. This has
meant, as we have already observed, that documents that
were thought to be of Christian authorship have been found
t o b e i n f a c t J e w i s h .

We shall now more specifically describe such documents
and interpret the consequences of their redating. Abook
which has long been known to scholars and which has pre¬
sented unusually perplexing problems bears the title Testa¬
ments of the Twelve Patriarchs. It is one of the scriptures
used by early Christ ians but which i t was decided to leave
out of the Bible. Its form will seem rather strange to modem
readers since it employs the device of presenting what it has
to say as though it were an anthology of final utterances of
the twe l ve sons o f Jacob , o r I s rae l . Th i s so r t o f dev i ce -
writing in the name of heroic personages of aformer time
—was not uncommon in the centuries immediately before and
after the beginning of the Christian era.

The Testaments are transparently aproduction of this gen-
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eral period—but of which centi^7 Scholars formerly thought
that the Testaments were Jewish in their oripnal form but
with ejctensive Christian interpolations and editing.” On this
basis, however, parts of the document were utterly baffling.
R. H. Charles, the greatest of all scholars in this field, called
one chapter (Levi xvii) “unintelligible.”” Indeed it was, con¬
sidered as aChristian writing.

There was no solution until fragments of the book were
found in the caves. Its date being thus fixed, and its literary
context much better known, we may now reconsider it and
revise the former view of Christian interpolations. This has
some rather important consequences. For one thing, we must
acknowledge that when the document refers to Christ it does
not mean Jesus. As we have pointed out in aprevious chap¬
ter,* the word that in English we pronounce Christ is atrans¬
lat ion of the Greek word Chr is tos, which in turn t rans lates
the Hebrew word that we call Messiah. As we have previously
emphasized, the word is not the name of aperson but the
title of an office. AMessiah or “Anointed One” could be any
of anumber of persons, in the past or the present or the hs-
ture. AHebrew king was an “Anointed One”; his enthrone¬
ment was accompanied by an anointing with oil which had
the significance of making him Jehovah’s elect, asacred per¬
son. David, we remember, was unwilling to slay Saul, al¬
though he had been grievously provoked and Saul was hunt¬
ing him down to take his life. David’s reason was that he
could not face the guilt of having shed the blood of “Je¬
h o v a h ’ s A n o i n t e d . ”

In the first century b.c., however, the “Anointed One” had
come to mean what we have understood it as meaning in
previous sections: the agent of God who would appear at the
“ending of days” to judge the world and establish anew
order. But this was not any one person to the exclusion of
other possible persons. We are re-emphasizing this matter, even
though we have pointed it out before, so that the reader will
see clearly that in the first centuries b.c. and a.d. Jesus was
by no means the only person who could be meant by Christ.
The scholars who worked on the Testaments of the Twelve
Patruu’chs before the discovery of the Scrolls did, however,
suppose that Christ must mean Jesus, and thus they were mis¬
led. One of the reasons why they thought Jesus roust be the
only possible person who could 1^ meant was the “Christian”
quality of the teaching that the book contained. They did not
think it possible that teaching of this sort could emanate from
any group earlier than the first century Christians.

*Chapt» 3, Section 9.
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We must now see that the Christos of the Testaments, who
could not have been Jesus, may very well have been the
Teacher of Righteousness. But whether he was or not, the
contents of the document, although owing nothing to Chris¬
tianity, was used as aChristian source book. The Testaments
and the letters of the Apostle Paul have so many points in
common that Canon Charles, without benefit of the recently
available information, remarked forty years ago that ‘‘St.
Paul seems to have used the book as avade mecum.

Not only the letters of St. Paul, however, but the Gospels
themselves have been influenced by the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs. The following is an illustration. “I was
sold into slavery and the Lord of all made me free; Iwas
taken into captivity, and his strong hand succored me. I
was beset with hunger, and the Lord Himself nourished me. I
w a s a l o n e a n d G o d c o m f o r t e d m e : I w a s s i c k a n d t h e l . o r d

visited me; Iwas in prison, and my Lord showed favor to me;
in bonds and he released me.” That is from the Testaments
of the Twelve Patriarchs (Joseph i, 5-6). Now this: “For I
was hungry and ye gave me meat, Iwas thirsty and ye gave
me drink, Iwas astranger and ye took me in, naked and ye
clothed me, Iwas sick and ye visited me, Iwas in prison and
ye came unto me.” That is St- Matthew’s Gospel (xxv, 35).

In the same way the Testaments anticipated some verses in
the Sermon on the Mount. There are diflierences in every case,
but they are obviously differences by adaptation, differences
by amendment. The dependency of the one document upon
the other is too plain to admit of doubt. Again, let us turn to
Canon Charles: “The Sermon on the Mount,” he says, “re¬
flects in several instances the spirit and even reproduces the
very phrases of the Testaments of the Twelve Patr iarchs.

Since the Testaments go further than the Scrolls towards
what has been thought of as the specifically Christian ethical
outlook, it has to be considered that Jewish teaching, at least
in some of the sects, developed to apoint where it approached
and paralleled the later Christian teaching—and to an extent
that made it an important resource for Christian writers, such
as those who composed the Gospels (in their original form),
and the Apostle Paul. It is true ftat we knew already of such
noble-minded teachers as the Pharisee, Rabbi Hillel. But
what we know now directly connects Jewish and Christian
teaching in away that raises the question as to whether in
this respect Christianity was merely indebted to Judaism or
was not, in fact, an organic part of it until the Gentile church
w a s f o u n d e d .

At the very least, as Professor Dupont-Sommer has put. it,
“The Christian tree only grew so far and so vigorously because

9 m
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the soil in which it germinated had been so marvellously
w o r k e d . ‘u But this is indeed the least. For it seems more and
more possible that at the beginning, Essenic Judaism and
Palestinian Christianity were one and the same plant.

Let us turn, however, to another non-Biblical document, of
equal importance with the Testaments for the understanding of
early Christianity. This is the Didache, or Teaching of the
Twelve Apostlesf* Here, as in the Dead Sea Scrolls, we have
the Two Ways, “the Way of Darkness" and “the Way of
Light." Tlie Greek version of the Didache contains refer¬
ences that are clearly Christian. But aLatin version is known
that omits many of these references. The document from
which the Latin version was translated therefore did not have
them either. The Greek one must have been aChristian revi¬
sion. When scholars studied the Latin version, they concluded
that i t could not be aJewish source since i t had no Jewish
prototype. Otherwise, they would have called it Jewish. Now,
of course, there is aJewish prototype. The Didachi belongs
with the same literature as the Dead Sea Scrolls, but appears.
to have been edited by early Christians. And it contains not
only language and ideas familiar to us in the Christian scrip¬
tures but also baptism after fasting, and arather curious ver¬
sion of the sacramental meal. The sacred wine, the Didachd
tells us, represents “the Holy Vine of [God’s] son. David."
The breatl symbolizes the “life and knowledge [made known]
through Jesus, [God’s] child.” Do we have here apossible link
between Jesus and the Essenes? The wine represents the Jew¬
ish King David, and the bread the Jewish prophet, Jesus, who
was called the Son of David. Can this be the way in which the
Essenic sacrament, at least in some of the sects, made room
f o r J e s u s ? I t w i l l b e n o t e d t h a t i n s t e a d o f t h e M e s s i a h s o f
A a r o n a n d I s r a e l w e n o w h a v e D a v i d a n d t h e D a v i d i c M e s s i a h .
Was this avariant preferred by some of the sects that did not
seek apriestly Messiah but only aMessiah of Israel? Surely,
what the new knowledge is revealing to us is the natural, his¬
torical evolution of Christianity from abranch of Judaism
which preceded it.

In another non-Biblical but important document. The Shep¬
herd of Hermas,^ which formerly was regarded as Christian
but with inexplicable features, such as the fact that Jesus is
nowhere mentioned although there is alot of what seems to be
Christian theology, we have afurther document from Essenic
sources. The Catholic Church at one time regarded this book
as canonical, then later changed its mind: so close is it to
Christ ian teaching. But we see now that Jesus is not men¬
tioned in it because its author did not know of Jesus, or, if
he did, did not regard him as the Messiah or the Son of God
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that he speaks of. Once more, the question may be raised:
Is the reference to the Essenic Teacher of Righteousness?

We cannot at present answer these questions that point to
the Teacher of Righteousness. Perhaps we shall never be able
to answer them. But we can certainly answer the question as
to whether Essenic and Palestinian Christian religion belong
together. Here in the Shepherd is abook that the Catholic
Church was so sure was Christian that for atime it was in¬
cluded in the canon. It reflected, so it seemed, Christian
theology. But it was Judaic, one of the books of the movement
that produced both the New Covenanters called Essenes and
the similar New Covenanters who came to be known as Chris¬
tians. Once again, we ask, was the relationship closer than this?
Were there two merely similar groups, or, until the coming of
Gentile Christianity, were they one and the same? Was there
any more difference between the first Christians and the
Essenes than is conveyed by the exchangeable terms, the “New
Testament” and the “New Covenant”? We shall ask this ques¬
tion more precisely later on.

1 0 6

7. J^ypoihesis and Conjecture
The information conveyed by the foregoing sections may have
suggested to the reader how great the need has now become
for areview of what we have called the consensus* arrived at
by scholars concerning the New Testament, In this section we
shall take up one particular instance in which anew suggestion
should be considered, namely, the Gospel of John.

We have mentioned at various times the problem that
scholars must face in trying to reconcile this Gospel with the
other three. Let us take up alittle more precisely what the
problem is. The first three, or Synoptic,** Gospels tell much
the same story. There are discrepancies, but it is possible, to a
considerable extent, to reconcile them. John’s Gospel, however,
tells quite adifferent story from the other three. If John is
right, then the other three are wrong; if the Synoptics are
right, John’s Gospel must surely be in error. First, in the case
!For the definition of scholars consensus, see page 86.

Synoptic. From the Greek, t a k i n g a c o m m o n v i e w ;
from together; ir., see; seen together. The first three, or
Synoptic, Gospels are considered to be based in large part on an
earlier version of Mark’s Gospel, Ur-Markus, and adocument
known as Q, from Quelle, the German for source. They treat the
material thus derived in quite different ways, but it is identiflably
the same material, and the events recorded are viewed from the
same general standpoint.

* «
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of John, the subject matter is different. Jesus is quite another
sort of teacher. &cond, the public life of Jesus is much longer.
Instead of afew months or ayear we have nearly three years.
Third, the locality in which Jesus does his work is different-
It is Judea, chiefly, instead of Galilee. Fourth, Jesus is the
Messiah from the beginning of his ministry and walks almost
majestically through adivinely appointed program. In John’s
Gospel, too, we have, for example, the story of the raising of
Lazarus from the dead, of which there is no mention in the
other Gospels. Yet this was an event—if it happened, or even
appeared to happen—which would have been difficult to over¬
look. The fact is, as scholars of all persuasions have felt bound
to attest, that in John’s Gospel we have anew and different
view of Jesus which the Synoptic Gospels do not support."

If dogmatic elements are introduced, it is possible, of course,
after afashion, to bring the two portraits together. You can
believe what you want to believe. But as amatter of historical
scholarship they cannot be brought together. The Scrolls,
however, one of which contains averse which John’s Gospel
almost paraphrases,* offer us asuggestion. Heretofore, scholars
had supposed that John’s Gospel could only have been written
rather late—say between 90 and 110 a.d.—and by someone
who lived, to quote one of the scholars, “where Jewish and
Hellenic thought met.’’ But we now know that John’s Gospel
could have been written much earlier, and in Palestine. Jewish
and Hellenic thought had met and mingled in the Essenic sect
that produced the Scrolls. Zoroastrian thought had also had its
influence, and there is no difficulty whatever in supposing that
John’s Gospel was composed by an Essene or similar sectarian.
But if so, where did he get all this discourse which is attributed
to Jesus? We do not know but we can offer asuggestion. This
sort of discourse—

Iam the Way, the Truth and the Life; no one cometh
u n t o t h e F a t h e r b u t b y m e . . . . P e a c e I l e a v e w i t h
you; my peace Ig ive unto you. . . .Not as the wor ld
giveth give Iunto you; let not your heart be troubled,
n e i t h e r l e t i t b e a f r a i d . , . .

This sort of discourse, sonorous and liturgical in tone and en¬
tirely different from the language of Jesus in the first three

!The verse is John i, 3; “All things were made by him; and
without him was not anything made that hath been made.” Here
is the Manual of Discipline parallel; “Everything that is he estab¬
lishes by his purpose, and without him it is not done.” (It must
be remembered that John’s Gospel is in Greek, the Manual in
Hebrew. The slight difference in the phrasing of the verse in the
two documents could be largely accounted for by the Scroll writer
having “thought” in Hebrew, the Gospel writer in Greek.)

1 0 7
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Gospels, would be quite appropriate to the Essenic Teacher
of Righteousness, the exalted priest and prophet who suffered
martyrdom and may have been expected to reappear as the
Messiah, and the writer of John’s Gospel may have combined
some o f the Teacher ’s doc t r ine w i th a recons t ruc ted l i f e o f
Jesus .

On this subject, Millar Burrows remarks that “more than
in any other part of the New Testament, contacts with the
Dead Sea Scrolls have been noted by many scholars in the
Gospel of John. ...The whole manner of thinking and the
literary style [of John] are strikin^y like what we find in the
QumrSn texts ...priestly and liturgical—as though, it has
been said, the Gospel was written to be read aloud in acathe¬
d r a l .

Or again, in the words of Professor K. G. Kuhn, of the
University of Gottingen, “The parallels with the teaching of
Jesus and the Synoptic tradition are numerous and significant
But the profound relationship with the Gospel of St. John
seems to be even more important ...We succeed in reach¬
ing in these new texts the ‘mother-nurture’ of the Gospel of
S t . J o h n .

We are not, in all this, advancing adefinite thesis, but we
can venture the suggestion that it opens the way to amore
probable explanation of John’s Gospel than any diat we have
had in the past. Certainly, it is incumbent upon scholars to
pursue this line of inquiry to the full extent of the knowledge
that becomes available, irrespective of its effect upon previous
views of the unsolved problem of this fourth Gospel. It may be
objected that in the past we could at least relate Jolm’s Gospel
entirely to Jesus. The answer is that this could be done dog¬
matically but not historically. To the extent that we adhered
to the Synoptics, to that extent were we unable to believe
John. The fur ther answer is that we should seek the t ruth
without regard to what it will turn out to be.

If John’s Gospel is an Essenic theological treatise in the
form of abiography of Jesus, and if it incorporates some of
the doctrines taught by the Teacher of Righteousness who
preceded Jesus, it is of greater interest for those reasons, not
less. In the past, we have not known where to look for the
sources of John’s thinking. There have been guesses, but none
of them were very productive. If it now turns out that the
sources for John’s Gospel may well be Essenic liturgies and
theology, the quest for better underetanding of it should turn
i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n .

It is true that this is following aconjecture. But that is
what historical scholarship is supposed to do—follow aconjec¬
ture until it can be seen whether or not it makes aworl^g
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hypothesis, and, if it does, follow the hypothesis until it is
proven wrong or right All that we have now is conjecture—
aconsensus of conjecture. When it was first suggested that the
Synoptic Gospels were based upon two sources, Mark (later
Ur-Markus) and “Q,” this was conjecture, but it has worked
out as aviable hypothesis and much better than those that pre¬
ceded it It is the same thing that should be done with John’s
Gospel—indeed with the entire literature of the New Testa¬
ment—in the light of the knowledge that comes with the
S c r o l l s .

Meanwhile, let us note once more—even though we are
dealing only with hypothesis—^how we keep coming to the
same position: that the Christian church, in its organization,
its sacraments, its teaching and its literature is related—and
in its early stages may have been identical—^witb the New
Covenante rs who were known as Essenes , some o f whom
wrote the Dead Sea Scrolls.

8. Some QuesfioM5 J'hat Invite T^ew Answers

One of the consequences of the new knowledge which has
come into our possession with the Qumrin discoveri^—and
which is still accumulating—is the way in which it revises our
understanding of events and circumstances in the New Testa¬
ment narrative. Although as yet more questions are raised
than answered, they are questions that in themselves imply a
changed viewpoint. What in the past was so often silhouetted
against ablank background is suddenly seen in its natural con¬
text Although this does not mean that we are immediately
able to establish afirm relationship between an event or dis¬
course and this new context, it does mean that in many cases
we can see indications clear enough to suggest that they be
explored.

In taking up some of these indications in this and the fol¬
lowing section, we ask the reader to remember what was said
at the beginning of the chapter: that we are not protagonists
of particular hypotheses or anxious that suggested explana¬
tions be sustained; we are eager only that there be an honest
effort—diligent and responsible but not held back by an exces¬
sive reverence for tradition—^to give to what is told us in the
canonical scriptures its most natural and probable interpreta¬
tion. What follows merely illustrates what the approach of
such an effort might be.

What are we to say, for instance, in the light of our new
knowledge, of John the Baptist who the Gospels tell us was
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brought up in the desert, the wilderness of Judea? Can we any
longer imagine him wandering about, sustaining himself some¬
how in solitude in the unrelieved desolation of this wilderness
and then coming forth and preaching adoctrine that is only
coincidentally similar to that of the covenanters whose mon¬
astery was in the area where John is reported to have lived?
Where did John get his ideas? And his ascetic practices? And
his baptism? It is true that he departed from the ideas of the
Dead Sea sect, but it is also true that he had to have some ideas
from which to make departures.

Where else shall we look when the evidence points so plausi¬
bly to the Quraran monastery? That John was, in the broader
sense of the term, an Essene can scarcely be doubted. In this
same broader sense, were not his followers also to be num¬
bered with the Essenes?

Jesus was baptized by John the Baptist. Some of his dis¬
ciples were drawn from John’s following. Can Jesus, any more
than John, be thought of as having been unconnected with
Essenic communities before he decided that John’s version of
the Messianic faith was the one he was ready to adopt? Just
as Jesus later made considerable departures from John’s em¬
phasis, had not John previously made similar departures from
the emphasis of the community to which he had belonged?
We say “had belonged,” but actually we are not entitled to
assume that John had left this community or had been expelled
from it because of nonconforming practices any more than
we need assume that in establishing his own teaching, Jesus
had made adefinite break with John.

How did Jesus find his disciples? Why were they twelve in
niimber? Were they—or some of them—his brothers in one of
the Essenic sects? How better can we account for their lack
of hesitation in laying aside the matters in which they had
been employed and immediately joining him? Surely, in the
mission to which he felt he had been called, he needed to set
up at least asimple organization, and so he used the pattern
of the Essenic sects and called to himself from his own sec¬
tarian community these men whom he knew and made them
his Twelve. Whether he himself forsook this community—and
if so, when?—is aquestion to which we will come alittle
f u r t h e r o n .

There is astory in the Gospels which tells of Jesus disputing
with scholars in the Temple when he was only twelve years
old. Some commentators have thought this story more likely
to be legendary than the report of an actual event. But sup¬
pose that Jesus was taken when he was aboy—as we know
other boys were—to be taught by “the masters” in one of the
Essenic sects? Not only would he learn the “canonical” scrip-
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tures—those that all Jews accepted—but also-the sectarian
writings with their special point of view. What difficulty is
there, then, in seeing Jesus as an unusually responsive student
who already had committed many of the scriptures to memory
and who, being Essenic; was contending in the Temple against
the Pharisaic scholars, who were fascinated by his use of
proof-texts, and glad to ke^ him talking so that they could
marvel at so much learning in one so young?

It may seem as though we are assuming too much in sup¬
posing that Jesus was brought up as an Essene. But he was
certainly not brought up as aSadducee; and in view of his
hostility to the Pharisees, he is not likely to have been brought
up in that sect either. So it was an Essenic sect or nothing.
As Jesus obviously knew the scriptures well, it is impossible
that he had not been schooled. We cannot believe, then, that
he belonged to no sect at all. Thus, even by aprocess of elim¬
ination, we see the strong probability that his education was
Essenic, and as we know from previous sections, his teaching
and bis entire outlook relate him to the Essenes.

In sending out his disciples on amissionary campaign, Jesus
tells them that they shall go forth “by two and two,” taking
“a staff only, no bread, no wallet, no money in their purse”
(Mark vi, 7-8). How were they to be maintained? Where would
êy sleep? Who would feed them? In the past, the only answer

that could be given to these questions was that there were hos¬
pitable people in Galilee who would do these things for stran¬
gers with areligious message, or else that the disciples of Jesus
were unusually well equipped with relations and friends. What
now immediately leaps to mind is the suggestion that they were
expecting to be received in the Essenic colonies which we
know existed in the cities and villages, as described by Philo
and Josephus. From the Damascus Document, too, we learn
of “the session of the cities” and that there were “camps.”
Since the disciples of Jesus belonged to the Essenic movement,
they were entitled to hospitality in accordance with its rules.

But Jesus anticipates the possibility that they will not in¬
variably be welcome. Not all of the colonies or camps are
favorable to Jesus, perhaps because of his claim to be a
prophet. (We are leaving out of account the contested ques¬
tion as to whether Jesus, at this point—or at any—made a
larger claim than this.) In the event that the disciples were not
received by the colonies, they had instructions from Jesus as
to what to do. “And whatsoever place shall not receive you,
and they hear you not, as ye go forth thence shake off the
dust that is under your feet for atestimony unto them”
(Mark vi, II). Which in itself has an Essenic flavor!

Where did Jesus spend his “forty days in the wilderness?”
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Periiaps tbe phrase is metaphorical. Some commentatore have
thonght so, believing that aliteral sojourn of several weeks
in adeserted place was unlikely. Perhaps they are right. But
we see now how they may have been only partly right. Jesus
would not have had to spend these several weeks unsheltered.
He could have gone to the monastery at Qumrin. He could
have lived for awhile, as some of the monastics did, in one
of the caves, ^ter fasting, he might have noticed some of the
stones that are so abundant in this area, and wished that
they might be “turned into bread.” Indeed, it could have been
more than awish: hunger brings on precisely such hallucina¬
tions. And he saw it as atemptation to believe in magic, in
his power to perform amiracle, and quoted averse from the
scriptures he knew so well: “Man shall not live by bread
a l o n e . ”

Amuch more controversial hypothesis may be suggested
as anew and more illuminating interpretation of the expulsion
of Jesus from “Nazareth” after he had identified himself as the
one predicted by apassage in the book of Isaiah. (We will
leave to the next section the question of whether Nazareth
was an actual city or amuch wider area. Luke’s Gospel merely
says that Jesus “came to Nazareth where he had been brought
up: and he entered, as his custom was, into the synagogue on
the sabbath day.”)

It has usually been assumed that in the cities of Palestine
at this period tihere was asynagogue in each city, of which
an the inhabitants who wished to dq so made use, both for
sabbath worship and for instruction in religion. This may
indeed have been the case. But we do not know. The origin
of the synagogue is shrouded in obscurity. Even the name
itself involves questions that it would take many pages barely
to outline. In Greek—and the word ^nagogue is Greek, not
Hebrew or Aramaic—the primary meaning is an assembly
rather than abuilding. There is, of course, aHebrew word
that the Greek word translates. But this, too, means an assem¬
bly, originally for any purpose, but eventually almost always
for religious purposes.

The question that arises, however, in the context of this story
in Luke’s Gospel (iv, 16—30) is whether the “general” syna¬
gogue, if such existed, was not ameeting place of the Phari¬
sees. It was they who developed the synagogue as the word is
usually construed. Did Bssenes attend the Pharisaic s)ma-
gogue? Or did they make their own quite independent pro¬
visions? Everything we know from the Scrolls indicates the
latter. So does what we know about the Essenic sects from
our other sources. If Essenes and Pharisees observed tbe sab-
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bath together, in acommon place of worsMp, the fact is so
remarkable that it would revise considerably our view of the
relationships between the Jewish sects.

Where, then, did Jesus go when he went to the synagogue?
Was it to the synagogue of the Pharisees? It seems hardly
likely. He was sharply opposed to the Pharisees and criticized
them freely. In the light of our new knowledge, linking him
so definitely to the Essenic sects, it is all but certain that he
went to the meeting place of an Essenic order—indeed the
very community where, to use Luke’s language, “he was
brought up.” In this case, the “synagogue” was not abuilding,
so designated, but an assembly, asabbath meeting of “the
Many.” May we not suppose, then, that he belonged still to
this community, and having become widely known as a
teacher, it was appropriate that “the Many” should desire to
hear him and consequently had ascroll of Isaiah delivered to
him, so that he could read and expound it?

TTie passage Jesus chose was from the sixty-first chapter
(1 and 2). “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me. Because he
has anointed me to preach good tidings to the poor: He hath
sent me to proclaim release to the captives. And recovering
of sight to the blind, To set at liberty them that are bruised.
To proclaim the acceptable year of the Lord.” This prophecy,
said Jesus, when he had given back the scroU to the attendant,
was there and then being fulfilled. And the assembly marveled
at the excellence of his exposition. Presently, however, having
warned them that he did not expect them to believe him,
since aprophet is never “acceptable in his own country,” he
told them that he himself was the “Anointed” who was ful¬
filling the Isaiah prophecy.

To the assembled “Many,” this was blasphemy and they
hastened to “cast him forth,” even trying to throw him down
headlong from aprecipitous place at the brow of ahill, but
he managed to escape them. Was this the rejection of Jesus
by his own sect? Is it an indication of what he meant when
he warned his disciples that some of the Essenic “colonies”
might not receive them? And what he had in mind when he
lamented that there were places where he could do nothing

because of unbelief ’?
As we shall see later, no matter what the case was with the

Essenic and early Christian communities, Jesus, as the Gospels
depict him, besides giving evidence of belonging to an Essenic
order, also shows many signs of independence—and even of
being critical of certain Es^nic practices.

None of the above is set forth as assured exegesis. All that
is intended is the application of our new insights to events

1 1 3
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that may become more meaningful if we can learn to see them
in aclearer context Any one hypothesis may be set up only
to be knocked down by further information or clearer percep¬
tion; but it then becomes possible to erect abetter hypothesis,
and this is what scholars should be doing.

One of the most perplexing of New Testament problems is
the question of how it came to be that the Jerusalem church
was ruled by James the Just. What happened to the original
Twelve as such we do not know, although we know some¬
thing of the activities of afew of them such as Peter. Peter
himself, however, although an influential figure among the
Jerusalem Apostles, was less so than James the Just. The latter
seems to have had his own Twelve and to have arrived at the
superintendency of the Jerusalem church with no association
with Jesus during the time of his ministry. He is said to have
been the brother of Jesus (“brother of our Lord”), but this has
led to many difficulties such as the doctrinal one of maintain¬
ing “the perpetual virginity” of Mary and the historical one
of explaining how James acquired aposition which Jesm in
the Gospels seemed to have given to Peter.

Moreover, we learn from the (laiurch Father Eusebius, quot¬
ing Hegesippas (circa 160 A.D.), that James was “holy from
his mother’s womb, drank no wine nor strong drink, nor ate
animal food: no razor came on his head, nor did he anoint
himself with oil nor use the bath. To him only was it permitted
to enter the Holy of Holies. .. .His knees became hard like
acamel’s, because he was always kneeling in the Temple,
asking forgiveness for the people.

The description here is that of aNazarite. Why did Mary
4 îcate James “from his mother’s womb” to Nazaritic auster¬
ities and do l^s than that for Jesus? Let us, since we cannot
answer the question, accept the assertion. But there is amuch
harder question: How could James enter the Holy of Holies
which the High Priest himself was only permitted to enter
once ayear? Moreover, what does it mean that he kneels in
the Temple, constantly asking forgiveness for “the people.”
Was it because he saw in James too dangerous arival that
the High Priest Ananas had him assassinated, for which he
was deposed by Agrippa II? That the community over which
James presided did spend agood deal of time in and about
the Temple is attested, apparently, by the story of Paul and
the riot that occurred there, incited by the ch^ge that Paul
was no longer afaithful Jew.

Eusebius also quotes alost book of Clement of Alexandria,
The Institutions, in which Clement vmtes that “Peter and
James and John, after the ascension of our Saviour, though
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they had been preferred by the Lord, did not contend for the
honour, but chose James the Just as bishop of Jerusalem. ~
From this it would seem that the three who had been closest
to Jesus felt unequal to the situation that confronted them
after his death—or that they came to feel so after atime—
and nominated James to be the superintendent of the com¬
munity in which they were the most natural leaders.

But what was the community over which James presided?
His prestige was evidently very great, and with alarge number
of people. The title “the Just,” “the Righteous,” is definitely
of the Essenic variety, and even reminds us of the Teacher of
Righteousness. If the chronology allowed it, James would have
to be seriously considered as the one to whom this name was
given. But he would need to have lived at the very least half
acentury earlier. Even so, he was plainly aman of wide in¬
fluence among the Jews of the period. It is also clear that he
was definitely Judaic. He made certain concessions to Paul
so far as the Genti le churches were concerned, but his own
community was of Moses’ law, Essenically organized, and
looking for aMessiah.

The fuller analysis of the problem of James, bishop of
Jerusalem, would carry us farther afield than is appropriate to
the scope of the present work. It is much to be wished that
there are scholars with the intrepidity to conduct such an
analysis in the light of our new knowledge with an objective
attitude towards the outcome. But it is in any case clear that
the figure of James casts avery wide shadow. Now that we
know the Essenic sects and the Christian apostolic community
were so extremely close in organization, in sacraments, in
doctrine, in the Messianic hope, must we not ask whether
J a m e s t h e J u s t w a s t h e l e a d e r o f t h e e n t i r e m o v e m e n t ? A n d
must we not suppose that the group that had been led by
Peter accepted its position as subordinate to James because he
was the revered “high priest" of all the Messianic Jews, the
acknowledged head of all the sects that belonged to the New
C o v e n a n t ?

This leads us, however, to questions that we shall take up
i n t h e n e x t s e c t i o n .

1 1 5

9. ^ho "Were the Early Christians? Some
Suggestions for further Inquiry

In our discussion of Christian origins down to now, we have
taken what might be called agenerally canonical position.
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That is, we have assumed for the most part the centrality of
the New Testament tradition even while we have been review¬
ing and evaluating it.* If we had not done this, there would
have been no meaningful way of unfolding to the reader the
significance of the Scrolls in their effect upon the standard view
of early Christian history. It may not have escaped notice,
however, that, so far as we could do so without hindrance to
communicat ion, we have avoided the use of such names as
“the Christian church,” “the Essenes,” “the Essenic sect” (sin¬
gular), in away that would indicate that we were speaking
of separate bodies. To have assumed that Christians and Es-
senes were independent entities, closely related but external to
each other, would have put too great astrain upon the evi¬
d e n c e .

What we had in mind was the question that we now must
raise. How certain is it that the position that we have called
“generally canonical” is unassailable? The Scrolls, in what
they imply about Jewish sectarianism in the first century a.d.,
invite us to inquire without preconceptions just when it was
that what we now call Christianity actually became such. This
is obviously too large aquestion for adetailed treatment in
our present survey. But the question itself, and how it arises,
we have some obligation to explain.

Let us again notice that those to whom the name Essene is
given did not use that name in speaking of themselves. Nor
was the name Christian used by those who are called the early
Christians. The people who came to bear these names called
themselves “the saints,” “the brethren,” “the elect,” “they
that believe,” “they that are in Messiah [Christos],” “they that
are of the Lord,” “the Sons of Light,” “the disciples,” “the
Poor,” “they that are of the Way,” and other similar appel¬
l a t i o n s .

Only three times in the entire New Testament do we find
the word Christian. The first is in the book of Acts (xi, 26),
where we are informed that “the disciples” were called Chris¬
tians “first in Antioch.” This means that they were given
the Greek name for “Messianists,” something that had not
previously occurred. Mostly, they would still be known as
Jews. But within the Judaic grouping, their distinctive doctrine
m a d e t h e m “ C h r i s t i a n o i .

!See footnote, page 74.
We will use this term in this section to keep the reader re¬

minded that we are not speaking of Christians as they were later
identified. We will also use "Esssei” rather than “Essenes” (fol¬
lowing Philo, who emphasizes the widespread nature of the move¬
ment).

* *
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The second ment ion of Chr is t ianoi in the New Testament

is also in the book of Acts (xxvi, 28). King Herod Agrippa
aays to Paul, “Almost thou persuadest me to be aChristianos.
Agrippa probably meant it in derision. He was himself aking
in Israel, an “Anointed One,” and therefore quite literally a
“Christos” of the existing order. Sarcastically, he speaks of
adopting the superstition of an eschatological “Anointed One,”
the King of Israel who will found anew order.

The third mention is in the first of the letters attributed to
Peter (iv, 16). “But [if aman suffer) as aChristianos, let him
not be a^amed; but let him glorify God in this name.” The
implication here is that the disciples regarded “this name” as
opprobrious. The writer of Peter says, “Accept it and turn
it into praise to God.

Since in cases two and three~—the third being unmistakable
—^the name Christianoi is aterm of derision, so probably was
it in the first at Antioch. It should be clear then, that the first
century “followers of the Way” did not refer to themselves
a s C h r i s t i a n o i .

In the case of the Esssi, the name does not appear in the
documents recently found nor in any of the bool̂  that might
be called Essasic. The names that appear in their writings as
those they applied to themselves are the same as those used
by the C^istianoL

For the latter, however, another name was used in the New
Testament and appears twice. We read in Matthew (ii, 23)
t h a t J e s u s i s t o b e c a l l e d a “ N a z a r e n e . ” I n t h e b o o k o f A c t s

(xxiv, 5) Paul is referred to as “a pestilent fellow, and amover
of insurrections among all the Jews throughout the world, and
aring-leader of the sect of the Nazarenes.” We also toow
from some of the early Church Fathers that the Christianoi
were originally called (and apparently acceptably) “Naza*
renes,” aname that is supposed to be derived from the name
of the city from which Jesus came: Nazareth.

But scholars have always had to accept the possibility that
at the time of Jesus there was no city called Nazareth. They
have resisted this possibility, it is true, and sometimes quite
vigorously, but it definitely remains, as the reader may dis>
cover for himself by reference to the standard Bible diction*
a r i e s . *

Moreover, Nazareth is not mentioned either in the Old Test¬
ament or the Talmud. This is an argument from silence but is
not negligible. Of far greater weight, however, is the silence of
Josephus. For besides being awidely traveled writer who
never missed anything and who described voluminously all
that he saw, Josephus was the Jewish commander-in-chief in

n

) !
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the war with the Romans in Galilee, which war he describes at
great length and yet never mentions Nazareth. This, too, is
said to be an argument from silence, but it might be observed
that it is avery profound silence. If Nazareth was an impor¬
tant Galilean city, as so many of the scholars insist, how did
Josephus fight awar in which all the resource of Galilee were
mustered and over look Nazareth?

The scholars allow, however, that there is astrong possi¬
bility that Nazareth, instead of being the name of acity, is a
synonym for all Galilee. In this case, “Nazarenes” would mean
the same as “Gal i leans, ” and we know that the Chr is t ianol
were called Galileans as late as the time of the Emperor Julian.
What this amounts to is diat the Esssei of Galilee were some¬
times called Galileans, sometimes Nazarenes, and that they
became strongly identified with aGalilean—and therefore a
Nazarene—^whose name J e s u s .

There is still afurther possibility. Matthew, who was al¬
ways much concerned for the litertd fulfillment of prophecy,
tells us that Jesus went to Nazareth (Galilee?) so that “it
might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, that he
should be called aNazarene.’* The only prophecy known to
us to which this could refer is the one in Isaiah (xi, 1) that
there shall be a“shoot” or ofl^ring of Jesse “and the spirit
of Jehovah shall rest upon him, &e spirit of wisdom and
understanding”: one of the passages connected with the
Messiah. Since the word for “shoot” (netzer)* is the root word
for Nazarene, it is considered that the Nazarenes may have
been aM^sianic sect, perhaps connected at some time with
flie Nazarites, asect of ancient origin (it will be remembered
that James the Just followed Nazaritic practice), whose em¬
phasis was the Messiah of David, Jesse’s son. if so, what we
have is another Essteic sect, and one that existed before the
time of Jesus.

So again we find the distinctions fading. “Nazarene” means
“ b e l i e v e r i n a M e s s i a h . ” S o d o e s “ C h r i s t i a n o s . ” A n d w e
know that a l l the Esssmc sects be l ieved in aMess iah. The
truth about Nazareth may weU have been that it was aNaza¬
rene encampment or monastery to which Jesus and James both
went, either as blood brothers or as brothers in the com¬
munity. Some scholars find in the word Nazareth the meaning
of a“watchtower,” and this, too, is quite plausible since there
was atower connected with the monastery at Qumr^. There
is nothing the people of this period and area liked better than
to find aWord with many meanings so that it had cryptic as
well as self-evident significance.

! H e b r e w :
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If this be the true constniction of the matter, we can un¬

derstand the rise of Tames to pre-eminence as that of an in¬
spired ascetic whose piety and benevolence made him widely
revered and brought him at last to the leadership of all the
New Covenanters, Galilean, Judean, and perhaps even Samari¬
tan, who would presently be numbered with the Christianoi.
Meanwhile, Jesus, who had not been vowed to asceticism,
lived afreer life and finally became the Prophet of the Naza-
renes, and, after his mart̂ dom, was gradually accepted by
the entire movement of New 0>venanters, with the exception
of such communities as resisted this consolidation—^perhaps
such as the monastery at Qumrin. But as to that, we do not
know what happened after the monastery was destroyed—
only that manuscripts of the later “Christian” literature were
deposited in caves somewhat farther away in the second
century a j ) .

And now, we must broaden the canvas a l i t t le before we
conclude. It has long been evident to scholars who were will¬
ing to interpret the testimony in its most natural way that
what are known to Christian history as “heretical” Christian
sects were in fact movements which began before the first
century a.d. Gnosticism is one such sect “The Gnostics,” says
Professor Gilbert Murray, foremost scholar in this field, “are
still commonly thought of as abody of Christian heretics.
In reality there were Gnostic sects scattered over the Hellenis¬
tic world before Christianity as well as after. They must have
been established in Antioch and probably in Tarsus well before
the days of Paul or ApoUos. Their Saviour, like the Jewish
Messiah, was established in men’s minds before the Saviour
of the Christians.” And Professor W. Bousset, whom Murray
quotes , g ives us b is ve rd ic t : “ I f we look c lose , the resu l t
emerges with great clearness, that the figure of the Redeemer
as such did not wait for Christianity to force its way into the
religion of Gnosis, but was already present there under various
f o r m s .

To open up this field further would take us to the Church
Fathers, particularly the heresy-hunter Epiphanius, who, in
his extreme zeal, is often careless and lets us see what the
t r u e c o n d i t i o n s w e r e . W e w o u l d n e e d t o c o n s i d e r t h e N a z o -

reans, the lessaeans, the Therapeutae (claimed to be originally
Christian although they were known to Philo as having been
long in ex is tence before 25 a.d.1) . This is afield too much
neglected by scholars. Some of them should break out of the
“canonical consensus” and search the patristic literature in the
light of the new discoveries and of what we have come to leam
about the Essseic and Gnostic movements and their counter¬
parts throughout the Mediterranean world.

1 1 9
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When this search is made, what is suggested here will be>
come completely evident: that in \s4tat is known as the begin¬
ning of the Christian era, there existed not only in Judea and
its adjacent territory but throughout the Mediterranean area
aconsiderable number of religious movements of which the
Esssi, the Gnostics and the Cbristianoi were typical, and
that in the first three centuries—^particularly the second and
third—there was an intense theological struggle within and
between these movements. Not until this struggle was decided
—^in the third century—did there emerge what we now know
as Christianity.

The reader will now, it is hoped, have sufficient understand¬
ing of the historical questions which the discovery of the
Scrolls impels us to review to see with some clearness that
those scholars are right who are saying that the study of
Christian origins must be drastically revised. Can there be
any doubt, when the discovery is seen in its appropriate per¬
spective, that the finding of the Scrolls is “revolutionary”?
Can it possibly be maintained that our “understanding of the
New Testament” is not “substantially affected”?*

Christianity, we must now see, instead of being afaith
“once for all delivered to the saints” in the Judea of the fii^t
century, is adevelopment of one branch of Judaism into are¬
ligion which presently, when it mingled with other religions
in the Gentile world, developed by anatural evolution into the
religious system, widely divergent within itself, that we know
today. The other main branch of Judaism, the Pharisaic,
followed the rabbinic tradition, exalted the Torah, and
al«> ̂ ected, although in aless degree, by the Gentile world
until it evolved into the Judaism we now know, with its three
classifications of orthodox, conservative and reformed.

In the light of new knowledge, do these two religions seem
diminished? Shrunken by truth? Safe only if they rest on
fable? Moses and the Galilean—do we hear them less plainly

God speaks to us through them in amore natural way?
êly, there is asounder basis for religion. “He hath showed

thee, Oman, what is good; and what doth the Lord require
of mee, but to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk humbly
With thy God?”
!See page 85.
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The Scrolls and Jesus
1. Schweitzer's View of Jesus

One of the things that is most feared—and it must be ad¬
mitted that there are grounds for it—is that the new knowl¬
edge flowing from the discovery of the Scrolls will affect our
portrait of Jesus. We say “portrait” because, as we have seen
earlier, atrue biography of Jesus cannot be written. The ma¬
terial available is too uncertain and, in any case, is insufficient
But on certain terms, it is possible to arrive at what we have
called aportrait.

What scholars have hoped for, if they have been tradition¬
alist in faith, is that the Gospels, in spite of the problems they
present, would permit aportrait of Jesus as auniversal Savior
and Lord. On the other hand, i f the i r fa i th has been more
modernist or liberal, they have hoped that Jesus could be
portrayed as aprophet and teacher with acontemporary and
timeless significance.^

To arrive at the first kind of portrait is extremely difficult—
even impossible—without recourse to theology. The questions
to be answered are, of course, not theological but textual and

1 2 1
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historical. If, however, we choose to introduce atheological
criterion when we treat these questions, we can get the por¬
trait that we want—but it will be theological.

To arrive at the second kind of portrait was once regarded
as much easier. Liberal scholars such as Renan appeared to
have made considerable progress, but this was interrupted
near the beginning of the present century. The result of this
interruption has not been to restore the traditional portrait
but to make more difficult than ever the discovery in the New
Testament narrative of any kind of portrait that is self-
consistent and meaningful to modern minds.

The scholar who more than all others produced this hiatus
was Albert Schweitzer. In his monumental work. Von R'eima-
rus zu Wrede, published in German in 1906 and translated
into English in 1910 with the title, The Quest of the Historical
Jesus* he advanced the thesis that Jesus was, in Jesus’ own
view, the Jewish Messiah who brought death upon himself in
the expectation that it would result in aparousia* or manifes¬
t a t i o n o f h i m s e l f a s t h e “ A n o i n t e d O n e ” o f I s r a e l . S c h w e i t z e r ’ s
thesis was formidably supported by his rigorous appeal to the
actual testimony of the Synoptic Gospels. He insisted upon
remaining with these documents, including all the eschatologi¬
cal portions of them, which the liberal scholars had decided
were insertions made by the writers of the Gospels—or by
revisers of the original writings—to make the Gospels accord
with prevailing eschatological ideas.

The liberal scholars, thou^t Schweitzer, bad been just as
bad as the traditionalist ones in allowing subjective considera¬
tions to influence their work. There was no more reason for
discrediting the eschatological sections in the Gospels, or the
Messianic consciousness which the Gospels attributed to Jesus,
than for discrediting any other section. The liberals, swayed
by their own view of what most naturally should have oc¬
curred, could not believe that Jesus had accepted the Mes¬
sianic doctrines in the form in which he found them, or that
he had identified himself with the Messiahship of Israel so
literally. It was not concordant with the remainder of his
teaching. The Gospel writers were not likely to have been able
to invent or insert from other sources the parables and the
discourses which seemed to have nothing to do with aMes¬
sianic role; so they must have inserted the eschatological pas¬
sages so as to make Jesus fit what had come to be the pre¬
vailing view in the apostolic period when the Messianic ex¬
pectation had become dominant.

*Greek; a b e c o m i n g p r e s e n t , a n a r r i v a l . U s e d e s p e ¬
cially of the anticipated hour in which the Messiah would be seen
t o b e s u c h .
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What, for example, was to be made of such apassage as the
following?

But immediately after the tribulation of those days, the sun
shall be darkened and the moon shall not give her light, and the
stars s^ll fall from heaven, and the powers of the heavens shall
be shaken: and then shall appear the sign of the Son of man in
heaven: and then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they
shall see the Son of man coming on the clouds of heaven with
power and great glory. And he shall send forth his angels with
agreat sound of atrumpet, and they shall gather together his
elect from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other
(Matt xxiv, 29-31).*

How was this to be reconciled with the doctrine implied in
“the Kingdom of God is within you,” and the metaphor of
the yeast slowly leavening the world until it became at last the
abode of peace and good will, of love and brotherhood, which
Jesus seemed to have promised? How could Jesus have
preached both cataclysm and gradual progress both at the
same time? The liberal scholars, not quite unreasonably, de¬
cided that the Jesus of the “inner Kingdom of God” and the
realistic slow advance of man towards perfection was the one
his chroniclers could scarcely have invented, whereas nothing
was more likely or more natural than that the Gospel writers
should have derived the Messianic passages from the apoc¬
alyptic literature familiar to them and have adapted these
passages to the story of Jesus.

Schweitzer said that on the contrary there was no reason
whatever for supposing this except that it suited the outlook
of the l iberal scholars.* Jesus had l ived in aformer time. He
could have had aquite different view. The only sound thing
to do was to take the scriptures as they stood and see what
inferences could be drawn from them. Holding strictly to this
position, at any rate as to the eschatological references,
Schweitzer developed his own interpretation. No traditionalist
himself, he nevertheless would yield nothing to liberalism or
to anything whatever at the expense of close adherence to the
New Testament record. The result was an exposition dia¬
metrically opposed to the liberal viewpoint: Jesus did indeed
regard himseif as Israel’s Messiah.

Schweitzer may stiU be wrong. Liberal scholars as well as
more traditional exponents would be happier if he could be
proved so.* The present writer does not hide for amoment his
own wish that the liberal view might be restored. But wishes
and expectations are two different things; and always it is
truth that should prevail. And so we say again, the liberal
view is possible', the portrait of Jesus as non-Messianic teach¬
er may still be right; the eschatological elements in the Gospels
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may indeed be insertions. But it seems less likely than it used
to seem. And this is because of the effect, more indirect than
direct, of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

What is it that has happened to make Schweitzer more
likely to be right? So far as was known when Schweitzer
wrote, the eschatological movement in the time of Jesus did
not have much of the particular content that Jesus seemed
to supply. According to Schweitzer:

The Bapt is t and Jesus are not . . .borne upon the cur rent
of ageneral eschatological movement. . . .There Is s i lence al l
around. The Baptist appears and cries: “Repent, for the Kingdom
of Heaven is at hand.” Soon after that comes Jesus, and in the
knowledge that he is the Son of Man lays hold of the wheel of
the world to set it moving on that last revolution which is to
bring all ordinary history to aclose. It refuses to turn, and he
throws himself upon it. Then it does turn and crushes him. In¬
stead of bringing in the eschatological conditions, he has de¬
stroyed them.*

Schweitzer—quite excusably—^was wrong about there being
no general eschatological movement which provided the con¬
text for John the Baptist and for Jesus. We now know that
there was. The idea, moreover, which became especially per¬
suasive to Jesus—that the Messiah must be “a suffering serv¬
ant of God” who might have to die to bring about the new
world order—was already considerably developed when Jesus
gave his attention to it Professors Brownlee and Dupont-
Sommer have shown that there is aconsiderable probability
that this view of Messiahship was already far developed at
Qumran, and Dupont-Sommer has even associated it with the
Teacher of Righteousness.

Let us go then with Schweitzer to the record as we have it,
and see how the Messiahship of Jesus is depicted in the New
T e s t a m e n t

1 2 4

2. Jesus as Messiah of Israel
Nowhere in the Synoptic Gospels, even accepting the rec¬
ord exactly as it is, do we find aclear indication that Jesus
regarded himself as the Messiah from the beginning of his
ministry. But it cannot be said to have been impossible. In
any case, as Schweitzer points out ntime came when Jesus
sent out his disciples to proclaim the coming of the Israelic
Kingdom of God, and he told these disciples that before their
mission was completed the Kingdom of God would already
have appeared. His command to them, according to the
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Gospel, was; “Go not into any way of the Gentiles, and en¬
ter not into any city of the Samaritans, but go rather to the
lost sheep of the House of Israel.” In other words, he was the
Israelic Messiah and expected his parousia within afew
weeks. But it did not happen. And when it did not happen,
there came achange upon Jesus, so that, as the record
describes it, he was “transfigured.” He began now to talk of
going to Jerusalem and of undergoing suffering and death*
According to Schweitzer, this is because be had adopted-—
perhaps be had tended towards it all along—the view already
mentioned that the Messiah must be “the suffering servant of
God” who was prophesied (Isaiah, liii), and so only through
his agony could he force the appearing of the divine king¬
d o m . ^

From the new documents and from the effect they have
upon our understanding of the material we already possessed,
both Biblical and non-Biblical, this begins to seem aprobable
interpretation. It was Jesus alone, says Schweitzer, who in the
first place thought of himself as the Messiah. Others had
thought of him only as the prophet who would precede the
M e s s i a h . W e k n o w n o w m u c h b e t t e r t h a n w e d i d b e f o r e t h a t

this expectation of apreceding prophet was characteristic of
N e w C o v e n a n t M e s s i a n i s m a n d c u r r e n t a t t h e t i m e . M e s s i a n i c

believers such as those of the Qumran community expected
that the Messiah of Aaron, who would be apriest, and the
Messiah of Israel, who would be adescendant of King David,
would be heralded by aprophet, and the latter role was the
one that Jesus—so his followers thought—was then fulfilling.
In the Gospels, this forerunner was to be areincarnation of
Eli jah.’

John the Baptist, from his prison cell, sent messengers to
Jesus to ask whether he, Jesus, was this prophet. Jesus an¬
swered in very guarded language. Indeed, it was scarcely an
answer at all. Later, Jesus explained to afew of his disciples
(the “Three”) that it was John the Baptist himself who was
Elijah, the preceding prophet, and that he, Jesus, was the
Messiah. He asked them to keep it secret But Peter, in amo¬
ment o f enthus iasm, b lur ted i t out and a l l twelve came to
know of it. This, says Schweitzer, was the secret which Judas
betrayed to the Jerusalem priests and which gave them aper¬
fect pretext for doing away with Jesus.

It certainly was an ample basis for the charge of treason.
Not only could blasphemy be charged on Judaic grounds, but
the Roman authorities, with little belief in “kingdoms not of
this world,” would recognize in an “Anointed One” apre¬
tender to the Jewish throne, an insurrectionist who wanted to
be king. Of these they had already seen enough; no province
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was so hard to keep in order as Judea. So the priests could
depend on the Romans for complete cooperation.

But what of Judas? Why did he inform the authorities? Cer*
tainly not for “thirty pieces of silver.” It must have been that
he, bolder than die others, saw himself as acting out apart
that was essential to Jesus’ plans. For on the basis of Jesus*
own disclosure, he sought death, expecting that it would bring
on his parousia: his manifestation as Messiah. And so, when
Judas later hanged himself, it may not have been in remorse
80 much as in desolate disillusionment. The parousia had not
happened; Jesus was not the Messiah.

Irrespective, however, of the role of Judas, Jesus brought
death upon himself deliberately, says Schweitzer; and in the
light of the new knowledge it looks rather more possible that
he did. We shall also have to admit that the death of Jesus
did not bring on the Messianic kingdom. Perhaps we must
listen anew to the tragic words spoken from the cross, “My
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?

Yet, according to the New Testament narrative, the Naza-
r e n e s w h o h a d b e e n h i s f o l l o w e r s d i d n o t c o n c e d e t h a t J e s u s
had been mistaken. They felt that he was still alive: that his
manifestation would come later, within their own generatiom
Their community slowly took form within alarger community*,
other New Covenanters joined them in their hope. And thus
there came to be established what, canonically, is known as
the Judaic Christ ian church.

What happened to this church? At first, it was the focus of
the new movement, through being centered in Jerusalem. The
disciples of Jesus belonged to it, and some of them were prom¬
inent in it. But when the war came that ended in the fall of
Jerusalem, in 70 A.D., this church migrated to Pella in Trans¬
jordan. That ended its prestige. Probably it survived as an un¬
important segment of the later Ebionites.” As the Messiah of
Israel, Jesus must therefore be said to have failed. His special
expectation foimd no fulfillment, whether miraculous or anat¬
u r a l h i s t o r i c a l o n e .

Meanwhile, through the activity of the Apostle Paul, a
Gentile church grew up which Jesus had in no way antici¬
pated. Instead of Jerusalem being the center, it was Rome.
Instead of the “lost sheep of the House of Israel” being res¬
cued, redemption was proclaimed in the name of Jesus to the
entire Mediterranean world. Gradually, as we have seen, thi«
Gentile church became part of adevelopment that finally re¬
sulted in aChristianity which, instead of being the hope of a
Messianic kingdom, was asyncretic system formed from many
religions and destined to be expressed in varying ways through
many sects and many churches.
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3. Jesus as timeless Cfeacher
Where, then, does this leave Jesus? It leaves him, says Schweit¬
zer, as aman who belonged to his own time, whose thinking
was quite different from ours, who believed himself to be a
Messiah in away which for us can have no meaning. Jesus
cannot be turned into ateacher who crowned his l i fe-mission
with martyrdom. He was, from first to last, imbued with the
Messianic expectation of his age and regarded himself as
c h o s e n t o f u l fi l l i t .

This may be. And yet aweighty question still remains. We
think of the man who told the parables. The impression that
he leaves is vivid. The Parable of the Good Samaritan, the
Parable of the Prodigal Son; there is an ethical sweep here
that owes nothing (or need owe nothing) to aMessianic ex¬
pectation. Moreover, there are contrasts—sharp ones—be¬
tween Jesus, as the Gospels tell us of him, and anything we
know as yet about the Jewish sects. The Essenes were very
particular about orders of precedence. Everyone was junior to
somebody and must take orders from his senior. But Jesus had
no use for this; he said that the greatest is the servant of all
and not above menial tasks; and to dramatize it he washed his
disciples’ feet. It seems as though indirectly he is rebuking the
E s s e n i c s e c t s .

The people of the sects were ascetics. They ate only the
meals prepared by the community. Jesus was not an ascetic. He
accepted hospitality freely. He complained that he was being
c a l l e d a w i n e - b i b b c r . H e w a s a l s o d e s c r i b e d a s t h e f r i e n d o f
publicans and sinners, namely, of tax gatherers and their wom¬
en. And when he was asked to give an account of this, he said,
whimsically but pointedly, that those who are whole need no
physician, so he spent his time with the sick. If Jesus was once
amonastic, he was certainly not so as depicted in the Gospels.
Nor does he seem to be dependent for his teaching upon a
group of which he was amember. “He taught them,” St. Mat-
Siew’s Gospel says, “as one having his own authority and not
as their scribes.” These features of the life of Jesus are just
as significant as any others, and they point to an independent
and impressive figure, apowerful personality.

We m u s t r e c k o n a l s o w i t h t h e e x t e n t t o w h i c h J e s u s f e l t h i m ¬

self able to supersede the Mosaic law. It is true that he said
he came “not to destroy but to fulfill” the Torah. But even the
necessity he felt for making such an explanation illustrates the
distance he had traveled. He revised the lex talionis; instead
of “an eye for an eye, atooth for a. tooth,” he commanded
that men ^ould “love their enemies." Possibly, there were
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others among the New Covenanters who had gone this far.
Some of the teachings in the Jewish scriptures which the Scrolls
have redated—the scriptures not in the Bible—approach this
ethical level. Yet, there is acertain boldness to the teaching
of Jesus. One senses apersonality, an independent mind,
intense spirit.

It is noteworthy that Jesus was not strict about keeping the
sabbath—although the sectarians decidedly were. ‘The sab-'
bath,” he said, “is made for man and not man for the sabbath.”
This does not sound at all like the Israelic Messiah of the
eschatological passages. We are not here in the atmosphere of
the Qumran monastics. Or of anything that is even touched
with asceticism. Can it be that Jesus broke rather sharply with
the sect of which he was amember? Did he attract his follow¬
ing because his religion was brighter: “My yoke is easy,” he
said, “and my burden light.” And did the “Galileans,” the
Nazarenes of his sect who had gathered about him, afterwards
retreat from this? Did they forget? We do not know.

There is still the teaching of the “Kingdom of Heaven with¬
in you,” and it is hard to reconcile with the expectation of a
cataclysm. The life of Palestine was full of stress. The people
wanted to throw off the rule of Rome and put an end to the
corniption of their own leaders. Especially, they hated the
Romans. But, said Jesus, “If amember of the Roman garrison
compels you to act as his porter for one mile, go with him
two miles. If the contemptuous invader strikes you on one
cheek, turn the other.”

Or again, “Return good for evil; love your enemies. God
sends his rain on the evil and on the good alike; be equally
impartial. Be perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect.” This
is in adifferent mood entirely from the brooding Messianic
foreboding, to be followed by asupernatural glorification.

Religion can be summed up, said Jesus, in two principles:
“Love God sincerely and other people as much as you love
yourself.” As for ethical problems with which so many
then engrossed, studying them so pedantically, the matter
can be put into asingle sentence. Jesus said: “Do unto others
as you wish them to do unto you.” He did not invent these
summaries of “the Law and the Prophets,” but be makes his
emphasis clear by the fact of selecting them.

Or again, “Do not make long prayers,” he says, “asking
God for foolish things. He knows what is good for you better
than you do, and needs no prompting to keep him interested.
When you pray, try to understand what God wants from you;
it is much more important tfian what you want from God.”

“Spend no more time than is necessary, worrying about
material things. Anxiety of this sort, besides being useless and
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unnecessary, spoils the joy you ought to take in living. Observe
other forms of nature—^the birds and flowers: they don’t
worry about the cost of finery; yet even the regal Solomon
was not better arrayed. Get your mind on what is really vital;
the Kingdom of God and how you can serve it; then every¬
thing else will take its prefer place and you will not be dis¬
turbed by abad sense of proportion.”

“When you are busy telling other people what is wrong
with them, pause occasionally and take alook at yourself.
You can see better where the splinter is in your brother’s eye
if you take the block of wood out of your own. Beware of
false claims, especially by people who profess to be religious.
False prophets can be Imown to be such by watching their
behavior. ‘By their fruits ye shall know them.’ It is not correct
belief, the conforming creed that will save you; nor yet by
saying, ‘Lord, Lord,’ to me. It is the kind of life you live that
defines you; and that is the way 1shall identify my followers.

And much else in the same vein. We have translated freely
and colloquially, moving somewhat into amodern vocabu¬
lary. The Greek of the Synoptics is equally colloquial: so pre¬
sumably was the Aramaic that was used by Jesus, so that he
spoke plainly and easily, in alanguage the people could imder-
s t a n d .

Jesus was not always somber. He could be humorous and
whimsicaL If some one tried to trick him in an argument—
which happened rather often at first—he adopted ahumble
pose and deftly led him on until he was caught in his own
trap. It is reasonable to believe that Jesus enjoyed this—and
at the same time was compassionate. He was not always tran¬
quil. Sometimes his invective was rather terrible. As has often
been noted, he was particularly harsh on the Pharisees.

His method of teaching was most engaging, perhaps, when
he invented fables—or parables, as we call them—to drive
home apoint. “Put new wine into old wine-skins,” he said,
“and you lose both, the wine-skins by breakage and the wine
by spillage.” So it often is with old institutions and new teach¬
ings. Such illustrations produced immediate comprehension.
On the other hand, parables like that of the Sower were not
obvious in their meaning, but when requested, Jesus would
explain such parables. The Parable of the Good Samaritan is
known universally, and teaches that our neighbor is anyone
who needs our help. The Parable of the Prodigal Son teaches
that forgiveness is not dependent upon sacrifices or atonements
but is afree gift of God, who recognizes repentance along way
ofi and goes half way to meet it On the basis of this parable,
not only does the need for Redeemership disappear, but even
the Messianic apocalypse seems unreal and far away.
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We have given this summary of the teaching of Jesus—or
apart of it—so that the reader may see why the liberal scholar
finds it hard to believe that such aTeacher sought death as the
Israelic Messiah. But life and history are all the things they
are: not some of them. And so the mystery of Jesus remains.

4. Jhe Word Still Spoken
Meanwhile, many people will feel deprived because of the
new knowledge since it seems to take away much that has
been thought dependable—a process, however, that has been
going on in any case, ever since the beginning of modem
scholarship, and which it would be impossible to arrest, even
if we would. At first, however, to those who have been un¬
acquainted with this scholarship, it seems like dispossession,
deprivation.

But not in the end. Let us quote Schweitzer: “Jesus as a
concrete historical personality remains astranger to our time,
but his spirit, which lies hidden in his words, is known in sim¬
plicity and its influence is direct. ... He comes to us as One
unknown, without aname, as of old, by the lake-side, he came
to those men who knew him not. He speaks to us the same
word: ‘Follow thou met’ and sets us to the tasks which he has
t o f u l fi l l f o r o u r t i m e .

This is the language of mysticism. But also the language of
experiential truth. If it is theology, it is theology of the heart,
unforced, spontaneous. The theology of which we have com¬
plained is the kind that forces history into its pattern. In this
passage, it is from facing history honestly that we receive a
direct impression. If it is mystical, it is also imperatively ethi¬
cal. The same thing happens as we listen to the Old Testament
prophets. It happens with apoem, amoving narrative, alov¬
ing deed. It happens frequently in listening to Jesus. In the
sense that Schweitzer means here, Jesus does speak to our
t i m e .

If Jesus failed in his particular expectation, he did not fail
in his total mission. In alarger way than he had thought of,
but through trusting impliciUy in flie God he believed com¬
manded fa ,̂ he gained an ascendancy over the souls of men
that has lasted for many centuries. This is not failure. This is
triumph unspeakable. X^atever the difficulties in the way of
seeing him clearly as one who moved in history, we know
and shall long know that he moves in human life. And he will
still be teaching us. We shall still marvel at his faith and cour¬
age. We shall still be melted by his love. There is much about
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him that is lost in the mists. But there is much that can never
be lost. He has had the power to attract to himself the adora¬
tion of many generations. He will have it still. For there is a
spirit that moves through history, and though it be not the
spirit of Jesus alone, there is none other through whom it has
become so radiantly manifested. We shall still walk with him
in Galilee and rejoice that in him the erring and the sinful
found afr iend. We shal l st i l l stand in awe in the Garden of
Gethsemane, listening to his prayer: “Thy will be done.” And
often it will happen that when our minds don’t understand,
o u r h e a r t s w i l l .

Conclusion-. Is Jt Qain or Loss for Religion?
It is felt by many, especially some of the clergy, that the new
discoveries must be met with hostility and their effect mini¬
mized. But there could be adi fferent approach. Must
churches always be defensive? Surely, they must sometime
recognize that God can work through natural events in a
gradual social evolution just as well as in some other way.
Indeed, this is the way that he does work. Areligion is not one
whit the less because it has no supernatural origin, no miracles
and not too much uniqueness. What we need is not the victory
of one religion over other religions but the recognition of the
noble and the good in all religions. It is this and not exclusive
claims that will draw the world together and bring mankind
towards its needed unity.

Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism, Islam, Taoism—all the
high religions, no matter what their claims, have grown in
natural ways and evolved with history. It is encouraging that
to alarge extent, and at their best, they exalt the same princi¬
ples and plead for the same righteousness and point to love and
brotherhood as the path to the good life, both for individuals
and for society.

Surely the same God, the same indwelling Spirit, is at work
in all. If we would accept more of the living truth and less of
the creeds that divide us, perhaps he could work better- If
we would break down the barriers that wall us in, perhaps he
would have more room to carry on his purpose.

We can have, if we will, afaith that does not seek its basis
in unique events: and which does not need the miraculous or
supernatura l . God is wherever men have found h im. He is
where men find him still. Wherever truth is spoken, wherever
life reveals its wonder and its loveliness, in all goodness, all
love and all compassion, and in all brave and generous deeds.
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A P P E N D I X

Jincient Descriptions of the Sssenes
1. By Philo of Alexandria, in Quod Omnis Probus Liber,
w r i t t e n c i r c a 2 0 A . D .

They were asect of Jews, and lived in Syria Palestine, over
4000 in number, and called ]^sei, because of tbeir saintliness; for
Aojio=saintly, is the same word as Essseus. Worshippers of God,
they yet did not sacr ifice animals, regarding areverent mind
as the only true sacrifice. At first they l ived in vi l lages and
avoided cities, in order to escape the contagion of evUs rife
therein. They pursued agriculture and other peaceful arts; but
accumulated not gold or silver, nor owned mines. No maker of
warlike weapons, no huckster or trader by land or sea, was to
be found among them. Least of all were any slaves found among
them; for ^ey saw in slavery aviolation of the law of nature,
which made all men free brethren, one of the other.

Abstract philosophy and logic diey eschewed, except so far
as it could subserve ethical trulh and practice. Natural philosophy
they only studied so far as it teaches that there is aGod who
made and watches over all things. Moral philosophy or ethic

their chief preoccupation, and their conduct was regulated
by their national (Jewish) laws. These laws they especially
studied on the seventh day, which they held holy, leaving off all
work upon it and meeting in their synagogues, as these places
of resort were cal led. In them they sat down in ranks, the
older ones above the younger. Then one took and read the Bible,
while the rest listened attentively; and another, who was very
learned in the Bible, would expound whatever was obscure in
the lesson read, explaining most things in their time-honoured
fashion by means of symbols. They were taught piety, holiness,
justice, the art of regulating home and city, knowledge of what is
really good and bad and of what is indifferent, what ends to avoid,
what to pursue,—in short, love of God, of virtue, and of man.

And such teaching bore fruit Their life-long purity, their
avoiding of oaths or falsehoc^ their recognition of agood
providence alone, showed their love of God. Their love of
virtue revealed itself in their indifference to money, worldly posi¬
tion, and pleasure. Their love of man in their kindliness, their
equ îty, their fellowship passing all words. For no one had bisprivate house, but shar^ his dwelling with all; and, living as
they did in colonies (the tasous), they threw open their doors
to any of their sect who came their way. TTiey had astorehouse,

expenditure, common raiments, common food eaten in
Sj^itia or common meals. This was made possible by their prac¬
tice of putting whatever they each earned day by day into a
common fund, out of which also the sick were supported when
they could not work. The aged among them were objects of
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reverence and honour, and treated by the rest as parents by
r e a l c h i l d r e n .

Eusebius (circa 300 a.d.) quotes Philo as saying that the
Essenes inhabited many cities of Judea, as well as many vil¬
lages and populated tracts. Their tenets, he continues, are
espoused by them of free choice and not as amatter of race.
In probable reference to the Essenes:

Even in our own day, there are still men whose only guide is
God; men who live by the true reason of nature, not only them¬
selves f ree, but fi l l ing their neighbours wi th aspir i t of f ree¬
dom. They are not very numerous indeed. But that is not strange.
For the highest nobility is ever rare; and then these men have
turned aside from the vulgar herd to devote themselves to a
contemplation of nature’s verities. They pray, if it were possible,
that they may reform our fallen lives; but, if they cannot, owing
to the tide of evils and wrongs which surges up in cities, they
flee away, lest they too be swept off their feet by the force of
its current. And we, if we had atrue zeal for self-improvement,
would have to track them to their places of retreat, and, halting
as suppliants before them, would beseech them to come to us
and tame our life, grown too fierce and wild; preaching, instead
of war and slavery and untold ills, their gospel of peace and
freedom, and all the fulness of other blessings.
2. By Pliny the Elder (circa 70 a.d.), in Historica Naturalis,
book V, chapter 17.

The Hessenes live on the W. side away from the shores (of
the Dead Sea), out of reach of their baneful influences. Asolitary
race, and strange above all others in the entire world. They live
without women, renouncing all sexual love. They eschew money,
and live among the palm-trees. Yet the number of their fellows
(convenanim) is kept up and day by day renewed; for there
flock to them from afar many who, wear ied of bat t l ing wi th
the rough sea of life, drift into their system. Thus for thousands
of ages (strange to tell) the race is perpetuated, and yet no one
is bom in it. So does the contrition felt by others for their past
life enrich this set of men. Below them lay Engadi, atown once
second only to Jerusalem in its fertility and groves of palms. Now
tis but one more tomb. Next comes Masada, afort on arock,
and, like the former, not far from the Dead Sea. And here ends
o u r a c c o u n t o f J u d e a .

3. By Josephus
For there are three philosophical sects among the Jews. The

followers of the first of whom are the Pharisees: of the second
the Sadducees; and the third sect, who pretends to aseverer dis¬
cipline, are called Essens. These last are Jews by birth, and seem
to have agreater affection for one another than the other sects
have. These Essens reject pleasures as an evil, but esteem conti¬
nence, and the conquest over our passions, to be virtue. They
neglect wedlock, but choose out otoer persons’ children, while
they are pliable, and fit for learning; and esteem them to be
of their kindred, and form them according to their own manners.
They do not absolutely deny the fitness of marriage, and the
succession of mankind thereby continued; but they guard against



the lascivious behaviour of women, and are persuaded that none of
them preserve their fidelity to one man.

These men are despisers of riches, and so very communicative
as raises our admirat ion. Nor is there any one to be found
among them who hath more than another; for it is alaw among
them, that those who come to them must let what they have be
common to the whole order,—insomuch, ^at among them all
there is no appearance of poverty or excess of riches, but every
one’s possessions are intermingled with every other’s possessions;
and so there is, as it were, one patrimony among all the brethren.
They think that oil is adefilement; and if any one of them be
anointed without his own approbation, it is wiped off his body;
for they think to be sweaty is agood thing, as they do also to
clothed in white garments. They also have stewards appointed to
take care of their common affairs, who every one of them have no
separate business for any, but what is for the use of them all.

They have no certain city, but many of them dwell in every
city; and if any of their sect come from other places, what they
have lies open for them, just as if it were their own; and they go
into such as they never Imew before, as if they had been ever so
long acquainted with them. For which reason they carry nothing
with them when they travel into remote parts, though still they
take their weapons with them, for fear of thieves. Accordingly
there is, in every city where they live, one appointed particularly
to take care of strangers, and to provide garments and other nec¬
essaries for them. But the habit and management of their bodies
i s s u c h a s c h i l d r e n u s e w h o a r e i n f e a r o f t h e i r m a s t e r s . N o r d o
they allow of the change of garments, or of shoes, till they be
first entirely torn to pieces, or worn out by time. Nor do they
either buy or sell any thing to one another; but every one of them
gives what be hath to him that wanteth it; and receives from him
again in lieu of it what may be convenient for himself; and al¬
though there be no requital made, they are fully allowed to take
what they want of whomsoever they please.

And as for their piety towards G^, it is very extraordinary;
for before sun-rising they speak not aword about profane matters,
but put up certain prayers which ffiey have received from their
forefathers, as if they made asupplication for its rising. After
this, every one of them are sent away by their curators, to exer¬
cise some of those arts wherein they are skilled, in which they
labour with great diligence tUI the fifth hour. After which they
assemble themselves together again into one place; and when they
have clothed themselves in white veils, they then bathe their bodies
in cold water. And after this purification is over, they every one
meet together in an apartment of their own, into which it is not
permitted to any of another sect to enter; while they go, after a
pure manner, into the dining-room, as into acertain holy temple,
and quietly set themselves down; upon which the baker lays them
loaves in order; the cook also brings asingle plate of one sort of
food, and sets it before every one of them; but apriest says grace
before meat; and it is unlawful for any one to taste of the food
before grace be said. The same priest, when he hath dined, says
grace again after meat; and when they begin, and when they end,
fiiey praise God, as he that bestows their food upon them; after
which they lay aside their [white] garments, and betake themselves
to their labours again till the evening; then they return home to
supper, after the same manner; and if there be any strangers there,
they sit down with them. Nor is there ever any clamour or dis-



turbance to pollute their house, but they give every one leave to
speak in his turn; which silence thus kept in their house, appears
to foreigners like some tremendous mystery; the cause of which
is that perpetual sobriety they exercise, and the same settled meas¬
ure of meat and drink that is allotted to them, and that such as
is abundantly sufficient for them.

And truly, as for other tilings, they do nothing but according
to the injunctions of their curators; only these two things are done
among them at every one’s own free will, which are, to assist
those that want it, and to shew mercy; for they are permitted of
t h e i r o w n a c c o r d t o a f f o r d s u c c o u r t o s u c h a s d e s e r v e i t , w h e n
they stand in need of it, and to bestow food on those that are in
distress, but they cannot give any thing to their kindred without
the curators. They dispense their anger after ajust manner, and
restrain their passion. They are eminent for fidelity, and are the
ministers of peace; whatsoever they say also is firmer than an oath;
but swearing is avoided by them, and they esteem it worse than
perjury; for they say, that he who cannot be believed without
[swearing by] God, is already condemned. They also take great
pains in studying the writings of the ancients, and choose out of
them what is most for the advantage of their soul and body; and
they inquire after such roots and medicinal stones as may cure
their distemj^.

But now, if any one hath in mind to come over to their sect,
he is not immediately admitted, but he is prescribed the same
method of living which they use, for ayear, while he continues
excluded; and ffiey give Him asmall hatchet, and the foremen-
tioned girdle, and the white garment. And when he hath given
evidence, during that time, that he can observe their continence,
he approaches nearer to their way of living, and is made apar¬
taker of the waters of purification; yet is he not even now admit¬
ted to live with them; for after this demonstration of his fortitude,
his temper is tried two more years, and if he appear to be worthy,
they then admit him into their society. And before he is allow^
to touch their common food, he is obliged to take tremendous
oaths; that, in the first place, he will exercise piety towards God;
and then, that he will observe justice towards men; and that he
will do no harm to any one, either of his own accord, or by the
command of others; that he will always hate the wicked, and be
assistant to the righteoos; that he will ever show fidelity to all
men, and especially to those in authority, because no one obtains
the government without God’s assistance; and that if he be in
authority, he will at no time whatever abuse his authority, nor
endeavour to outshine his subjects, either in his garments, or any
other finep'; that he will be perpetually alover of truth, and pro¬
pose to himself to reprove those that tell lies; that he will keep
his hands clear from theft, and his soul from unlawful gains; and
that he will neither ctMiceal any thing from those of his own sect,
nor discover any of their doctrines to others, no, not though any
one should compel him so to do at the hazard of his life. More¬
over, he swears to commimlcate their doctrines to no one any
otherwise than as he received them himself; that he will abstain
from robbery, and will equally preserve the books belonging to
their sect, and the names of the angels [or messengers]. These are
the oaths by which they secure their proselytes to themselves.

But for those that are caught in any heinous sins, they cast
them out of their society; and he who is thus separated from them,
does often die after amiserable manner; for as he is bound by



the oath he hath taken, and by the customs he hath been engaged
in, he is not at liberty to partake of that food that be meets with
elsewhere, but is forced to eat grass, and to famish his body with
hunger till he perish; for which reason they receive many of them
again when they are at their last gasp, out of compassion to them,
as thinking the miseries they have endured till they came to the
very brink of death, to be asufficient punishment for the sins
they had been guilty of.

But in the judgments they exercise they are most accurate and
just; nor do they pass sentence by the votes of acourt that is
fewer than ahundred. And as to what is once determined by
that number, i t is unalterable. What they most of al l honour,
after God himself, wthe name of their legislator [Moses]; whom,
if any one blaspheme, he is punished capitally. They also think it
agood thing to obey their elders, and the major part. According¬
ly, if ten of them be sitting together, no one of them will speak
while the other nine are against it They also avoid spitting in the
midst of them, or on the ri^t side. Moreover, they are stricter
than any other of the Jews in resting &om their labours on the
seventh day; for they not only get &eir food ready the day be¬
fore, that they may not be obliged to kindle afire on that day,
but they will not remove any vessel out of its place, nor go to
stool thereon. Nay, on the other days, they dig asmall pit, afoot
deep, with apaddle (which kind of hatchet is given them when
they are first admitted among them); and covering themselves
round with their garment^ that they may not affront the divine
rays of light, they ease themselves into that pit, after which they
put the earth that was dug out again into the pit; and even this
they do only in the more lonely places, which they chot^e out for
this purpose; and although this easement of the body be natural,
yet it is arule with them to wash themselves after it, as if it were
ade^ement to them.

Now after the time of their preparatory trial is over, they are
parted into four classes; and so far are the juniors inferior to the
seniors, that if the seniors should be touched by the juniors, they
must wash themselves, as if they had intermixed themselves with
the company of aforeigner. They are long-lived also; insomuch
that many of them live above ahundred years, by means of the
simplicity of their diet; nay, as Ithink, by means of the regular
course of life they observe also. They contemn the miseries of
life, and are above pain, by the generosity of their mind. And as
for death, if it will be for their glory, they esteem it better than
living always; and indeed our war with the Romans gave abun¬
dant evidence what great souls they had in their trials, wherein,
although they were tortured and distorted, burnt and tom to
pieces, and went through all kinds of instruments of torment, that
they might be forced either to blaspheme their legislator, or to
eat what was forbidden them, yet could they not be made to do
either of them, no, nor once to flatter their tormentors, or to shed

tear; but they smiled in their very pains, and laughed those to
scorn who inflicted the torments upon them, and resigned up
their souls with great alacrity, as expecting to receive them again.

For their doctrine is this:—^That bodies are corruptible, and that
the matter they are made of is not permanent; but that the souls
are immortal, and continue for ever; and that they come out of
the most subfile air, and are united to their bodies as in prisons,
into which they are drawn by acertain natural enticement; but
that when they are set free from the bonds of the flesh, they then,

a



as released from along bondage, rejoice and mount upward. And
this is like the opinion of the Greeks, that good souls have their
habitations beyond the ocean, in aregion that is neither oppressed
with storms of rain, or snow, or with intense heat, but that this
place is such as is refreshed by the gentle breathing of awest
wind, that is perpetually blowing from the ocean; while they allot
to bad souls adark and tempestuous den, full of never-ceasing
punishments. And inde^ the Greeks seem to me to have followed
the same notion, when they allot the islands of the blessed to
their brave men, whom they call heroes and demi-gods; and to
the souls of Ae wicked, the region of the ungodly, in Hades,
where their fables relate that certain persons, such as Sisyphus,
and Tantalus, and Ixion, and Tityus, are punished; which is built
on this first supposition, that souls are immortal; and thence are
those exhortations to virtue, and dehortations from wickedness
collected; whereby good men are bettered in the conduct of their
l i fe, by the hope they have of reward after their death, and
w h e r e b y t h e v e h e m e n t i n c l i n a t i o n s o f b a d m e n t o v i c e a r e r e ¬
strained, by the fear and expectation they are in, that although
they should lie concealed in this life, they should suffer immortal
punishment after their death. These are the divine doctrines of
the Esseus about the soul, which lay an unavoidable bait for sudi
as have once had ataste of their philosophy.

There are also those among them who undertake to foretell
things to come, by reading the holy books, and using several sorts
of purifications, and beii^ perpetually conversant in the discourses
of the prophets; and it is but seldom that they miss in their pre¬
d i c t i o n s .

Moreover, there is another order of Essens, who agree with the
rest as to their way of living, and customs, and laws, but differ
from them in the point of marriage, as thinking that by not mar¬
rying they cut off the principal part of human life, which is the
prospect of succession; nay rather, that if all men should be of
the same opinion, the whole race of mankind would fail. How¬
ever, they try their spouses for three years; and if they find that
they have their natural purgations thrice, as trials that they are
likely to be fruitful, they then actually marry them. But they do
not use to accompany with their wives when they are with child,
as ademonstration that they do not marry out of regard to pleas¬
ure, but for the sake of posterity. Now the women go into the
baths with some of their garments on, as the men do with some¬
what girded about them. And these are the customs of this order
of Essens.

—Wars of the Jews, Book II, vHi, 2-14

At this time there were three sects among the Jews, who had
different opinions concerning human actions; the one was called
the sect of the Pharisees, another the sect of the Sadducees, and
the other the sect of the Essens. Now for the Pharisees, they say
that some actions, but not all, are the work of fate, and some of
them are in our own power, and that they are liable to fate, but
are not caused by fate. But the sect of the Essens affirm, that fate
governs all things, and that nothing befals men but what is ac¬
cording to its determination. And for the Sadducees, they take
away fate, and say there is no such thing, and that the events of
human affairs are not at its disposal; but they suppose that all
our actions are in our own power, so that we are ourselves the
causes of what is good, and receive what is evil from our own



folly. However, Ihave given amore exact account of these opin¬
i o n s i n t h e s e c o n d b o o k o f t h e J e w i s h Wa r.

’^-Antiquities of the Jews, Book ~XTtT, v, 9

The doctrine of the Essens is this: That all things are best
ascribed to Cod. They teach the immortality of souls, and esteem
that the rewards of righteousness are to be earnestly striven for;
and when they send what they have dedicated to God into the
temple, they do not offer sacrifices, because they have more pure
lustrations of their own; on which account ̂ ey are.excluded’^m
the common court of the-temple, but oSer their sacrifices them¬
selves; yet is their course of life better than that of other men;
and they entirely addict themselves to husbandry. It also deserves
our admiration, how much they exceed all other men that addict
themselves to virme, and this in righteousness: and indeed to such
adegree, that as it bath never appeared amoi^ any other men,
neither Greeks nor barbarimis, no, not for alittle time, so hath
it endured along while among them. This is demonstrated by
that institution of theirs, which will not suffer any thing to hinder
them from having all thin^i in common; so that arich man enjoys
no more of his own wealth than he who hath nothing at all. There
are about four thousand men that live in this way, and neither
marry wives, nor are desirous to keep servants; as thinking the
latter tempts men to be.unjust, and the former gives the handle
to domestic quarrels; but as they live by themselves, they minister
to one another. They also appoint certain stewards to receive the
incomes of their revent^^, and of the fruits of the ground; such
as are good men and priests, who are to get their com and their
food ready for them. IJiey none of them differ from others of
the Essens in their wayvOf living, but do the most resemble those
Dacse who are called Polista [dwellers in cities].

—Antiquities of the Jews, Book XVIII, i, 5

Now there was one-of these Essens, whose name was Manahem,
who had this testimony, that he not only conducted his life after
an excellent manner, but had the foreknowledge of future events
given him by God also. This man once saw Herod when be was
achild, and going tc^chool, and saluted him as king of the Jews;
. . . N o w a t t h a t t i m e H e r o d d i d n o t a t a l l a t t e n d t o w h a t M a n ¬
ahem said, as having no hope.? of such advancement; but alittle
afterward, when he was so fortunate as to be advanced to the
dignity of king, and was in the hei^t of his dominion, he sent
for Manahem, and asked him how long he should reign. Mana¬
hem did not tell him the full length of his reign; wherefore, upon
that silence of his, he asked him farther, whether he should reign
ten years or not? He replied, “Yes, twenty, nay, thirty years”;
but did not assign the just determinate limit of his**reign. Herod
was satisfied tvith these replies, and gave Manahem his hand, and
dismissed him; and from that time he continued to honour all the
Essens. We have thought it proper to relate these facts to our
readers, how- strange soever they be, and to declare what hath
happened among us, because many of these Essens have, by their
excellent virtM, been thought worthy of this knowledge of divine

^Antiquities of the Jews, Book XV, x, 5
r e v e l a t i o n s .
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