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14M801K AND THE RECEIVED ESSAY 

The discovery of the ancient Internet has been called one of the greatest 

archeological finds in the 23rd century.  One of the files found “on-the-line” (as 

translators think it was called), was a partial version of the essay that Zachariah 

Kenney wrote for his Jewish Backgrounds class on the Qumran Psalter (dubbed 

14M801K).  However, when the file was recovered by technicians, scholars were 

surprised at the contents.  The document appeared to be about 14-16 “pages” (a 

page is about 2-and-a-half hand screens).  Most of the file was corrupt, but 

portions of the Bibliography survived.  However, this bibliography was not the same 

as the Received Essays recovered from the ancient Briercrest servers.  This article 

offers a preliminary analysis of the contents. 
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The first three entries are unusual right off the bat, since they do not appear 

in the Received Essay’s bibliography at all.  The first entry is probably the Cohen 

textbook from the class syllabus.  The implications of this are hard to determine. 

 

Mays, James L. The Lord Reigns, A Theological Handbook to the Psalms. Louisville, KY: 

Westminster John Knox Press, 1994. 

This is recognized as entry 10 in the received essay, but it’s position here is 

unusual. 

 





(About five lines of text were unreadable) 

 

 Peter Flint, James A. Sanders and Gerald Wilson entries 




Important scholars to look out for include Peter Flint (teaches at Trinity Western), 
  

 

These two entries have sparked plenty of debate.  First of all, they were 

written in a different font, that is, Constantia, not the Times New Roman that the 

rest of the essay appears in.  The same is true of the colour, which is not black, but 

blue.  One scholar suggests it was Kenney’s way of making notes to himself, given 

the prose sentence “important scholars to look out for include,” but Feter Plint, a 
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leading Kenney scholar (an admittedly obscure field of study), has previously 

demonstrated that Kenney used the yellow highlight function to mark notes to 

himself.  This point is debatable, since it is not clear whether Kenney used 

Microsoft or Open Office to prepare his assignments (recall that the Primary 

Source presentation in the Received Assignments for the same class featured a 

submission by Kenney that was not in Microsoft format, but something called .odp, 

widely believed to be part of the rumored Open Office Suite. Scholars were able to 

open the presentation using a PowerPoint Emulator, however.)  One scholar even 

suggested that the blue entries were not Kenney’s words at all, but that the font 

and colour could be evidence of “snip-and-glue”, and may have actually been 

written by someone else (who he calls “Pseudo-Kenney”, while others dub him 

“Second Kenney”), but perhaps it was Dr. Dave Miller himself, in some sort of 

Teacher-Student communication. This suggestion does not seem compelling, since 

Kenney was known to be an off campus student, so it is not clear how Miller’s text 

could have been swiped onto Kenney’s device, and historians date the invention of 

email to about the mid-21st century.  Whether the lines were typed by Kenney or 

Miller or someone else, they are undeniably instructions of some sort, which leads 

scholars to theorize that 14M801K is actually a draft of the Received Essay, and 

should be understood as such. 
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 1998. 

The next two entries were mostly fragmentary.  The second one has the 

date “1998” at the end.  However, there was only one 1998 entry in the Received 
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Essay, which was a Skehan journal article followed by page numbers (entry 16 on 

the Received Essay), not with a year right at the end.  These entries have been 

labelled as apocryphal. 

 

Beckwith, Roger T. The Old Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and Its 

Background in Early Judaism. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986. 

P.W. Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms (STDJ 17; Leiden: Brill, 

1997) 

M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, "The Psalms Scroll (1lQPsa): A Problem of Canon and Text," 

Textus 5 (1966) 22-33.  

 

These three entries are recognized as entries 3, 4, and 6 of the Received 

Essay.  Why entry 5 is omitted at this point is unknown. 

Next comes a chain of 5 Sanders entries, which is interesting because the 

Received Essay only has 3 Sanders entries (numbers 13-15), but none of the 

entries in the chain match the Received Essay.  One of the entries is corrupt, but 

the readable portions are blue, however they are in Times New Roman, rather than 

the expected Constantia script that shows up in blue elsewhere in the file.  The 

reason for this anomaly is unknown. 

James A. Sanders, The Dead Sea Psalms Scroll (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 

1967) 13.  

James



the

authorita

Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumran Cave 11 (11QPsa) DJD 4; Oxford: Clarendon, 1965. 
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Sanders, Cave 11 Surprises and the Question of Canon, McCormick Quarterly 21 1968, 1-

15.  [reprinted in S. Leiman, Ed., The Canon and Masorah of the Hebrew Bible: An 

Introductory Reader, New Yourk: Ktav, 1974, 37-51. 

Sanders, “The Qumran Psalms Scroll (11QPsa) Reviewed” On Language, Culture, and 

Religion: In Honor of Eugene A. Nida, (ed. M. Black and W.A. Smalley; The 

Hague and Paris: Mouton, 1974, 79-99. 

 

Next there are two names, again written in the same blue Constantia script 

as the prose instructions, but no other information is given.  It is difficult to say what 

these names represented, since nothing is known about them, and the Received 

Essay does not discuss them. 

Emmanuel Tov 

Shemaryahu Talmon (contra Sanders) 

 

 

Patrick W. Skehan “Qumran and Old Testament Criticism” Qumran: sa piété, sa théologie 

et son milieu (BETL 46; ed M. Delcor; Gembloux : Duculot, 1978) 163-82. 

Patrick W. Skehan, "The Scrolls and the Old Testament Text," McCQ 21 (1968) 272-83.   

(McCormick Quarterly)   

 

The Skehan entries are also curious, since they are two different Skehan 

entries than the Received Essay.  (Entries 16 and 17 in the Received Essay).   
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There are several unreadable lines, followed by approximately 10 blank 

lines.  Technicians are unsure if there was originally any text in this portion, or if it 

was blank on purpose.  This probably signifies the end of the document, but it is 

possible that the file contained more pages. 

I know it is arguing from silence, but I suggest that the document was 

longer, based on the original file size compared to how much text was actually 

recovered.  Since the bibliography is always at the end of the document, it could be 

that all of the entries discussed above were not actually the bibliography of the 

draft at all, but rather a different list, perhaps a “to do” list. It is conceivable that 

when a source was researched, Kenney may have used the “snip-and-glue” 

feature to move the entry to a second, official bibliography.   

This doesn’t completely explain why the list includes sources known to be 

cited in the Received Essay, but it does account for the apocryphal entries.  Sames 

Janders suggests that the file is “a signpost in the multi-faceted history of Kenney’s 

essays.”  As further evidence for a draft, Janders points to the fact that the Sanders 

and Skehan chains did not have the typical 8 underscores (________.) one usually 

finds in a bibliography when listing several sources from the same author, nor was 

the list in proper alphabetical order. 

I recognize that there are several problems with this view: 

-First of all, scholars are still not entirely certain how the “snip-and-glue” 

feature actually worked.  Many suggest it is similar to the modern Loc-Drag 

function, but this might be anachronistic.   
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-If the file is a draft, why would Kenney save a draft of his essay separately?  

What would be the purpose?   

Why were the apocryphal entries not cited in the Received Essay?  Perhaps 

they were, but were later deleted in the editing process.  Another option is that 

Kenney may not have had access to all of the sources, or perhaps ran out of time.   


