
CHAPTER XI. 

THE ATTITUDE AND AIM O F  THE CHRONICLER. 

BY the chronicler is here meant the author of that 
history of Israel from the time of the foundation of 
the kingdom by David to the time of its collapse 
under Zedeluah, which appears in I. Chronicles x. to 
11. Chronicles xxxvi. 21.1 This record, which forms a 
unity and reveals homogeneity of plan, is prefaced by 
nine chapters, which have no unity among themselves 
and are not integrally related to the rest of the book. 
Rothstein,2 and more recently Von Rad,3 seek to 
justify their presence on the supposition that they were 
intended to form a species of VorhaZZe or porch, by 
which the reign of David was linked up with the past 
of the nation, But, without entering into detail on 
the subject, it must be said that, if the chapters were 
intended for such a purpose, they fail to fulfil it. They 
cannot be said to deal with any single topic, and they 
are not all concerned with the past. One entire 

I venture a mild protest against the vague use of the title, 
' The Chronicler.' As one who has read a good deal of the literature 
on the Returp, X have met the expression constantly, but have 
never found it defined-with ,grave loss to clarity of understandmg. 
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chapter, c, iii., is devoted to a genealogy which traces 
David's descendants down to a period later than the 
Exile. Another section, v. 27-41, followed one of the 
levitical families as far as the time of the captivity. 
The greater part of chapter ix. finds a parallel in 
Nehemiah, chapter xi., and appears to deal with 
conditions in Jerusalem after the Return. Verses 
1-26 in chapter v. deal With the fortunes of the tribes 
which settled on the East of Jordan and carry the 
account down, in one case to the reign of Jeroboam II., 
in another to the Assyrian captivity. Whatever may 
have been the original source of these heterogeneous 
materials, and whatever the reason which led to their 
having been placed before the book of Chronicles, 
they were not written in order to be an introduction 
or to connect David with the past of Israel. Probably 
they are a collection of loose material like that which 
now forms an appendix to David's life at the close of 
11. Samuel ; and certainly, when they are removed, 
the unity of design in the Chronicler's work becomes 
apparent. 

Again, the fact that the books of Chronicles end, 
and the book of Ezra begins, with the same two verses 
is generally taken to prove that the three books were 
intended to form a continuous history and derived 
from the same hand. Having related the dolorous 
fate of the early kingdom, the author, it was supposed, 
went on to relate the restoration of the nation through 
the support of the temple and the cult, Yet the fact 
of the repetition of those verses might well appear to 
leaddo an opposite conclusion, Men do not take the 
trouble to stitch together two documents, unless they 
have been originally separate, The full answer to 
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this position, however, can only be given through 
a comparison of the ideals and the attitude which 
dominate the two histories. Some of the character- 
istic traits of the author of Ezra have already been 
discussed, and it will be the business of the present 
chapter to  discover those of the Chronicler. Only 
then will it become clear how divergent the two men 
were. 

In seeking to determine the characteristic features 
of the Chronicler’s narrative, it is necessary to keep in 
mind that his account of the history of the kingdom 
runs parallel to that in Kings, plus a few chapters in 
Samuel. Accordingly only those points where he 
differed from or supplemented his sources may ‘be 
appealed to in evidence of his peculiar outlook. 
Occasionally he rearranged his material, but evidence 
based on such rearrangement may only be used to 
support conclusions which have another and surer 
foundation. Even his omissions must be employed 
with caution, since want of interest in a subject, not 
difference of view, may well have prompted an 
old - world historian to curtail his predecessor’s 
narrative. 

For the sake of clearness the attempt has been made 
to group the material round three main themes : the 
author’s view of the kingdom and of the Davidic 
dynasty, his attitude to the temple, both its origin and 
its significance in the national life, and the place he 
gave to the Northern kingdom with his conception of 
the position of priest and levite in the temple-worship. 
The division, it must be confessed, is artificial at best, 
since the subjects are so closely inter-related that they 
run into one another. Thus the history of Judah 
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opens with the capture of Jerusalem by David and 
closes with the destruction of the city by Nebuchad- 
rezzar. The fact could be adduced to prove that the 
centre of interest was the dynasty : it equally proves 
the author’s profound interest in the temple. To 
write of the two separately is to  run the risk of ignor- 
ing that to him Jerusalem was doubly significant, as 
the city of David and the sole centre for sacrificial 
worship. Yet, in dealing with the mass of detail 
which must be passed under review, even a poor 
division is better than none. 

The emphasis which the Chronicler laid on the 
Davidic kingdom reveals itself at once in the fact that 
he began his history with the accession of David. All 
he had to say about Saul was contained in the extract 
he made from 11. Samuel, which related the events of 
the fatal day at Gilboa. His reason for inserting even 
that brief extract is found in the two verses which he 
added at its close, I. x. 13 f. The completeness of the 
disaster at Gilboa proved that God had rejected the 
first holder of the royal title, and threw the accession 
of David into higher relief, since it was due to a 
direct divine intervention. The second distinction 
of the new kingdom, however, lay in the fact that 
from the beginning it was accepted by all Israel. 
Therefore the Chronicler omitted all mention of the 
years during which David reigned at  Hebron over 
Judah alone, and he equally ignored the kingdom of 
Ishbaal with its suggestion of opposition to David. 
Immediately after Saul’s death the nation recognised 
the divine decision, which had not only been conveyed 
in the disaster at Gilboa, but which had been directly 
revealed to it by Samuel even be€ore the death of 

, 
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Sau1,l I. xi. 1-3. What serves to show that the 
omission of all reference to the earlier years was 
deliberate is that the Chronicler has taken over from 
his sources a number of incidents from the early life 
of David which cannot be fitted into that life as he 
has related it. If the records in the Books of Kings 
had not survived, the task of dating these incidents 
would have been even more puzzling than they now 
are. The purpose of the omission of the years at 
Hebron is suggested by the way in which the Chroni- 
cler made a slight addition to the choice of David by 
his people : he related that they recognised in him 
the king whom God had chosen, and added that the 
choice was revealed to them, as it had been to Jesse, 
through Samuel, xi, 3. Now Samuel was an Ephraim- 
ite. The first act of the new king was to lead all 
Israel to the capture of Jerusalem, and so to secure the 
capital of the nation and the site for its future temple, 
xi. 4. 

The divine election of David was not an act of grace 
toward an individual: the same choice with the 
divine blessing attached to it extended to the dynasty 
which he founded. The clearest proof of his attitude 
on this subject is found in the Chronicler’s account of 
the breach under Rehoboam. In his record of the 
course of events during the reigns of Jeroboam and 
Rehoboam he followed his sources closely, and even 
retained the statement that a prophet, Ahijah, had 
supported the rebel so that the breach had the divine 
approval. He further retained the story of how an- 

It deserves notice that the Chronicler thus wove into his nar- 
rative the incident of Samuel’s visit to Jesse, an account which is 
isolated in the book of Samuel. 
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other prophet, Shemaiah, forbade Rehoboam to fight 
against his rival. Evidently, in his judgment, there 
were good reasons for Israel having refused to endure 
the rule of the Judean king. But, when the breach 
was made final and when its consequences revealed 
themselves, he went on to describe in his own terms 
a war which broke out between Abijah and Jeroboam, 
11. Chron. c. Xii.; and there he made the king of 
Judah say: hear me, 0 Jeroboam and all Israel, 
ought ye not to acknowledge that the Lord, the God 
of Israel, gave the kingdom over Israel to David €or 
ever, even to him and to his sons by a covenant of 
salt ? vv. 4 f, Abijah continued that the North was 
withstanding the kingdom of the Lord in the hand of 
the sons of David, and that there were also with them 
the golden calves which Jeroboam made them for 
gods, v. 8. Apparently the initial and fundamental 
sin lay in the rebellion of Israel against the divinely 
ordained unity of the nation .realised in the Davidic 
dynasty. The s in  of erecting the golden calves is 
made subordinate, as though the act of having ignored 
the divine will by rebellion against the dynasty He had 
chosen brought with it inevitably a lapse from the 
purity of the faith. Naturally, since so great an 
issue was at stake, there could be only one result. 
In  spite of the superior numbers of the Israelite army, 
and in spite of its king’s higher military skill, the day 
ended in a triumph for the representative of D a d .  
Thus signally did the divine displeasure reveal itself 
against the man who had dared to flout the divine wfl. 
God had refrained, so long as Rehoboam was on the 
throne, because that unworthy scion of the race did 
not merit vindication; but he did not suffer Jero- 
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boam to come to his end without some notable evi- 
dence of the divine wrath against his conduct. 

This conviction of the divine authority of the 
Davidic house influenced the author’s attitude to the 
Northern kingdom in all its later course. Thus it led 
him to ignore the independent history of the sister 
kingdom. An incident which he has inserted shows 
his view more definitely, because the evidence it can 
offer is positive, and is not merely to be deduced from 
his silence. On one occasion, when Amaziah of 
Judah was at war with Edom, the king hired a number 
of mercenaries from the neighbouring state, but a 
prophet intervened and ordered the king to send the 
men home, because “the Lord could not be with 
Israel.” Their presence in the camp could not fail to 
be disastrous. When Amaziah naturally protested 
against losing the money he had already paid for the 
men’s services, the prophet replied that God would 
make good the loss, 11. xxv. 6-1r. Through casting off 
its allegiance to the dynasty, the Northern kingdom 
had practically become pagan, so that for Judah to 
accept help from that quarter was equivalent to 
reliance on the foreigner. It was true that Amaziah’s 

I obedience to the prophet in this case did not prevent 
him from suffering severe defeat at the hands of 
Joash of Israel; but the Chronicler had his own 
explanation of this untoward event, for he related 
that Amaziah had carried away and warshipped 
the gods of Edom after he had defeated its king. 
Where the author of Kings made Amaziah’s challenge 
to  his neighbour the outcome of the Judean’s arrogance 
after his success against Edom, the Chronicler made 
the ling of Israel an instrument of the divine chastise- 



192 Post-Ex& Jwlaism. 
ment for the apostacy of the king of Judah. Even 
one who was little better than an alien could be such 
an instrument. Had not Isaiah of Jerusalem pro- 
nounced Assyria the rod in the Lord‘s hand ? 

It is needless to multiply illustrations of the extent 
to which this theme occupied the historian’s attention, 
because Von Rad 1 has already collated the evidence, 
and, in addition, has pointed out that, whenever the 
Chronicler departed from his sources in dealing with 
the subject, his changes and additions invariably 
tend to bring out that the rule of the Davidic house 
over a united Israel was based upon the divine purpose. 
Probably, therefore, it was this conviction, rather 
than any mere unwillingness to dwell on blemishes 
in the character of the national hero, which led him 
to omit certain incidents in David’s reign, such as the 
betrayal of Uriah and the rebellion under Absalom. 
Because the Davidic kingdom was of divine appoint- 
ment, the conduct of its founder must have been such 
as God could approve. In the freshness of its early 
days, also, it must have been the source of nothing 
except good to Israel. Men who hold such pre- 
conceptions have generally heightened the lights and 
ignored the shadows in an institution or movement 
the history of which they have undertaken to relate. 

But, further, there are features in the picture of 
the Davidic king which appear to confer upon the 
dynasty something of a Messianic character. The 
holder of the title was endowed through his divine 
election with a dignity which raised him above 
ordinary humanity. Here also it is unnecessary to 
collate the evidence, since Von Rad has sifted out 

’ Das Geschichtsbild,’ etc. 
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the relative passages with diligent care. Yet it is 
wise to recognise the clear limits set to this dignity. 
None of the passages, nor all of them in combination, 
go so far as actually to erect any member of the dyn- 
asty into Messiah. Nowhere is the line passed which 
marks the distinction between one who owed his 
signal position to the divine purpose, and one who 
could be entitled the actual divine representative on 
earth. The figure of the Davidic king, as sketched 
by the Chronicler, never escapes from the limits of 
t h e ,  or even from those of human frailty. Apart 
from all other evidence, one characteristic which 
appears from the beginning and continues throughout 
must be counted final on the question. When David 
spoke about the kingdom which God was instituting 
in his person and his house, he was made to say that 
it should endure with Solomon, if he was diligent to 
do the divine comniandments and judgments, I. xxviii. 
7 ; and the same conditional character of the promise 
appears in references to more than one of the later 
kings. The Davidic king, like all his subjects, was 
under the torah. Accordingly, whife the Chronicler 
ignored many incidents which detracted from the 
honour of David, he had no hesitation in describing 
with entire frankness the errors and even the apostacy 
of several of his successors. The institution derived 
its origin from nothing less than the divine will, and 
cantinued to be the object of the divine care. So 
thoroughly was it founded on the purpose of God 
that it could survive the shortcomings of many of 
those who represented it. Et would be legitimate to 
say that the Chronicler’s attitude on the subject might 
well give rise to the view that Messiah, when He came, 

N 
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must be of the house and lineage of David and must 
be endowed with royal attributes ; but it would be an 
exaggeration to say more. 

There was, however, another aspect of David's life 
and activity which bulked as largely to the Chronicler 
as the fact of his having been the first king over a 
united Israel. This was his institution of the temple 
and its worship, The first act of the new king, im- 
mediately after he had received the homage of the 
people, was to lead them to Jerusalem and wrest the 
site of the future sanctuary from heathen hands. 
After that, his interest in the temple dominated all 
his other activities. The historian could not and did 
not ignore the fact that Solomon actually carried out 
the building, but he has reduced the work of the son 
to the lowest terms and made him no more than the 
instrument for carrying out plans, every detail of 
which had already been formulated by his father. 
Not only did David, as in the book of Kings, conceive 
the idea, he collected materials for carrying it into 
effect. He laid down the n w g  or design of the 
future building, which his son must follow with 
exact care, I. xxviii. 11-18. The reason for Solomon 
being forbidden to make any change was that his 
father had received the design through direct divine 
inspiration, v. 19. Like the united kingdom under 
the Davidic line, the temple was no mere human 
institution, but owed its. inception to the divine 
command and its fonn  to divine guidance. Nor did 
the .king confine himself to drafting a plan for the 
building : he also issued detailed instructions on the 
subject of the personnel of its officiants, and on the 
duties which many of them were to fulfil there. Even 
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before the sanctuary had come into existence, the 
functions of its clergy were precisely defined by one 
who in these matters was acting according to divine 
direction. 

From the time when the temple, which owed its 
origin and its plan to such an august source, was 
built in Jerusalem, it became the unquestioned centre 
for sacrifice in all Israel. The clearest proof of the 
unique place which the shrine received from the 
beginning is that the Chronicler ignored the scheme 
in which the author of the Book of Kings set his record 
of the kings of Judah. The writer of the earlier 
history judged the successive kings by their behaviour 

, towards the high-places: they were good or bad, 
according as they helped or hindered the movement 
for centralisation of worship at Jerusalem. His very 
insistence on the point serves to prove that in his day 
the matter had not passed beyond the reach of debate, 
To the Chronicler, the question was finally settled. 
The unique sanctuary has become to him almost as 
much an article of faith as the demand that Israel 
must reserve its allegiance and its worship to Yahweh 
alone. Only about peculiarly sinful kings such as 
Jehoram and Manasseh did he mention that they 
built high-places. In connection with Jehoram, this 
sin was part of the conduct by which he walked in 
the way of the kings of Israel, 11. xxi. 6-11. As for 
Manasseh, his restoration of the high-places forms 
part of a description of his conduct, according to 
which he followed the abomination of the heathen, 
xxxiii. 2 f. It might thus appear as though the 
Chronicler believed the high-places to have implied 
the worship of another god than Yahweh, or wished 
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to set the use of these on the same level as 
apos t acy . 

Thus the supreme significance of David to the 
historian consisted in two features of his reign. He 
was appointed by divine election and by the choice 
of the nation to be king over united Israel, and 
so became the founder of a dynasty which had these 
things for its charter. He also received by divine 
inspiration the pattern of the future temple, the 
centre of worship for all Israel, and under the same 
guidance he laid down regulations for the worship 
there.l This attitude of the Chronicler appears again 
in connection with the three kings, David, Hezekiah 
and Josiah, whose life and activity he has related 
with the largest detail. The services these three 
rendered to their nation were double : they were all 
zealous supporters of the central sanctuary and they 
were equally eager to maintain or restore the unity 

Von Rad, op. cit., p. 129, takes a different view on the latter 
point. According to him, " this unique significance of,,David in 
Chronicles is based upon his organisation of the levites. NOW it 
is undoubtedly true that the Chronicler stressed the status of the 
leyites, especially the levitical smgers, in his account .of David's 
reign. It is also. true that in several later passages he carefully 
referred the position and the functions of the levitical order to the 
arrangements made by the first king. But to give w i p e  signi- 
ficance to this side of the royal activity is to take too narrow 8 
view, nor do the verses brought in its support bear out the cop- 
tention. Thus Von Rad appeals to I. xxviii. 12-19, where David 
is made to claim divine authority for the plan he delivered to 
Solomon. Yet that plan covered much more than decisions about 
the temple personnel and in its reference to them described them 8s 
priests and levites without any emphasis on the eculiar rights of 
the levites. As for the further references to which %on Rad appea!s, 
11. viii. 14, xxiii. 18, xxix. 24 f., these belong to later reigns, and in 
each case the regulations with regard to the temple-officers are 
merely said to follow David's pattern. In each case, also, attention 
1s drawn, not specifically to the position oflthe levites, but to that 
of the priests and levites. 
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of Judah and Israel. David made Jerusalem the 
national capital and planned the central sanctuary 
there. The other two purified the temple from the 
defilement it had suffered under their respective 
predecessors, and sought to restore it to  its dignity 
as the centre of worship for all Israel. They instituted 
a passover in which under Hezekiah some of, under 
Josiah all, the loyal elements in the Northern kingdom 
took their part beside Judah. The two kings showed 
themselves faithful to the ideal of David, for to 
the Chronicler the glory of the Davidic house 
largely consisted in its having stood for a united 
Israel. 

When he described the past of the kingdom, the 
Chronicler used a large liberty in dealing with history. 
Thus his picture of the temple is ideal in most of its 
features. That sanctuary did not hold during 
Solomon’s reign the commanding position which he 
assigned to  it, and the elaborate arrangements for 
worship there, which he has ascribed to David, 
must be relegated to a much later date. But the 
recognition of this fact only serves to throw into 
stronger relief one commanding feature in all he had 
to say about the sanctuary. He remained loyal to 
historical realities when he set the temple solidly at 
a particular period in the national life. The central 
shrine owed its origin to  the first king, and nothing 
resembling it had previously existed in the nation. 
In this respect he was more definite than the author 
of the Books of Samuel, All that this writer had to 
say on the subject was that, when David had finished 
with his wars, he counted it fitting to provide a more 
worthy shrine for the ark. He followed this by the 
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statement that Nathan, after agreeing with the plan, 
returned to forbid it, 11. vii. 1-7. The Chronicler 
included this account in I. xvii. 1-6, but he went on 
to  relate that the plan of the future temple was due 
to  a direct divine revelation to the king. So far from 
reviving an institution out of the past, David was 
introducing a novelty, which required a special com- 
mand from God to justify it. 

Any connection which the temple-building had with 
the past was through the ark, the famous Ephraimite 
emblem, about the fortunes of which the author of 
Samuel had much to tell. The Chronicler prefaced 
his account of the episode with Nathan by a long 
record of how David brought up the ark from its 
refuge in the house of Obed-Edom, cc. xiii., xv., xvi. 
He took the basis of his narrative from Samuel, 
but expanded the material in a fashion which must 
engage attention later. The king lodged the sacred 
symbol in a tent which he erected for it in the town 
which he had taken from the Jebusites. Our sources 
agree in ascribing David’s purpose in building the 
temple to a desire to house the ark more worthily: 
it was not fitting that the king should occupy the 
house of cedar which Hiram had built for him, while 
the ark of God lodged behind curtains. The per- 
manent building was to be a substitute for the mere 
curtains which appeared to the king unworthy of the 
ark’s dignity and of his own, Both sources also 
described with some fulness the transfer of the ark 
under Solomon to its new resting-place, I. Kings 
vi:. 1-11; 11. Chron. Y. 2-14. But, because this 
resting-place was the surrogate for the tent, neither 
troubled to say what was done With the curtains. 
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Before proceeding to relate David's preparations 

for the temple, the Chronicler inserted the icp& ho'yos 
or sacred story of the divine election of the threshing- 
floor of Araunah as the site of the altar, c. xxi., an 
account which the author of Samuel had relegated 
to an appendix. There was a reason for this change 
in the position of the incident. It was necessary to 
show that the altar, round which the temple was 
built, owed its sanctity, like everything else in con- 
nection with the new structure, to the fact of the 
divine choice. To indicate its significance, the Chron- 
icler added to his original that, when David first 
sacrificed on the sacred spot, the Lord answered him 
by fire from heaven upon the altar of burnt-offering, 
I. xxi. 26. Thus he did not leave this conclusion 
to be inferred from the fact that the angel sheathed 
his destroying sword when the smoke rose from the 
altar : he definitely stated that God gave approval 
to the place which Be had chosen from all the tribes 
of Israel to set His name there, 

But, according to our sources in their present form, 
there was another sanctuary besides the ark in its 
tent, to which David and his son resorted. This was 
the tabernacle at Gibeon, with an accompanying 
altar for burnt-offering. It suddenly appears in the 
neighbourhood of Jerusalem, and, except for the 
statement in one passage that it owed its origin to 
Moses, there is no hint of its connection with the past 
of the nation, We know nothing of its history during 
the years of the conquest of the land, nor of how it 
came to be located at Gibeon. The only time when it 
emerges from obscurity is at the time when David 
was planning and Solomon was building the temple. 
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After that is finished, the tent of meeting with its 
altar disappears as suddenly and as inexplicably as it 
appeared, Yet, while neither source describes its 
origin, both appear to acknowledge the high sanctity 
of the holy place. Solomon, before he built the temple, 
went down to offer sacrifice there, and received a 
divine revelation at the shrine, I. Kings E. 4. The 
Chronicler appears to set the two sanctuaries of ark 
and tabernacle alongside each other at the close of 
his description of the transference of the former to 
Jerusalem. “David left there (i.e., in the tent.) 
before the ark of the Covenant of the Lord Asaph 
and his brethren to minister before the ark continually 
as each day‘s work required . . . and Zadolr the 
priest and his brethren the priests before the taber- 
nacle of the Lord in the high-place that was at Gibeon 
to offer burnt-offerings upon the altat of burnt- 
offerings continually morning and evening,” I. Chron. 
xVi. 37-40, It is somewhat remarkable that the action 
of the king in relation to the Gibeon sanctuary is 
expressly said to have been done according to all 
that i s  written in the law of the Lord, It is equally 
remarkable that, while the levites appear here as 
attendants on the ark in David’s city, the priests 
with Zadok at their head before his appointment by 
Solomon appear at Gibeon, Again, after the plague 
had been stayed by the royal sacrifice on the site of 
the altar in Jerusalem, it is carefully stated that the 
reason why +David did not offer his burnt-offering 
at the altar before the tabernacle was that he was 
unable to reach it, because he was afraid of the 
angel’s sword. Presumably the purpose of this 
remark was to expIain why the pious Icing, instead 
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of using the Mosaic altar, erected a new one: he 
only did it because of his reverence for the divine 
messenger. Yet the supposed explanation brings 
fresh questions as to  the reason for abrogating the 
use of an altar which had so august an origin, and 
as to the fate of the Mosaic original. Was it merely 
deserted or pulled down, and what was done with its 
sacred furniture? No such uncertainty attaches to 
the destiny of the tabernacle at Gibeon, for it is said 
at 11. Chronicles v. 5 that the levitical priests brought 
up “ the ark and the tent of meeting and all the holy 
vessels that were in the tent ” into the temple. Evi- 
dently, therefore, while the tent for the ark was 
forsaken, because the temple itself had taken its place, 
the tabernacle was not allowed to pass out of use, 
But we are compelled to ask what was its use. It 
could not have been re-erected in one of the courtss, 
and it surely was not dismantled and stored away 
in one of the chambers.l Also, according to the law 
in Exodus, the ark was one of the holy vessels in the 
tabernacle. Why then does it take precedence, here, 
of the tabernacle of which it formed part of the 
furniture ? 

There is an artificiality about all this material 
dealing with tent of meeting and altar of burnt- 
offering which suggests that it has been added to the 
original narrative of the Chronicler, The original 
recognised that the temple was a creation of the 
early kingdom, and thefefore traced its inception and 
its plan to a revelation received by David. It also 
linked up the new feature in the national worship 

For the perplexities to which this statement has given rise, 
cf, Bertheau’s ‘ Kommentw,’ ad 100. 
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with the past by making the sanctuary a surrogate 
for the tent which housed the ark. The reviser who 
introduced the supplementary material made the 
temple no novelty, but the revival of an institution 
which derived from Moses, and conceived it as a 
surrogate for the tabernacle in the wilderness. 

Hence the Chronicler has made the ark essential to 
the temple-worship. How essential it was he has 
made clear in two significant passages When Solomon 
built the temple, he built it round his father’s altar, 
which continued in use after its dedication through 
the divine approval of the first sacrifice there. Yet 
it was only when the levites brought the old symbol 
to its new resting-place that the glory of the Lord 
filled the house, 11. v. 14, cf. vi, 11. Even more 
significant is his account of the restoration and 
purification of the temple by Josiah. There he made 
the king command the levites put the holy ark into 
the house which Solomon, the son of David, king of 
Israel, did build : there shall no more be a burden 
on your shoulders: now serve the Lord and His 
people Israel,’’ 11. xxxv. 3. The verse raises a series 
of unanswerable questions, if it should be accepted 
as sober history. Since the ark is said to have been 
brought back to its place, when and why and by whom 
had it been removed? If this happened under 
Manasseh, why was that sacrilegious act omitted 
from the long catalogue of the bad king’s deeds? 
When Josiah ordered the levites to cease from carrying 
the emblem, did this mean that, during the period of 
its absence from the holy of holies, it was being carried 
about? If so, what was the purpose in thus trans- 
porting i t ?  If again Josiah ordered that from this 
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time the ark was to remain stationary and no longer 
to be carried in public processions, what prompted 
him to make such a change at the period of and in 
connection with the celebration of the united pass- 
over? Why, also, was there such careful reference 
to the temple which Solomon, the son of David, 
the king of Israel did build ? The only way in which 
justice can be done to the character of the verse is 
to recognise in it, not the statement of a historical 
fact, but the expression of a conviction on the part of 
its author. In his judgment the ark, an Ephraimite 
symbol, was an essential feature of the Judean temple. 
Therefore he related at length how David, the founder 
of the Kingdom over a united nation, brought the 
ark into his city and how Solomon placed it in 
the temple, with the result that the glory of the 
Lord filled the house. He also inserted into the 
record of Josiah, the restorer of the united 
kingdom, the story of how he was careful to do the 
same. 

The strong interest of the Chronicler in the main- 
tenance of a united Israel implies that he had a certain 
sympathy with the men of the Northern kingdom. 
He entirely ignored the kingdom itself, and dropped 
from his history all the material bearing on it which 
the author of Kings had collected. But he did not 
include the nation in the condemnation which he thus 
passed upon its lungs. Thus he definitely exonerated 
the religious guides of Israel from any share in the 
calf-worship, Immediately after the breach the 
priests and levites of all Israel resorted to Rehoboam, 
so that Jeroboam was compelled to appoint priests 
of his own for the conduct of his novel worship. 
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Especially faithful were the levites, for they left 
their ‘suburbs’ and at some sacrifice to themselves 
rehsed to conform. Following the example of their 
religious leaders, the best of the people remained 
loyal to the true ritual, for from that time all in 
Israel who set their hearts to  seek the Lord resorted 
to Jerusalem for sacrifice, 11. xi. 13-16. Some of 
these laymen even forsook their country and made 
the same sacrifice for their faith as the levites, for it 
is said that Asa gathered Judah and Benjamin and 
those who sojourned with them from Manasseh and 
Ephraim. These members of the Northern kingdom 
fell to him in large numbers because they recognised 
that God was with him, 11. xv. 9. How many among 
those who did not thus transfer themselves continued 
to cherish sympathy with Judah, and how practically 
they showed that sympathy, appear in an account of 
events under Ahaz. During that reign the Israelites 
conquered the Southern kingdom and secured many 
captives and much spoil. But when they had re- 
turned in triumph, a prophet rebuked the conquerors 
with such effect that the men of Samaria sent the 
captives home, even loading them with the property 
of which they had been deprived, 11. xxviii. 8-15. 
Here the terms in which the prophet conveyed his 
rebuke are significant : ye purpose that which will 
bring upon us a trespass against the Lord to add 
unto our sins and our trespasses, For our trespass 
is great, and there is fierce wrath against Israel, v. 13. 
To the historian there were true prophets in Ephraim 
who counted their nation to rest under the divine 
anger, whether because of its rebellion against the 
house of David or because of its false worship, prophets 

’ 
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too who considered the act of carrying on war against 
the sister people an aggravation of this initial guilt. 
Further, a prophet who delivered such a message 
was listened to and obeyed by his countrymen in 
their hour of victory. What makes the account more 
noteworthy as an indication of the attitude of the 
Chronicler is that he related it about a Icing of Judah, 
whose general conduct he severely censured. In his 
view it was enough that Ahaz was a descendant of 
David and Icing in Jerusalem: Ephraim could not 
fail to recognise that war against him was in itself 
a transgression. What he condemned in the North 
was the kingdom qztd kingdom, since it had made 
a schism in the unity of the nation, but this did not 
involve that the nation itself with its religious leaders 
was apostate. 

So far was this from being the case that Israel could 
produce a prophet who rebuked a king of. the house 
of David. For, when Jehoram, influenced by his 
alliance with the family of Ahab, went astray and 
misled his people, Elijah sent a letter with a stern 
threat to Jerusalem, 11. xxi. 12-15. The Chronicler 
could even conceive it possible that a king of Sgnaria 
might be more righteous than his contemporary in 
Judah, for in his account of the visit paid by Ahaziah 
to Jehoram the son of Ahab in Jezreel he was not 
content to tell how ill the visitor fared, but added 
that the destruction of Ahaziah was of the divine 
will, because he had joined Jehoram in his antagonism 
to Jehu whom the Lord had anointed to cut off the 
house of Ahab, 11. xxii. 7 ff. Such a view of the 
relation between the kings of Israel and Judah goes 
beyond the situation which the Chronicler described 
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between Amaziah and J0ash.l There the &bg of 
Israel was a mere instrument of the divine chastise- 
ment. But this implied no superiority in Joash, 
since even a heathen might be so used by God. 
Here, however, Jehu is called the anointed of the 
Lord, and for the Judean to oppose him was to 
act counter to the divine will.2 

It is not, therefore, surprising that the historian 
represented the best kings of Judah as showing a 
lively interest in and sympathy with the sister nation. 
This attitude revealed itself even before the fall of 
the rebel State, for Jehoshaphat went out and brought 
back t u  the Lord the people from Beersheba to the 
hill-country of Ephraim, 11. xix. 4. Naturally, 
however, it appeared more strongly after the actual 
collapse. In that catastrophe God had 'uttered His 
verdict on the schismatic and apostate kingdom. As 
soon as that was out of the way, there was an oppor- 
tunity to restore the Davidic ideal, and the kings 
of Judah would have neglected their duty had they 
failed to bring succour to those elements in the North 
which had remained faithful to the worship at Jer- 
usalem. When, therefore, Hezekiah came to the 
throne, he swept away all heathen images in Manasseh 
and Ephraim as well as in Judah and Benjamin, 
11. xxxi. I. After he had purified the temple and 
thus made it worthy of his purpose, he instituted a 
passover celebration there, to which he invited the 

1 Cf. p. xgr su$ra. 
For the purposes of this study it is fortunately unnecessary to 

discuss the historical character of these incidents. Indeed, if they 
should be regarded as free constructions of history on the part of 
the Chronicler, they only serve to bring out more clearly h1s 
attitude to the Northern people. 
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men of North Israel. Josiah completed what his 
predecessor had begun. 

The Chronicler’s interest in the condition of Northern 
Israel runs parallel with an interest in the levites, 
to  whom he occasionally gave the Deuteronomic title 
of levitical priests. By this is meant more than that 
he gave attention to both : he brought the two to- 
gether and linked the subjects in his record. Wherever 
he wrote of the kings who showed sympathy with 
Israel Qr introduced mention of the restoration of the 
temple, he brought the levites into prominence. It 
is unnecessary to do more than recall how this dom- 
inates his picture of David. The founder of united 
Israel committed the ark to the charge of the levites 
when he brought it into his city, and he arranged 
in large detail their service in the future temple. 
Jehoshaphat, the first king who showed an anxiety 
for the faithful Israelites after the breach, showed an 
equal concern in the levites. He appointed in his 
capital a tribunal of levites, priests and laymen to  
supervise the ~ D V D  or judgment of the Lord and to 
decide in controversies, 11. xix. 8 ff. He also sent 
certain princes, nine levites and two priests throughout 
Judah to teach the people according to the law of God 
which was in their hands,lII. xvii. 7-9. 

The levites come again into prominence in con- 
nection with the cleansing of the temple which 
followed the rebellion against Athaliah. Here the 
Chronicler has radically altered the narrative in Kings. 
According to the earlier account the high-priest had 

1 It is in Deuteronomy and in chapters viii. f. of Nehemiah that 
we hear of levites having for their special task the teaching of 
torah. The editor of the book of Ezra and the rest of Nehemiah 
allot them no such function, 
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no hesitation about bringing the Carites and a military 
guard into the sanctuary in order to protect the young 
king, 11. Kings xi. 4. But the introduction of these 
foreigners into the sacred precincts was a grave 
offence in the judgment of a later age. Accordingly 
the Chronicler made Jehoiada issue strict orders that 
none except the priests and those who ministered of 
the levites should enter the temple, while the people 
must remain in the outer courts, 11. Chron. xxiii. 5 f. 
The guard ‘round the young king was to be composed 
of levites, every one with his weapons in his hand, 
v. 7. So far it might appear that the Chronicler 
had substituted levites for the foreign guards and 
thus relieved the high-priest from the onus of having 
summoned uncircumcised men into the temple. He 
would then be acting in agreement with the demand 
of Ezekiel xliv. 6 ff.l But the account proceeds with 
the statement that Jehoiada restored the conditions 
which had prevailed in the time of David and that, 
in so doing, he appointed the temple officials under 
the authority of the levitical priests whom David 
had set there to offer the burnt-offerings of the Lord 
according to the true Mosaic ritual with thanksgivings 
unto the Lord, vv. 18 f.2 Further, in order to avoid 
the possibility of foreigners intruding into the sanctu- 
ary in future, he appointed porters at the gates whose 
business was to exclude unclean persons, The situation 

This wag the interpretation which Wellhausen put upon the 
passage : cf. ‘ Geschichte Israels,’ PP. 203 ff, 

To follow the LXX here in its reading ’ priests and levites ’ i s  
to  sin against one of the fist  principles of scientific textual criti- 
cism, which demands that the more difficult of two variant 
readings should be preferred. The Greek translator has added a 
waw in order to bring the text into agreement with the practice of 
his time. 
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here is entirely different from that in Ezekiel, for the 
levites were empowered to sacrifice and were distinct 
from the porters. The main feature, however, which 
concerns us here is that, when the priest purified the 
temple, he took special care of the status of the levites 
there. 

Again, when the sanctuary was cleansed after 
Manasseh’s lapse, Hezekiah brought together the 
priests and the levites, but he only addressed the 
latter. They were to sanctify themselves and to 
sanctify the house of the Lord, 11. xxix. 3 ff. The men 
must not be careless in the matter, because the Lord 
had chosen them to stand before Him, to minister 
unto Him, serving Him and burning incense, v. n. 
However the last word there, bp?~,  be translated, 
it implies that the levites were counted capable 
of fulfilling a peculiarly priestly function. After the 
rededication of the sanctuary they were permitted to 
exercise another privilege of the priests , for they 
stood to  bless the people, Here, again, they bear the 
Deuteronomic title of levitical priests.1 In  his whole 
action in the matter Hezekiah conformed to the 
strict Davidic pattern, v. 2. 

In  his description of the work: of Josiah the Chroni- 
cler largely followed the account in Kings. His 
alterations, however, are made more significant by 
this general agreement. Two of them reveal his 
attitude to Northern Israel. 

He made the king destroy the altars, asherim, 
graven images and sun-images throughout the land 
of Israel, but he omitted all mention of the destruction 
of the altar at Bethel. Josiah confined his purification 

1 In this case LXXB has retained the expressionl 
0 
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of the holy land to  the removal of heathen altars and 
emblems. Again, when funds were needed for the 
temple-restoration, the men of Manasseh and Ephraim 
bore their share of the burden, 11. xxxiv. 9. The 
people of the north had their part in the pious work, 
and their gifts were freely offered before they had 
been invited to join in the celebration of the common 
passover. The same reason may have prompted the 
historian to omit all mention of the desecration of 
the Bethel altar : he may have desired to suggest that 
Ephraim surrendered it in the interests of the united 
sanctuary at Jerusalem, It is not necessary to enter 
into any detail as to the arrangements made after the 
temple-restoration, because these resemble so closely 
the situation under Hezeltiah. There is the same 
prominent place given to the levites and their 
functions. Attention has already been drawn to the 
unique feature of the account, the command issued 
to the levites to restore the ark to its old resting-place. 
Here. it is only necessary to note the position which 
the command occupies immediately before the pass- 
over celebration. The temple was not fit to become 
what it had once been, the Cehtre of worship for the 
reunited nation, until the old emblem had resumed 
its central place there. 

The appearance of the levites here, as commissioned 
to carry back the ark to its place, is a uniform feature 
of the Chronicler’s history, According to him, they 
alone were qualified to act as porters of the sacred 
emblem. Thus, when he told the story of the two 
efforts of David to transfer the ark to Jerusalem, he 
took the account of the initial failure with some 
curbus additions from Kings, but, when he came to 
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relate the successful effort, he added that the first 
failure had been due to the fact that the ark had not 
been entrusted to its proper attendants, the levites, I. 
xv, .2, 13. At the second attempt everything went 
happily, because the work was carried out ‘ according 
to the ordinance.’ Again, when Solomon brought 
the ark from its tent into the temple, the Chronicler 
assigned the privilege of carrying it t o  the levites, 11. 
v. 4 f., while in Kings the porters were the priests, 
I. Kings viii. 1-11. The same men, who in Chronicles 
are called levitical priests, but in Kings priests and 
levites, also transferred the sacred vessels which had 
been in use at the old tent.l It is a remarkable fact 
that, in the picture of conditions before Solomon 
built the temple, the levites never appear in any 
reference to the Gibeon sanctuary. From the account 
which appears in Chronicles, it would be possible to 
suppose that the priests served the altar before the 
tent of meeting there, while the levites devoted their 
whole service to the ark in its tent. 

But the duties of the levites in relation to the ark 
were not confined to acting as its porters. By the 
express directions of David they were appointed to be 
its ministers, I. xvi. 4. In the verses which follow 
this ministry is made to consist mainly in rendering 
praise to God before it. The service, however, ap- 
pears in a, larger form in verse 37, where it is said that 
David left before the ark of the Covenant Asaph and 

1 It has already been noted that a later hand inserted a t  verse4 
the tent of meeting, and so gave rise to the mistaken idea that 
these vessels came from the tabernacle. The same reviser continued 
$e account with the statement that the priests brought the ark 

unto its place, into the oracle of the house, to the most holy 
place,” v. 7. According to him, only the priests could enter there. 
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his brethren to minister before the ark continually, 
‘ as each day’s work required.’ Now sacrifice attended 
the ark, as soon as it had reached its tent in safety ; 
and that such sacrifices were habitual as each day’s 
work required,’ and formed part of the levites’ service 
according to the Chronicler appears from a significant 
alteration he made in his account of its transfer. 
While the account in Samuel stated that at each six 
paces of the journey David offered sacrifices, 11. vi. 13, 
in I. Chronicles xv. 26 the levites, whenever God 
helped them in their task, offered those sacrifices.l 
The mention also of sacred vessels along with the ark 
at the time of its transference to the temple, cf, p. 201 
su$ra, proves that the Chronicler did not conceive of 
the levitical service in the tent having been confined 
to chanting before it, 

Reference has already been made to the summons 
which Hezekiah issued to the priests and levites after 
his purification of the temple and to the charge he 
then addressed to the levites, 11, s i x .  3 ff, The men 
must remember that the Lord had chosen them to 
stand before Him, to minister unto Him, serving 
Him and ~ ’ ? ’ p e q  v. 11. The language used there 
practically puts the levites on an equal footing with 
the priests. Thus, in the law it is the priests who 
stand before the Lord and minister to Him: the 

A later hand, jealous of the prominence given t o  the levites, 
has introduced here and there mention of the priests. That the 
verses have been added can be recognised from the evidence of 
one case. At xv. 11 f.  the text makes David summon Zadok and 
Abiathar the priests as well as the levites for the task of bringing 
up the ark. But, when the king instructed these men in their 
duties, he addressed them as the heads of the fathers’ houses of 
the levites. The Chronicler did not describe the two leading 
priests in the temple by such a title. Further, Zadok’s promotion 
to be such a leading priest dated from the reign of Solomon. 
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levites stand before the priests or before the congre- 
gation and minister to them. Again, the final Hebrew 
participle may be translated, as in the R.V., by 
* burning incense ' or by the alternative ' sending up 
the sweet smoke of sacrifice ' ; in either case it de- 
scribes a peculiarly priestly function according to the' 
later law. After the dedication of the temple the men 
stood to bless the people, another privilege which was 
reserved to the sons of Aaron.1 

Again, after the celebration of the passover, Heze- 
kiah is said to have appointed the courses of the 
priests and Ievites for burnt-offerings and for peace- 
offerings, to minister and to give thanks and to  
praise, xxxi. 2. There is no hint here corresponding . 
to  the plain statement in the intruded verses, that the 
function of the one set of officials was to sacrifice, that 
of the others to praise. Instead, the account con- 
tinues that, as their duties were parallel, so were 
their means of support. To meet the needs of their 
clergy, the children of Israel gave the first-fruits of 
the increase of the field, the children of Israel and 

1 The reviser could not pass such an evident neglect of the law. 
Into the paragraph which related how the levites fulfilled their 
task of cleansing the temple, mix. 12-19. he inserted a sentence, 
v. 16, to explain that the priests cleansed the holy of holies and 
brought out its defilement to the Ievites. Only the priests couId 
enter the inner shrine. But the connection is so bad that no 
more is needed to prove the sentence an interpolation. He 
revised more drastically the description of the sacrifices which 
were offered after the purification, W. 20-36. There he made 
Hezelciah command the priests, the sons of Aaron, to carry out 
the ritual described in vv. 21-24. Xlie sole functions le€t to the 
levites were the superintendence of the praise, w. 25-27, -30, and 
the flaying of some of the sacrificial victims, but even this minor 
duty only fell to them because the priests were too few in number 
to overtake the task, v. 34. It needs no more than a comparison 
of the two passages to recognise that we have here to do with a 
correction of the original, 
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Judah brought the tithe of all, while those who lived 
in the Judean towns brought the tithe of oxen and 
sheep, w. 4-6.1 Evidently the Chronicler lived at  a 
time when there was a diversity of practice which 
confined the tithe of oxen and sheep to Judah, and, 
from the fact that he made no effort to  reconcile the 
divergence, it may be inferred that he lived before 
the law on the subject was made uniform. Evidently, 
also, he knew nothing of the final regulation which 
allotted one-tenth of the tithe to the priests and left 
the rest to the levites. Because the provision was 
more than sufficient, Hezekiah instituted chambers 
in which the surplus was stored, setting the levites 
in charge of them ; and he further appointed one of 
that body head of a commission, whose task it was to 
distribute the free-will offerings and the most holy 
things to the ‘ non-resident ’ priests and levites, 
w. 7-19. Again, the provision for the two orders is 
equal, and the supervision of it is committed to  the 
levites. Finally, when Josiah bade the levites bring 
the ark into the temple before the celebration of 
passover, he ordered them now “ to serve the Lord 
your God and His people Israel,” 11. xxxv. 3. From 
this time the men were t o  take up the larger duties 
which had been assigned to them in connection with 
the ark when the temple was built. Their duties are 
said to be “ t o  stand in the holy place, to  kill the 
passover, to sanctify themselves and to prepare for 
their brethren,” w. 4 ff. Since the passage ignores 
the priests, the brethren for whom this preparation 
was to be made could only have been Israel, the 

The division of the verses which appears in LXX has been 
followed. 
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people of God whom the levites according to verse 3 
were to serve. 

It has been possible to  point out that the Chronicler’s 
interest in the levitical order extended to more than 
its part in the choral service in the temple or to the 
subdivisions of its classes. It has also been possible 
to show that this interest appears most clearly 
wherever he touched on the restoration of the sanc- 
tuary to its original and ideal pattern, and wherever 
it was made the centre of worship for the united 
nation, What could not be included in the protracted 
survey was the relation between the attention he 
devoted to the Ievites and to the priests respectively. 
In comparison with the space he has given to the 
levitical order he has practically ignored the priestly. 
It would, however, be as great a mistake t o  make too 
much of his silence on the one subject as it has been 
to neglect the nature of his insistence on the other. 
He may have taken the position of the priests for 
granted, as though it did not need to be emphasised. 
What he did emphasise was that the ark with its 
attendant levites was an essential element in the 
temple-worship, if and when that was to be the centre 
for the religion of the united nation. 

There is, however, one judgment which he passed 
on the priests at Jerusalem which must not be ignored. 
He told the story of the kingdom of Judah with the 
temple as the centre of his interest. He related how it 
suffered desecration at the hands of faithless kings 
who ought to  have been its defenders, but had been 
restored by kings who had honoured it. Finally it 
was renewed by the last great king of the Davidic 
line, was made the common place of worship for the 
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reunited nation, sanctified anew when the levites 
brought the ark back into it, and continued thus for 
a time, When it and the kingdom fell together, it 
was because Zedekiah humbled not himself before 
Jeremiah the prophet. He also rebelled against king 
Nebuchadrezzar who had made him swear by God. 
Moreover all the chiefs of the priests and the people 
trespassed very greatly after all the abominations of 
the heathen and polluted the house of the Lord which 
He had hallowed in Jerusalem, xxxvi. 12-14. That 
is a verdict which is remarkable, both in what it has 

' stated and in what it has omitted. For Jeremiah, 
to whom the king did not listen, did not come from 
Judah, and the charge of apostacy is levelled first 
against the chiefs of the priests, 


