
CHAPTER XII. 

THE PRIESTS AND THE LEVXTES. 

THE Chronicler’s conception of his nation, as that has 
disengaged itself from his history, may be briefly 
summed up. His ideal was an Israel which owed its 
existence to its religion, and which found its centre 
in the two institutions of the kingdom and the temple 
at Jerusalem. Both of these came into existence 
when the nation reached consciousness of its unity 
after the confusion of the conquest ; but both ulti- 
mately derived from God who, having elected Israel, 
had revealed the institutions which were to guide its 
outward and inward life. The historian, therefore, 
invested the Davidic house with a certain Messianic 
dignity, but he devoted peculiar attention to the 
pious care which its best members had exercised over 
the sanctuary, and described with loving interest how, 
after every desecration the temple suffered, a true 
representative of the royal line brought it back to its 
position as the centre of the united nation, and 
restored it to its original pattern. In describing 
what that pattern had been, he ignored the form of 
the building and its furniture and devoted special 
attention to the place and functions of the clergy who 
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conducted its worship. There he recognised two 
orders, the priests and the levites, but, as between 
the two, he dwelt more largely on the functions of 
the levites. In his view this order was essential to 
the temple-worship, because of the relation which 
it held to the ark, That sacred emblem had been 
the first object of David's care after his capture of 
Jerusalem, and the temple had been planned in order 
to take the place of the tent which had previously 
sheltered it. When Solomon had finished the sanctuary 
he brought the ark into it with the result that with 
its coming the glory of the Lord filled the house; 
and, when Josiah restored the house, he brought the 
ark back there. The place of the levites in the sacred 
service was guaranteed through their relation to this 
sacred emblem. Not only were they alone competent 
to handle it, but, after David had brought it into h'is 
city, he appointed the levites to minister to  it. Their 
ministry included functions which were afterwards 
reserved to the priests. 

In certain broad outlines the Chronicler thus agreed 
with the attitude of those who reconstituted Judaism 
after the Exile. Like them, he believed that without; 
its religion the nation had no future : like them also 
he believed that this religion demanded an institution 
which embodied and maintained it. He was a 
Palestinian Jew, writing at Jerusalem. Yet he took a 
singularly independent attitude, which sets him apart 
and which makes it impossible to  identify him with 
the author of Ezra. The purpose of that writer was 
to describe the final restoration of the temple and 
of the worship there, and thus his work might appear 
to link on with the work of the Chronicler who had 
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described the varying fate of those factors in the 
national life. But the author of Ezra reveals no 
interest in the three matters which peculiarly engaged 
the attention of the Chronicler-the Davidic kingdom, 
the ark and the status of the levites. The first two 
he simply ignored. As for the third, he considered 
that the returned exiles who in his view began and 
carried through the entire restoration were from the 
beginning guided by the priests of the Aaronic line. 
These men at once assumed their functions at an 
altar which they built and allotted to the levites 
certain functions which consisted merely in taking 
charge of the work about the temple and in the service 
of praise, Ezra iii. 8 ff. The Chronicler’s history of 
the kingdom from David to Zedekiah, apart from the 
additions which it has received, is a literary unity, 
and his view of the temple and its personnel has no 
parallel. 

The difficulty which at once arises is to determine 
its relation t o  the other documents which deal with 
the same subjects. As has been pointed out, the 
question of the college of priests which was to hold 
final authority over the new community and to issue 
torah could not fail to  emerge in connection with the 
restoration of the temple, and could not wait for an 
answer. Also, when a matter of such Vital signifi- 
cance in the life of the community was once raised, 
it could not be left in uncertainty. Now it is one of 
the foregone conclusions of modern criticism that the 
Chronicler and his work belong to a later date than 
the time of the temple-restoration. I confess to have 
found it extremely difficult to see clearly what scholars 
like Sellin, Kittel and Torrey mean by ‘ the Chronicler,’ 
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and may therefore misrepresent their opinions in 
saying that they appear to hold that, if he did not 
actually edit the book of Ezra, he wrote with full 
knowledge of the content of that book. If so, it be- 
comes extraordinarily difficult to  explain how, after the 
relative position of the clergy in the new temple was 
decided, we can account for a book which does not 
agree with that decision, but takes up an independent 
attitude. How, further, can we account for such a 
book having been admitted to the Canon or such a 
writer having been allowed to edit the book of Ezra, 
after the torah in Exodus had pronounced the settle- 
ment Mosaic ? The only writer on the subject who 
has been quite consistent and logical in dealing with 
the matter has been Vogelstein.1 Accepting the late 
date of the Chronicler and recognising his peculiar 
attitude toward the levites, he concluded that we 
may find there the proof of an effort on the part of 
the order to improve their status and to claim equality 
with the priests. Then he found in the story of Korah 
the account‘of their defeat. The value of the Rabbi’s 
work consisted in the fact that it was the logical 
outcome of his initial premise as to the late date of 
the Chronicler, and that he unconsciously raised the 
doubt whether that premise was so certain as he 
believed. 

Before entering, however, on the vexed question of 
the relative position of priest and levite, it may be 
well to  look at the Chronicler’s high estimate of the 
l h i d i c  dynasty and see whether it connects with 
any similar view elsewhere and so suggests any con- 
clusion on ’the writer’s date, Mere Von Rad, like 
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Vogelstein before him, calls attention to Isaiah lv. 3, 
with its reference to the sure mercies of David, the 
sureness of which involved the promise that God 
should raise up one who was to be a leader and com- 
mander to  the nations. He would, therefore, connect 
the Chronicler with this late prophet. Yet the 
resemblance is very vague and very uncertain. 
Clearly Deutero-Isaiah was linking up the figure 
which he sketched with the divine promise to David, 
and was probably anticipating the advent of one who 
belonged to the royal line. It remains, however, far 
from clear whether the prophet associated this royal 
figure with the return from exile or With the greater 
event of the final consummation. The fact that he 
spoke of the one who was to  come as the leader and 
commander of the nations agrees better with the 
reference to the consummation, since the promised 
one was not merely to be the head of a restored Israel. 
In that case the prophetic figure departs from the 
ideal Davidic king of the Chronicler, to whom the 
dynasty stood for the leadership of a united Israel. The 
prophetic figure did belong to the lineage of David, 
but he was to be the divine representative in a new 
order which God designed for the world. As such, 
he was beginning to  escape from those limits o€ time 
to which the Chronicler confined his similar leader of 
Israel. What Deutero-Isaiah expected seems to be 
a later development rather than a parallel. 

A much closer parallel can be found in one of the 
oracles of Haggai, delivered during the ferment Of 
activity and emotion which attended the restoration 
of the temple under Zerubbabel, a descendant of the 
old Davidic line. The prophet declared that Yahweh 
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was about to make the new governor a seal on His 
right hand, ii. 23. In itself the utterance held nothing 
very remarkable. What gave it significance was its 
direct reference to an earlier oracle of a different 
character. In Jeremiah xxii. 24-30 it had been 
declared that, although Jehoiachin were a signet on 
the right hand of Yahweh, he should “ be torn thence, 
and hurled into exile ; neither he nor any of his seed 
should prosper, sitting upon the throne of David and 
ruling any more in Judah.” Now, in the fact that a 
descendant of the very king on whom this doom had 
been pronounced was restored from exile and ruling 
in Jerusalem, Haggai saw the proof that the fate had 
been reversed. God had brought back the represen- 
tative of the Davidic line, and given him something 
of the dignity of the founder of the dynasty. He had 
even brought back Zerubbabel at the very time when 
the temple which his forerunner had planned was 
being rebuilt. God had not failed to remember the 
covenant with David, what the Isaianic oracle called 
the sure mercies of David. The past was blotted out 
in connection with Zerubbabel as in connection with 
Joshua, and a new era of divine favour was beginning, 
so that the little community might confidently expect 
the divine furtherance, if they were faithful in setting 
their hand to the work which was begun under such 
auspices. In the same way, Zechariah declared that 
Zerubbabel should finish the temple building, as no 
other hand than his had laid the foundation-stone. 
For the house of the Lord owed its renewal not to  
might, nor to power, but to the divine spirit, iv. 4-9. 
The Chronicler had said that David’s plan came ulti- 
mately from divine inspiration. 
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The time was one which was likely to give rise 
to such thoughts and hopes. Already under Josiah 
men had conceived the idea, had even for a brief 
period seen the realisation of a reunited Israel under a 
king of the Davidic line with the temple for its centre 
of worship. The dream had been shattered, for the 
royal line had gone into captivity and the temple 
had suffered a like ruin. But now God had wrought 
a marvellous change. When a descendant of David 
was holding power in Judah and rebuilding the temple, 
a greater future was beginning for Israel. So Haggai 
combined with both events a prophecy of the Messianic 
advent, ii. 6-9, and the Chronicler set a halo round 
the representative of David’s house. But both the 
prophet and the historian made the descendant of 
David no more than the anointed of the Lord : neither 
actually proclaimed him Messiah. 

It serves to confirm the impression of the ferment 
in the mind of the community, to notice that the 
men were evidently not all of one mind in their view 
of what the future might involve, or of the way in 
which the situation must be met. Thus the emphasis 
with which Zechariah insisted that no one except 
Zerubbabel was to found and to  complete the sanctuary 
more than suggests the presence of another opinion 
on the subject. Again the text of a later oracle, 
vi. g ff., is notoriously uncertain, but the utterance 
gives evidence of a certain uneasiness about the 
relative’ authority of high-priest and secular ruler. 
A prophet does not sketch a condition in which there 
should be a counsel of peace between the two repre- 
sentatives of the nation, unless he was conscious that 
the situation was likely to give rise to difficulty, even 
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had given rise to difficulty. Nor may we overlook 
in that connection the forecast of the future which 
appears in Ezekiel. Throughout the book the centre 
of the community’s life was the temple, and the 
supreme authority was . lodged in the high-priest. 
Room was certainly found for a secular prince, but 
he did not bear the title of king, and his Davidic 
connection was not much in evidence. He has become 
merely a WIN or prince, and his functions are not SO 
much set out as they are limited; indeed so far 
subordinate are they that they chiefly consist in the 
duty of providing the means for the sacrifices. The 
lay authority existed to further the temple-worship. 
The conditions of the time will sufficiently account for 
such a difference of view. What men had to consider ’ 

was whether Israel was to accept the measure of 
liberty granted by the Persian Empire, and to use 
it sanely in order to consolidate itself round its 
religious institutions, or whether it should cherish 
the dream of national independence under a king 
of its old line and lose the golden opportunity of 
creating a centre for its scattered and disheartened 
members. The men who urged the more cautious 
policy were naturally the men of the Return, and, 
in order to explain their attitude, there is no need to 
insist that they were led by priests who were jealous 
for the prestige of their order, In Babylonia the 
men had had the opportunity of gauging the power 
and of recognising the policy of the Empire. They 
could realise, as their -fellows in Jerusalem could not, 
that the appointment of Zerubbabel was a mere 
‘accident of history and that there was no guarantee 
that the Jewish governor should not be succeeded 
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by a man of a totally different character. The best 
Jewry could hope for was to have a ruler who would 
continue Darius' policy and supply the offerings 
which that lring had ordered. So far as this side of 
his interest was concerned, the Chronicler took his 
place beside Haggai and Zechariah, the Jerusalem 
prophets. 

Reference has already been made to another 
general view held by the Chronicler, but it is necessary 
to  revert to it, because it has something to contribute 
on the date of his book. While he derived the n w  
or plan of the temple ultimately from divine authority, 
he recognised that the unity of the nation must have 
preceded a central shrine. So he connected the 
sanctuary with the kingdom. He further linked it 
to the national past by ma@ng it a surrogate for the 
tent over Israel's famous palladium. David's pros- 
perity through his successful wars made him able 
to  collect the needed materials, and his friendship 
with Tyre provided their source and enabled his son 
to secure skilled workmen, Divine though it was 
in its ultimate source, the temple took its origin at 
a particular stage in Israel's history, when it was 
peculiarly serviceable to the people. 

A very different view of the origin alike of the nation 
and of its sanctuary appears in the record of events 
at and after Sinai in the book of Bxodus. There 
Israel was a nation long before the kingdom made 
it one, and, as it did not need to wait until it had 
reached Palestine before attaining its unity, so it 
did not need to wait for its centre of worship until 
David's reign. The n w n  or plan of the tabernacle 
was revealed to  Moses and delivered by him to  Aaron 

P 
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the high-priest, Exod. xxv. g,40. The costly materials 
which went to its construction did not come from 
such a tainted source as war, far less from a heathen 
king : they were the free gifts of the devout people, 
xxv. 1-8. The workmen who carried out the divine 
plan were no uncircumcised foreigners: they were 
members of the holy community who were directly 
endowed by God with skill to carry out their task, 
xxxi. 1-11. As for the ark, it was certainly present 
in the tabernacle, but it held no higher place there 
than some of the other equally necessary vessels: 
it forms an item in a list which contains the table 
for the bread of the presence, the altar of incense 
and the golden candlestick, xxxi. 7-11, Num. iv. 4-12. 
On the day when the tabernacle was set up, not 
that on which the ark was brought into the temple, 
the cloud of the divine glory revealed itself, Num. 
ix. 15. The central and constant feature in the 
tent of meeting was the altar, and therefore the 
narrator made Moses command one which was port- 
able, though this offended against the law in the 
Book of the Covenant, which forbade the use of any 
tool on an Israelite altar. 

It is unnecessary to dwell on the difficulties which 
arise when we attempt to take this account literally, 
difficulties as to the source from which the fugitives 
SO soon after the Exodus derived the costly materials, 
and as to how they carried the unwieldy structure 
during their wandering life. These have long served 
to prove that the record belongs to the world of re- 
ligious theory, not to that of sober history. But two 
conclusions seem clear as soon as it is set alongside 
what the Chronicler had to say about the origin of 
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united Israel and its temple. On the one hand, it 
departs much more widely from the basis of history 
than even the Chronicler, who was no precisian in 
these matters, has ventured to do. On the other 
hand, the theory of the origin of the central sanctuary 
is. in direct disagreement with that of the Chronicler. 
Both in their conception of history and in their 
religious theory the two views differ so radically that 
one of them cannot have been intended to supplement 
the other. They are rivals. Further, the account in 
Exodus is homogeneous and has received no addition 
or correction other than in details, while that of the 
Chronicler has been supplemented by introducing the 
tabernacle at Gibeon with its altar of burnt-offering 
and by the assumption that the temple took the place 
of the Mosaic tent of meeting. Now, since the record 
in Exodus contains the authoritative and find judg- 
ment on the subject which came to prevail in Judaism, 
the obvious explanation of the situation is that the 
Chronicler wrote before the matter was decided. If 
he wrote later, he must have been protesting against 
the accepted view, and it becomes difficult to explain 
why his protest was preserved and why men took the 
trouble to supplement it. 

It is then legitimate to suppose that the Chronicler 
wrote before the final torah on the arrangements at 
the second temple was issued. The recognition of 
this possibility is important in connection with his 
attitude to the levitical order, and here it is valuable 
to note again how peculiar is his estimate of it. The 
men appear more than once in his record as teachers 
of the people, and in one case are said to have exer- 
cised the gift of prophecy. They had to determine 
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contraversies, and to undertake important tasks of 
administration which concerned, not only the temple, 
but secular affairs. Certain khgs are said to have 
appointed commissions to carry out their schemes. 
Some of these are entirely assigned to levites, and those 
are generally concerned with matters in connection 
with the temple, In other cases, levites, priests and 
laymen form the commission, and then the levites are 
always more numerous than the priests and are 
mentioned first. Inside the temple, especially in 
relation to the sacrifices, their specific functions are 
less clearly defined. But in a number of passages 
they appear alongside the priests on an equal footing, 
since no distinction is made between the respective 
duties of the two classes, and in one passage they have 
an equal claim with the priests on the gifts of the 
people. The equality appears most clearly in the 
general terms which are employed about the order. 
They stand before the Lord, they serve His people; 
and especially they minister before the ark, Since 
the ark was essential in the temple, their presence 
was equally essential in the worship. In fuulfilling 
their service at the ark, they did more than act as 
porters, for they offered sacrifice before it and after- 
wards blessed the people. 

This view of the functions assigned to the levites 
must be compared, first with the legislation on 
the subject in Exodus and Numbers, then with a 
sketch of the arrangements in the futufe temple 
which appears in the book of Ezekiel. 

In the legislation the levites exercise no independent 
functions, They do not stand before the Lord nor 
serve His people, since they are the substitutes for 
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the first-born of Israel, who are set apart to serve the 
priests. The priests, on the .other hand, derive their 
authority from their hereditary descent from Aaron, 
the high-priest since the period at Sinai. Holding 
such authority and forming a close corporation, these 
officials control the entire ritual of the sanctuary, 
and decide on every controversy. The lower officials 
could not compose a commission capable of deter- 
mining any question which trenched on the law, and 
there is no hint that the levites were trusted to teach 
that law to Israel. The claims of the two bodies of 
officials on the temple revenues are 'defined, but the 
claims adait of no equality, and the emphasis is 
always laid upon the portion allotted to the priests. 
The only place where the levites may intromit with 
these revenues is in the collection of the tithes, but 
the first charge on these is the tenth which they must 
hand over to the priests. 

The greatest care, moreover, is taken to  shut out 
the levites from the right to exercise any function 
in direct connection with the leading sacrificial acts. 
Here the legislators were not content to define the 
relative positions of priest and levite, for they fortified 
their law on the question by deriving it from the ex- 
press decision of Moses. They took an old account 
which related the rebellion of certain Reubenites 
against the authority of the law-giver, and transformed 
it into the record of a levitical rebellion against the 
privileges of the sons of Aaron. There the decision 
was given once for $11 on the relative positions of the 
two classes of clergy, since in the fearful fate which 
overtook the sons of Korah, Yahweh had determined 
'' who were His and whom He would choose to bring 
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near unto Him.” Yet the fulness of detail with which 
the incident is related and the insistence on the finality 
of the decision serve to prove that there had at 
one time been debate on the question which was 
involved. 

Again, as the higher status which the Chronicler 
gave the levites was closely related to the value he 
set upon the ark, so the lower dignity allotted to them 
in the legislation is paralleled by its attitude to that 
historic’emblem. The ark has sunk into being no 
more than one of the vessels of the sanctuary, and, 
while the levites continue to carry it, they merely 
carry it as they do the tabernacle itself with all its 
furniture in fulfilment of their general task of taking 
down and re-erecting the sanctuary at  each successive 
halting-place. In carrying out this task they dared 
not touch ark or shewbread-table, candlestick, golden 
altar or altar of burnt-offering until the priests had 
covered these with wrappings, Nurn. iv. 1-15, for, 
if the sons of Kohath should touch the sacred things 
themselves, they must die. The peculiar privilege 
of the levites in handling and carrying the ark has 
disappeared along with the peculiar sanctity of the 
ark itself. Again, in the wilderness journeys what 
had determined, according to the earlier account, 
the successive marches, the route and the new camp- 
ing ground, had been the ark: according to “Urn- 
bers ix. 15-23, it was the cloud which covered the 
tabernacle. 

In a different connection I have pointed out that a 
similar attitude to ark and levites appears in two 
passages in the book of Deuteronomy, which on 
independent grounds can be proved to be late additions 
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to the text.l One of these passages makes Moses 
issue a command that the Code of Deuteronomy, 
instead of being read in the hearing of the people 
every seventh year, was to be laid up beside the ark. 
There it was to serve as a testimony against the 
obstin'ate sinfulness of the nation and of their religious 
guides, the levites. The other passage states that the 
ark, instead of remaining an object of reverence in 
and for itself, was to become a mere box which con- 
tained the torah? In the same way the later legislation 
ordained that the ark should become the support for 
the mm or mercy-seat, Exod. xxv. 17, 21; xxvi. 
34, xl. 20, and that Aaron once a year, on the day 
of Atonement, should touch it with sacrificial blood. 
In Deuteronomy the ark has become'a receptacle 
for the torah, in Exodus it has become the support 
for the altar-ritual : in both it has lost independent 
value. 

There is, however, in Ezekiel, chapter xliv., a sketch 
of the service in the temple which develops a third 
view of the relative duties and position of the two 
bodies of clergy, According to this, the descendants 
of Zadok, who are called the levitical priests and 
who are said to have kept the charge of the sanctuipy 

1 Cf, ' Deuteronomy : the Framework to the Code,' pp. 62 ff. 
3 In furtherance of the same purpose it is carefully stated in 

connection with the transference of the arkIfrom David's tent to  
Solomon's temple that it contained nothing except the two tables 
of stone which Moses put there at Horeb when the' Lord made a 
covenant with the children of Israel," I, Iiings viii. g, 11. Chron. v. 10. 
That the verse is an intrusion is evident, not merely from its want of 
connection with its surroundings, but from the fact that, both in 
David's tent and in Solomon's temple, levites were left to minister 
before the ark continually. Now, according t o  the later legislation, 
the levites were not even permitted to  enter the inner sanctuary 
in which the ark stood. 
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when Israel went astray, receive the privilege of being 
the only priests at the altar, vv, 15 f., and they are 
ako empowered to be the final authority in all questions 
of ceremonial purity and to judge in any controversy 
concerning the divine law, w. 23 f. On the other 
hand, it allocates to the levites the inferior tasks in 
the service of the sanctuary, where they stand before 
the people to dnister to  them, v. XI, cf. Num. xvi, 9. 
Their highest duty is that they were permitted to 
day the bwnt-offering and the sacrifice for the people. 
In the broad distinction thus made between priest 
and levite this sketch agrees with the law, but the 
divergehce of the two is equally marked, The first 
difference appears in the men who are to constitute 
the priestly college : ih Ezekiel these were the sons 
of Zadok, in the law the descendants of Aaron, and 
in this respect the later practice conformed to the 
law. But a more remarkable difference appears 
in the attitude taken by legislator and prophet to the 
levites. In the law these men were the representatives 
of the nation, who had never exercised any of the 
peculiarly priestly functions at the tabernacle. Only 
it became necessary to emphasise the distinction 
between the two orders, because according to the 
story in Numbers, a sept of the levites claimed equality 
with the higher clergy. The resultant decision carried 
with it no degradation of the order, since the whole 
order had not been involved in the ambitious and 
novel claim : the penalty fell on the guilty sept who 
thus bore their iniquity and were wiped out. On 
the other hand, in Ezekiel, the whole order was 
involved in a common sin--" they went far from 
Me," and it consequently suffered a common penalty 
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-“ they shall bear their iniquity ” and ‘‘ they shdl 
bear their shame and their abominations which they 
have committed.” That penalty consisted in their 
degradation to fulfil tasks about the temple which 
had hitherto been carried out by uncircumcised aliens. 
The position which Ezekiel thus allotted to the levites 
must have been a novelty, for the men must have 
been fulfilling higher duties about the temple before 
the tasks which he committed to  them could be 
reckoned a penalty for their iniquity. 

There are three elements in the prophetic proposal 
which make it clear that he was dealing with an actual, 
a historical situation. When he referred to the 
presence of uncircumcised foreigners in the temple, 
he could not have meant to condemn a practice which 
belonged to the past and which had long disappeared. 
The mere fact that he proposed to  put the levites 
in place of these foreigners is enough to  prove that 
he was protesting against an existing feature in the 
temple-ritual which was offensive to him and to 
others. Again, his relegation of the levites to such 
offices, which was deliberately intended to punish 
the men for some misconduct in the tasks which they 
had hitherto fulfilled, shows that he was face to face 
with a concrete situation and was not merely theorising. 
Finally, his unexampled demand that the priestly 
duties shall be confined to the sons of Zadok-Le., to 
the family which had controlled the temple-worship 
since the reign of Solomon, bears the same character 
of having to do with the realities of a particular time. 
The only period to which I find it possible to refer 
such a series of concrete and definite arrangements 
is the time of the restoration of the temple, when it 
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became necessary to bring order into the inchoate 
conditions which had hitherto prevailed at Jerusalem 
and especially to determine as to the men who were 
to hold control in the new temple, or, as Ezekiel 
expressed it, to judge in any controversy concerning 
the divine law. 

Now, as between Ezekiel and the torah in Exodus 
and Numbers, the relations of the two are not hard to 
determine. The prophetic scheme represents the de- 
mand of some of the priests who returned from exile 
and of their adherents. To them the presence of 
uncircumcised aliens about the temple was peculiarly 
offensive, since it meant the return of an abuse which 
had been removed by their predecessors. To them also 
it was entirely natural that the supreme control of the 
sacrificial worship should be lodged in the hands of 
the men who had exercised it since the reign of the 
king who built the temple. As for the levites, who 
held some higher duties about the temple, they must 
be expelled from these as an order and at the utmost 
permitted to occupy the humble offices which had 
been held by the uncircumcised. Ezekiel represents 
the extreme conservative and reactionary element 
among the men of the Return, whose desire it was to 
see the old order of things restored. 

In the torah we find a sane compromise. The wiser 
leaders of the community refused to ignore the claims 
of the Judean priests, whether these were priests at 
the old high-places or subordinate officials at the temple, 
who had maintained the altar-fire after the old ritual 
during the exile. They admitted these men into the 
priestly college, enacting that the final control should 
be lodged in the house of Aaron, not in the family of 
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Zadok. Nor is it necessary to suppose that the motive 
which governed this act was the desire to win over a 
party in Jerusalem which would have been antagon- 
ised by the other scheme. The men may have recog- 
nised the service which their brother-priests had 
rendered to the common cause by their loyalty to 
the altar and its worship, and may have further 
recognised that they had followed there the old 
Jerusalem ritual. The two bodies of clergy had a 
common ‘use,’ which they should follow in the 
restored temple. That the men were seelung a worthy 
compromise is proved by their conduct with regard to 
the levites. While they refused these men admission 
to the priestly college, they equally refused to put 
any stigma upon them as an order. At the utmost 
they condemned a party among them who claimed the 
higher dignity and rejected the final decision. But 
the order, as order, bore no iniquity and was not 
relegated to offices which had hitherto been performed 
by uncircumcised aliens. They were a special class 
in the community who represented the first-born in 
Israel and who therefore possessed a peculiar holiness 
as dedicated to the Lord. While, therefore, they were 
shut out from the highest position, they held an 
honoured status in relation to the worship of the 
nation. 

But, if the matter of the priesthood is thus recog- 
nised to concern the relations between the exilic and 
the Judean priests, this raises acutely the question of 
the levites. Who formed this third body of clergy, 
what was their origin, and whence did they derive 
their claim to serve at the altar, a claim which the 
Ezekiel programme and the law rejected ? Now the 
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writer in Ezeldel based his demand for the degradation 
of the order on the conduct of the men in their office, 
not on their descent or genealogy, They had, he 
stated, been involved in, had even been the leaders in, 
a national sin which amounted to  ap0stacy.l There 
is here a definite polemic against the levitical order, 
but the terms of the polemic make it impossible to 
see in these men the priests at the Judean high-places. 
For the levites are accused of having taken a leading 
part in some national sin, so that, if the sin had been 
committed by Judah, the Zadokite priesthood must 
have been equally involved in it. The only men who 
will satisfy the conditions in the passage were the 
priests of Northern Israel, who had shared in the 
national guilt of the calf-worship. Then a curious 
feature in the chapter receives a natural interpre- 
tation. Its author stated that " the levitical priests 
were the descendants of Zadok." He was using the 
term peculiar to the Deuteronomic Code, where the 
phrase ' levitical priest ' is employed in the sense of 
legitimate priest as opposed to the untrained hedge- 
priests who were not descended from Levie2 A similar 

Kennett, in an article in the J,T.S., 1905, pp. 161-186, put his 
finger on these cardinal features of the Ezekiel indictment, and 
recognised that they demanded an explanation. Since he believed 
that the early chapters of Ezekiel which described the idolatrous 
practices in the temple were by the same man as the author Of 
chapter xliv., he saw clearly that the levites could not have been 
the priests of the Judehn bamoth. For il the men were to be 
deposed because their worship at the high- laces had been idol- 
atrous, the Zadolrite priesthood at  the temp& whose conduct had 
been worse, onglit to have received the same condemnation. I-Ie 
further poihted out that in the generation after the Return the 
distinction between the two orders was entirely one of their 
genealogy, The questions Kennett posited are relevant, though 
his solution fails to carry conviction, 

Cf. my ' Code of Deuteronomy,' pp, 89 f f .  
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charge against the order appears in Deuteronomy xxxi. 
24 ff., where Moses is made to command its members 
to lay up their law where it might serve as a witness 
against them, “for I know thy rebellion and thy 
stiff neck : behold, while I am yet alive with you this 
day, ye have been rebellious against the Lord, and how 
much more after my death.” We then understand 
at once why the Chronicler deliberately exonerated 
the levites from any share in Jeroboam’s sin, where- 
with he made Israel to sin, and declared that, on the 
introduction of this national apostacy, they transferred 
themselves to Judah. 

The situation to which the Chronicler and the author 
uf the chapter in Ezeliel addressed themselves was 
that which faced the community in Jerusalem, as 
soon as they had resolved to restore the temple. It 
was essential to the new institution that it should 
be under the control of some. final authority which 
should determine its cult and administer the law of 
that cult in its relation to the faithful. It was no less 
essential to have such an authority which might 
speak and act in name of the faithful to  the Persian 
governors. The pact of Nehemiah, chapter x., under 
which the local community was living, had been 
framed to meet a wholly different set of conditions 
and failed to supply any such ultimate authority. 
The time demanded an instant settlement of the 
question. On the one hand, the interference of 
Tattenai had shown how vital it was to have some 
central representative of the community in its relation 
to the Empire; on the other, the return of some 

1 Cf. my ‘Deuteronomy: the Framework to the Code,’ p. 63, 
where on independent grounds the late date of the passage isprgved. 
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of the exiles had brought to light that Jerusalem was 
the centre of a Jewry which stretched beyond Palestine. 

In the extract from a prophet’s oracles, in a book 
of history and in the torah we are able to recognise 
three different proposals for meeting this situation. 
The author of the Ezekiel programme was a con- 
servative, whose one interest was the restoration of 
the past, The only priests who were fit to officiate 
and rule in the new temple were the descendants of 
Zadok *who preserved the ancient traditions. As for 
the levites, who belonged to the rebel kingdom and 
the apostate nation, they must be publicly degraded 
from the place they had usurped. His ideal was a 
temple in Jerusalem, restored by a governor of the 
Davidic line and served by a Judean priesthood accord- 
ing to a Judean use. Over against this stands the 
Chronicler with his conception of the temple as the 
centre of worship for a united Israel. All Israel had 
united to build it under Solomon and to restore 3. 
under Josiah: all Israel should unite to rebuild it 
and to worship there. Therefore the levites from 
Israel should have an equal place with the Judean 
priesthood : their place in the cult was even essential 
to its validity, since they alone could serve the ark, 
that sacred symbol of Ephraim for the sake of which 
the temple had come into existence, Last of all came 
the law in Exodus, and that this was meant to be 
the final decision of the question at issue appears 
from one significant feature. All these schemes laid 
claim to a certain divine authority. The proposal 
in Ezekiel is set among the oracles of the great prophet 
of the exile, and could be proposed as more than a 
mere human plan. The Chronicler appealed in support 
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of his position to the great name of David and to the 
belief that the king had received his plan of the 
temple through divine revelation. The legislators, 
set their decision under the authority of Moses, and 
by thus carrying it back to the founder of the faith, 
declared that this was henceforth torah in Israel. 
Such a decree in Jerusalem was the equivalent of a 
later dictum in Christendom: causa finita, Roma 
locuta est. 

The final decision, like all similar ecclesiastical 
decisions, was a compromise, but it was one which 
was ably and generously framed. On the one hand, 
it refused to  limit the college of priests to  the family 
of Zadok, and, by widening it into all the descendants 
of Aaron, made room there for the priests from the 
Judean community.. It equally refused to acknow- 
ledge the equality of the levites, but, while it denied 
the men all access to the altar and the place in the 
sacred college which would have given them power 
to determine torah, it gave them an honoured place 
in the temple-service which involved no stigma on 
them as an order. The law occupied a middle position 
between Ezekiel and the Chronicler. It is even 
possible to recognise the principle which guided the 
legislators in the decision at which they arrived. 
What they had at heart was the creation of a uniform 
ritual at the temple with the corollary of a uniform 
guidance for all Jews who looked to Jerusalem and 
its cult as the centre for their life. If such a uniform. 
ritual and observance were to be maintained, the 
decision of their terms must be lodged in the hands 
of men who had a common mind on these matters. 
To include in the sacred college the Judean priests 



t 

240 Post-EXilic Judaisw, 

who had served at .the altar during the exile involved 
no risk of, any breach with the past and brought no 
discordant element into the decision of questions as 
to  Israel's practice, But the legislators hesitated to  
admit to  authority at  a critical time men who under 
the terms of the pact had been following the ritual of 
their own law. Yet they went no further, and especially 
they rejected the scheme of Ezekiel by which the 
levites were to be branded as an order for the sins 
of their fathers1 Where they felt it necessary to go 
further was in connection with the dangerous claims 
which the Chronicler had made for the levites on the 
ground of their peculiar relation to the ark. Attention 
has already been drawn to the way in which that 
ancient emblem of Ephraim was steadily thrust into 
the background in the law. It only remains t o  add 
that a late addition wasmade to the oracles of Jeremiah, 
which ran : when in these days you increase greatly 
in the land, men shall cease to  say " the ark of the 
covenant of the Lord," it shall not come into their 
mind, or be remembered, or be sought after, or re- 
made. In that day men shall give the name throne 
of the Lord to Jerusalem, and all nations shall gather 
together for the sake of the Lord and shall follow 

1 It is possible that the story of Korah's rebellion perpetuates 
the memory of an incident belonging to this period. While the 
pajority of the levites may have accepted the position assigned 
to them by the torah, some of them may have resisted and 
demanded full equality, with the result that they were expelled 
from the temple. Such men with the rankling sense of a grievance 
would be likely to become the leaders in the later breach between 
Samaria and Jerusalem. The importance in its earlier years of 
the Samaritan community makes it certain that the schism must 
have b e e n  due to deeper reasons than those which Josephus has 
supplied. But our ignorance of the later history of Palestine 
makes it impossible to call this more than a suggestion. 
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no longer their own stubboin and evil thoughts, 
Jer. iii. 16 f. The disappearance of the ark in the 
second temple was due to no accident. 

ADDITIONAL NOTES. 

1. T H E  DATE OF THE CHRONICLER. 

To derive the Chronicler’s history of the kingdom from so early 
a date as the time of Darius will be apt to appear a mere eccentricity 
to all who have grown accustomed to regard it as one of the latest 
books in the Canon. It may lessen the shock to recognise that 
even scholars who accept the unity of Chronicles and Ezra have 
begun to  question the reasons which led to a confident assertion 
of its late date. Thus it could once be asserted that the fact of 
Cyrus, Darius and other rulers being called kings of Persia was 
enough t o  prove that the historian must have lived under a later. 
Empire than that of Persia. If he had been living in the Persian 
period, it would have been enough to  call the ruler king. I n  the 
official communications from and t o  the Persian court, which are 
incorporated into the book of Ezra, it was the consistent practice 
to write about ‘ the king ’ or ‘ the king of kings ’ without any 
closer definition, cf. Ezra v. 6, vi. 1-3, iv. 8, 11, vii. 11 f. Only in 
the main work of the Chronicler was reference made to a king of 
Persia. But it has been pointed out that the matter admits of a 
ready explanation, which cannot or need not imply a later date, 
In the one case we have to do with a longer history which covers 
the whole period of the kingdom, and in which the author had 
occasion to  refer to kings of Judah and Israel, kings of h a m ,  
Moab and Tyre as well as t o  rulers of the greater Empires of Assyria 
and Babylonia, cf. 11. Chronicles xxxii. I, xxxv. 20, xxxvi. 4, 6, 17 : 
Ezra ii. I. It was accordingly natural that, as soon as he reached 
the period of the Persians, he should have written of the kings of 
Persia, 11. Chron. xxxvi. zz ; Ezra i. I, iv. 5 2 4 ,  vi. 14, vii. I, ix. g ; 
Neh. xii. zz. The objection would have had force had we been 
dealing With a contemporary pamphlet : it has no force in con- 
nection with a longer history. T o  one who cannot accept the unity 
of Chronicles and Ezra its value is nil. 

Another proof of the late date of the Chronicler was found in the 
list of the descendants of Zekubbabel in I. Chronicles iii. 19-24. 
This list professed to give eleven generations after Zerubbabel, 
which implied that it must have been compiled much later than 
the fourth century. But Rothsteia has shown good cause for 
questioning the text in verse zx, and for his contention that the 

Q 
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original genealogy contained only four names. The discovery also 
of the papyri at Elephantine has rendered it probable that the 
Anani mentioned in verse 24 is identical with the head of a council 
of elders who appears in Papyrus I.+*.e., in 407. To one who 
cannot count the opening chapters of I. Chronicles an integral part 
of the book this argument also had no validity. 

Finally, appeal used to be taken t o  the list of high-priests in 
Nehemiah xii. 10 f. 22. The Jaddua mentioned there was, on the 
authority of Josephus, dated in the reign of Darius Codomannus, 
circa 330. Now, however, it would appear to be more probable 
that he must be identified with the son of one Johanan, who is 
mentioned in the same Papyrus, so that Jaddua will have been the 
high-priest who held office circa 400.l 

Even those, therefore, who hold to  the original unity of the 
complete Books of Chronicles and Ezra have seen or are seeing 
cause to h!sitate in the confident assertion as to the date of ‘ the 
Chronicler. 

11. VON RAD’S VIEW OF CHRONICLES. 

In connection with the attitude of the Chronicler, it was the 
merit of Vogelstein’s contribution 9 that he recognised the diver- 
gence between the historian and the legislator on the subject of 
the levites to be so deep as to demand some explanation. Since, 
however, he was a convinced follower of Wellhausen, he took for 
granted that the torah was enacted at the time of the Return by 
Ezra, and that Chronicles must be later than this Priestly Code. 
In his view, the story of the revolt of Korah represented an  earlier 
effort of the levites, after the promulgation of Ezra’s law, t o  claim 
absolute equality with the priesthood on the crucial question of 
the right to sacrifice. This was defeated, with the result that for a 
time the levites were admitted only to  menial duties about the 
temple. The books of Chronicles record a modest and successful 
attempt of the men to  win a better status through emphasising 
their fullctions in connection with the sacred song. 

Von Rad follows a similar line of approach, but has a much 
clearer recognition of the peculiar character of the Chronicler’s 
history. Thus he has noted how often the historian is in close 
agreement with, even shows dependence on, Deuteronomy, while, 
on the other hand, his positions frequently diverge from, and even 
conflict with, those in the so-called Priestly Code. He has further 
noted that Chronicles is not homogeneous, but reveals another 
strand which closely corresponds with the later law. He has 
accordingly concluded to two strata in the history, but, since he 

On the question cf. Sellin, ‘Geschichte,’ 11. p. 172, and OesterleY, 
‘History of Israel,’ II., p. 163. 

* Der Kampf zwischen Priestern und Leviten. 
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also accepts the view of its late date, he must count the stratum 
which diverges from the law and shows dependence on Deuter- 
onomy the later of the two. According to him, the earlier edition 
of the history, which agreed with the law, was revised chiefly in 
the interest of the levites. Like Vogelstein, Von Rad sees in this 
revision evidence for a Vordringen or effort on the part of the levites 
in the direction of claiming, if not equality with the priesthood, 
at least a position higher than that which had been assigned to 
them. 

The suggestion-it cannot be called a proof-that Chronicles 
contains a double strand, and that one of these is Deuteronomic in 
character, while the other agrees with the later law, and, I would 
add, with the book of Ezra, represents what has been forced upon 
me by this study. To establish it, however, demands a critical 
examination of the book from this point of view, and it has been 
impossible t o  include that here. So far as the purely critical 
evidence is concerned, I have needed to be content with the few 
illustrations which have been referred to in an  earlier chapter, and 
especially must mark that in connection with all these the mention 
of the priests has patently been intruded into a narrative which 
dwelt on the privileges and position of the levites. But on the 
general question as to which of these strata represents the original 
Chronicler and which i s  the later revision, certain statements can 
be ventured. Thus, on the assumption that equality between priest 
and levite was the characteristic of the original Chronicler,' his 
constant association of the levites with the ark, his view that the 
temple was the surrogate of the tent which contained the ark, his 
statement that when Josiah restored the temple he brought back 
the ark and gave the levites charge of the emblem with the right 
to sacrifice and to bless the people, his care to exonerate the levites 
from any share in the calf-worship-all these leading features in 
the history form a unity, for they offer the reasons on which its 
author based the claim to  equality between priest and levite. 

I f ,  on the other hand, these belong to  the later revision, it be- 
comes necessary to find a time when the reverence due to  the ark 
and the connection of the levites with the calf-worship were still 
living issues. So closely, again, are these features woven into the 
substance of the history and so much do they dominate the whole, 
that when they are removed and relegated t o  a later editor, they 
reduce the original to a mere torso. Indeed it would be no exag- 
geration to say that, when it is so treated, the Chronicler's history 
becomes a series of fragments. Besides Von Rad's theory of the 
relation between the two recensions makes it extremely difficult to 
understand why the Chronicler's work was retained in the sacred 
literature. That view requires us to suppose that the levites 
revised in the interests of their order an original history of kingdom 
and temple which had conformed with the regulations of the Mosaic 
law. They linked their conception of the status of the levites t o  a 
judgment on the ark as an  essential feature of the temple worship, 
and they declared that David and Josiah, the two kings most 
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honoured for their reverence for the temple, had not conformed to 
the law. Yet the Aaronic priesthood not only permitted this 
revision, but included the revised book among the sacred literature, 
though it traversed the actual law which governed the relations 
between priest and levite. On the other hand, the idea that the 
later men used the Chronicler's work after they had retouched it 
with notes which brought some of its discordant material into 
agreement with the later law is not only more credible in itself, 
but shows an analogy to what has been done in orher cases. It is 
not necessary to look further than the Ezekiel chapter in order to 
find an illustration. So long as the law was not called in question, 
its guardians showed a singular tolerance of records which revealed 
how the law came to be regulative in the community. 

The chief defects in Von Rad's scheme are two. He has ignored 
the place of the Ezekiel passage, for which Vogelstein attempted 
to account. He has also failed to  notice the emphasis which the 
Chronicler laid on the ark and the way in which the law relegated it 
to the background. Now, if this high estimate of the ark belongs to 
the later stratum of the history, it becomes extremely difficult to 
explain why it was introduced in view of the neglect of the emblem 
by the law and of its acknowledged absence from the second temple. 
Von Rad's able book is another proof of the extent to which O.T. 
study is hampered by the inability of modern scholars even to call 
in question certain dogmas of the regnant hypothesis. 


