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The Chronicler’'s Description of the Temple Adminagion and
the Incorporation of Non-priestly Cultic Personnel
Among the Levites

Yeong Seon Kim
Advisor: David Vanderhooft

To approach the lesser known topic of the tenggministration in the post-exilic
period (539-333 BCE), we have examined specificpgss in the book of Chronicles
that create a portrait of the temple administratidhis portrait focuses on gatekeepers (1
Chr 9:17-32; 26:1-19); treasurers (1 Chr 9:26-282@-32); and tax collectors (2 Chr
24:5-11; 34:9-13). The first two sets of textsaog to what this work will call “David’s
Installation Block” which provides the major framesk for the relevant material of the
Chronicler, who authored the book of Chroniclesuam between the fifth and fourth
centuries BCE. The third set of texts shares theokcler's characteristic redactional
traits in common with “David’s Installation Block.” These three sets of texts
communicate the Chronicler’s ideal image of thepgknadministration.

The guiding question in the present work isethiler these selected passages can be
used as a source to reconstruct the temple adnaitndst in the post-exilic period. We
conclude that the Chronicler's description of teenple administration, especially his
incorporation of non-priestly cultic personnel amgdhe Levites, must be considered to
comprise an argument for an ideal temple administra The Chronicler’s ideal was
grounded in his creative exegetical approaches dntafeuchal traditions and his

responses to the contemporary debate about thérate priesthood among different



priestly circles; his ideal is not simply a project of the administrative reality of his own
time.

For this purpose, we have expounded on thectsel passages through a series of
literary analyses. These analyses have enabléd wkentify, building on the work of
other scholars, the Chronicler’s literary methodsvihich he built his sophisticated
arguments. Furthermore, we have compared the @teda presentations of the temple
gates, the temple revenue, the temple tax, imperas, and the temple staff with other
post-exilic biblical and non-biblical data. Thisroparative approach successfully shows
that the Chronicler’'s treatments of those topicgiated, to a greater or lesser extent,
from his contemporaries, while the Chronicler's kwatisplayed the linguistic and
sociocultural peculiarities of Persian era Yehud.

Although the book of Chronicles does not pdevstraightforward data to reconstruct
the actual realities of the temple administratiothie post-exilic period, the work done in
this dissertation illuminates how the Chroniclergaged ancient traditions and

contemporary situations to develop his image ofitleal future temple administration.
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Chapter 1. Ground Work

1.1. Introduction

Given that the Jerusalem Temple in the praviot Yehud functioned as a socio-
economic, political, and religious centeit, is certainly important for the historian to
know how the Temple was administered. It is gdhethought that the Temple, during
the Achaemenid era, was run by the high priest@suaterpart of the governor who was
appointed by the Persian kihgHowever, significant details about the admintitra of
the Jerusalem Temple remain unknown. How wasdharastrative staff of the Temple
organized? How many levels were in the administeatystem? Was service hereditary?
How long did individuals hold their positions? Hovere they paid? All these questions
and many more pertaining to the temple administmatemain unanswered, or not fully

answered due to the lack of relevant information.

! André Lemaire, “Administration in Fourth-Century@®E. Judah in Light of Epigraphy and Numismatics,”
in Judah and Judeans in the Fourth Century B.Gdf. Oded Lipschits et al; Winona Lake: Eisenbsaun
2007), 58, 60-61; O. Lipschits, “Achaemenid Impkfolicy, Settlement Processes in Palestine, aad t
Status of Jerusalem in the Middle of the Fifth @epB.C.E.,” inJudah and Judeans in the Persian Period
(ed. O. Lipschits and Manfred Oeming; Winona Lakésenbrauns, 2006), 39; Ephraim Stern, “The
Religious Revolution in Persian-Period Judah,”Judah and Judeans in the Persian Peri@03-204;
Hugh G. Williamson, “The Temple in the Books of Ghicles,” in Templum Amicitae: Essays on the
Second Temple Presented to Ernst Bam(exl W. Horbury; JISNTSup 48; Sheffield: JISOT Pré881),
15-31; Melody D. KnowlesCentrality Practiced: Jerusalem in the ReligiousaBtice of Yehud and the
Diaspora in the Persian Perio(SBL Archaeology and Biblical Studies 16; Atlangociety of Biblical
Literature, 2006).

2 The majority of scholars admit that the high priead authority over cultic affairs during the Rams
period, but not over civil affairs. See, Reinebdéitz, “The Thwarted Restoration,” ¥ahwism After the
Exile (ed. Rainer Albertz and Bob Becking; Assen: Royah Gorcum, 2003), 11-12; Jeremiah W.
Cataldo,A Theocratic Yehud? Issues of Government in a &efi3rovince(LHBOT 498; New York: T &
T Clark, 2009), 175-185; James C. VanderK&worm Joshua to Caiaphas: High Priests after theléxi
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2004), 43-111; Stdeenes Schweitzer, “The High Priest in Chroniches:
Anomaly in a Detailed Description of the Temple CuBiblica 84 (2003): 388-402; and many others.
However, some scholars argue that the politicat@ity of the Persian era Yehud was transferreithéo
high priest in the fourth century B.C.E., such aslMeinberg,The Citizen-Temple Communityans.
Daniel L. Smith-Christopher; JISOTSupp 151; SheffielSOT Press, 1992), 125-126; Jon L. Berquist,
Judaism in Persian’s Shadow: A Social and Histdrispproach(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995), 135-
156; Jonathan E. DyckThe Theocratic Ideology of the Chronicl@Biblical Interpretation Series 33;
Leiden: Brill, 1998).



In this dissertation, we will approach thesesiions by analyzing material that the
book of Chronicles presents about the temple aditnition® since Chronicles invests
substantial interest in the temple administratiemen if the description is ostensibly
related to the First Temple. With this analysisattempt to discern how the Chronicler
portrays the temple administration, and to ask wdmatial, economic and ideological
realities influenced the Chronicler's reconstruatiof the temple administratidn.We
will argue that the Chronicler presents a distirefpicture of the temple administration
employing various literary methods. His descriptioof the temple administration
comprise an argument intended to persuade hisnetmlaccept his own ideas about who
should run the Temple, and how the Temple oughietadministered. The Chronicler’s
descriptions, therefore, do not offer an actuatespntation of contemporary practices.

Our analysis of the Chronicler's descriptiasfsthe temple administration will be
accomplished in three steps. First, we will selgmcific passages which contain the

Chronicler's distinctive view of the temple admingion. Second, through literary

3 When we use the phrase ‘temple administratiorfeiiation to the book of Chronicles, it includes any
information related to the temple personnel, thaictions in the Temple, or its organization/inistiébn.

*In this dissertation, the term “the Chronicler’simates the author of Chronicles. This could be on
person or a group of people who share similar idehgh are presented in the book of Chronicles.
However, we do not consider that the Chronicler alas responsible for the composition of the bobk o
Ezra-Nehemiah. Although there are significant samitiies between the book of Chronicles and the kafok
Ezra-Nehemiah, the differences in language, sliydégary method as well as in theological viewsveeigh

the similarities. Thus we agree with scholars wigua that Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah were written
by two different authors and at two different timeEhe proponents of separate authorship of Chiesic
are as follows: S. Japhet, “The Supposed Commorhdkship of Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah
Investigated Anew,”VT 18 (1968): 330-371; ibid, “The Relationship betwe€hronicles and Ezra-
Nehemiah,” inFrom the Rivers of Babylon to the Highlands of Ju@&inona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006),
169-182; H. G. M. Williamsorisrael in the Books of Chroniclé€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1977), 1-70;Roddy Braun, “Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah: Thgpknd Literary History,” irStudies in
the Historical Books of the Old Testamdad. J. A. Emerton; Leiden: Brill, 1979), 52-64m%n J. de
Vries, 1 and 2 Chronicle$Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 7-11; Steven L. dhaie, “The Chronicler as
Redactor,” inThe Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text and Tex{ad. M. Patrick Graham and Steven L.
McKenzie; JSOTSup 263; Sheffield: Sheffield Acaderfiress, 1999), 71-80; Gary N. Knoppets,
Chronicles 1-9: A New Translation with Introductiamd CommentaryAB 12; New York: Doubleday,
2004), 93-100; and Ralph W. Kleih,ChroniclegHermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2006)).6-1

2



analyses of the selected passages from Chroniekesyill pay attention to what the
Chronicler says about the temple administratiord ahat literary methods he uses to
make his point. Third, we will compare certain exdg of the Chronicler’s descriptions
about the temple administration with those of otkelect biblical and non-biblical
sources. This comparison may illuminate how theo@isler attempted to persuade his
readers of his ideal image of the temple admirtisina

Before moving forward, our exploration of tl&ministration of the Jerusalem
Temple in the Achaemenid period based on the bobkCbronicles requires
methodological justification. Since the Chronidaheostly concentrates on presenting the
history of monarchic Israel and his descriptions tbé temple administration are
ostensibly about the First Temple, why should wiateehis portrait of the temple
administration to the Second Temple during the iBerperiod? Our approach to the
book of Chronicles is based on the following twtemelated assumptions.

First, the book of Chronicles was written stime in the Persian Period (from the
sixth century BCE to the fourth century BCE). SaVenarkers of time in the book of
Chronicles indicate that the author of Chroniclesl Iprecise knowledge of the Persian
era® Based on textual evidence, the majority of saisofopose a fourth-century BCE
date for Chronicle§. We agree with the Persian-era date of ChronicBast we will ask
whether or not the evidence that scholars preseptdve the fourth-century BCE date

was deliberately set by the Chronicler in ordeemcourage his readers to read the entire

® Such as, the reference to Cyrus in 2 Chr 36:28reference talarics Persian gold coins in 1 Chr 29:7,
and the reference to Zerubbabel’'s descendants wirigie is clearly from the Persian period in 1 Chr
3:19-24.

® For instance, Gerhard von Rad, Wilhelm Rudolpho @issfelt, Sara Japhet, H. G. M. Williamson, tsaa
Kalimi, Gary N. Knoppers, and the like. Detailedlmgraphical information about these scholars’ keor
will be provided in the related section of Chapere.



book in his own specific temporal setting. Our rexaation of the evidence for the
fourth-century BCE date (in Chapter One of thissditation) will show that the
Chronicler composed his work, aiming at the audeemcimplied readers of his own time
by including several chronological indicators. $@endicators point to the Persian era,
but exegetical conundrums pertaining to the relevexts make it difficult to pinpoint
them to the fourth century BCE specifically.

The second assumption, which is closely rdlate the first one, is that the
Chronicler's material ought to illuminate the hist@f the province of Yehud during the
Persian period, since the Chronicler retrojectedclointemporary understanding into the
earlier history of the monarchy. This assumptisrcommonly found in the works of
scholars who approach the book of Chronicles tainkd better understanding of socio-
economic and political realities of Achaemenid Yeéhalthough they exercise different
degrees of caution in resting their works on thssumption. Commentators on
Chronicles have often noted that some of the Chlens own material reflects the
situation of his own time. The following statemeate representative of this view in the

commentaries on Chronicles:

Reflecting the actual situation of the Chronicledwn time, they the
regulations of Nehemiah’s covenpnivere seen as anachronistically
retrojected to the monarchical period.

Once again, the Chronicler conforms the narratovéhe practice of his
own day when the laity were not permitted insice ¢burt®

"'S. Japhet's comment on 2 Chr 24:5 (Japhgtl Chronicles: A CommentarfOTL; Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1993], 843, italiasehi

8 H. G. M. Williamson’s comment on 2 Chr 24:8 (Walinson,1 and 2 ChronicleNCBC; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982], 321).



It is risky, of course, to reconstruct the officédsat functioned in
Solomon’s temple from passages in Chronicles, stheeChronicler is
more likely describing offices that functioned iis bwn day’

The extensive roles of the Levites as well as tdeiisions reflect the
situation of the Chronicler's own day.

The Chronicler’s description of David’s cultic invetions resonates with
and provides a historical precedent for the pract€ worship at the
Jerusalem Temple in the late Persian or early Histie period*

All these statements assume that some of tiven@ler’'s descriptions, especially
about cultic practices, actually reflect practiogéshe post-exilic period. We follow this
assumption that the majority of recent scholargiighronicles takes in our reading of
Chronicles.

We begin our analysis of the Chronicler’s praation of the temple administration in
a deductive way by presupposing these two assungptid@hus, our first step is to find
certain passages that are related to the templénestiration. To select such passages,
the following criteria will be applied: (1) A paggaor section that is related to the temple
administration should be found in the Chroniclarfaque material, with no parallels in
the Bible. This criterion makes it very likely tha selected passage contains the
Chronicler's own idea about the temple administrati(2) it indicates a demonstrably
Persian date or it should be a text that most cameth@'s agree originates in the Persian
period; and (3) to ensure the consistency of theodbler’s presentation, the idea which

a selected text transmits should be identifiedveleee in the book.

° R. Klein’s comment on 1 Chr 25:1 (Kleih,Chronicles 481).

105, L. McKenzie’s comment on 2 Chr 35:1-19 (McKen#i-2 ChronicleJAOTC; Nashville: Abingdon
Press, 2004], 363).

1 G. N. Knoppers’ comment on 1 Chr 15:16 (Knopp&r€hronicles 10-29AB; New York: Doubleday,
2004], 620).



The first chapter of the dissertation will mdiéy certain sets of texts from the book of
Chronicles that fulfill the above criteria. Sucéxts will disclose the Chronicler’s
distinctive views on the temple administration, @feally in relation to economic
activities in the Temple. Three different setstexts are chosen pertaining to the
following: (1) gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17-32; 26:1:19) treasurers (1 Chr 9:26-28; 26:20-
32); and (3) tax collectors (2 Chr 24:5-11; 34:9-1Bhese three different types of temple
personnel, who were involved in economic activitefsthe Temple, were Levites
according to the Chronicler's presentation. In fitea One, we will also examine the
inner textual evidence that scholars cite to arthee fourth-century BCE date for
Chronicles to ask whether the Chronicler intendeddt up his work to be read in the
setting of Persian-era Yehud. As mentioned abibnve process will enable us to validate
our first assumption that the book of Chroniclesswaitten sometime in the Persian
Period.

Once certain passages are selected, we valyza them. This analysis will show
how the Chronicler retrojected a complex of idedtic practices in relation to the temple
administration of the Persian period into the moh&r past, and identify methods that
the Chronicler applies in his work. A literary &msss of the select texts will be
undertaken in Chapter Two, where we will challesgene common interpretations of
these texts.

Based on our exegetical analyses of the tetht®e main topics in relation to
economic activities of the Temple will be chosendomparison with biblical and extra-
biblical data in Chapter Three: (lLpci of economic activities in the Temple: gates, store

chambers and treasuries; (2) temple revenue: fitmésstly gifts, the temple tax, and



imperial taxes; and (3) temple staff. We will quame the Chronicler’s portraits of these
three topics with the ones that the comparativa gdaggest, and this comparison will
show that the Chronicler's descriptions have aagertonnection with practices of his
own time, but that they do not seem to have bed¢ended to present an actual
reconstruction of contemporary practices. For tbagnparison, we first limit our

selection of comparable material to data from thesi@n period. Second, we limit our
topics in the area of economic activities amongdouer duties discharged by the staff of
the Temple. The second limitation is set by thaeilability of comparable data from

material and textual sources originating in thesRer period. The current popularity of
Second Temple studies has produced new data alaiatiah culture, and new insights
concerning literary texts and socio-economic cirstances in Yehud and neighboring
regions. These new data and insights will providea vantage point to discern the
Chronicler's plan in his work. Thus, Chapter Thre#l present biblical and extra-

biblical data related to the given topics and thy be compared with the Chronicler’s

presentations about them.

In the final chapter, we will summarize ther@ticler’s literary methods that we
identified in Chapter Two and suggest what theserdry methods imply in our
understanding of the Chronicler’s temple admintgira Then, we will give a synthesis
of the comparative approaches that we did in Chdpteee. Based on this synthesis, we
will return to our starting point, that is, our pupposition that the Chronicler retrojected
his contemporary ideal into the history of the meohg We conclude that the
Chronicler's descriptions of the temple administrat especially his incorporation of

non-priestly cultic personnel among the Levitegudti be considered as elements within



his argument about the ideal Temple. These wesedban his exegetical and creative
approaches to known Pentateuchal traditions anitheéocontemporary debates among

competing priestly circles concerning membershithenlegitimate priesthood.



1.2. Selection of Texts from Chronicles

In this section, our aim is to select certaatsf texts from the book of Chronicles
which can be our main means to examine the Chersciview about the temple
administration, specifically related to the economugctivities in the Temple. By applying
the criteria which were mentioned above, we havectsl five different sections of
Chronicles that provide the Chronicler's generaWwion the temple administration: (1) 1
Chr 5:27-41 and 1 Chronicles 6; (2) 1 Chronicles(®; 1 Chr 15:1-16:43; (4) 1
Chronicles 23-26; and (5) 2 Chronicles 17-19; 2d@lales 29-31 and 2 Chronicles 34-
35. Before treating specific details in the Choberis descriptions about the temple
administration, it is important to have familiarityth the Chronicler’'s assumptions about
the temple personnel or temple organization. R eason, we will examine the five
select sections in brief. Then, among these sextiwe will extract specific sets of texts
for further analysis and comparison with other ioddl and extra-biblical sources which

will be treated in Chapters Two and Three, respelsti

1.2.1. 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 and 1 Chronicles 6
While 1 Chronicles 5:27-4% presents the genealogies of the high priésts,

Chronicles 6 introduces the genealogies of theettibvi and the list of the Levitical

12 The chapter division of the several English tratishs (RSV, NRSV, KJS, NAS) follows the LXX and
differs from the MT. In this dissertation, we folV the MT unless otherwise indicated. All the @ioins
from the Hebrew Bible in this dissertation are myndranslation unless otherwise noted.

13 This list has been interpreted as the genealodgfiehigh priests at least since the time of Josgpin
the mid-first century CE. However, this list dosst include several well-known high priests, sush a
Amariah during the reign of Jehoshaphat (2 Chr 19:and Johoiada during the reigns of Athaliah and
Joash (2 Chronicles 22-24// 2 Kings 11-12). TheesfG. N. Knoppers suggests that the genealoglyeof
priests (1 Chr 5:27-41) was not that of the higlegis, but a genealogical list intended to legitere line

of priests in Persian Yehud (Knoppers, “Classic@tdtiography and the Chronicler's History: A Re-
examination,”JBL 122 [2004]: 627-650).



cities!* Here the tribe of Levi consists of three impottgroups: priests, Levites and
Levitical singers. Both 1 Chr 5:27-41 and 1 Chetes 6 indicate that the Levites are a
significant group for the Chronicler. The Levitigenealogy is placed at the center of
the genealogies of the twelve tribes of Israel @htonicles 1-9, which is the preface of
the entire book. The account of Levi is secondydnl that of Judah in length and

detail®

Both facts attest to the importance of the Levite the Chronicler.

A short description of the priestly (6:34) ageheral Levitical duties (6:33) draws our
attention. The Chronicler's presentation of theegtty'® and Levitical duties’
corresponds with that of the Priestly traditiomcsi the Chronicler asserts both clerical

services originated from the Mosaic installatiarmfxi 72y mein mz “wr 550 v. 34).

The novelty that the Chronicler introduces her®&vid’s installation of the Levitical

4 The Chronicler's list of the Levitical settlemersisems to depend on that of Joshua 21. Howewer, th
Chronicler’s indicates his redactional work on tbfoshua 21. Whereas the list of Joshua 21ganized

by the distribution and number of the Leviticalest within the individual tribes of Israel, the ©hicler’s

is reorganized by the order of cities of the Aadenpriestly families (1 Chr 6:39-45) and the citiésion-
priestly Levitical families (1 Chr 6:46-66). Fémis reason, S. Japhet comments that the Chrosicler
reorganization underlines a definite distinctiontwesen the priests and the Levites (Japhe& Il
Chronicles 147). The historicity of the list of the Levisic cities has been a subject of scholarly
discussions. In general, two different views haweerged: (1) The list reflects authentic histdrica
geographical-sociological circumstances; (2) i isterary-theological construction. S. Japhetisnment
on this list seems to be very convincing. “In Bersian period the great majority of the listedesiwvere
out of the borders of the province of Judah” (&ph& Il Chronicles, 165). Thus, it seems likely that the
Chronicler included this list (based on Joshua Ifit, with his own reconstruction of it) with his own
agenda: “The focus is rather a matter of princighe: unequivocal right of the sacerdotal ordersetitie in
the land” (Japhetl & Il Chronicles, 163-165). G. N. Knoppers gives a similar intetption of the
Chronicler’s intention for presenting the list of\itical cities (Knoppers], Chronicles 1-9442-450).

15 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles 89.

% The Priestly duties are succinctly summarized ®ht 6:34 and each of the functions is mentionethén
Pentateuchal traditions: (1) to make offerings ughenaltar of burnt offering (Exod 29:38-42; 30:0-1ev

8:1-9:24) and the altar of incense (Exod 30:1-8);t¢ perform all the tasks of the most holy pléEzod

26:33-34; Num 18:1-5); and (3) to make atonementldcael (Lev 4:20; 16:17; 23:28). Knoppefs,
Chronicles 10-29424-425.

7 Specifically, the Levitical duties are describadli Chr 6:16-17 and 33-34, and scholars agreettikae
two passages are added by the Chronicler. Japfét, Chronicles 148-149.
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singers before the ark (1 Chr 6:16-1%)The roles of the Levitical singers in the cuk ar
again described in detall in the sections of 1 @intes 15:1-16:43 and of 1 Chronicles

23-26.

1.2.2. 1 Chronicles 9

1 Chronicles 9 presents the list of people w#tarned from the exile and settled in
Jerusalem. They are categorized into four diffegeaups: Israelites, priests, Levites and
temple servant (1 Chr 9:2° Then 1 Chr 9:10-13 enumerates the names of tastgr

The names of the Levites and gatekeepers are listéd ensuing passages, 1 Chr 9:14-

18 The installation of the Levitical singers by KiBgvid is introduced in detail in 1 Chr 15:1-16:4B.Chr
6:16-17 seems to be a summary of that later secfidre singers were appointed to be in charge g so
‘the House of the Lord,” but until the Temple wasgilh they would serve temporarily ‘before the
Tabernacle of the Tent of Meeting.” Japh&t] Chronicles, 156. The Chronicler’s description of David’'s
installation of the musical liturgy does not havey arallel in the Priestly sources or in Deuterago
Due to this silence about singers and musiciamiseémitual rites in the Pentateuch, Y. KaufmannSatna,

M. Haran, M. Greenberg, and I. Knohl have assdttatithe priestly cult was a silent one. |. Knatgues:
The school of the ‘Priestly Torah’ developed agielus language that rejected nearly every aspect
of personality or anthropomorphism in connectiothwtod. ... By its very nature, the language
of prayer and hymn is permeated with anthropomartdriguage concerning God. The refusal to
ascribe any kind of characteristics or actions ta @akes any positive speech concerning God
impossible. Hence, the sole alternative open tostareding before the holy is absolute silence (I.
Knohl, “Between Voice and Silence: The Relationdbgtween Prayer and Temple CullBL115
[1996]: 17-30).

According to I. Knohl, the verbal cult only existedtside the priestly realm, and the arrangement fo
Levitical song took shape during the Second Templgod. In this sense, the Chronicler's descriptid
the choral rite draws our attention. Moreover, @tegonicler’'s statement concerning Davidic arrangeim
of the Levitical singers shows a more developedesta terms of cultic history over against theidition
of Levites and singers in Ezr 2:41, Neh 7:44 (\ditison,1 and 2 Chronicles73). For this reason, the
Chronicler’'s presentation of the choral rite seemgeflect his own contemporary situation as many
commentators have already argued.

9 The term ‘temple servants*'r)’ appears only here in the book of Chroniclesmpke servants are the
lowest orders of the clergy in Ezra-Nehemiah (EZ8258; 8:17, 20; Neh 3:31; 7:46, 60; 10:29; 1):21
but not included in the cultic organization of Chides. Thus the reference to temple servantsG@hrl9:2
probably reflects ‘the inadvertent survival of attel detail from Nehemiah 11, as S. Japhet predos
(Japhet] & 1l Chronicles, 208).

2 |ts parallel list is found in Neh 11:3-19. Neheimill is somewhat different from 1 Chronicles hiat

the former intends to list ‘the chiefs of the prosé who lived in Jerusalem.” Furthermore, in Neiadm

11, the gatekeepers are not included among theédse(ileh 11:21). Due to the differences in thearall
intentions and contents, the Chronicler's depenelent Nehemiah 11 has been debated and has not won
scholarly consensus. For scholarly debate onefaionship between 1 Chronicles 9 and Nehemiah 11,
refer to Ralph W. Klein’s summaryl Chronicles 263-265).
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16 and 1 Chr 9:17, respectively. Afterward, 1 ©Ott8-34, which does not have any
extant source, outlines various Levitical functioespecially those of gatekeepéts.
The gatekeepers’ tasks are particularly elaboratetitheir affiliation to the Levites is
repeatedly stresséd. The gatekeepers are assigned at the four gatéiseofemple.
Their duties include not only guarding the gatest &lso taking care of chambers,
treasuries, inventory and upkeep of the furnituré the holy utensils, and guarding the
supplies for the regular service. These respditghbi are intrinsically connected with

the temple economy. Thus, 1 Chr 9:17-32 is oreuotexts of choice.

1.2.3. 1 Chronicles 15:1-16:43

The whole narrative of 1 Chr 15:1-16:43 ddsesithe successful arrival of the Ark at
the tent of David in Jerusalem. The Chroniclerersion of the Ark narrative is
dependent on 2 Sam 6:12-20, but the author insdrt€thr 15:1-24 before his source
material, and then added another thirty-nine vefseshr 16:4-42) between 2 Sam 6:12-
19a and 2 Sam 6:19b-29.These lengthy additions reveals the author'siapeoncern

about the choral service in the Temfle.

% The functions of the Levites are presented infollewing order: gatekeepers (vv. 18-29); priests30);
Levites and singers (vv. 31-33). This shows that Chronicler’s cultic organization consisted oégl
four groups: gatekeepers, priests, non-priestlyicalssistants, and singers. All of these culticspenel
belong to the tribe of Levi. In other words, thar@hicler integrates the temple clergy into the ites:
This is the Chronicler’s novel presentation whichwas our further attention.

% The Chronicler's emphasis on the gatekeepersgiat®n to the Levites led S. Japhet to assumetltieat
controversy against the gatekeepers’ Leviticaliafion was not yet silenced in the Chronicler’'srotime
(Japhet] & Il Chronicles 204). The Chronicler’s incorporation of gatekerpto the rank of Levites will
be treated in the continuing discussion of the guestudy.

% For the literary analysis of 1 Chronicles 15-16éfer to Williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles122-123;
McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles143-145; Japhetl,& Il Chronicles 294-295. These commentators consider this
section as the Chronicler’s, though their opiniabsut later additions are varied.

% The Chronicler's description of the choral ritesigtensively dealt with in John W. Kleinig’s bodihe
Lord’'s Song: The Basis, Function and SignificandeGhoral Music in Chronicle§JSOTSup 156;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993]).
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Once the Ark was transferred to Jerusalemordany to the Chronicler, David
appointed the cultic officials to minister befoteetArk in Jerusalem. Their ministry is
mainly to serve before the Ark, to invokex(), to thank f1m), and to praisebbn)
God with choral songs and music (1 Chr 16:4-5).is Tultic service was to be offered
‘regularly’ ("nn: 1 Chr 16:6, 11, and 37). The use of the adverh emphasizes that
the choral rite was to be an integral part of Iksagorship?®

The choirs consist of Asaph as head of a siggad, followed by nine singers, two
priests with trumpets, and gatekeepers (vv. 5\Jhen they are on duty, the Levitical
musicians are to play cymbabs{>sn), harps £°521), and lyres rfimi2), but the priests
blow the trumpetsrfssm).

In these two chapters, by reporting the inatah of the choral rite by David in detail,
the Chronicler demonstrates that both the saalfidie and the choral rite play an
important role in Israel’s worshi.

From the time of Solomon, the choral rite veamsidered by the Chronicler as an
essential part of the Temple worship (2 Chr 5:138;16:13; 7:6; 7:12b15). Earlier,
King David prescribed that the choral rite be a#terevery morning and evening,” as
well as ‘at every burnt offering on Sabbaths, nemons and feast days’ (1 Chr 23:30-31).
Thus, the Chronicler considers the patronage ofctigral rite as a part of the king’'s

duties. This concept appears in his descriptidreewveral religious reforms in the First

% Klein, 1 Chronicles 365.

26 3. C. Endres, “Theology of Worship in Chroniclés, The Chronicler as Theologian: Essays in Honor of
Ralph W. Klein(ed. M. Patrick Graham et als.; JISOTSup 371; Nesk¥T & T Clark, 2003), 172; and
Knoppers,1 Chronicles 10-29660. Many commentators point out that for thed@icler, the national
identity of the Post-exilic community is definedasvorshipping community, which offers proper wapsh
to their God in the Second Temple in Jerusalemr this reason, 1 Chr 15:1-16:43 is interpreted ras a
indication of the Chronicler's effort to define wthgroper worship is. See also Jonathan E. Dyitle
Theocratic Ideology of the Chroniclet39, 227-228; and McKenzig;2 Chronicles151-152. We cannot
know how closely the ideal matched actual practices
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Temple period’ For instance, the Chronicler highlights that Jatia restores ‘choral
rite’ after a period of liturgical disorder undethdziah and Athaliah (2 Chr 23:18).
Hezekiah’s ceremony of rededication of the Templadcompanied by musical worship
(2 Chr 29:25-30). King Josiah also re-establigheschoral rite as David prescribed in 2
Chr 35:15.

Thus, the Chronicler’'s concern about the lieaitsingers and musicians is evident
and noteworthy for a further study of the origirdasevelopment of the choral rite in
Israel’'s worship. However, 1 Chr 15:1-16:43 is ie excluded from our further
consideration since the Levitical musicians andrthenctions in the Temple are not

directly related to administrative activities iretiemple during the Persian period.

1.2.4. 1 Chronicles 23-26
The Chronicler's description of the temple adstration is quite extensively

presented in 1 Chronicles 23-38in which his interest in the Levites is clearly

#"Kleinig, The Lord’s Song61.

2 geveral scholars in the past have considered an@hes 23-26 as a later addition to the Chronigler
work. Adam C. Welch points out the lack of homogjgn of these chapters and concludes that 1
Chronicles 23-26 was revised by a writer with aertion to rearrange the material in order to divide
several classes of temple officials into twentyffoaurses each (A. C. Welchhe Work of the Chronicler,
its Purpose and its DatfLondon: Oxford University Press, 1939], 81-96y1. Noth also considers this
section as ‘a massive insertion’ since it intersugbte original connection of 1 Chr 23:1-2a to 1 C8rlff

(M. Noth, The Chronicler's Historyftrans. H. G. M. Williamson; JSOTSup 50; SheffielBOT Press,
1987] 31-33). Since Noth’s analysis of Chronicteainly depends on its literary coherence, it is not
surprising that he considers this section as sewynd The following scholars concede M. Noth's
argument: Wilhelm RudolplGhronickbliche(HAT 21; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1955), 152-138o0mas
Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung: Untersuchungen zur literenisn Gestaltung der historischen
Uberlieferung Israel{FRLANT 106; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht72§ 194-204. On the other
hand, Williamson argues that a part of 1 Chroni@@26 originated from the Chronicler, but a sigmint
part of it is post-Chronistic additions by a praegtly reviser (1 Chr 23:13b-14, 25-32; 24; 25:7-38:4-8,
12-8; 27) (Williamson, “The Origins of the Twentytfr Priestly Courses: A Study of 1 Chronicles XXIlI
XXVII,” Studies in the Historical Books of the Old TestanjeiSup 30; Leiden: Brill, 1979], 251-68;
and1 and 2 Chroniclesl57-158). Against these scholars’ argumentshfiersecondariness of 1 Chronicles
23-26, S. Japhet defends the originality of theisedecause of its literary integrity with the ettparts of
Chronicles, and attributes the incongruence of gbetion to the Chronicler's use of varying sources
(Japhet,| & 1l Chronicles, 406-410). For us, what is more important tha@ secondary status of 1
Chronicles 23-26 is to verify that 1 Chronicles 28-shares the same views about the Temple
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revealed” In these chapters, every detail of the Jerusalditit institutions is attributed
to David. According to the Chronicler, the statdishe Levites was remarkably changed
with David’s transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem sittise Levites no longer needed to carry
the Ark (1 Chr 23:26). David assigned them différduties in 1 Chr 23:28-32. These
duties are divided into four sub-units: cultic asmits to the priests(5n), officers
(2mew) and judgestfesy),® gatekeepersa(yw)®! and musiciansafwin).3? Each of
these duties would repay careful scrutiny to diseéts socio-political implications in the
Post-exilic community. However, since our presstudies are limited to exploring
administrative activities, specifically related égonomic undertakings in Temple, the
texts directly related to the inflow and outflow thfe temple revenue are selected for
further study, such as 1 Chr 26:1-19 (the listhef gatekeepers and their organization)
and 1 Chr 26:20-28 (a list of treasurers and tlesponsibilities).

The Chronicler's minimal attention to the gt®in 1 Chronicles 23-26 is noteworthy.
It contrasts with his preferential concern for thevites elsewhere. According to the

Chronicler, the priests comprise of only one braotthe tribe of Levi. The Chronicler’s

administration with other sections in Chroniclesiehhare related to our own interest. The questibn
redational layers in 1 Chronicles 23-26 will be [dadth again below.

% The Chronicler's apparent favoritism for the Lesithas led scholars to speculate that the Chronicle
came from Levitical circles. For example, Simondd. Vries states, “It would not be unreasonable to
speculate that the Chronicler was himself a Leviterthaps even a member of the order of singers.”
(“Moses and David as Cult Founders in Chronicld®8L 107 [1988]: 636). See also, G. von RBé&s
Geschichtsbild des chronistischen WerkBSWANT 4; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1930), 81-119; R.
Ackroyd, “The Theology of the Chronicler’TQ 8 (1973): 111-112; Williamsori, and 2 Chronicles16-

17; and McKenziel-2 Chronicles28-29.

30 More detailed information about officers and jusige given in 1 Chr 26:29-32. Beforehand, a list o
treasurers and their responsibilities are presentédChr 26:20-28.

31 The passage 1 Chr 26:1-19 introduces the lisatflgepers and their organization by casting lots.
%2 The Levitical singers are introduced again in Tdditles 25. This chapter describes the originthef
Levitical singers, their duties, their organizationthe twenty-four divisions and appointment oéith

duties by casting lots.
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treatment of the priests is limited to their orgaation into divisions and their assignment
to cultic duties by casting lots (1 Chr 24:1-%9).In contrast, for all other Levitical
groups, the Chronicler provides a much more detalescription of their tasks (1 Chr
23:28-32; 25:1-6; 26:14-18, 20-3%).

Could the Chronicler’'s unbalanced treatmefiecea certain tension between the two
groups? The Chronicler admits the priests’ exgkigight to certain cultic activities,
such as atonement and burning incense, and doeglamt the Levitical role as
subordinate to the priests. However, the extent of Levitical engagement irticu
activities is much expanded in Chronicles, when garad with that in the Priestly
tradition®® What is apparent in 1 Chronicles 23-26 is that @hronicler pays a great

deal of attention to promoting the Levites as altirfunctional group’ in the Templ&’

% The system of the twenty-four divisiormsi{>rm) of the priests is believed to begin in the eathge of
the Restoration period. Japhieg Il Chronicles, 423-424.

34 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 424-425.
% 3. S. TuellFirst and Second Chroniclékouisville: John Knox Press, 2001), 100.

% |n the Priestly tradition the Levites are desaiites hierodules for the priests. Their cultic risle
distinguished from that of priests. In the booksE@odus and Numbers, the Levites are to “carry the
tabernacles and all its equipment” (Num 1:50),ubssitute for all the firstborn (Num 3:12) and &nee at
the Tabernacle (Num 8:15). All these roles ofltbgites should be done under the direction of tlests
(Exod 38:21; Num 3:9, 32; 8:11). The Chronicldtdas the Priestly tradition in terms of the geruestal
distinction between the Aaronide priests and theitee and the general distinction between theiticul
roles. However, the Chronicler deviates from thedRly tradition by expanding their roles as dffis and
judges, gatekeepers and temple musicians as wellras clerics. Some of the Levites’ cultic acti®s in
Chronicles encroach on the priests’ exclusive dutiefined in the Pentateuchal tradition. For eXxamp
“the showbread” (Exod 25:30; 35:13; 39:36; Num 4£¥;1 Chr 9:32; 23:29), “fine flour for the cereal
offering” (Lev 2:1; 6:15, 20t als), “the griddle” (only in Lev 2:5; 6:21; 7:9; cEzek 4:3), “the
unleavened wafers” (Lev 2:4; 7:12; Num 6:15), afidur mixed with oil” (Lev 2:5; 7:10; 9:4; 23:13;UNn
7:13, 19, 25) can be handled only by the priesthénPriestly tradition, but in Chronicles, the ltes are
in charge of them. According to 2 Chr 31:14, allegories of priestly gifts, which should be giterthe
priests in Pentateuchal legistaltion, are distedub the priests and the Levites. The compaifigiween
the Chronicler’s description and the Priestly ttiati concerning the Levities and their roles wik b
presented in our further discussion.

37 A. Labahn, “Antitheocratic Tendencies in Chroniglén Yahwism after the Exil@d. Rainer Albertz
and Bob Becking; Assen: Royal Van Gorcum, 20038-129.
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1.2.5. 2 Chronicles 17-19; 29-31 and 34-35

The Chronicler's peculiar approach to the Leviie again demonstrated in his
presentations of three great kings’ cultic andgiadireforms: Jehoshaphat (2 Chronicles
17-19); Hezekiah (2 Chronicles 29-31) and JosiaBH{fonicles 34-35). The roles of the
Levites, which these three sections describe, mastirespond to the roles that David
assigned to the Levites in 1 Chronicles 23-26. |§aHists the ways in which the Levites
were involved in the reform that each of the tHaegs carried out.

According to Chronicles, the Levitical roles the temple administration that David

instituted in 1 Chronicles 23-26 had not been retgokthroughout the history of Israel.
Their existence was noticed only exceptionally byesal kings whom the Chronicler

praises?®

% The roles of the Levites are highlighted in thmes of Johoiada and Joash in Chronicles. However,
these two kings are not included into Table 1 lfer following reasons. First, 2 Chr 23:2-9 asstbas the
Levites were deeply involved in Jehoiada’s cougragaithaliah, whereas its parallel passage 2 Kitiys
12 completely neglects their participation in tlaeng event. However, S. Japhet argues that 2 CRf®23
should not be interpreted as glorification of thevitical role since the Chronicler’s interest hexaot in
the Levites, but in his religious conviction thhetentry to the Temple is absolutely limited to phiests
and the Levitesl(& Il Chronicles, 822). See also, Williamsof, and 2 Chronicles316. Furthermore,
McKenzie comments on the Chronicler's presentatisrideologically changed’ and ‘unrealistic picture
(1-2 Chronicles 310-312). Due to these commentators’ variedrim&tations of this passage, it is
excluded from the list of Table 1. Neverthelessppears that the Chronicler tried to set up Jefeas
another figure who restored the cult according &vi's ordinances. For example, in MT 2 Chr 23:18,
Jehoiada appointed the Levitical priests to takergh of the house of the Loragcording to the order of
David after the success of the coup against Athaliabwe¥er, MT 2 Chr 23:18 does not give any detalil
about the measure that Johoiada took to reorgahizecult. This happened because of the textual
corruption of MT 2 Chr 23:18 by scribal errdrofnoioteleuton LXX 2 Chr 23:18 gives a more detailed
information. It reads:

Jehoiada assigned the care of Yahweh's templectptilests and the Leviteand he assigned the

divisions of the priests and the Levitesom David had organized...

MT 2 Chr 23:18 does not have the text in italighjch must have been lost by a skip of the eymftoe
first occurrence of “the priests and the Levites'thie second one. If we follow the reading of lthex, 2
Chr 23:18-19 shows that Jehoiada’s cultic restomnapierfectly reflects the Chronicler’s ideal foetbultic
system. In this sense, McKenzie argues that th@r@tier's description is ideologically changet+Z
Chronicles 311-312). Second, King Joash’s special treatnoérthe Levites (2 Chr 24:6-11) is also
excluded from the list of Table 1 since the text v dealt with later in relation to the tax calfion in the
Jerusalem Temple.
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Table 1. The Levites’ Involvement in the Three KShBeforms

King

2 Chronicles

2 Kings

Jehoshaph

= In the third year of his reign, he sent 5 officj@d_evites and 2 priests to teach the Book of i
of YHWH in all the cities of Judah (17:7-9).

» Jehoshaphat appointed judges in every city oflladd then in Jerusalem he appointed some
Levites, priests and ancestral chiefs of Israejddgment for YHWH and for disputes (19:4-8).

= While Jehoshaphat prepared himself to do theebaith the Moabites and Ammonites, he
worshipped God and the Levites praised the Godrakl with a very loud voice on the battle field
(20:1-27)

Hezekial

= Hezekiah invited the Levites to purify the Tem®8:¢-5, 12-16).

= He also made the Levitical musicians and singeesna at the sacrifice in the Temple according
the commandment of David and prophets (29:25-27).

= The Levites were allowed to help the priests withey flayed the burnt offerings (29:34).

= When Hezekiah and people celebrated the Pasgshedrevites helped the priests who were
sprinkling the blood (30:16). Moreover the Levitesre in charge of slaughtering the Passover
lambs (30:17).

= In Hezekiah's reform, the Levites were given autsling roles in many ways and the fact is
emphasized in the text (30:22, 25, and 27). 12B0he Levites blessed the people together witk
the priests.

= After finishing his purification of the Temple, Bekiah set up the work-rotations of the priests
and the Levites by their divisions (31:2). Therals ordered people to give the portion due the
priests and the Levites (31:4-7). The Levites vagmpointed for the storerooms of the contributig
tithes, and consecrated things (31:12-15).

n,

Josial

= After purifying the Temple, Josiah wanted to repair teenple. Thus the money collected by
Levites, guardians of the threshold, was givenitkidh, the high priest (34:9).
= The Levites oversaw the workers who repairedahmpte (34:12-13).

» The scribe Shaphan brought the king the book cff that Hilkiah found in the Temple (34:15-
18). When celebrating the Passover, Josiah appidihgelLevites, who taught all Israel, to a new
mission as David had done. According to theirsion, the Levites will stand in the sanctuary
(35:1-10). The priests dashed the blood with #lp bf the Levites, and the Levites did the flayin

The money was collecte
by the guardians of the
threshold (22:4).

The scribe Shaphan brought
the king the book of Torah

that Hilkiah found in the
JTemple (22:8-10).

(35:11).
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David’s regulations for the Levites were psety implemented by his successor,
Solomon (2 Chronicles 5, 7, 8). Solomon’s conderrhis father’s chief legacy will be
followed by Jehoshaphat, Hezekiah and Josiah inoiities>® The Chronicler’s
presentation reflects his concept of the royalriigas a protector and guardian of the cult,
as Wellhausen notéd.

During the reign of Jehoshaphat, the Levitesensummoned to teach the Book of
Torah of YHWH @ nmn =20) (2 Chr 17:7-9f* to participate in the judicial activities

in the royal court (2 Chr 19:8-11jand topraise God as musicians on the battle field (2

39 Raymond B. Dillard2 Chronicles(WBC 15; Waco: Word Books, 1987), 228-229. lhat our concern
whether the Chronicler’'s treatment of these kimrgfdrmative measures mirrors the historical reaityot.
Our focus is on what the Chronicler intended tograit to his audience or readers through his detsmnis

of these reforms, especially concerning the Levites

0 Julius WellhauserProlegomena to the History of Ancient Isrg@tlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), 190;
repr. of Prolegomena to the History of Isra@gtans. J. Sutherland Black and Allan Enzies, pitbface by
W. Robertson Smith; Edinburgh: Adam & Charles Blat885); trans. oProlegomena zur Geschichte
Israels(2nd ed.; Berlin: G. Reimer, 1883).

*1 What the Chronicler refers to by ‘the Book of Tioris debatable. Some scholars have speculatedt tha
could have been a royal law code or edict. SemphlM. Myers,Il Chronicles (AB 13; Garden City,
N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965), 99-100. However, 2 Chr7i9:clearly shows that Jehoshaphat promulgated not
his own royal code, but God’s law, as Knoppers @omut (Knoppers, “Reform and Regression: The
Chronicler’s Presentation of JehoshaphBiflica 72 [1991]: 508-509). S. Japhet and J. R. Shasee h
suggested that it could be a version of the PamnthtéJaphetThe Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and
Its Place in Biblical ThoughtBEATAJ 9; Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1989], 234-24dd J. R. Shaveforah
and the Chronicler's History Work: An Inquiry intbe Chronicler's References to Laws, Festivals and
Cultic Institutions in Relation to Pentateuchal isgtion [BJS 196; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989], 73-86).
See also Williamson] and 2 Chronicles282. Regardless of the identity of this boole @hronicler’s
account is noteworthy since it describes that thétes were chosen as instructors to teach thehTofae
Levites’ instructional role as teachers of the Tore mentioned once again in 2 Chr 35:3. The dfle
teachers is often considered one of the priesééyggatives elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (Lev 10:11
Deut 31:9-13; Jer 18:18; Ezek 7:26; Hag 2:11; Ndh8}. Nevertheless, the Chronicler's descriptidn
the Levites’ instructional role has “an astonishpeyallel” in Ezra 7:25, as S. Japhet commehi& {I
Chronicles 749). For this reason, Japhet asserts that th®ni€ler's account is an anachronistic
projection of a post-exilic reality to the monamiperiod. See also R. North, “The Chronicler: 1-2
Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah,” ihhe New Jerome Biblical Commenta@d. R.E. Brown et al.; New
Jersey: Englewood Cliffs, 1990), 377.

*2 The Chronicler's account of Jehoshaphat's judjciean be compared with the account of Moses’
delegation of his judicial duties to certain magitds in Exod 18:13-27; Deut 1:9-18, or with the
Deuteronomic division of judiciary powers betweendl courts (Deut 16:18-20; 17:2-7) and a royalrtou
(Deut 17:8-13) (Gary N. Knoppers, “Jehoshaphat@iciary and ‘The Scroll of YHWH’s Torah’,JBL
113 [1994]: 71-79). The Chronicler’s descriptidnehoshaphat’s juridical reform has been integatrét
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Chr 20:21-22). Throughout Hezekiah'’s reform, tlewites’ involvement was apparent (2
Chronicles 29-31). According to the Chroniclerscaunt, the Levites participated in
purifying the Temple (2 Chr 29:4-19), and perforntieel paschal offering with the priests
(2 Chr 30:15-18), since the Levites were consideneore righteous in purifying
themselves (2 Chr 29:34. Hezekiah also installed the work rotations of phiests and
the Levites according to their divisions and thevgsion for the maintenance of the
clergy (2 Chr 31:2-19). Such reform measures wepeated by Josiah in Chronicfés.
Moreover, the Levitical involvement in the rituatiity is justified as part of the written
Law of Moses in 2 Chr 35:6, 12 although specifievdafor it are not found in

Pentateuchal legislatiofi3.

various ways, either as the Chronicler’s justificat of the contemporary judicial system (such as,
Wellhausen,Prolegomend91; McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles 293; Robert R. Wilson, “Israel’s Judicial
System in the Pre-exilic PeriodThe Jewish Quarterly Review, New Sefids[1983]: 229-248), as the
Chronicler’s ideological blueprint for the futureeg, Knoppers, “Jehoshaphat’s Judiciary,” 59-80gsoa
reflection of historical reality in the ninth cemuBCE, based on his own sources which are no longe
extant (see, W. F. Albright, “The Judicial Reforrh Jehoshaphat,” illexander Marx Jubilee Volume
[New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of Aneesi1950], 61-82; Williamsori, and 2 Chronicles
289; JaphefThe Ideology of the Book of Chronigld86; Bernard S. Jackson, “Law in the Ninth Ceptur
Jehoshaphat'’s ‘Judicial Reform’,” ldnderstanding the History of Ancient Isrdet. H.G.M. Williamson;
New York: Oxford University Press, 2007], 369-3@rnd Hanoch Reviv, “The Traditions Concerning the
Inception of the Legal System in Israel: Significarand Dating,”ZAW 94 [1982]: 566-575). However,
these scholarly discussions have not emphasizedjubstion of why the Chronicler included the large
number of Levites in Jehoshaphat’s juridical systemof how the Levitical involvement in juridical
system would be significant to the Chronicler.

433, Japhet states that this verse (2 Chr 29:34)beas misinterpreted as “the ultimate proof of the
Chronicler’'s negative view of the priesthood, ard tlear favoritism of the Levites.” However, she
proposes that this verse should be interpretedimwilts immediate context, which underlines the
unexpected situation of widely spread priestly iniyuJaphet] & 1l Chronicles, 930).

* The Levites’ participation in slaughtering animfils sacrifice is mentioned in the Chronicler's agots

of Hezekiah’s and Josiah’s reforms. Hezekiah atidwthe Levites to kill the Passover lambs and sisas
the priests when they dashed the blood (2 Chraigly. But it was a temporary measure due toable |
of the number of purified priests (2 Chr 30:17)hisTLevitical service was perpetuated during thgrref
Josiah (2 Chr 35:6, 11). In Chronicles, the Lesiitavolvement in the cult has been gradually exjsh
since Solomon’s reign and reached its fruition osidh’'s Passover celebration. Louis C. Jonker,
Reflections of King Josiah in Chronicles: Late $=m@f the Josiah Reception in 2 Chr 34fSHB 2;
Gutersloh: Gitersloher Verlagshaus, 2003), 60.

5 M. FishbaneBiblical Interpretation in Ancient IsradOxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 138.
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The Chronicler's narrative (2 Chr 34:8-13) Jufsiah’s repair work on the Temple
based on 2 Kgs 22:3-7 also demonstrates his fdreoteeatement of the Levites. By
making several changes to his source, the Chroniggghlights that the Levites were
involved in collecting people’s contributions foepairing the Temple. The Levites’
involvement in the process of the restoration ompke, especially in relation to the
supervision of the chest in which people could thair silver for the Temple, is once
again found in the Chronicler’s version of Joaske'storation of the Temple (2 Chr 24:5-
11//2 Kgs 12:5-11). Some commentators argue that Chronicler retrojected
contemporary practices of temple tax collectiow itfiese two narrativé§. If the Levites
were involved in the process of temple tax coltactias they argue, the role of the
Levites as tax collectors must have been indispénselated to the temple economy.
Thus, we choose these two narratives (2 Chr 24:8at1134:9-13) as key texts for further
examination.

2 Chr 36:14 is noteworthy in that the Levies omitted from the list of those who are
blamed for the fall of Judah to the Babyloniansil‘the officers of the priests and the
people were exceedingly unfaithful, following aflet abominations of the nations; and

they polluted the house of the LORD that he hadseorated in Jerusalem.”

1.2.6. Summary
The various observations concerning the Clteris distinctive presentation of the
temple administration offer a general overview, ehhmay be summarized as follows:

The temple personnel are composed of priests aviteksethe latter include, specifically,

“6 Edward L. Curtis and Albert A. MadseR, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books o
Chronicles (ICC 11; New York: Scribner’s, 1910), 435; Rudglgbhronikkicher, 274; Japhet| & Il
Chronicles 842-3; Dillard,2 Chronicles 189-191; and Williamsori, and 2 Chronicles321.
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singers, gatekeepers, and treasurers. Both glmelpag to the tribe of Levi, but priests

are specifically designated as ‘the descendantsaadn.’ Priests have superiority over
the Levites in cultic affairs as 1 Chr 23:28 spesif Levitical duties are ‘to assist the
descendants of Aaronf=(x *12-1°5). On the other hand, the Levites, either as mesnbe
of the temple treasury committee (1 Chr 28:12; 2 8nh12-16) or as the head of that
committee at a point in time (1 Chr 26:24, 29), deeply engaged in the in-and out-flow
of the temple revenue. The Levites also possapsfisant authority as the temple

gatekeepers.

Among all the Chronicler’s descriptions of tieenple administration, the tasks of the
gatekeepers, treasurers and tax collectors, alWro€h are assigned to the Levites in
Chronicles, are patrticularly related to the ecormagtivities in the Temple. Thus, the
following texts are chosen for our further studyoge concerning (1) gatekeepers (1 Chr
9:17-32; 26:1-19Y; (2) treasurers (1 Chr 9:26-28; 26:20-82and (3) tax collectors (2
Chr 24:5-11; 34:9-13). These texts will first Bpproached through literary critical
analysis to examine what the texts actually tekhlbgut the function of each group and to
speculate about its socio-economic implications.

Before moving forward to the literary analyse$ the selected texts, two
methodological questions should be dealt with:H@ can we argue that these selected
texts from Chronicles represent the Chroniclersag on the temple economy? In other

words, do we find any consistency among these 2g®2sDo we find any fixed temporal

" Gatekeepers are also mentioned elsewhere in Gfeenil Chr 15:18, 23; 16:38; 23:5; 2 Chr 8:14423:
19; 34:13; 35:15. These references to the gatekeeyll be considered in our further discussiootatihe
gatekeepers in order to evaluate the consistenahefChronicler’s depiction. The references to the
gatekeepers in Ezra 2:42, 70; 7:7; 10:24; Neh 4%5],73; 10:28, 39; 11:19; 12:25, 45, 47; 13:5 il
compared with the Chronicler’s depiction of theed@epers.

8 The other references to the temple treasurer® &t 12:9; 16:2; 2 Chr 31:11-16; and 36:18.
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indicators that were deliberately placed by thed@huler to direct the reading of his
entire work? If there are some indicators, how ligduse those indicators in his work?
Do these indicators support the fourth-century Biake for Chronicles that the majority
of scholars of Chronicles accept?

The first question is to be answered by progp&avid’s Installation Block” model
in section 1.3. The second question is dealt withection 1.4, where the inner textual
evidence that scholars proffer to argue the fouethtury BCE date of Chronicles is

examined.
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1.3. David'’s Installation Block

Thus far, we have discussed the Chroniclegscdption of the temple administration
in general. Our preliminary remarks disclose therd@icler's overall plan for his
composition. The following sections, which we hadentified above, share specific
characteristics: 1 Chr 6:31-48; 9:17-32; 16:4-72B3 The first three passages introduce
David’s installation of new positions for the Leastin the Temple, such as the musical
service for temple worship (1 Chr 6:31-48; 16:4ai)l guarding the temple gates (1 Chr
9:17-32). All these services are once again intced in David’s installation of the
temple administration in 1 Chronicles 23-26. Hus treason, we propose to designate
these sections under a single rubric, which wel [db&vid’s Installation Block.”

David’s Installation Block shares a uniforrmception of the Levitical involvement in
the temple administration. Particularly, 1 Chrdéesc23-26 seems to function as a
programmatic section in Chronicles since the gemgeedl preface of Chronicles (1
Chronicles 1-9) is closely connected with the mbody of Chronicles through this
section?® Furthermore, the section 1 Chronicles 23-26 seagea criterion upon which
kings are evaluated. Only four kings, Solomon, Jehoshaphat, HezekiahJosiah, who
minded David’s installation and tried to restorer@affirm it, receive positive evaluation

in Chronicles>* Its programmatic function is also demonstratecthia Chronicler's

9 The genealogical preface of 1 Chronicles 1-9 isneated to the main body of Chronicles through the
complementary information about the Levitical sirsgand the gatekeepers’ roles in 1 Chr 6:31-48hd C
9:17-32, and 1 Chronicles 23-26.

0 R. K. Duke also points out that the Chroniclerstpayal of David is idealistic and typological, 8wt
David becomes explicitly the model to which the caexling kings are compared (Rodney K. Duke, “A
Rhetorical Approach to Appreciating the Books of@ticles,” inThe Chronicler as Authpd20-122).

*1 Solomon established the priestly and Leviticalisions ‘according to the ordinance his father David
(ax =7 vouns) (2 Chr 8:14). Jehoiada assigned the priestd aries to care for the Tempés David
had organized(2 Chr 23:18). Hezekiah's reformative measure tfog Levitical musicians was done
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description of the Passovers during the reigns edeliah and Josiah (1 Chr 30:15-16;
35:5-6, 10-12). In these narratives, the prieststae Levites worked closely together in
the sacrifice. This coordination seems to refteetChronicler’s careful definition of the
relation between the priests and the Levites, whscpresented in 1 Chr 23:28-32.
Thus we may conclude that David’'s Installation Blas an indispensable element in
interpreting Chronicles. We also assume that Dauitstallation Block was composed
by one author, or by a group of editors who sharedmmon idea about the topic. We
also assume that if another passage in Chronitiaees fundamental ideas with this
block, it was written by the same hand(s) that eiavid’'s Installation Block. Among
the selected texts for our further analyses, tvis gktexts, 1 Chr 9:17-32; 26:1-19/ Chr
9:26-28; 26:20-32, belong to this block, but theeotones, the texts concerning the tax
collectors (2 Chr 24:5-11; 34:9-13), do not. Hoee\wur literary analyses of them will
demonstrate that they were the work of the sameoa(s) of David’s Installation Block.
Therefore, our selected texts are likely to reflactonsistent idea about the temple
administration. A more detailed analysis of thasistency among these texts will be
presented in Chapter Two.

How, then, does our proposed David’s InstafatBlock model relate to other
hypotheses that scholars have proposed to exptaimmonalities and inconsistencies

found in Chronicles? What we call ‘David’s Ins&ibn Block’ has been dealt with by

‘according to the commandment of Dav@ Chr 29:25). Josiah’s preparation for the Bass celebration
was also don€following the written directions of King David afrbel and the written directions of his son
Solomon (2 Chr 35:4). In this celebration of Passovdre tLevitical singers participated in the rite
‘according to the command of Davi@ Chr 35:15). All these italicized phrases (#mphasis is mine)
underscore the literary function of the David Ifistéon Block in the Chronicler’s narration of théstory
of monarchic Israel.

2 William M. Schniedewind;The Word of God in Transition: From Prophet to Esegin the Second
Temple PeriodSheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 168-1
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scholars in various ways. We will survey scholadigcussions since J. Wellhausen,
pointing out certain limitations in them, and, figadefending our own stance.

Scholars of the nineteenth and early twentieghtury, who engaged in critical
approaches to the major sources of the Pentateygiied the same methodology to
Chronicles and considered it as an extended wotkeoPriestly tradition® For instance,
J. Wellhausen argued that the alterations andiaddiin Chronicles can be traced back
to “the same author who had a keen intention tdh@oJudaising of the past from the
influence of the Priestly Codé®

In contrast, by applying form criticism to ©hicles, Gerhard von Rad identified
several speeches of the sermonic genre in Chreni@eich speeches are frequently seen
in Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic HistdtyThus G. von Rad considered the
Deuteronomic/Deuteronomistic tradition to be theimiayer of Chronicles with the

Priestly concerns added onto it later.

3 For an excellent historical survey on the scholigref Chronicles in this given time, see, Kai Bekn,
History Debated:The Historical Reliability of Chronicles in Pre-@idal and Critical Researcli2 vols.;
PFES 64; Gotingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 199B)d, i “Function, Explanation and Literary
Phenomena: Aspects of Source Criticism as TheadyMethod in the History of Chronicles Research,” in
The Chronicler as Author 8-69.

> WellhausenProlegomenal71, 223. Wellhausen’s view on Chronicles wale¥eed by J. W. Rothstein
and J. Hanel. In their commentary on ChroniclBsg erste Buch der Chronjkeipzig: D. Werner Scholl,
1927]), they contended that the basic layer of @igtes was a continuation of Priestly tradition.

% Gerhard von Rad, “The Levitical Sermon in 1 andCBronicles,” From Genesis to Chronicles:
Exploration in Old Testament TheolodgMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005), 232-242;.reprFrom
Genesis to Chronicles: Exploration in Old Testam&ngeology(trans. E.W. Trueman Dicken; Edinburgh;
London: Oliver & Boyd, 1966); trans. @esammelte Studien zum Alten Testarfiemologische Blcherei

8; Munich: Kaiser Verlag, 1958). Von Rad’s conahusis extended by Adam C. Welch. Welch supposes
two editions of Chronicles: The first pro-Leviticatlition based on the Deuteronomic source durieg th
exile, about the time of Ezekiel; and the secomd;Rriestly redaction, which modified and expantiad
earlier edition (A. C. WelchThe Work of the Chronicler: Its Purpose and Its ®ftondon: Oxford
University Press, 1939)).

%6 Gerhard von RadDas Geschichtsbild des chronistischen Wer&&/ANT 4; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1930).
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Neither the source critical approaches nerftdrm critical approaches to Chronicles
can avoid methodological limitations due to theasiec assumptions that the given text
can be divided into independent complexes of ti@dit(sources) or the smallest
conceivable unit of tradition@attung.”” The main concern of both approaches is to
distinguish the differences in the text which iradée various sources @attungen As a
matter of course, the presence of the editor(s) waved different sources Gattungen
to form the given text can simply be neglectedgd&dless of scholarly contentions as to
whether the basic layer of Chronicles is a work toé Priestly tradition or the
Deuteronomic tradition, the author(s)/editor(s)ffo to harmonize both traditions in
Chronicles has not been given sufficient attentipthese scholars.

The major breakthrough was made by M. Noth wleweloped the concept of the
history of the process of tradition. Since Nothswaterested in the final stage of the
process of the development of tradition, he paignébn to an author/editor who
compiled Chronicles from various sources or tradgi to fashion an extended
theological history® Through a “purely literary-criticalanalysis of the text, Noth aimed
to discern the original form of the work of the 6hicler®® His main criterion was

internal narrative coherence. According to thigedon, 1 Chronicles 23-27 was

" Rolf Rendtorff, The Problem of the Process of Transmission in thet&euch(trans. John J. Scullion;
JSOTSup 89; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 11-41;206. It is worth quoting Rendtorff's argument
here:
There exists an obvious gap between the studyeobtlginal smallest units and the question of
the final shape, formed out of larger complexesradition, of the works as they now lie before
us. The path from the smallest units to the laogenplexes, known as ‘larger literary units,” has
not yet been methodically trod and examined (Ibid&®).

%8 peter R. Ackroyd, “The Theology of the ChronicldrTQ 8(1973): 108-112.

9 M. Noth, The Chroniclers Historftrans. H.G.M. Williamson; JSOTSup 50; Sheffiel8QIT Press,
1987).

%0 Noth, The Chroniclers History31-33.
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recognized as a secondary addition by Noth bedaesmnsidered it as interrupting the
original narrative connection between 1 Chr 23d,a2d 1 Chr 28:1 and the following

verses. Then, whichever passages shared a cornmaore with 1 Chronicles 23-27

(tracing the origins of the late post-exilic diwss of the various cultic servants back to
David), were classified as secondary. Noth comeitlethe following passages as
secondary: 1 Chr 9:1-34; 12:1-23; 12:24-41; 15:41®24; 16:5-38, 41-42; 22:17-19;

23:3-27:34"

Noth’s basic stance was followed by many satsplmost notably W. Rudol§hand
more recently Roddy Braufi,who argue for many such additions. Similarly, ergc
scholars such as Wifi, Mosis® Throntveit®® and Weltefi’ view some of the so-called
Levitical portions of Chronicles as the productaiér redactions.

However, the approach that Noth and his fodlmvapplied to Chronicles cannot
provide sufficient explanation of the significaninttion of the presumed secondary
passages in the overall narrative structure of @hles. Furthermore, some scholars

have pointed out the inadequacy of the approaclmshwireat 1 Chronicles 23-27 as a

®1 Noth, The Chroniclers History31-42.

%2 Rudolph,Die Chronikbiicher152-85. Rudolph further suggested more than one redactlagat in the
lists of 1 Chronicles 23-27 due to the lack of yimt form or coherence of content.

%3 Roddy Braun] Chronicles(WBC 14; Waco: Word Books, 1986), xix. Braun asssrthat the greater
part of 1 and 2 Chronicles is the work of the Cliclem, but major additions and revisions have been
introduced to the Chronicler's work, principally the genealogies of 1 Chronicles 1-9 and 1 Chresicl
23-27. The lesser additions and revisions were adisied to expand lists and genealogical data.

T, Willi, Die Chronik als AuslegunFRLANT 106; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 297194-
204.

% R. Mosis, Untersuchungen zur Theologie des chronistischencl@esteswerkegFTS 92; Freiburg:
Herder, 1973), 44.

% Mark ThrontveitWhen Kings Sped8BLDS 93; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 1-9-125.

7 p. Welten,Geschichte und Geschichtsdarstellung in den Chhirdkern(WMANT 42; Neukirchen-
Vluyn: Neukirechner Verlag, 1973).
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secondary intrusion. For instance, the resumpgpetition between 1 Chr 23:1-2 and 1
Chr 28:1 has been considered as the evidencetfdouding the intervening material to a
redactor. However, other examples of the sameafiygechnique appear in several cases
in Chronicles, such as 2 Chr 12:2, 9 (cf. 1Kgs 3%:@nd 2 Chr 16:7, 10 (cf. 1Kgs
15:22ff) %8 In the cases of 2 Chr 12:2, 9 and 2 Chr 16:7tH®technique of resumptive
repetition indicates the Chronicler's reworkingto$ original sources, but cannot prove
the insertion of a secondary material. Thus, tiggraent that the resumptive repetition
between 1 Chr 23:1-2 and 28:1 is a marker of seagnohsertion is not conclusive.
Resumptive repetition may indicate the Chronicledmpositional technique.

Scholarly skepticism toward Noth’s approddtas eventually led some scholars to re-

examine what Noth thought were secondary matet@alind a better way to explain

%8, Kalimi provides many examples of the literagghnique, ‘resumptive repetition,” which the Chabei
used not only in narrative passages but also is. liSee, I. KalimiThe Reshaping of Ancient Israelite
History in ChroniclegWinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 295-324. Kalingues:
The examples adduced below clearly demonstratedhsiderable use that the Chronicler made of
this literary technique in giving a renewed litgrappearance to the passages that he took from
the books of Samuel-Kings. It turns out to haverbene of the most prominent writing devices
of the Chronicler (Ibidem, 296).

% In addition to Noth’s and his followers’ approath the redactional process of Chronicles, there is
another hypothesis for the redactional process lob@cles. D. N. Freedman, F. M. Cross and J. D.
Newsome, Jr. have suggested a hypothesis for tee-tage redaction of the books of Chronicles and
Ezra-Nehemiah. See, D. N. Freedman, “The ChrarscRurpose, CBQ 23 (1961): 436-442; F. M. Cross,
“A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration,Fiiom Epic to Canon: History and Literature in Ancte
Israel (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press98)9 151-172; J. D. Newsome Jr., “Toward a
New Understanding of the Chronicler and his Purp@s#BL 94 (1975): 201-217. Recently, Steven S.
Tuell follows the three-stage redaction hypoth€Sisell, First and Second Chronicled1-12). All these
scholars assume that the book of Chronicles andbtuk of Ezra-Nehemiah belong to one corpus.
According to Cross’ three-stage redaction hypothetie first editor (Chy compiled 1 Chr 10:1-2 Chr
36:21 as propaganda for the restoration of thedongand the temple under the leadership of Zerudbab
and Joshua around 520-515 BCE. The genealogiefdqe of 1 Chronicles 1-9 was later added to the
corpus by the third redactor (Ghraround 400 BCE. However, as Steven L. McKenzgues, F. M.
Cross’ hypothesis does not provide satisfactorylangtions to the indications of a later settingnttiae
sixth century BCE (McKenzie, “The Chronicler as RBetr,” in The Chronicler as Author70-90).
Moreover, we do not consider that the book of Clules was composed by the same author(s) who yinall
edited the book of Ezra-Nehemiah because of tHerdifces in language, style, and theology in the tw
books. For these reasons, we do not follow theetistage redaction hypothesis. Concerning theratp
authorship, see, S. Japhet, “Theodicy in Ezra-Nédieand Chronicles,” iffrom the Rivers of Babylon to
the Highlands of JudafWinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 367-398; H. GWiliamson,Israel in the
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inconsistencies in Chronicles. H. G. M. Williamsmade the first move in this direction.
Through a careful literary analysis of 1 Chronic3s27, Williamson suggests two main
literary layers in 1 Chronicles 23-27. The earlesry much shorter layer was part of the
Chronicler's original compositioff. The second layer was added about a generatiem lat
by a pro-priestly reviser under the influence o thstitution of the system of twenty-
four priestly course§: Based on this observation, he ascribes the fallgwassages to a
pro-priestly redactor, who worked about a genenatifier the Chronicler himself: 1 Chr
15:4,11, 14: 16:6; 23:13b-14, 25-32; 24:1-19, 20227-31; 26:4-8, 12-18; 27:1-34, and
a few isolated other passages. Williamson’s layedel is followed by several scholars,
such as, De Vrie& P. Dirksen’? and R. Kleirf* although the way in which they identify

the literary layers is not the same.

Books of Chronicle{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),680-Roddy L. Braun, “The
message of Chronicles: Rally ‘Round the Templ&'M 42 (1971): 502-513; idem, “A Reconsideration of
the Chronicler’'s Attitude toward the NorthlBL 96 (1977): 59-62; idem, “Chronicles, Ezra and Netad:
Theology and Literary History,” itudies in the Historical Books of the Old Testanted. J. A. Emerton;
Leiden: Brill, 1979), 52-64.

O williamson includes 1 Chronicles 1-9 as an integrart of Chronicles. He argues that Chronicles
constitutes a substantial unity, yet with minoetadditions I and 2 Chroniclesl4).

"L williamson, “The Origins of the Twenty-Four PrigsCourses: A Study of 1 Chronicles 23-27,” in
Studies in Persian Period History and Historiogrg@RAT 38; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004): 127-140.
Primarily based on his literary critical approachthe text, Williamson surmises that the pro-phest
reviser intended to correct the Chronicler’s neigt#ahe importance of the priests in their relaship to
the Levites, and to present Davidic legitimatiom fbe recently emerged priestly and Levitical osder
(Williamson,1 and 2 Chroniclesl5). Similarly, A. C. Welch argues that Chroai&hwas written by a pro-
Levitical author to substantiate Levitical claimgoagainst the priests about 515 BCE, and |lateotated
by a pro-priestly redactors to defend their casel(fy, The Work of the Chronicle5-6). On the other
hand, S. L. McKenzie argues that inner-connectiooreg the texts in Williamson’s pro-Priestly laysr i
not strong enough to hold them together as one I@geKenzie, “The Chronicler as Redactor,” 78-80).
My own critique of Williamson’s conclusion will bgiven in the literary analysis of each selected tex
Chapter Two of this dissertation.

2 De Vries provides a list of thirteen minor glossesl the following substantive expansions: 1 CB42:
41, 42-50ab, 52-55; 6:35-38 (50-53); 15:23-24; 2B:32; 24:1-19, 20-31; 25:7-31; 26:4-8, 12-18; 27:1
34; 2 Chr 24:5b-6; 29:25; 34:6-9,11-16. De Vrieguas that these additional passages do not alfitays
comfortably in their context, but rather tend teate disharmony. He analyzes all these additional
materials and concludes that these passages reftamistant struggle of the clerical orders to dedger
dignity. However he admits that linguistic evidens not strong enough to reach a conclusion whethe
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A lack of literary uniformity in Chronicles Bapushed some scholars further to
suggest multiple redactional layers. Recently E.DMrfuss, by applying hyper-critical
literary analysis to Chronicles, has suggestediea (lslaccabean) ‘Moses redaction’ of
Chronicles which aimed at challenging the idealarabf the Davidic kingdom and the
Jerusalem Temple in favor of Moses’ authority ahd Sinaitic institutions, and also
giving hope for theocratic leadership in the fut(freG. Steins goes much further. He
suggests three levels of redaction and each lsvebmposed of multiple layers: (1) the
first level: a cultic personnel layer, two musicilagers and a ‘musician-gatekeeper’ layer;
(2) the second level: the community level; and 8 third level: a cult layer and a
northern layer’® Such hyper-critical, fastidious literary analysef Chronicles are
intended to give a better explanation for the ad@msible unevenness in the text of
Chronicles, but they have resulted instead in produ rather over-complicated
hypotheses for the reconstruction of its redactidnhypothesis of multiple redactional
layers demands speculation about the socio-histiosied ideological backdrop of each
layer, and in turn such speculations make the whgfmthesis tenuous. The multiple
layers of redaction, then, eventually make it difft to recognize the significant themes

which run throughout the whole book of ChronicleBor this reason, some scholars

or a few or many were responsible for all theseaegons (Simon J. De Vriet,and 2 Chronicle§FOTL
11; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989], 12-14).

3 Peter B. Dirksenl Chronicles(HCOT; Dudley, MA: Peeters, 2005), 4-5. Dirkserggests the
following passages are secondary: 1 Chr 5:27-433f69:26b, 28-33 (and possibly 1:32f, 38-42, 43-54
which were probably inserted by the author of 1 8427, and 1 Chr 6:35-38.

" R. Klein also thinks 1 Chr 26:4-8, 12-18 is seanyd Klein,1 Chronicles 11, 487.

S E. M. Dérrfuss Mose in den Chronikbiichern: Garant theokratischekuhftserwartung BZAW 219;
Berlin: W. de Gruyter, 1994).

8 G. SteinsPie Chronik als kanonisches Abschulussphanomen: StadieBntstehung und Theologie von
1/2 Chronik(BBB 93; Weinheim: Beltz Athenaum, 1995).
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apply Occam’s razor to this issue: ‘one should matke more assumptions than the
minimum needed.’

A group of scholars has defended the essamtiy of Chronicles, while attributing
inconsistencies to the variety of sources thaChenicler used. S. Japhet, I. Kalimi, G.
N. Knoppers and R. Dillard all maintain the essantnity of the work.

S. Japhet succinctly comments on those sdii@dempts to account for the apparent
heterogeneity of Chronicles by suggesting additiaedactional layers in the book,
writing:

Even the most severe forms of literary criticismd dnot achieve

meticulous harmony of the details, and the probléhey raised were

sometimes greater than those they solved. Morbélgmatic was the

recognition of how arbitrary some of the argumextially were. While

the possibility of secondary elaboration during toeirse of transmission
was not ruled out — in particular in the lists, @ahhiare most susceptible to
change — it seemed that a better explanation ofbtuk’s variety and

composition is the view that it is one work, compbsessentially by a
single author, with a very distinct and peculigeriary method!

Isaac Kalimi also concludes his extensive st the Chronicler’s historiographical
methods and literary techniques with the followrmgmment: “the conclusions of this
study may support scholars who hold that Chronideimdeed the product of a single

writer.” 8

Furthermore, he persuasively argues that incmmgyg and lack of
systematization in a biblical work, which dealsiwé wide span of histories of Israel,
such as Chronicles, do not always stem from laditiads and redactions. G. N.

Knoppers is also skeptical of the claims that Clules underwent one or more major

" Japhet| & Il Chronicles 7.
8 Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histo47.
9 Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite HistoB$1-403, 410-411.
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Priestly, Levitical, or Deuteronomistic redactioffs. Without ignoring the literary
heterogeneity within Chronicles, Knoppers ratherspaore attention to the Chronicler’s
concern to mediate different perspectives withamabntext of the author’s contemporary
world®  Our “David’s Installation Block” model builds ahis scholarly trend in favor
of unity. By recognizing the literary function Bfavid’s Installation Block in the whole

book of Chronicles, we intend to underscore théyusfi Chronicles.

8 Knoppers1 Chronicles 1-990-93.

81 For the Chronicler's harmonistic tendency, see,RishbaneBiblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 134-138, 151-1H8re, Fishbane points out the Chronicler's exegéti
technique in harmonizing different traditions irethassages of 1 Chr 7:8-10; 2 Chr 30; and 2 CHr235:
13.
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1.4. The Chronicler’s Indicators of Time and the Tenporal Setting for the Entire
Book

We have chosen certain sets of texts from @bles to examine how the Chronicler
portrays the temple administration and how he jetts his ideas into the pre-exilic past.
Since the Chronicler’'s presentations are mainlyuabme history of pre-exilic Israel, it is
necessary to determine whether there are any deérables indications that the
Chronicler's work originated in the Persian perioDid the Chronicler insert specific
temporal markers which were designed for his reattepoint to the temporal setting for
the entire work? If there are chronological intlica, how did he use those indicators in
his work? To answer these questions, we will vegth the inner textual evidence that
scholars cite to argue the fourth-century BCE diate Chronicles. By carefully
examining it, we will try to discern the chronologi setting for the Chronicler’s work.

In fact, for a date of Chronicles, a wide rargf over three hundred and fifty years
(from late &' century to the mid"¥ century BCE) has been suggestedEach of the

proposed dates, whether early or late, has itagitine and weaknesses. The fourth-

82 The following is a brief summary of scholars’ splation about the date of Chronicles.
(1) The sixth-century BCE: A. C. Welch (ca. 515 BQiy a pro-Levitical author to substantiate
Levitical claims over against the priests). F.Gfoss (Chy: ca. 520 BCE); D. N. Freedman, J. D.
Newsome Jr., and M. Throntveit (ca. 527-515 BCE).
(2) The fifth-century BCE: W. F. Albright; RothsteHéanel, J. B. Myers.
(3) The third-century BCE: M. Noth (ca. 200 as &dimaritan polemic); C. C. Torrey (ca. 250
BCE to establish the sole legitimacy of the insigius of Jerusalem in opposition to Samaritan
claim) ; and Kim Stribind. See, Notfihe Chronicler’'s History 69-73; Torrey,Ezra Studies
(Chicago, The University of Chicago Press, 191QJ%; Stribind,Tradition als Interpretation in
der Chronik(Berlin; New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1991), 23;Z%0.
(4) The second-century BCE: P. R. Akroyd; ErnstDdrrfuss; and G. Steins (in the Maccabean
period). See, Akroyd, “Criteria for Maccabean Dgtof Old Testament LiteratureyT 3 (1953):
113-132; DorrfussMose in den Chronikbiicher282-283; Steind)ie Chronik 491-499.
(5) The proponents of the fourth-century BCE dateCGhronicles will be introduced in the next
footnote.
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century dating of Chronicles now represents thenrsieam of scholarshf. The data
presented in what follows furnish the intra-textealdence that scholars have cited to
support the fourth-century dating of the book.

(1) The genealogy of Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:17-24) lbeen interpreted as a time marker
which indicates the fourth-century BCE date for @ficles. However, the genealogy of
Jehoiachin contains text critical, grammatical agdtactical problems which hinder an
exact accounting of the number of generations. lifil@eof descent in this genealogy has
been suggested from five to fourteen generatiopemting on the way in which one
reconstructs the text of 1 Chr 3:¥1For this reason, the genealogical informatiomcan
be used as conclusive evidence to determine théhfeentury BCE date of Chronicles.

Giving twenty years for a generation, the possibde can be derived from our

8 The following scholars have suggested the fougthtwry BCE as the plausible date for Chronicles:
Wellhausen (after the fall of the Persian empivn Rad; Rudolph (390 BCE); Ackroyd (350 BCE); Otto
Eissfeldt (ca. 350 BCE with a later redaction ¢80 BCE); K. Galling (the first Chronicler: ca. 300B
and the second Chronicler, ca. 200 BCE); Curtis liadisen (300 BCE); De Vries (the fourth century
BCE); Japhet (at the end of the fourth century BGEijliamson (350-325 BCE); Kalimi (the first quart

of the fourth century BCE); Manfred Oeming (350-28CE); Knoppers (the late fourth or early third
century BCE); and P. B. Dirksen (the first halftioé fourth century BCE).

In order to collect these data, the followimgrks were consulted: Wellhausétrplegomenal71l; Von
Rad, Das Geschichtsbild das chronistischen WerkB8/ANT 4; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1930);
Ackroyd, 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah: Introducteord CommentaryTBC; London: S.C.M.
Press, 1973), 25-26; Eissfeldhe Old Testament: An Introductidirans. P. R. Ackroyd; New York:
Harper and Row, 1965), 540; Gallingje Bicher der Chronik, Esra, Nehemiah — lbersetat erklart
(ATD 12; Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 19584-17; Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo
Madsen,The Books of ChronicledCC 11; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1910; repr., Edinglr T&T Clark,
1952), 5-6; Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 23-28; Williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles15-16; De Vriesl and 2
Chronicles 16-17; M. OemingPas wahre Israel: Die ‘genealogische Vorhalle’ 1rGhik 1-9 (BWANT
7; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1990), 44-45; Knoppér&hronicles 1-9116; and Dirksenl Chronicles
5-6.

8 Gary N. Knoppers and R. Klein count eight generatifrom MT 1 Chr 3:17-24, but twelve generations
from LXX 1 Chr 17-24 (as well as the Syriac and ¢§atk versions). MT 1 Chr 3:10-17 relates eighteen
generations of the descendants of Solomon approeiynfaom 950 BCE to 586 BCE. This reveals that th
Chronicler calculated one generation with the twemar figure (18 generation x 20 years per geiwarat
360 years. Then, 950-360=590 BCE). If we applg ftgure to the genealogy of Zerubbabel, we arave
the approximate date of 426 BCE (from MT) or 346BB@rom LXX). Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9328-
330; Klein,1 Chronicles 14-15, 119-123. Japhet and Williamson also agpem this calculation. Japhet,

| & I Chronicles 94; and Williamsonlsrael in the Books of Chronicle83-84.
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calculation within the range of 486 BCE — 300 BCHhis result rules out a sixth century
BCE date of Chronicles, specifically for 1 Chr 324%

“Anani,” the last name in the list of Jehoish genealogy in 1 Chr 3:24, has been
suggested to be the same figure who appears Bldpdantine papyri from the 14th year
of Darius Il, king of Persia (407 BCES. According to the letterSAD A4.7 (=Cowley
30) andTAD A4.8 (=Cowley 31), the Jewish mercenaries serdti@rl to Bagohi, the
Persian governor of Yehud, to the high priest, deloan (1), and to “Ostan the brother
of Anani.”®” Since Ostan is not mentioned in 1 Chr 3:24, whists Anani’s six other
brothers, the identification of one Anani with tbhther remains speculative.  Unless
other evidence is presented, it may be prudeneserve our judgment on this issue.
Thus the genealogy of Jehoiachin in 1 Chr 3:17-@dnot be a determining factor in
establishing @erminus ad quenof the Chronicler's composition since it dependsao
speculative reconstruction of 1 Chr 3:21 which cawver reach a scholarly consensus
without further evidenc®® Thus, the genealogy of Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:17-@4)ich
could have been an obvious marker of his own tiongtfe Chronicler, can only confirm
a date for this passage sometime after the sixttuoeBCE.

(2) 1 Chronicles 9 (cf. Nehemiah 11) addressesddetity, pedigree, and destination of

the returnees. This chapter strongly indicatesttfebackdrop of the book of Chronicles

8 Knoppers1 Chronicles 1-9115.

8 See, I. Kalimi,An Ancient Israelite Historian: Studies in the Chider, his Time, Place and Writing
(Studia Semitica Neerlandica 46; Assen: Van Gorc2d95), 59-61; ibid, “Placing the Chronicler in his
own Historical Context: A Closer ExaminatiodNES68 (2009): 186.

87 Bezalel Porten and Ada Yarderfiextbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egyptt diters

(Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1986) (hencefo&D), 71, 75. See also, I. Kalimi, “Placing the
Chronicler in his own Historical Context,” 186.

8 Japhet| & Il Chronicles 94; and Williamsonisrael in the Books of Chroniclg83-84.
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is the post-exilic period. Since dating Nehemiah i& more clear-cut than dating
Chronicles, the relationship between 1 Chronicles\@ Nehemiah 11 has been debated
in relation to the issue of dating Chronicfés.

Comparing 1 Chronicles 9 with Nehemiah 11,ne@éice that 1 Chr 9:2-17 is almost
identical with Neh 11:3-9, but its middle sectidn@hr 9:18-33) provides new material
about the duties of the gatekeepers, which areridesicin a single verse in Nehemiah 11
(v. 19). The gatekeepers are included among thivtdseonly in Chronicles, whereas
they are treated as an independent order amonigitii@de personnel in Ezra-Nehemiah
(Ezr 2:42, 70; 7:7; Neh 7:1, 3, 45, 73; 10:28,32;47; 13:5). Although the textual
dependence of 1 Chronicles 9 on Nehemiah 11 cdmatscertaine®,1 Chronicles 9

must be a later material than Nehemiah 11 in tmatGhronicler’s description about the

8 The relationship between 1 Chronicles 9 and Neakerhl has long been a subject of debate. Moreover,
the distinctiveness of the list of gatekeepers iGhHt 9:17-34 has complicated scholarly debateshan t
matter. What follows is a summary of various saflgl opinions on the literary dependence of 1
Chronicles 9 on Nehemiah 11. Scholarly discussabeut 1 Chr 9:17-34 and its literary dependenee ar
not included in this summary, which will be dealtiwlater in section 2.1.1 where we analyze 1 CA79
32. Klein’s concise summary of scholarly debatetmnrelationship between 1 Chronicles 9 and Nedkemi
11 is referred to, yet with some changes and amtdit{Klein,1 Chronicles 263-264).

(1) The literary dependence of Nehemiah 11 on Dflbkes 9 is no more argued by present scholars.

(2) The literary dependence of 1 Chronicles 9 ohéweiah 11 is argued by RudolpBhfonikbichey 85,
94); Japhetl(& Il Chronicles, 202-219); Braunl( Chronicles 132-136); Klein { Chronicles 263-
264); Kalimi (“The View of Jerusalem in the Ethnaghical Introduction of Chronicles (1 Chr 1-9),”
Biblica 83 [2002]: 556-562); and W. Johnstorte Chronicles 1 — 2 Chronicles 9: Israel’s Place
among the Nationpvol. 1 of and 2 ChroniclesISOTSup 253; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1997], 120-121).

(3) A hypothesis of the common earlier source whioh Chronicler and the author of Nehemiah 11
reworked independently is argued by Curtis and Mad$he Books of Chronicled68); Myers {
Chronicles 66-73); Williamson 1 and 2 Chronicles 87-88); and G. N. Knoppers (“Sources,
Revisions, and Editions: The Lists of Jerusalemisi®ents in MT and LXX Nehemiah and 1
Chronicles 9, Textus20 [2000]: 141-168).

% Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9510-511; idem, “Sources, Revisions and Editiorisi1-168. Knoppers
states that the Chronicler’s indebtedness to Neditens only one possible explanation of the date H
argues that the Chronicler’s source for the lid¢t@hronicles 9 is not the same one that the autheditor

of Nehemiah used for the list in Nehemiah 11simeedifferences between the two lists are significan
great number of non-parallel sections in each eftito lists; different numerical totals; and thgnsiicant
differences between the MT and LXX versions of Irddicles 9 and Nehemiah 11. Thus, Knoppers
concludes that each of them reworked and expandedwn source in very distinctive ways. Oded
Lipschits concedes Knoppers’ conclusion withoutviding additional evidence in his studies of tre In
Nehemiah 11. See, O. Lipschits, “Literary and ldgwal Aspects of Nehemiah 11JBL 121 (2002):
428-429.
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Levitical gatekeepers reflects more systematizegeldpment in that cultic institution
than that of Nehemialt. Thus, we can say that 1 Chronicles 9 is a stroatker of time
that indicates the post-exilic period, perhapsrldt@n the time that Nehemiah 11
implies 2

(3) The Chronicler relates that King David collettéen thousanddarics for the
construction of the temple in Jerusalem (1 Chr R9Sincedarics are Persian gold coins,
this expression is obviously anachronisiicl Chr 29:7 definitely indicates that this
verse was written in the Persian period whetherittegral to Chronicles or not. Yet, it
is not so apparent whelaricsbegan to be circulated. Several ancient Gredioasigive
different data for the date of the first inventiohdarics (Harpocration: before Darius I,
Xenophon: Cyrus Il; and Herodotus: Darius ), bighaeological findings give the most
reliable basis to Herodotus’ rep8tt.For instance, ndarics have been discovered in the
archaeological excavations of the foundation of dpadanain Persepolis, which was
built between 517 and 514 BCE (and otherwise yeelder silver Greek coins as well as
gold and silver plates with the inscriptions of bas 1)*° Based on this fact, M. A.

Dandamaev and V. G. Lukonin argue that the mindihdarics should be dated to a time

91 Klein, 1 Chronicles 263-265.

92 We will further discuss the literary function of Ghronicles 1-9 in the entire book of Chronicles in
Chapter Two of this dissertation.

% This fact was first pointed out by William M. LedWette. See, de Wette, Vol. Il &f Critical and
Historical Introduction to the Canonical Scripture$ the Old Testamerftrans. Theodore Parker; 2 vols.;
3% ed.; Boston: Rufus Leighton, 1859), 264-265. Sautelars, though citing the late date of this eers
do not consider that it could be a conclusive iattic of the fourth century BCE dating of Chronictsce
they consider 1 Chronicles 29 was added by a ta@actor. For example, Mosigntersuchungen zur
Theologie des chronistischen Geschichtswerkes-106; and Throntveithen Kings Speal9-96.

% Concerning these Greek authors’ and their commentsarics refer to M.A. Dandamaev and V.G.
Lukonin, The Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Iréew York: Cambridge University Press,
1989), 195-197.

% Dandamaev and Lukoniithe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ir496.
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after 517 BCE, when thepadanawas being buil® In contrast, a horde ofarics were
found in a buried treasure on the Athos canal, wiias built by Xerxes in 480 BCE.
Thus, Dandamev and Lukonin assert that 480 BCElcsriive as theerminus ante quem
for the minting ofdarics Thedaric became the chief gold currency in the world ofi¢ra
over the course of several centuries. Consequdhttyappearance of the waddric in
Chronicles indicates that Chronicles was writteterafarics were circulated throughout
the extensive regions of the Achaemenid Empiréénfifth century BCE at the earlie&t.
However, it is not certain whether the wafaricsin 1 Chr 29:7 would be an intentional
marker of time of the Chronicler, or his familigritvith contemporary currency slipped
into his work.

(4) The Chronicler substantially abbreviates theutBenomistic narration of temple
building and temple furnishings (2 Chr 3:1-5:1; ¢Kgs 6:1-7:51). Although the
Chronicler shows an apparent interest in the Templeegard to the organization and
management of the cult, he gives far less attentiadhe architecture, concrete form and
furnishings of the Temple than in the parallel aotoof 1 Kings? Instead, the
Chronicler pays great attention to buttress the fleis legitimacy and to address its
policy. In 2 Chr 3:1 the Temple site is descrilasd'Jerusalem on Mount Moriah, where

the Lord appeared to David his father, at the plhes David had appointed, on the

% Dandamaev and Lukoniithe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient [r496.
9 bandamaev and Lukoniithe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ir496.

% In Chronicles, Persian loan words are rarer they tare in Ezra-Nehemiah. Only four cases are
found: 1 (1 Chr 21:27);272 (1 Chr 26:18);m: (1 Chr 28:11); and~>7 (1 Chr 29:7).  Kalimi,An
Ancient Israelite Historian: Studies in the Chrdeig His Time, Place and WritingAssen: Royal Van
Gorcum, 2005), 41. Apparently, the term ‘provin¢e*n), a basic administrative unit in the Achaemenid
empire, never occurs in Chronicles. This scaroityersian loan words in Chronicles implies tha th
Chronicler deliberately eliminated any explicit ication of the Persian influence. In this sen$e t
appearance afaricin 1 Chr 29:7 is one of the exceptional caseaphét| & Il Chronicles 207.

9 Japhet| & Il Chronicles 549.
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threshing floor of Ornan the Jebusite.” By bringiogether independent traditions about
the locus of the Templen§> M, Gen 22:14502°1 m7Rn 17, 2 Sam 24:16; Jerusalem,
1 Kings 6), the Chronicler puts an emphasis on ldggtimacy and prestige of the
Jerusalem Temp®® When did the need to defend the legitimacy of deeusalem
Temple emerge during the post-exilic period? Tkistence of the competing Yahweh
sanctuaries in the surrounding regions, such aSdanearitan Temple, the Jewish Temple
in Elephantine, and another Yahweh shrine in Idytffemight have led the Chronicler
to defend the legitimacy of the Jerusalem TemHle.

It is not certain when the Samaritan temples Wailt. Recently Yitzhak Magen
published his reports of the excavation of the sftthe Samaritan Temple, and suggests
that the Samaritan Temple existed in the mid-figntury BCE'> From the Elephantine

papyri, we know that the Jews in Elephantine alad their own temple and tried to

190 These traditions are formed based on later ing¢mfions of Gen 22:14; 2 Sam 24:16 and 1 Kings 6.
The final identification of all three sites withethTemple Mount is a product of the Chronicler's own
midrashic reading of the texts, which is not fousldewhere in the Bible. The Chronicler’s unique
interpretation of the temple site should be congidéan unquestioned datum’ in post-biblical trextit as

S. Japhet argues (JapHhet, Il Chronicles 551-552).

101 A Lemaire mentions the existence of Yahweh teripldumea alongside with temples of other deities.
A. Lamaire names this Yahweh temple as ‘the Makkebemple of YHW,” which may have been built by
the small Yahwist minority in Idumea. See, A. Léraa“Administration in Fourth-Century B.C.E. Judah
in Light of Epigraphy and Numismatics,” itudah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B.(2H. O.
Lipschits et al; Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, 2002, énd Bob Becking, “Do the Earliest Samaritan
Inscriptions Already Indicate a Parting of the Walysn Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century
B.C.E.213-222 (esp. 220).

102 K alimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his own Histoal Context,” 190-191.
193 yitzhak Magen, “The Dating of the First Phasel# Samaritan Temple on Mount Gerizim in Light of
the Archaeological EvidenceJudah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B,CLE7-211. See also,

Knoppers, “Mt. Gerizim and Mt. Zion: A Study in tigarly History of the Samaritans and Jew&tlidies
in Religion34 (2005): 311.
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rebuild it around the late fifth century BCB? The existence of these temples could
have an issue for the Chronicler enough to pressthilegitimize the Jerusalem Temple
by underlining continuity between the Second Tenaplé the First Temple as well as the
Tabernacle in the wilderness period. Neverthelsgge this argument is based on a
series of speculations, the Chronicler's abbremmtf the Deuteronomistic narration of
temple building and temple furnishings, or his eags on the legitimacy and prestige of
the Jerusalem Temple cannot be a determining facfodng the date of Chronicles.

(5) Chronicles’ depiction of cultic institutionsa$ been said to reflect a later stage of
development in cultic institutions than those ird=klehemiah. First, the twenty-four
priestly divisions, which 1 Chronicles 24 firstriotluces in the Hebrew Bible, continue to
appear in texts of the post-biblical peridd. Furthermore, the Chronicler portrays the
other clerical classes, Levites, singers and gafskes as also organized into twenty-four
units (1 Chronicles 23; 25; and 26). The systenthef twenty-four divisions of each
clerical group is not mentioned in Ezra-Nehemia&onsidering the continuance of the
twenty-four priestly divisions, the Chronicler’'scpire of cultic institutions is likely to
reflect a later practice than that of Ezra-NehenifhIf this speculation is correct,

Chronicles should have been written later tharha late-fifth century BCE. Since a

194 paul-Eugéne Dion, “La religion des papyrus d’Elpine: un reflect du Juda d’avant I'exil,” iKein
Land fur sich alleinfed. Ulrich Hibner und Ernst Axel Knauf; Gétting&andenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2002),
243-254; and Stephen G. Rosenberg, “The Jewish [Eeanjtlephantine,NEA67 (2004): 4-13.

1055 Japhet, “The Supposed Common Authorship of @itles and Ezra-Nehemiah Investigated Anew,”
VT 18 (1968): 345-346. According to Japhet, thegtiyetwenty-four divisions are attested tonm Taan.
4:2;t. Taan 2;y.Taan. 4:2; andb. Taan. 27a, b. This fact underlines that the systethetwenty-four
priestly divisions remain unchanged into the pabti¢al period.

1965, J. de Vries suggests that Chronicles was coeaplaser and canonized later than Ezra-Nehemiah (De
Vries, 1 and 2 ChronicleslO, 16-17). S. Japhet also states:
In the absence of comparative material it is difito draw precise chronological
conclusions from this general portrayal of the cufanization, but since a prolonged and
complex process is involved, a later provenanagaicgy later than the one assumed by
Ezra-Nehemiah, must be presupposed (JapBell, Chronicles, 27).
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large section of Ezra-Nehemiah (from Ezra 7 to Mahé 13) recounts the events of
458-433 BCE, the book of Ezra-Nehemiah must hawn bveritten later than 433 BCE.
However, to determine therminus ad quenof Ezra-Nehemiah is another conundrum
since it depends on how one understands the pramfesise composition of Ezra-
Nehemiah, as well as how to interpret the mandffezoa (458 BCE or 398 BCEH'
Thus, the complexity of the Chronicler's descriptiof cultic institutions cannot be a
determining factor to date Chronicles to the fourgimtury BCE. However, it certainly
reveals the Chronicler’'s knowledge about his copary practices, such as the twenty-
four priestly divisions, which Ezra-Nehemiah does mention.

(6) The way in which the Chronicler handles anciemtual traditions indicate that
Chronicles were written when those textual tradgiavere available to him. First, the
Chronicler cites or alludes to texts from Genedixodus, Numbers, Leviticus,

Deuteronomy, Isaiah, Jeremidli Ezekiel, Zecharial’® and the Psalms? Second, the

197 3ohanna W. H. van Wijk-Bos suggests that the mgritind editing process of Ezra-Nehemiah may have
taken place in the early part of the fourth centBQE (Van Wijk-Bos,Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther
[Westminster Bible Companion; Louisville: Westmisistiohn Knox Press, 1998], 14). Concerning the
dating issue of Ezra-Nehemiah, several scholaesvegheir judgment on it with a very cautious cosmiy
such as: “It is important to recognize that we hawereal supporting evidence from other sourcewvhi
enables us to date either Ezra or Nehemiah” (Rodgins,The Books of Ezra and Nehem{&BC; New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1976], 6-7). 8mm, D. J. A. Cline€zra, Nehemiah, EsthéNCBC,;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 12-14.

198 | ouis Jonker argues that 2 Chr 36:15-21 has agtliterary connection with the book of Jeremiah,
such as an allusion to Jer 29:10 (Jonker, “The @hbler and the Prophets: Who were his Authoritative
Sources?'SJOT22 [2008]: 275-295.

199t has been suggested that in 2 Chr 16:9, theldaeani’s speech probably would be a quotation from
Zech 4:10 (R. Kleinl Chronicles 15; Kai Peltonen, “A Jigsaw without a Model? Thate of Chronicles,”

in Did Moses Speak Attic? Jewish Historiography andpBae in the Hellenistic Perioded. Lester L.
Grabbe; JSOTSup 317; Sheffield: Sheffield Academiess, 2001], 230). There seems to be more
connections between the two books, such as Zech ariti 2 Chr 30:6-7 and Zech 8:10 and 2 Chr 15:5-6.
S. Japhet comments on this fact as such: “The marses of classical prophecy quoted by the Chrenicl
particularly in his speeches prove his familianitith this corpus” (JaphefThe Ideology of the Book of
Chronicles 183). See also, P. Beentjes, “Prophets in trak®d Chronicles,” inThe Elusive Prophet: The
Prophet as a Historical Person, Literary Charact@nd Anonymous Artisged. J. C. de Moor; OtSt 45;
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Priestly tradition and the Deuteronomic traditione aoccasionally harmonized in
Chronicles** The following two examples illustrate the Chrdeits effort to harmonize
the seemingly inconsistent laws from the Priestigdition and the Deuteronomic
tradition.

The first example is 2 Chr 7:8-10, where thierddicler describes the eight-day
celebration of the feast after the Temple was Blflt The Chronicler's description
harmonizes the narrative of 1 Kgs 8:65-66 and #wguirement of the priestly law.
According to 1 Kgs 8:65-66, Solomon and all of &rabserved “the festival” seven days
and on the eight day all the celebrants went hoineother words, they had seven-day
celebration of the feast of Tabernacles. It coagphith the Deuteronomic tradition
(Deut 16:13-15), which defines this feast as a isa@lay fall harvest festival. However,
the Priestly law has different regulations for tfeast. The Priestly law requires eight-

day celebration of the feast by adding a regulat@mrthe holy assembly on the eighth

Leiden: Brill, 2001), 45-53; idem, “Tradition andahsformation: Aspects of Inner Biblical Interptaia
in 2 Chronicles 20,Bib 74 (1993), 258-68.

19 according to Beentjes, the Chronicler cites apsat part of it seven times in Chronicles. Psa@s
105; 106 are incorporated in 1 Chr 16:8-36, andlB&:8-10 in 2 Chr 6:40-42. 1 Chr 16:41; 2 Chr3:1
7:3, 6; 20:21 refer to the phrase “Give thanks t&WH for He is good, for his loyalty endures forever
This phrase frequently appears in the followinglpsa(Pss. 106:1; 107:1; 118:1, 29; 136:1). Beentje
points out that these quotations from Psalter amays found in highly liturgical contexts. Thiscta
indicates that the Chronicler was familiar with suiturgical contexts. See, P. Beentjes, “Psalmd a
Prayers in the Book of Chronicles,” Psalms and Prayerged. Bob Becking and Eric Peels; OTS 55;
Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2007), 11, 43-44.

1110 1930 Gerhard von Rad already demonstratedtiieaChronicler's work stands on both the P and D
traditions. Von Radrrom Genesis to Chroniclg232-242.

M2 This feast seems to be the feast of the Tabersaute 2 Kgs 8:2 reports that the installationhaf Ark
took place irEthanim(the Seventh month).
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day (Lev 23:33-36; Num 29:35-36). Thus, the Chelami harmonizes the narrative in
Kings in accordance with the requirements of thedly law in 2 Chr 7:8-18"3

The second example is 2 Chr 35:13, where tirerticler describes the way in which
the Passover lamb was cooked: ‘they boiled thed®asdamb with fire’ foen 15w
vouns wni). Here, the Chronicler harmonizes the two mutuatlgntradictory
requirements for the preparation of the sacrifioiglat for the Passover: ‘to roast over the
fire’ (¥r~53) in Exod 12:9 and ‘to boil’zz) in Deut 16:7*

Thus, all these examples indicate that the Chrenighs knowledgeable of the textual
traditions, which include Pentateuchal legislatioot only Priestly traditions but also
Deuteronomic traditions), as well as prophetic itrads and Psalter. This fact also
indicates that the book of Chronicles was writterthie post-exilic period, when both the
Priestly tradition and the Deuteronomic traditioeres brought together to create the
present form of the Pentateuch.

(7) Theterminus ad querfor the composition of Chronicles is proposedhesrhid-third
century BCE for two reasons. First, Chronicles wasanslated into Greek
(Paraleipomena in the mid-third century BCE, and reused in 1 fasdin the second

century BCE'™® Second, the absence of Hellenistic influence fimo@icles'® suggests

13|, Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histoiyi7-148; and FishbanBijblical Interpretation
151-153.

14 Ehud Ben Zvi, “Revisiting ‘Boiling in Fire’ in 2 fronicles 35:13 and Related Passover Questions:
Text, Exegetical Needs and Concerns, and Gene@idations,” inBiblical Interpretation in Judaism and
Christianity (ed. Isaac Kalimi and Peter J. Haas; LHBOT 439%Ntork; London: T & T Clark, 2006),
238-250; and FishbanBjblical Interpretation 134-138.

115 additional evidence for the determination of teeminus ante queris provided by G. N. Knoppers in
his commentary,1( Chronicles 1-9106-111): Eupolemus’ citation &araleipomenan the second century
BCE; an allusion of Dan 1:1-2 to 2 Chr 36:6b-7; @lusion of Sir 47:9-10 to 1 Chr 24:1-19; and the
testimony to Chronicles in the Temple Scroll and War Scroll. Thus, he concludes: “The collective
evidence points to a mid-third-century date addtest reasonable time for composition.”
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that theterminus ad quens the end of the Persian period. However,téiminus ad
guemof Chronicles could be traced back to an earkgigol since some scholars suggest
that the Hellenistic influence in the Levant wadnessed even before the conquest of
Alexander the Gredt:” Nevertheless, the lack of any vestige of it irdlicles at least
indicates that the influence must not have beewgsere in the Chronicler’s time.
(8) Some scholars date Chronicles to the Persiaiodpdased on their linguistic
observations. For instance, the Chronicler usesvérbm relating to genealogical
registration in Chronicles. Of the twenty occutes of this verb in the Hebrew Bible
(always in thehithpa'el), fifteen occur in Chronicles (ten in the gene@sgof 1
Chronicles 1-9). The other five occurrences arindtzra and Nehemial® The verb is
always used in the context where the issue of igenmatters in the community. In
Chronicles, the majority of the occurrences of thésb are found in the first nine
chapters, the so-called ‘genealogical h&fl.’

P. C. Beentjes’ study on the significance ha# verb2m in Chronicles gives some

insight in socio-historical situations which mayvhaproduced such a predilection for

18 p_ Welten, interpreting the wordwin in 2 Chr 26:15 as a Greek catapult used in the tiéntury BCE,
has suggested the existence of the Hellenistiauenfte in Chronicles. P. Welte@eschichte und
Geschichtsdarstellungin den Chronikbichéhteukirchen-Vliuyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1973), 9B41
But this interpretation has been reputed by sesmtablars, such as Williamsoth &nd 2 Chronicles337-
338) and G. H. Joned &2 Chronicles[Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993], 93:92\ military
device for shooting arrows and great stones had heed even before the Persian period as the Assyri
reliefs of the siege of Lachish portrays. Thus,wordyiawn in 2 Chr 26:15 cannot be used as evidence for
dating Chronicles in the Hellenistic period.

17 Einat Ambar-Armon and Amos Kloner, “Archaeologi€alidence of Links Between the Aegean World
and the Land of Israel in the Persian Period,Library of Second Temple Stusi€é5 (ed. Lester L.
Grabbe; New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 1-22.

18 Knoppers1 Chronicles 1-9367.

9 This term is coined by M. Oeming in his booRag wahre Isradl
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verbum.'?° Beentjes concludes that the verb is used in Chronicles as ‘literary and
theological glue’ to bind the forgotten tribes teetrest of the tribes in order to build up
the ideal of all Israel?*

S. Japhet is cautious about taking this ewideto confirm any specific date for
Chronicles since the absence of verb in other books does not necessarily mean that
the verb was introduced into Hebrew only at a latease. It could just reflect a certain
author’s stylistic preferencéé® Thus the Chronicler's Late Biblical Hebrew and hi
preference to certain vocabulary do not give muelp ito fix a specific date of
Chronicles‘®®

All'in all, among all these markers of dateGtironicles, it appears that the genealogy
of Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:17:24) and 1 Chronicles $ewetended to mark a particular time
by the Chronicler, and these markers point to @iBpegemporal context through which
the entire book of Chronicles should be read. M#éethese two indicators of time are
placed in the prologue of Chronicles, another madfeime appears in the end of the
book. The Chronicler ends his work with the editiCyrus (2 Chr 36:23) as another
maker of time. By placing the indicators of hisrotAme in the beginning and the end of
his work, the Chronicler seems to design it to éedragainst the backdrop of the post-

exilic period.

120 BeentjesTradition and Transformation in the Book of Chrdai: 187-191.

121 BeentjesTradition and Transformation in the Book of Chrde& 191. See also Dirkseh,Chronicles
25,

122 Japhet| & Il Chronicles168.

123t is argued that the language of Chronicles, WhicLate Biblical Hebrew, sets the upper limittoé
composition of the book no earlier than the postiegeriod. Japhet, & Il Chronicles 25. And also see,
R. Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward an Historical Typolog¥ Biblical Hebrew Pros€HSM 12;
Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976).
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As we have examined above, it is hard to @wrdthe Chronicler's markers of time
to the fourth-century BCE. The Chronicler's empsas the legitimacy of the Jerusalem
Temple, his unique treatment of cultic institutiohs broad knowledge about his textual
traditions, the lack of Hellenistic influence in ©hicles and other factors that scholars
point out to propose a certain date of Chroniclea belp us to narrow down the
Chronicler's markers of time to sometime later tlhe sixth century BCE and earlier

than the third century BCE.
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Chapter 2 Literary Analyses of the Texts

We now turn to the Chronicler’s treatment @&vitical involvement in the Temple
economy, by engaging in a close analysis of thetéetg: (1) gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17-32;
26:1-19Y?* (2) treasurers (1 Chr 9:26-28; 26:20°32)and (3) tax collectors (2 Chr
24:5-11; 34:8-13). How does the Chronicler depiet functions of each group of
temple personnel? How does the treatment in Ctesidiffer from that presented
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible? Following this tektanalysis, we will investigate
possible socio-economic implications of the Chrtaris description. Attention to the
literary consistency of the Chronicler's texts wdbnfirm the value of our “David

Installation Block” model presented in Chapter One.

2.1. The Chronicler’s Description of the Gatekeeper
2.1.1. 1 Chronicles 9:17-32

1 Chr 9:17-32 introduces the Levitical statfishe gatekeepers and their tasks in the
Temple. This section belongs to the long genea&dgirologue which covers the first
nine chapters of Chroniclé&® Thus, before directly approaching this sectionCtir

9:17-32), it is helpful to observe its immediatesxt.

124 As we mentioned above, in this chapter, the otefarences to gatekeepers in Chronicles as weélieas
references to gatekeepers in Ezra-Nehemiah wdl laésconsidered: 1 Chr 15:18, 23-24; 16:38; 236GhR
8:14; 23:4, 19; 34:13; 35:15; Ezr 2:42, 70; 7:7:2280 Neh 7:1, 45, 72; 10:29, 40; 11:19; 12:25,415,13:5.

125 The other references to the temple treasurerh(2L2:9; 16:2; 2 Chr 31:11-16; and 36:18) will al=®
treated in this chapter as we mentioned above.

126 5cholars have discussed whether the genealogimiaigoie (1 Chronicles 1-9) is the original compdnen
of the entire work of the Chronicler (S. JaphetK@oppers) or a late redactional addition (M. No®ipnce
the parallels to the Chronicler's genealogical pgole are found in Greek historiography, scholarly
contention that 1 Chronicles 1-9 is an intentiopatt of the Chronicler’s historiography has become
mainstream. See, Japhét& Il Chronicles, 8-10; Knoppersl Chronicles 1-9 253-260; Noth,The
Chronicler’s History 36-42; and also Kenneth G. Hoglund, “The Chrariels Historian: A Comparativist
Perspective,” inThe Chronicler as Historianied. M. Patrick Graham et alJSOTSup 238; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 21-23.
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2.1.1.1. The Immediate Context of 1 Chr 9:17-32

1 Chronicles 9, which is the end of the loegegplogical prologue (1 Chronicles 1-9),
contains the genealogical records of the restooednwunity. 1 Chronicles 9 breaks up
the connection between 1 Chr 8:29-44 and 1 Chr-18:11 Chr 8:29-44 introduces the
lineage of the Saulides, concluding a long catadogjuthe pedigrees of the twelve tribes
of Israel (1 Chronicles 2-8). This family tree Chr 8:29-44) leads into the account of
Saul (1 Chr 10:1-14), which opens the narrativetieecin Chronicles. Since 1
Chronicles 9 has interrupted this natural flow, genealogy of the Saulides has been
reintroduced in 1 Chr 9:39-44’ This passage provides an introduction to 1 Clatesi
10 by making the transition between the genealamieisthe historical narrativé®

Why does 1 Chronicles 9 intrude into the rnareasequence? We will argue that 1
Chronicles 9 presents the author’s view of how eéhgre set of genealogies should be

read. A structural analysis of 1 Chronicles 9ifis this intention (see, Table 2).

127D, Kimhi accounts for this doublet as a sort of “resumtiepetition.” According to him, 1 Chr 9:35-
44 resumes the progeny of Saul in order to pras@miproper sequence and connect it with an accotin
his fate and of the transfer of the kingship froim tio David, since the previous section was inteted
with the matter of the Levites and priests whodive Jerusalem during their shifts. Yitzhak Bergere
Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to Chronicles: Afslation with Introduction and Supercommentary
(Providence, RI: Brown Judaic Studies, 2007), 118.also explains why the Chronicler abridged the
lineage of Ulam from 1 Chr 8:29-44 in its doubtetChr 9:35-44. It seems to be an intentional anieint
focused on the genealogy of the Saulides. Jap&dt, Chronicles, 205.

128 Japhet) & Il Chronicles, 205. And also see Aaron Demsky, “The Genealdggibeon (1 Chronicles
9:35-44): Biblical and Epigraphic Consideratior BASOR202 (1971): 17.
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Table 2. Structure of 1 Chronicles 9

verses contents

1 Chr 9:: A summary of the previous chapters, ‘the geneatogiall Israel’ and
temporal dividing line between the previous andftilewing contents: ‘the
Babylonian exile.’

1Chr9:2 A title for the list of those who retudnizom Babylon

1Chr9:3-9 People of Judah, Benjamin, Ephraim and Manasseh:
- The sons of Perez;

- The Shilonites;

- The sons of Zerah;

- The Benjaminites;

- The Shephatites.

1 Chr 9:10-13 The priests

1Chr9:134 | The Levites:

- The Merarites;

- The Asaphites;

- The Netophathites;

- The gatekeepers (vv. 17-32);
- The singers (v. 33)

1 Chr 9:35-44 The genealogy of Saul (the repetitibh Chr 8:29-38)

Chapters 2-8 of 1 Chronicles introduce theegégical information of the twelve
tribes of Israel. These chapters demonstrate tirerler’'s particular interest in the
tribes of Judah, Levi, and Benjamiifi. Compared to long lists of genealogies in 1
Chronicles 2-8, the list of those who returned fribve Babylonian exile (1 Chronicles 9)
is much shorter and simpler, but it is effectivepnnected with the previous chapters.
For instance, 1 Chr 9:3-9 claims that the people veturned from the exile are from the
tribes of Judah, Benjamin, Manasseh and Ephrainghamderlines the inclusion of the

northern tribes*® Then, the author adds the long pedigree of Lexhis list of people

129 The Chronicler’s favorable treatment of theseattribes is shown quantitatively. His intentiorhinel
this strategic structural plan, however, is not-egldent. Scholars have generally hypothesizatl itrmay
be related to the author’'s contemporary situatiowhich these three tribes were the main comporahnts
the restored community in Yehud. Knoppédr&€hronicles 1-9263.

130 M. D. Johnson comments that singling out Ephraind &anasseh indicates that the Chronicler
considers them as the core of the northern kingddarshall D. JohnsonThe Purpose of the Biblical
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who settled in Jerusalem (1 Chr 9:14-34). In otlerds, 1 Chronicles 9 highlights the
presence of five tribes, Judah, Benjamin, ManasEphyaim and Levi in the restored
community. Great attention is also given to thiasetribes in 1 Chronicles 2-8* Thus,

1 Chronicles 9, by mentioning these five tribedalelishes the continuity of the post-
exilic community with Israel of the monarchy, whishpresented by the genealogies in 1
Chronicles 2-8.

The following will show that one purpose ofChr 9:17-32 is to emphasize the
continuity of the office of the gatekeepers spagrthre wilderness and monarchic periods,
as well as in the post-exilic period. In this serisChr 9:17-32 fits the overall purpose of
1 Chronicles 9, to establish the continuity betw#en past of the monarchic Israel and

the post-exilic community in Yehud?

Genealogies: With Special Reference to the Setiinthe Genealogies of Jes(@“ ed.; SNTSMS 8;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 89n the other hand, Yigal Levin asserts that the
genealogies of the central tribes of Judah, Bemjafphraim, Manasseh, and (southern) Asher seems to
reflect the reality of the Chronicler's own dayhiis article (“Who Was the Chronicler's Audience Hit

from His Genealogies, JBL 122 [2003]: 229-245)

131 The genealogies of these five tribes are largejyarded with the Chronicler's own sources or his
creation in 1 Chronicles 2-8, whereas those ofdter tribes are telescoped into a simple summéry o
genealogical information from the Pentateuch.

132 \We will treat 1 Chr 9:17-32 without considering itelationship to Nehemiah 11 since the list of
gatekeepers in 1 Chr 9:17-32 is obviously diffeffeoin that of Nehemiah 11. Nehemiah gives vergfri
information about the gatekeepers with only ones@efl1:19). According to Neh 11:19, two named
gatekeepers, Akkub and Talmon, and their associallegether one hundred seventy two, are inggar
of the gates. The text does not say how many gatesn their charge or whether the gatekeepers are
Levites or not. The Chronicler’s list, by contragives much more information about the gatekeep&re

list of gatekeepers covers almost fifty percenttlod entire list of the inhabitants in Jerusalemlof
Chronicles 9. For this reason, commentators htvibuted the distinctiveness of the list of gateers in

1 Chr 9:17-32 from the list presented in Nehemidhelther to the Chronicler’s use of an independent
source (Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 213-214; Williamsonl and 2 Chronicles90; Klein,1 Chronicles 275;
and McKenziel1-2 Chronicles 112-113), or to a later expansion (BratinChronicles 141-142). In the
present study, we will argue that 1 Chr 9:17-3thésChronicler's work regardless of his dependentan
earlier source.
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2.1.1.2. Literary Analysis of 1 Chr 9:17-32

1 Chr 9:17-32 can be divided into two unite: ¥7-23 and vv. 24-3%% The first unit
(vv. 17-23) confirms the Levitical status of thetejaeepers and explains the origins of
their office in the history of Israel. The secomdit (vv. 24-32) provides the specific
functions of the gatekeepers in the temple preciidter analyzing these units, we will
consider the significance of gatekeepers in the@@tic administration of the Temple as

presented by the Chronicler.
(1) The First Unit (vv. 17-23)

V. 17: WK D1OW DIART 1ATTIRY R 2pYY 2I0Y oMM

Verse 17 does not provide any chronological indiGatut other gatekeeper lists from
the Persian period confirm that the gatekeepersdoted in 1 Chr 9:17 were active in
the Persian period, cf. Ezr 2:42//Neh 7:45 (the families of gatekeepers: sons of
Shallum, of Ater, of Talmon, of Akkub, of Hatitané of Shobai); Ezr 10:24 (Shallum,
Telem, and Uri); Neh 12:25 (Mattaniah, Bakbukiatba@ah, Meshullam, Talmon, and

Akkub).»** The phrase of “up until now” in verse 18 corradtes this conclusiott®

133R. Braun divides this section in the same way: 4-23 and wv. 24-32, but other scholars propose
alternatives, such as vv. 17-22 and vv. 23-32. uBrd Chronicles 141-142. Although there is no
conspicuous literary marker to divide this passage two units except for its content, a strongsmato
divide it after verse 23 is provided by the wovdy. It appears in verses 19, 21, and 23, and séoves
establish the continuity of the office of the gategers throughout the history of Israel. L. Alleas
argued that the Chronicler repeated specific teasisrhetorical unit markers” to divide the textdnt
“assimilable portions.” The worehx in 1 Chr 9:17-23 may be an example of such rhebrinit markers.

L Allen, "Kerygmatic Units in 1 and 2 Chronicles]SOT41 (1988): 21-36. Moreover, verse 23 begins
with waw conjunctive, which means that it is connectedht®e preceding verse, while verse 24 clearly
indicates a new beginning with the respect todtgent. For these reasons, we divide this seationtwo:

wv. 17-23 and wv. 24-32.

134 Knoppers Chronicles 1-9505; and Williamsonl and 2 Chronicles90.

135 Gary N. Knoppers comments on this phrase as @aste to the contemporary operation of the Temple
(Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9505).
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The Shallumgfbw) in 1 Chr 9:17 is not found in either MT or LXX Nel1:19
although Neh 11:19 is a close parallel to 1 Chi7$*% Neh 11:19 provides only two
names of gatekeepers (Akkub and Talmon). Williamsiismisses the absence of
Shallum in Neh 11:19, since he thinks that the Giater worked here with a source
completely unrelated to the list of Nehemiah '#1. Klein suggests that Shallum’s
absence in Neh 11:19 might have been accidented sshallum appears in a different
spelling (Meshullam) in another list, Neh 123%. In all events, it is not possible to
pinpoint why Neh 11:19 omits Shallum from the ti$tgatekeepers. Our concern is how
Shallum is treated in 1 Chr 9:17-32.

By contrast with Nehemiah, the Chronicler pres&ftallum as a major figure in 1 Chr
9:17-23. Through him the office of gatekeepers@irees its continuity throughout the
history of Israel. He is a descendant of the Kiteghwho guarded the threshold of the
Tent in the wilderness period (v. 18§. He also has a genealogical connection with
Zechariah son of Meshelemiah, who was gatekeepergltne reign of David (vv. 22-23;
cf. 1 Chr 26:1, 14). Shallum is mentioned twicevémses 17-18. He was the chief among

the gatekeepers (v. 17) and also stationed aKiig's gate on the east’ (v. 18}°

136 Knoppers, “Sources, Revisions, and Editions,” 158.
137 williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles90.

138 Klein, 1 Chronicles 275. Klein assumes that Meshullam in Neh 12s2fé same figure with Shallum
in 1 Chr 9:17, and, furthermore, that this Shallamd Meshelemiah (the father of Zechariah in 1 CBL)P
are the same person. We do not agree with R. Kleonjecture, see below on verse 19.

139 The relationship between the Shallum in verserid another Shallum in verse 19 will be dealt with i
our exegesis of verse 19.

140 Regarding the primacy of the east gate, refeaphét,| & Il Chronicles, 213-214; Williamsonl and 2
Chronicles 90; McKenzie1-2 Chronicles 112; Braun,l Chronicles 141; and also, D. Olson, “What Got
the Gatekeepers into Trouble250OT 30 (2005): 236. Both Williamson and Braun supptse most
prestigious was the king's gate based on Ezek 86dccording to which the king’'s gate would be agkn
on the occasions of Sabbath and the new moon, @gdh® king would enter the gate to offer sacdfic
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The fourth name Ahimanrnx) does not appear in other lists of gatekeepeever@l
scholars have suggested that the name originades & dittography of the following

1

word o1t Even so, one must explain whynx was changed intmnx.  There

are many cases of scribal error due to graphidaiityi between Hebrew letters, but any
confusion betweem (he) and = (men), or betweenz (men) and ] (nun) is not
reported**?> Thus, the possibility that Ahiman was another getgler in the Persian
period cannot be easily excluded.

Edward L. Curtis concludes that it could bg@raper name since he thinks those
named in verse 17 are identical with the four, une@, chief gatekeepers in verse'%s.
Consequently, Curtis suggests that Ahiman was doted to take the place of Ater,
whose name slipped out of the original text (cfraE2:42 and 10:24, where Ater may
have been corrupted into Urt}* Curtis’ contention is hardly tenable. First, rthés not
enough literary connection between verse 17 andev26 to prove that the first four
names in verse 17 are the four chief gatekeepeverse 26. Second, Curtis does not
explain why Ahiman, instead of any other names|aegul Ater, despite the fact that
there is no linguistic connection between the tvmas. Thus, Ahiman still remains a
puzzle.

The originality of the MT’s pointing ainy as’ahihem (= ‘their kinsman’) has been

challenged by the presence of another textual sstne@hich reads it @8héhem (= ‘their

141 Knoppers, “Sources, Revisions, and Editions,” 158.

142 Emanuel TovTextual Criticism of the Hebrew Bib[€™ ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001), 243-
249,

143 Curtis and Madseri;he Books of Chronicle474. R. Braun also claims that Ahiman shoula fpeoper
name because of verse 26. See, Brauhronicles 136.

Y4Curtis and Madsert;he Books of Chronicld.74; see also Kleir, Chronicles 275.
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kinsmen’)!*> The latter witness, however, is not strong enategrequire changing the

MT text since the singular forAdhihem does not create any syntactical tension in verse

17 and the consonantal text would not have distetigd between the two.

V.18 5 w2 mamnb ompwn man anam 7onn awwa Mt

Through the phrase> "2 mamb, the Chronicler makes it clear that the gatekeeper
are the Levite$?® The term ‘the Levite camp’ seems intended toltelsa camp of Levi
stationed near the Tent of Meeting (cf. Num 1:5372'" With this phrase, the
Levitical status of the gatekeepers is traced backhe wilderness periotf? This
perspective is strengthened by the next two verses.
V. 19 DMIPT TIN5 TART MIPT]2 ASTINTR RIS

585 ooon MY MaYa nobyn by
IN1ANT MY T Sy o naNy

The verse gives detailed genealogical informatiooué Shallum: he is the son of Kore,
son of Ebiasaph, son of Korah. The identity ofl&ihain verse 19 has been discussed in
relation to another Shallum in verse 17. Are ttleysame individual? Another Shallum
in verse 17 is a figure in the post-exilic period we argued beforehand. His

genealogical origin is not known since verse 17sdoet provide it, but in verse 19,

“>While the MT is followed by the Targunpiginxt) and the Vulgatefiater eorun), a few Hebrew

manuscripts, LXX, Peshittadamisra: 011'1RY), Arabic and MT Neh 11:19 witness a third person
masculine plural noun, instead of a masculine dargwun.

1465, Japhet considers this phrase as the echoemfoad source used by the Chronicler because iemiss
a different view of the gatekeepers from the oneduced in Ezra-Nehemiah (Japheg Il Chronicles,
213-214).

147 Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9505. Gary N. Knoppers also points out that theo@icler often adapts the
Priestly terms to describe cultic activities arouhd Temple, such as in 2 Chr 31:12¢ niamm pwa).
Verse 18 seems to reveal the Chronicler's intentmregitimize his contemporary cultic activitiey b
establishing their conformity to Pentateuchal tiads.

148 pjet B. Dirksen, “1 Chronicles 9:26-33: Its Pamitin Chapter 9,Bib 79 (1998): 92.
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Shallum is introduced as one of Korahites, who wkee‘guards of the threshold of the
Tent.” Their ancestors had also been the ‘guatdsecentrance of the camp of the Lord.’
In our analysis of verse 21, we will argue thatsthévo Shallums are one and the same
figure, and such separate introduction was deltbrintended by the Chroniclé&??

The phrase napi introduces the Korahites and is followed by thelaxation of their
role in the past. Genealogical information abdwg Korahites is presented in Priestly
traditions (Exod 6:16-21, 24 and Num 3:17-19, 268:58). According to these Priestly
traditions, Korah is the first son of Izhar, whotle second son of Kohath, who is the
second son of Levi. This Korah rebelled againstehclusive authority of the Aaronide
priesthood in the wilderness period, and was paoidby God (Num 16:1-32), but his
descendants survived (Num 26:11). In this traditib is not clear that the Korahites
could have continued serving in the Tent of Meetesythe Levites were commissioned
to do, since Korah dishonored them by his heinebeltion. The Priestly tradition does
not deny the existence of the Korahites, but pdéile httention to them. However, the
following examination of the Chronicler’'s treatmensftthe Korahites will reveal a very
different picture of them from the one of the Ptlieradition.

The book of Chronicles includes two different gdoges for the Korahites. In 1 Chr
6:7, Korah is the son of Amminadab, who is the sbKohath, whereas, in 1 Chr 6:22-

23, he is the son of Izhar, who is the son of Kbhalt is not clear whether these two

149R. Braun conjectures that the Shallum of 1 Che%iid the Meshelemiah of 1 Chr 9:21, together with
Meshelemiah of 1 Chr 26:1, the Shelemiah of 1 Ghi£, and the Meshallum of Neh 12:25 are one and
the same as one of the returnees who came bablk tcahd with Zerubbabel (Neh 12:1). In other words
Shallum in v. 19 is the Chronicler’s contemporagufe (Braun,1 Chronicles 136, 141). P. B. Dirksen,
however, suggests that Shallum in 1 Chr 9:19 isthmee figure as Meshelemiah in 1 Chr 9:21; 26:1a14
contemporary of David and, therefore, Shallum irsgel9 cannot be the same one with the Shallum in
verse 17 (Dirksenl Chronicles 146, 149). As we have argued, the text itseésdnot provide any
conclusive evidence to decide between the two aegisn Our discussion about this topic will be
continued in verse 21.
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Korahs are the same person, or 1i8t1 Chr 9:19 does not mention who is the father of
Korah. Thus, this verse offers no help in solving puzzle of whose son Korah is.

On the other hand, Heman, another Korahite, whoeshthe same ancestry with
Shallum, was appointed by David to be in chargewosic in the Temple (1 Chr 6:16-23).
Heman is the descendant of Ebiasaph, son of Ke@hof I1zhar, son of Kohath, son of
Levi (1 Chr 6:22-23). This passage indicates 8tallum in verse 19 is the descendant
of Korah, son of Izhar, son of KohatH. In other words, he is the descendent of the
rebellious Korah according to the Priestly traditio

2 Chr 20:19 describes that the Korahites ve¢se involved in the office of singers
during the reign of Jehoshaphat. The Korahitegblvement in the office of singers is
verified by the eleven psalms that are entitleddag of the Korahites’ (Psalms 42; 44-49;
84-85; 87-88)">* Furthermore, according to 1 Chr 12:6, the Koeshiare included

among the warriors who rallied to David at Ziklag.

150KJein, 1 Chronicles 200. The presence of Amminadab in 1 Chr 6:7uestionable since he is not
named among the four sons of Kohath which are doited in the genealogies elsewhere in the Hebrew
Bible. Furthermore, in Codex Alexandrinus and w& feher LXX manuscripts (LX¥9), the name Izhar
appears instead of Amminadab. See, Alan Englandk® et al., edsThe Old Testament in Gre¢R
vols.; London: Cambridge University Press, 1906)9410. Nonetheless, the reason behind the clobice
the name Amminadab in MT 1 Chr 6:7 and in other usaripts still needs to be explained.

51 The process of our speculation can be schematizéallows:
Shallum, son of Kore, son of Ebiasaph, sonafak (1 Chr 9:19)

Korah, son of Izhar, sifrKohath, son of Levi
(Exod 6:18, 21)

Korah, son of Amminadabn of Kohath (1 Chr 6:7)

Korah, son of Izhar, sdriKohath (1 Chr 6:22-23)

Heman, son of Ebiasapin, af Korah, son of Izhar, son of Kohath, son ofiLe

(1 Chr 6:22)2

152 Knoppers] Chronicles 1-9505.

57



Yet again in 1 Chr 9:19, Shallum and his Kaeahlan are presented as gatekeepers, a
function confirmed in 1 Chr 26:1 and 19. Moreowduring the reign of Hezekiah, Kore
was the keeper of the east gate in charge of #esvill offering to God (2 Chr 31:1453

All things taken together, the Korahites’ aetand diverse involvement in the Temple
as depicted in Chronicles is clearly different fradhe one that the Priestly tradition
represents about the Korahites. This fact sheae dight on the conflict between priests
and Levites or between the two different traditiovisich were formed to secure each
groups’ own status. This issue will be discusseer]

What is also remarkable in this verse is that Korahites are only singled out as
gatekeepers. By contrast, the passage 1 Chr 2224 3ext belonging to David’'s
Installation Block, claims that all Levites-Gersites, Kohathites, and Merarites- share
the responsibility for guarding the Tent of Meetiflg Chr 23:32)">* Why does the
Chronicler pay more attention to the Korahites herel Chronicles 9? Gary N.
Knoppers suggests that singling out the Korahitesy rhe related to the special
responsibility that the Kohathites (Kohath is thearglfather of Korah) had for
transporting and guarding the most sacred objected wilderness (Num 3:31° We

will return to this question after verse 21 is guat.

153|1n 2 Chr 31:14, Kore is introduced as a son ofdithe Levite. It is not so obvious that this Kisr¢he
same one mentioned in 1 Chr 19:9 (the ancestorhaflliBn) and in 1 Chr 26:1 (the ancestor of
Meshelemiah). These two Kores are said to be Kimsh In the Hebrew Bible, Imnah is always présén
as the first son of Asher (Gen 46:17; Num 26:44 &iChr 7:30) except for 2 Chr 31:14. In the latizse,
we are told that he is a Levite, not an Asheritemeans that the forefather of Kore is not thetfgon of
Asher. The name Kore appears only three timekeérHebrew Bible: 1 Chr 9:19; 26:1; and 2 Chr 31:14.
Thus the Kore in 2 Chr 31:14 is likely to be ther&owho was the forefather of Shallum and Meshedémi
In other words, the Kore in 2 Chr 31:14 is a Korahi

154 Knoppers] Chronicles 1-9505; and Japhet& Il Chronicles, 216.
155 Knoppers]1 Chronicles 1-9505.
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According to 1 Chr 9:19, these Korahites were thards of the threshold of the Tent.
Who were the guards of the threshold of the Tesgwvehere in Chronicles? How is the
term ‘the threshold of the Tentbifx5 o'2om) used in the biblical texts? Answering
these questions will provide us a clue as to theradlogical background of Shallum in
verse 19.

The phraskrxb oeon = nw, ‘guards of the thresholds of the Tent,” appealy i 1
Chr 9:19. However, ‘the guards of the threshoddin( ) occurs in 2 Kgs 12:10; 22:4,
23:4; 25:18; 2 Chr 34:8° Jer 35:4°", 52:24°% Esth 2:21; and 6:2. Except in the last
two cases, all these guards of the threshold seivetie Temple®®® In the Esther
examples, the guards served in the palace. ikayylthat, in Chronicles, ‘guards of the
threshold’ refer to temple gatekeepers.

Nevertheless, the expression ‘guards of thestiold of the Tent'Sfixb opon *=nw)
seems to be the Chronicler's terminological innmrgt which cannot be simply
identified with the term, ‘guards of the threshofgbn »nw). We suggest that this term
was coined by the Chronicler to strengthen theionaity between the Tent of Meeting in
the wilderness period and the Jerusalem Templeoling to the Chronicler's scheme,
before Solomon built the Temple in Jerusalem, rgshcrificial services had been

offered before the Ark and the Tent of Meeting (ir ®:17; 23:32). When Solomon

1562 Chr 34:9 is a parallel to 2 Kgs 22:4, wherekkepers of the threshold, during the reign of Josise
mentioned. It is not clear whether these are {@iesthe Levites in 2 Kgs 22:4, but they are djestias
the Levites in a related text, 2 Chr 34:9.

157 According to Jer 35:4, during the reign of Johaiaka certain Maaseiah son of Shallum was the
guardian of the threshold.

18 Jer 52:24 is a parallel to 2 Kgs 25:18, in whibree unnamed gatekeepers are mentioned among the
officials executed by Nebuchadrezzar after Jerus&d into the Babylonians.

159 Knoppers]1 Chronicles 1-9505.
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completed the construction of the Temple, the Ar# the Tent of Meeting were brought
into the Temple and became constituent parts ofTimple (2 Chr 5:5§%° Thus,
Shallum and his kinsmen (the Korahites), the guafdke threshold of the Tent, become
the gatekeepers who serve at the Temple, whiclindscontinuation of the Tent of
Meeting, where the ancestors of the Korahites leadesl as guards (1 Chr 9:19b). The
Chronicler's unique term, ‘guards of the threshofdthe Tent,’ ties both institutions
together very neatly.

The phrasexiana mw mm mm-Sy explains specifically what kind of cultic
function that the ancestors of the Korahites cdrioeit. They were ‘guards of the
entrance of the camp of the Loravfn »my mim mm-5w). This whole phrase is also
a new term created by the Chronicler. The contektates that they were the guards of
the Tent of Meeting in the wilderness period (cunN 1:53). With this phrase, the
Chronicler holds that the ancestors of the Korahiteere the guards of the Tent of
Meeting. This fact is once again emphasized bydference to Pinehas in the following

verse.

V.20 :mp mm oueb omby m T TuSRT]a omee

In 1 Chr 9:20, Phinehas is introduced as thierrof the guards in the wilderness
period. In contrast, Numbers 3, in which the doftyuarding the tabernacle is assigned

to all the Levites, presents ‘Eleazar the son afoAaas their leader (esp. Num 3:3%).

150 Gary N. Knoppers points out that such an associdtetween the Tabernacle and the Jerusalem Temple
also sporadically appears in the Apocrypha (Ju@i®; Sir 24:10-11; cf. 2 Macc 2:4-5), but these
associations are not emphasized as in Chroniclespgpers,l Chronicles 1-9506).

151 Numbers 3 does not say explicitly that the Leiatiduty is to guard the tabernacles, but the vaki
used to describe the Levitical duties implies thet closely related to the guard duties. Fitlsg Levitical
duties are expressed by the vedai (Num 3:7, 8, 25, 28, 32). Second, the Levitiaaties are summed up
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The replacement of Phinehas in the place of Eleaight have been intended by the
Chronicler in order to associate the Phinehas'diexci in Num 25:2-8 with the task of
gatekeeper$®®  Phinehas killed the Israelite man and Midianiteman who were
involved in a foreign worship in Num 25:6'8 For the Chronicler, Phinehas would be a
better model than Eleazar for the combined cutiit martial duties of the gatekeep&ts.
Thus, the Korahites’ duty as the gatekeepemsonsistently presented as continuing
that of the desert period in vv. 19-20. The Chelamnis attempt to establish a direct link
in the office of gatekeepers between the deseidgh@nd his own time is expanded to the

monarchic period in the next two verses 21-22.

V.21 o SRS mne apy mmbun 13 s
Zechariah son of Meshelemiah is introduced withany temporal marker. The
same individual appears in 1 Chr 26:2 and 14. Adiog to these two verses,

Meshelemiah, the father of Zechariah, a Korahitas whe gatekeeper of the eastern gate

with the phrasepn nnwn e in Num 3:28, 32. On the other hand, the Levitesirging duty for the
Tabernacle is explicitly mentioned in Num 1:587(n joun naun).

162 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 216; and Knopperd, Chronicles 1-9506.

1631 Chr 9:20 does not explicitly mention the plagenf which Phinehas observed the idolatrous couple
before he executed them. According to Num 25:BHnehas saw them first at the entrance of the dent
Meeting 1 Snx mne). Although the text does not provide any detaiPtinehas’ role with regard to
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, the Chronisleems to have paid a special attention to theeplac
where Phinehas’ zealous act originatd by refertinthe exact phrasesm Snx mne in the next verse (1
Chr 9:21) to indicate the guarding post of Meshédénthe gatekeeper. By this phrase, the Chronicler
seems to have attempted to connect Phinehas’satotee entrance of the Tent of Meeting with the
gatekeeper’s role at the Temple.

164 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles113. Interestingly, in the later Levi-Priestlyatlition (we will deal with this
tradition in Chapter Three), Phinehas’ zeal for Godonnected with Levi’s zeal to punish the Shedktes
(Genesis 34), as well as the Levites’ involvemenpunishing the apostates at Mt. Sinai (Exod 322b-
It is not certain whether the replacement of EledmgaPhinehas was made by the Chronicler, or agfart
certain tradition, which the Chronicler was familigith. The Levi-Priestly Tradition is found ikramaic
Levi, Testament of LexdndJubilees30:1-32:9, which are dated to around the secontlicg BCE.
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during the reign of David. His name appears ade®fiah in 1 Chr 26:14%° In this
verse, we are told that Zechariah was his first sdm was in charge of the northern gate.
It thus seems likely that the Chronicler mentioesehZechariah son of Meshelemiah to
associate the office of gatekeepers with the ome whas instituted by Davitf® This
association will be strengthened by verse 22.

Here in 1 Chr 9:21, Zechariah, a contempoc&iavid, is presented as gatekeeper at
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. The term ‘@mérance of the Tent of Meeting’
(vm S5 mne) frequently appears in Exodus (9 times), Levitid@$ times) and
Numbers (12 times). Outside of the Pentateuckppears only in 1 Chr 9:21; Josh 19:51
and 1 Sam 2:22; the last two are related to thd ®&Meeting in Shiloh. Thus this
phrase also reflects the Chronicler's general teogl®f emphasizing the continuity of
the First Temple and the Tent of Meeting in thedetihess period.

Literary analysis of verse 21 reveals thended function of verses 19-21. Each of
these verses shares the same genealogical linku@hine Korahite in the post-exilic
period (v. 17 and v. 19" the Korahites in the wilderness period (vv. 19:24nd
Zechariah the Korahite during the reign of David4¥). These three verses indicate the
continuity of the Korahites’ office of gatekeepeinsoughout the history of Israel up to

the Chronicler’'s time. Therefore the Shallum imsee1l9 must be the same individual in

185 As has already been mentioned in footnote 14®BrRun conjectures that Meshelemiah in verse 21 is
the same individual with Meshallum in Neh 12:25t there is no other evidence to support his assoempt
except that the two have the probably same namiehvidia very common Hebrew name.

%8 |n this sense, P. B. Dirksen’s argument, that M&shiah must be a contemporary figure of David, is
correct, but unlike his argument, it is not so aiertwhether the Shallum in verse 19 is the samieithghl
with Meshelemiah in verse 21 (DirksenChronicles 149).

187D, Kimhi also considers Shallum in verse 19 as a resided¢rusalem in the time of Ezra. He claims
that it is too obvious that this Shallum would betong in the earlier context-among his ancestas the
time of David and beforehand (Bergdrhe Commentary of Rabbi David Kimto Chronicles 109,
footnote 354).
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verse 17:%® Verses 19-21 seem to be the Chronicler's paréingiestatement, which
explains the identity of Shallum in verse 17. Bywecting Shallum with the Korahites,
who had the well-established Levitical status adl a® the office of gatekeepers, the
Chronicler confirms the gatekeepers’ Levitical Age and also emphasizes the continuity
of the office of gatekeepers.

V. 22 Sy 0WYY DPND 0953 oY ovan obs
ONIMND RO ORI TMT IO AT obrnn oS oo

While verses 19-21 are parenthetical explanationes$e 17, verse 22 is connected
directly with verses 17-18. This connection makesse 22 strongly parallel to Neh
11:19. Neh 11:19 states that the gatekeepersgwiti in Jerusalem in Nehemiah’s time,
were 172. The Chronicler counts them to be 1Byt does not specify that they are
residents in Jerusalem. Rather their enrolimebyigenealogies in their villages. Thus
S. Japhet suggests that this verse, together vatbev25, reflects the reality of the

author’s day that the main body of the gatekeegpendt outside of Jerusaletf’

1885, Japhet also considers the two Shallums asathe figure, but for her, this Shallum in 1 Chr 9:19
is the same one with Shelemiah/Meshelemiah in 19C2 and 26:1. In the last case, our interpratati
deviates from hers (Japhég&: Il Chronicles, 455).

189\v. Johnstone suggests that the number 212 woultk @ut of the following calculation: one for each
group of gatekeepers at each gate in a fifty-twekveear, plus four chief gatekeepers, that is,
(4%52)+4=212 (Johnston&,Chronicles 1 — 2 Chronicles 226).

170 Japhet) & Il Chronicles, 217. Edward L. Curtis suggests a different imtetation of verse 22. He
distinguishes two classes of gate-keepers. Thediass is the gatekeepers, who belonged to thiothe
four families of versel7. Their office of gatekeepis traced to the wilderness period. They andtes,
who resided in Jerusalem. Their leaders held tfieecof chief gate-keepers continuously. The esitf
the chief gatekeepers are described in vv. 26bT2& second class is the ‘under gatekeepers,’ es$ided
outside of Jerusalem. Their office of gatekeepensaced to David and Samuel. They performedrthei
duties every seven days (v. 25), and were not remk@s Levites. See, Curtis and MadSére Books of
Chronicles 176-177. R. Klein also distinguishes two classé gatekeepers in a similar way: the
‘subordinate gatekeepers’ installed by David anch&a in vv. 22 and 25; and the ‘chief gatekeepavhp
actually resided in Jerusalem (v. 27), traced tb#fice back to Moses himself (vv. 19-20). SeegiK]1
Chronicles 277. Recently, Paul K. Hooker also repeatsdiea of a ‘two-part pedigree’ of the gatekeepers
in his commentary,Hirst and Second chronicldkouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001]).4R.
Braun comments that Curtis’ interpretation of tleattis more systematic than the text would suggest.
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In this verse, the Chronicler legitimizes the dfficf gatekeepers by mentioning that it
was originally established by David and divinelytrarized by Samuel the se¥r.
Samuel may have been chosen by the Chronicler beaaiuthe functions that Samuel
performed in the temple at Shiloh, as well as & tvitical lineage, with which the
Chronicler invested him (1 Chr 6:12-1'3F.

The installation of the office of gatekeepers ipressed by the phrase of 1o
ornara.t® The wordmamxa is used three times in 1 Chr 9:17-32 (vv. 22, 26 ah)
and its interpretation is debated. Scholars haemslated it either ‘because of

trustworthiness or faithfulness’ or ‘in permaneffficial duty.’ *’* The present context,

Braun, rather, attributes it to divergent tradiaabout the origins and nature of the porters’iservSee,

R. Braun,1 Chronicles 142. A further critique to Curtis’ theory can &éded. Curtis missed the literary
connection between verses 17-18 and verse 22. eTéilled by genealogies in their villages (v. 22)
belong to the Levite camp (v. 18). Furthermoreti€uand Klein simply dismissed Zechariah son of
Meshelemiah (v. 21) in their classifications ofel@epers. He is a contemporary figure of Davidyels

as a Levite. According to Curtis’ classificatiodechariah is exceptional in the class of ‘the under
gatekeepers.” From our perspective, the functibivesses 19-21 is not simply to trace the office of
gatekeepers to the time of Moses, but to emphadbkizeontinuity of the office of gatekeepers frone th
wilderness period through the reign of David to @lronicler's own time and to confirm its Levitical
lineage by pointing to the Korahites’ age-old dutf gatekeepers. Therefore, the classification of
gatekeepers based on the origin of their authaoizgeither Mosaic or Davidic) is not convincing.

"1 The prophets’ involvement in installing the cultifices is also witnessed in 2 Chr 29:25. Accogdio
2 Chr 29:25, the establishment of the singers thaized by both David and the prophets (Gad and
Nathan).

172 Braun,1 Chronicles 137; Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 214-215; and Williamsort, and 2 Chronicles72.
According to |. Kalimi, the Chronicler made SamuelLevite since his service in the sanctuary was
diametrically opposed to the texts in the Pentdteaavhich only Levites were permitted to minisitethe
sanctuary (Num 1:50-51; 3:5-9; 18:2-4, 22-23). Ttwonicler's attempt in providing Samuel with the
Levitical lineage is to resolve the contradicticteen the narrative in Samuel and the verseseof tihah

(I. Kalimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histol$2).

13 David’s installation of the office of gatekeep&siescribed in detail in 1 Chronicles 26. 1 Ci229is
none other than a concise summary of 1 Chroniddear2l should be supplemented from 1 Chronicles 26.
By verse 22, however, these two sections (1 Chr-82.and 1 Chr 26:1-19) are closely connected with
each other. Japhét& Il Chronicles, 217.

4HALOT, 62-63. Several scholars interpnetax as an attribute. For example, M. Oeming interpitets
as ‘wegen ihrer Zuverlassigkeit’ in his bodBas wabhrelsrael, 203. R. Klein also interpretaiza in
verses 22 and 31 as ‘in faithfulness,’ but the savoed in verse 26 as ‘on permanent duty,” which is
contrasted to the temporal duty of the gatekeewbsdwelt in their villages (v. 25) (Kleird, Chronicles
278). On the other hand, Peter B. Dirksen follélhain’s interpretation of the word, but tries tdicaalize
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however, requires reference to a certain positioduty rather than to an attribute of
gatekeepers. Sincepéel form of the verbro» is used to express ‘to found something’ or
‘to appoint someone in a certain position,” thengtation of the wordhmxra should be

‘in their office of trust’ or ‘on their permanenuty.’*”

V. 23 v Saxnmab mimemeab omeen-Sy oy om

Verse 23 is connected with the previous vénge conjuctivewaw. By means of
David’s installation (v. 22), the gatekeepers ameirtdescendants are now in charge of
the house of the Lorah(1-n°2), the house of the Teritr{xi-n°3), as guards (v. 23). The
Chronicler equates the house of the Lord and thusénof the Tent as another example of
the continuity between the Tent of the Meeting dreiTemple'’® The phrase ‘the house
of the Tent’ appears only het€. The term must have been coined by the Chronioler

link the two different institutions, as he previgudid in verses 19 and 21°

this seemingly arbitrary treatment by assuming thatword came from the two different authors (hg t
Chronicler and a later redactor). Dirksen argimes the later redactor missed the unique meanirtheof
expression in v. 26 and interpreted it accordingstaetandard meaning ‘in faithfulness’ under thitience
of v. 22 (Dirksen,l and 2 Chroniclesl54). This argument still seems to be more eyt

SHALOT, 417.
178 jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 216.

7 Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9506; and Avi Hurvitz, “Terms and Epithets Relgtito the Jerusalem
Temple Compound in the Book of Chronicles: The Listic Aspect,” inPomegranates and Golden Bells:
Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Rjtuaw, and Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgro(ed.
David P. Wright et al.; Winona Lake: Eisenbraur293), 179-180. In this article, A. Hurvitz exansrbe
following seven terms, which were employed in Clickas to refer to the temple compoum’chpr:(n) nha;
Yp(m) M3, owhp WP mt3; mmesn mha; amn mra; nar ma; andShnt oA, Hurvitz suggests that all
these expressions coined by the Chronicler seebretintended to express the continuity between the
Tabernacle in the wilderness and the Second Tenifhe. phrase, ‘the house of the Teftin-na) in 1

Chr 9:23 is one of these seven terms that the GHeorcoined.

178G, N. Knoppers points out that the Chronicler mftssed such a strategy to establish the antiqfiiy o
relatively new system of worship. For example, wh&ng Abijah spoke to Jeroboam and all northern
people, he claimed that the cult of the Jerusalemple was the continuation of that of the Sinadtia (2
Chr 13:4-12) (Knopperd, Chronicles 1-9506; and Curtis & Madseithe Books of Chroniclg476).
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To summarize the first unit (vv. 17-23), ieses clear that the Chronicler has created
this unit to confirm the Levitical lineage of thatgkeepers by mentioning Shallum the
Korahite, his ancestors in the wilderness period, @another Korahite, Zechariah, at the
time of David. All of these individuals servedtag gatekeepers of the Tent of Meeting
or of the Temple. Emphasis on the continuity & dffice of gatekeepers throughout the
history of Israel provides additional confirmatitimt the office and its holders in the
writer's own time are legitimate. For this purpoee Chronicler coined several unusual
terms to connect the Tent of Meeting with the TesndDavid’s installation of the office
of the gatekeepers and Samuel’'s authorization etsdirm the legitimacy of such
functionaries.”

Why did the Chronicler make such an effort légitimize the gatekeepers by
grounding their office in the history of Israt1% Were the practices of the gatekeepers in
the post-exilic period innovative or unwelcome egiotio require such a rationalization?
We will deal with this question after analyzing thext unit, 1 Chr 9:24-32, in which the

Chronicler describes the duty of the gatekeeperd {v23).

(2) The Second Unit (vv. 24-32)
Verses 24-32 summarize the duties of gatekeepEngir main duty is to guard the
four sides of the Temple (v. 24). This duty wi# performed by the gatekeepers who

reside in their own villages, along with the fourief gatekeepers. The gatekeepers

179 Eor this reason, S. Japhet considers 1 Chr 9:1852Re magna cartaof the gatekeepers (Japhkg |1
Chronicles 214). Peter B. Dirksen claims that the entiretisa of 1 Chr 9:17-33 is not the list of
inhabitants in Jerusalem, but rather “an apolodithe gatekeepers” (Dirksen, “1 Chronicles 9:26-B8:
Position in Chapter 9,” 92).

180 M. Oeming poses the same question, but he doeslevatlop his question further, and concludes:
“deutet die neue Einordnung und honorigste Ausstgtder Torwachter auf eine kultpraktische Neuerung
der spatnachexilischen Zeit” (Oeminggas wahrelsrael, 203-204).
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outside of Jerusalem need to come up every sewesntdabe with the chief gatekeepers
(v. 25). Four chief gatekeepers who lodge nearTégraple will watch the Temple and
open it every morning (v. 27). Their duties alsolude guarding the chambers and the
treasuries of the Temple (v. 26), as well as owngethe utensils, furniture, the choice
flour, wine, oil, incense and spices for culticvseg (vv. 28-29). To make the flat cake
and the row of bread for offering is another duityeg to the Levites, especially to the
Korahites (vv. 31-32).

The duties of the gatekeepers introducededrses 26 and 28-29 are not exactly
harmonized with those presented elsewhere in theadeBible, or with those in 1 Chr
23:28-29 (the general duties of the Levites); 2&@8(the duties of different branches of
the Levites who are not the gatekeepers). Howldhme understand this contradictory
information? Is this second unit simply evidendghe Chronicler’s clumsiness in his
collecting ‘heterogeneous tradition®? We will propose a more satisfactory solution
by arguing that 1 Chr 9:26, 28-29 reflect circumsts of the Chronicler's own day

unlike 1 Chr 23:28-29 and 26:20-28 which are ingghtb represent the Davidic time.

V.24 T2 TMIDE M A DWW 1 P paonb

The primary duty of gatekeepers is to guard the fides of the Temple, likely
temple gates, since 1 Chronicles 9 refers to thaple of the Persian period under the
figure of the wilderness Tent, as we have arguexvab This information is basically
identical with that of 1 Chr 26:12-19 which provéda more detailed description of the

office of gatekeepers. Here, the Chronicler simplgoduces their duties.

181 Oeming,Das wahre Isragl202.
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V.25 FORDY NYTOR NEn o NpawS X125 DA oImNg

This verse states that the kinsmen of tliekgepers, who reside in their villages, are
obliged to join ‘these’{>8) every seven days, according to a fixed schedWo are
these? Verse 25 implies that some gatekeeperstaiened at the gates permanently,
while their kinsmen will take their turns to come to the temple gates to assist the four
permanently stationed gatekeepers. As mentionedealverses 22 and 25 may reflect
the Chronicler's contemporary situation when mosggatekeepers resided outside of
Jerusalent®?

The question of who the permanently statioget@keepers are is answered in the next

verse.

V. 26 omba On OMYYR 23 RPN TR NG D
oORT Ara PSR Sy mswbnby v

Verse 26 begins with> which introduces a clause indicating the causeterhs
specified in either the previous clause or theofsihg one. In this case, verse 26 seems
to be connected with the preceding sentence sircadxt clause is linked with another
causal clause, which also begins wih Therefore verse 26 provides the reason why the
gatekeepers who dwell in their own villages needdme up to Jerusalem to guard the
temple gates. The four chief gatekeepers who angeomanent duty also have multiple

duties connected with the chambers and the tressafithe Temple. Consequently, the

182 jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 217.
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plural pronoun ‘these’ in verse 25 must refer te flour chief gatekeepers. The
Chronicler once again emphasizes that they arkedtites®

But in 1 Chr 23:28-29 and 26:20-28, supervisiver the chambers and the treasuries
is not the task of the four chief gatekeep&tsin order to explain this contradiction,
Peter B. Dirksen suggests an alternative readirigisfverse®® Dirksen considers 1 Chr
9:26b-c (which corresponds twrrSxm ma nmssn S» miswbnby vm) as a later
redactor’s addition, connected with 1 Chr 9:28.e lihks v. 26a directly with v. 27 in
order to provide an explanation of the four chiafedkeepers’ permanent duty which is in
contrast to the temporal duty of the gatekeepers Wre outside Jerusalem (v. 25).
However, one must explain why a later redactorriesel Chr 9:26b-c in such an
awkward way. Why did he not place the additiom&bimation right before 1 Chr 9:28?
Dirksen treats the awkwardness as a redactor’'d babbrupt insertion, but we find this
view unconvincing for two reasons. First, as weehargued above, 1 Chr 9:26b-c

explains why the four chief gatekeepers need assistof the gatekeepers who dwell in

their own villages for their guard duties. Secaihe, disagreement between two different

183 As we have mentioned above (see footnote 170)Ctirenicler’'s additional emphasis on the Levitical
lineage of the four chief gatekeepers led Curtiargue that there are two different classes ofkgatgers:
one of acknowledged Levitical descent, originatednfthe wilderness period and the other not rect@se
Levites (Cutis and Madsenthe Books of Chroniclesl76-177). However, Zechariah, one of his
subordinate-class gatekeepers is also said toLleeite in 1 Chronicles 9. Although Curtis’ two fiifent
class gatekeepers are differentiated by their siutieey cannot be classified by their genealogiffdiation,
since both class gatekeepers are Levites in 1 @iesrd.

184 Throughout the history of Israel, supervision otie chambers and treasuries has been assignieel to t
Levites in general and not specifically to the gatpers (2 Chr 31:12; Neh 13:13). In 2 Chr 31:14,
however, Kore, the keeper of the east gate, washarge of the freewill offerings to God and was
responsible to apportion them to the temple persloduring the reign of Hezekiah. Kleih,Chronicles
278. J. Wright also points out that the gatekeepare responsible for collecting funds duringrigign of
Josiah (2 Chr 34:9) (John W. Wright, “Guarding tBates: 1 Chronicles 26:1-19 and the Roles of
Gatekeepers in ChroniclesJSOT 48 [1990]: 77). These two cases show that thekgajpers were
occasionally in charge of the chambers or treasumi¢he Temple.

185 Dirksen, “1 Chronicles 9:26-33: Its Position inapter 9,” 92-95.
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sets of texts (1 Chr 9:29 and 1 Chr 23:28-29; 2220 can be explained without
assuming a different literary layer if one readsnthin the time frame, which the
Chronicler set. We will argue that the Chronigheesents practices of his own day here
in 1 Chronicles 9, when we discuss the Leviticalietuconcerning the chambers and

temple treasuries.

V.27 WH DTSR M0
P25 P25 mrenmoy om nmun orbyTs

Verse 27 states that the four chief gatekeepergelottar the Temple because they
have to do guard duty and to open the Temple ewemning. Guard dutyntmiwn) is one
of the traditional Levitical duties. In the wilderss period, the Levites were
commissioned to defend the sanctuary against lagpanhment (Num 1:53; 3:7-8, 25-26,
36-37; 18:3-5, 22-23; 31:30, 4% David also appointed the Levites to watch thetTen
of Meeting (1 Chr 23:32). Ezekiel assigns guarty da the Levites in his blueprint for
the future utopian cultic organization (Ezek 44:11)

Verse 27 is textually corrupted although one casileaake sense of it. W. Rudolph
suggests readinganun with a waw as a pronominal suffix, which might have been
dropped out through haplograpfff. The next phrase can also be amended, such as
2p2% 9225 mnen oy, by deletingen after immmwn, adding amembeforerns, and
linking the waw beforempa5 to the end of the preceding word as a pronomintiixsu
This emendation gives a structural parallelism leetwthe two phrasesitnun omby

andimnan om1by); it eliminates the awkwardness in the combimeav and-p25. Peter B.

186 Knoppers1 Chronicles 1-9507.
187 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 90.
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Dirksen proposes a less drastic emendatigr> 2pab e onby om.'®® Either

proposed emendation does not affect the meanittfged¥T as it stands.

V. 28 ADINTEY TROMIY O RONRaTD AT 55y o

This verse states that some of them (presumal®ychief gatekeepers) are in charge
of the utensils of service which need to be countbdn they are used. In the Hebrew
Bible various terms are used to designate the isfmethe cultic servicepunn “52 in
Exod 27:19%7pm "5 in Num 4:15; 18:3; 1 Kgs 8:4; 1 Chr 9:29; 2 Ch;&impnn 52
in Neh 10:40p°15%mm"a *55 in 2 Chr 28:24; 36:18; Neh 13:831-m2 *5> in Ezr 1:7;
Jer 27:16; 28:3, 67mayn *55 in Exod 39:40; Num 4:26; 1 Chr 9:28; 28:13, 14; and
i 5o in Num 4:12, 32; 2 Chr 24:14. These referencethéovessels of the cultic
service indicate that the Chronicler uses the dmeterms to designate them.
Furthermore, the termrmayn *5> is neither coined nor preferred by the Chronicler.
Peter B. Dirksen argues that 1 Chr 9:28 was adglexdlater editor, for two reasons: first,
charge over the vessels for the service is notifspaly assigned to the gatekeepers
elsewhere in Chronicles; and second, the same appears in 1 Chr 28:13, 14. He
concludes that 1 Chr 9:28 must have been writtethbysame redactor as 1 Chr 28:13,
14° Thus, his argument is solely based on the ocooeref the same termmiavn *53
in two different places (1 Chr 9:28 and 1 Chr 28148). But it is not tenable because the
termmawn *52 is not peculiar enough to be assigned to a speiifie or author.

According to Numbers 4, assembling or disasde of all the vessels of service

(n~wn "3, Num 4:12) used in the sanctuary can be handléy mnAaronide priests.

188 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 152.
189 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 153.
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The Kohathites’ duty is to carry them when the campves (Num 4:15). Num 18:3
specifically prohibits the Levites from approachigither the utensils of the sanctuary or
the altar. However, outside the Pentateuch, tiemo clear cut distinction between
priestly duties and Levitical duties in handlinge tholy vessels. 1 Kgs 8:4//2 Chr 5:5
relates that the priests and Levites brought upAitke the Tent of Meeting, and all the
holy vessels, which were in the Tent, to the Tempjethe command of Solomon,
without indicating who carried what. Neh 10:38-88es not offer support for the
Levitical involvement in keeping the holy vessedswre, but it does say that the Levites
can freely approach the storehouses in the Tenapl&ing the tithes there, where the
equipment of the sanctuary was also kept. Thu€hd 9:28 cannot be dismissed as
irrelevant to the roles played by the gatekeegeragh it cannot be harmonized with the
Pentateuchal materi&i°

A clear contradiction between Chronicles almel Priestly material is evident in the
next verse.

V.29 wpn 53755 by ov5snby ounn o
:onam anabm pEwm M nsonom

According to verse 29, some of the chief gatekesepssx appointed over ‘the furniture

(2°>>11) and all the holy utensilgitzn *53).” ™" The Priestly source expressly forbids the

19 The Chronicler's disagreement with the Pentatelugtessentation of the roles of gatekeepers could be
explained in various ways. For instance, it mdieot practices of his own day, so that the Chranic
takes pain to rationalize them by establishing d¢bstinuity of the office of gatekeepers throughths
history of Israel. Or, it could imply the Chrorecls idealistic view on the office of gatekeepeavhjch is a
product of his effort to harmonize various tradigoin his own way. This issue will be again dedth
later when we analyze verse 30.

9% According to the Priestly sourceiayi "5 seem not to be the same kind of vesselgst *5>.
The latter appear to be more directly related eodcrificial service (Num 4:15; 18:3), whereasftirener
seem to be closer to the furbishing of the TemwtfitdExod 39:40; Num 4:26). However, it is notardow
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Levitesfrom approaching these utensils (Num 18:3). Thefaltekeepers are also in
charge of the fine flour, the wine, the oil, theense, and the spices, which are all
necessary for daily sacrificial services. The tebmr (the fine flour or the choice flour)
is used primarily in the Priestly text& but it is never related to the Levites. In the
Priestly textspbor is always connected with the priestly duties ofifiaes*® Thus, the
Chronicler presents here a very different pictummf that of the Priestly source. The
Chronicler reiterates his perspective again in T €828-32, on the Levites’ cultic
duties’® For this reason, Peter B. Dirksen argues thahrl 929 is a later addition by
the same redactor from whom 1 Chr 23-27 came-owever, it is possible to explain
the Chronicler’s deviation from Priestly tradition 1 Chr 9:29 and 1 Chr 23:28-32,

without assuming a different redactional layer. we have already argued in Chapter

these two terms are used differently in 1 Chr @R8 29 even if the Chronicler differentiated these
terms.

192 |t appears 39 times among the total 54 occurreimct®e Hebrew Bible: Gen 18:6; Exod 29:2, 40; Lev
2:1, 4f, 7; 5:11; 6:8, 13; 7:12; 14:10, 21; 23:13; 24:5; Num 6:15; 7:13, 19, 25, 31, 37, 43, 49,@l, 67,
73, 79; 8:8; 15:4, 6, 9; 28:5, 9, 12f, 20, 28; 2®314; Josh 19:12; 1 Kgs 5:2; 2 Kgs 7:1, 16,18B17; 1
Chr 9:29; 23:29; Prov 16:17; Isa 7:3; 36:2; EzekL3619; 46:14.

193 Knoppers,1 Chronicles 1-9508. Knoppers also quotes Ezek 46:14 as a siraample with the
Priestly tradition which does not associaten with the Levites. However, Ezek 46:14 is ambigsiou
since it does not specify anyone with regardor.

194This passage is very interesting in that it defitiee Levitical duties by using the apparent plest
vocabulary, as G. N. Knoppers points out in his wmmntary { Chronicles 10-29457). For example, “the
showbread” (Exod 25:30; 35:13; 39:36; Num 4:7;1c€hr 9:32; 23:29), “fine flour for the cereal affey”
(Lev 2:1, 2, 4; 6:15, 20et als), “the griddle” (only in Lev 2:5; 6:21; 7:9; Ezek3), “the unleavened
wafers” (Lev 2:4; 7:12; Num 6:15), and “flour mixedth oil” (Lev 2:5; 7:10; 9:4; 23:13: Num 7:13, 19
25) are all technical terms of the Priestly text$e Priestly texts, however, never mention theses in
relation to the Levites. They solely belong to fhréestly prerogatives in the Priestly texts. Thhe
Chronicler’'s stance obviously deviates from theegtty author(s)’'s. The Chronicler recognizes the
superiority of the priests in cultic affairs, bug ives the Levites a promotion by having them taker
some priestly duties. Possible conflicts betwdrnpriests and the Levites (an interesting topidsiown
right) will not be dealt with here. This issueweyver, will be briefly discussed later in Chaptérde and
Four.

195 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 153.
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One, 1 Chr 9:17-32 and 1 Chr 23-27 are David'saltetion Block, which shares the
common idea about cultic practices.

The gatekeepers’ duties concerning all these itemy include purchasing them,
bookkeeping, and inventory control. S. Japhet ggep that the chief gatekeepers were
responsible for guarding all of these, but the @cadministration of them was probably
in the hands of the Levites (1 Chr 26:20-28; 2 Bhr12-13)!*® Her proposal is an
excellent way of harmonizing the texts, but we wdise questions about whether it is
reasonable to do so in the exegesis of 1 Chronikfes

After introducing the gatekeepers’ chargerdfleur, wine, incense and spices’ (V.
29), the Chronicler explains who actually prepaitesse items in verses 30-32: The
spices are prepared by the priests (v. 30), bufléheakes and the showbread by other

Levites (vv. 31-32)%7

V. 30 :0Ma% PPAR PR YIRS AT

Verse 30 states that the preparation of theesgs done by the priestly class. The
unexpected interpolation of a priestly duty in thescription of the Levitical duties has
produced various speculations about the possibdftyedaction. Verse 30 certainly
reflects the Priestly tradition in which concoctiohthe anointing oil and preparation of
the incense are considered an absolute prerogattitie priests (Exod 30:23-33 and 34-

38).1® Ppeter B. Dirksen claims that this verse was addoedhe later redactor who

19¢ jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 217.
197 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 217.

198 Knoppers Chronicles 1-9508.
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emphasized the prerogatives of the priests as eppus the Levites® However,
Williamson, who supports the thesis that Chronicladerwent a final priestly revision,
does not argue that this verse is interpolatedbyptiestly revisef’® Rather, he leaves it
unanswered. Edward L. Curtis considers this vargiss, which was intended to limit
the work of the Levites in connection with the gsicbut he does not specify who added
this gloss?®*

On the other hand, Steven S. Tuell attribdites awkwardness of this verse to the
Chronicler's synthetic approach in combining vasiosources as exemplified in the
genealogies and in the treatment of David's stdffedVe think that Tuell’s approach to
this verse is more appropriate. If we do not assuhmt the so-called ‘original
Chronicler is always opposed to the Priestly tradjt it would not be difficult to
understand this verse as an effort to harmonizdr#uktion with the temple practice of
his own day. For example, the Chronicler admits ghiests’ exclusive right to conduct
certain cultic activities, such as atonement (1 £h43), and does not deny the Levitical
role as cultic assistants (1 Chr 23:28). 1 Chr223seems to stress the Levites’
subordination to the Aaronide priedts. Another example also shows the Chronicler’s
respect for the Priestly tradition. In the Chrdais treatment of the musicians in the

Temple, the horn {2) and trumpet r(hssm), the sacerdotal instruments, are always

199 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 153

200williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles91l.

201 curtis and MadserT he Books of Chronicleg77.

22 Tyell, First and second Chronicled1.

203 For this reason, these passages have been camsidersecondary by the scholars who defend the
Chronicler as pro-levitical. For example, De Wetfan Rad, De Vries, Williamson, Welch, and others.
See, Gary N. Knoppers, “Hierodules, Priests, oitdes? The Levites in Chroniclers and the Histofyie
Israelite Priesthood JBL 118 (1999): 51-52.
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played by the priests and never sounded by Leffifef we consider these examples as
genuine to the Chroniclé?® all of these as well as 1 Chr 9:30 reveal thatGheonicler
defines a proper system for the temple adminisinatand management beyond
competition and hierarchy between the priests andtés in regard to cultic practic&.

M. Oeming understands verse 30 in a similar wayer‘@hronist GUbernimmt z.T. die
Tradition, setzt aber seine eigene Zeit (oder sagenes Programm?) daneben und

dagegen®’

V.31 ;0N Tpn Sy meRa mpn o5uh 9103 xn onsaTn e

We have argued that the Shallum in verse 17 issé#me one who is mentioned in

verse 19. This Shallum is not the same individisaMeshelemiah in verse 2£. This

204 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 927-928.

205 steven J. Schweitzer's comment on this issue ishagqoting here:
Priestly duties and Levitical duties are clearlstitiguished throughout the larger
complex of 1 Chronicles 23-27 in terms consisteith ihe first occurrence of this
language in 1 Chr 6:48-53, and subsequent detaisign 1 Chr 9:17-34 (Schweitzer,
“The High Priest in Chronicles,” 394).

Paul D. Hansen also points out that the non-etiphacknowledgment of the superior status of tiests
characterizes the whole Chronicler's history. SPeul D. Hanson, “1 Chronicles 15-16 and the
Chronicler’s View on the Levites,'Sha‘arei Talmon” Studies in the Bible, Qumran, atii Ancient Near
East Presented to Shemaryahu Talrfesh Michael Fishbane et al.; Winona Lake: Eisanhs, 1992), 74.

206 pyck, The Theocratic Ideology of the ChronigléB9, and 227-228.

27 0eming,Das wahre Israel 202. Furthermore, M. Oeming claims that the corence of logically
contradictory and not rigidly systematized arrangetrof the tradition and its commentary, whichegrs

in Chronicles, became characteristics of later irbhJudaism . A. H. J. Gunneweg comments on this
verse in this way: “dieser Widerspruch ist iderttisnit demjenigen, der sich in der Zeit des Chramist
zwischen der von ihm Ubernommenen Theorie und daxi$ auftat” (Gunnewed,eviten und Priester.
Hauptlinien der Traditionsbhildung und Geschichtes deelitisch-judischen Kultpersona[&RLANT 89;
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965], 210).

208 3. Myers also claims the same idea in his commgnta Chronicles 73).
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removes a difficulty in harmonizing verse 21 andsee31°®° Zechariah is the first son
of Meshelemiah (v. 21), whereas Mattithiah is tin&t §on of Shallum (vv. 17 and 19).

Mattithiah, the first son of Shallum, is in chargkthe preparation of the flat cakes
(2n2mn). The term ‘flat cakes'ofnan) is ahapax legomenoft® We infer its meaning
based omarm, which appears in Lev 2:5; 6:14; 7:9; Ezek 4:3] &nChr 23:29.namm
means a metal plate, pan or griddle, but sometoesggnates flat, round cake (esp. in 1
Chr 23:29)** Thus,z*nan presumably means the flat cake baked on the grfdtle
Mattithiah’s involvement in preparing the flat cake another example of the rise of non-
priestly groups through their practical involvemanthe cult in the post-exilic peridd®

In fact, the preparation of the cakes bakethengriddle and the row of bread (v. 32)
are also assigned to the Levites in 1 Chr 23:28a8ich delineates the duties assigned to
the Levites by David. The Chronicler remains cstest in his description of the cultic

practices.

V. 32 N2 MY 1onS NzwRn enb Ty oMmRTS NTRT N2

According to verse 32, the preparation of ghewbread r>-vnn onb) for each
Sabbath is the duty of some Kohathites. Why did @hronicler single out the

Kohathites for that duty? Does it have any refatio the Kohathites’ privileged status

29 gince R. Braun assumes that Shallum in v. 19és#me individual with Meshelemiah in v. 21, hedri
to explain the obvious contradiction between v&sand verse 31, by suggesting that the text (7»32)
was revised and updated through a period of att ldage generations (Shallum, Zechariah, and
Mattithiah), in which the role of the porters wasdergoing substantial review (BraunChronicles 142).
Steven L. McKenzie proffers a similar opinion oistherse (McKenziel-2 Chronicles113).

#0HALOT, 289.

1 HALOT, 567.

#2Klein, 1 Chronicles 279.

23 0eming,Das wahre Israel203.
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that the Priestly tradition grants them (Num 3:27-8:4-15)? They are the ones who

should carry the most holy things»{pi ¥=p) that the priests can only touch in the

Tent of Meeting (Num 4:15, 19). Nevertheless, thread of the Presencerb

214 and even the table of the bread of the Presence eftlimits to the Levites

e[),
(Num 4:4-7)**® The bread of the Presence could only be handiedeaten by Aaron
and his sons in the holy place in the Priestlyitiaal (Lev 24:5-9). Thus, this conflict
between the Chronicler’'s description and the Hyi¢stdition raises question of whether
the Chronicler’s description is designed to sidesite Priestly restriction. Or, could it be
a reflection of the Persian periadiltus in which the non-priestly class was involved

more significantly than the Priestly tradition alls? These questions will be dealt with

in Chapter Three.

2.1.1.3. Summary

The Chronicler's claims in 1 Chr 9:17-32 may be marized as follows: (1) the
gatekeepers are included among the Levites; (2bfiiee of the gatekeepers originated
in the wilderness period and continued throughdw thistory of Israel; (3) the
gatekeepers are involved not only in guard duty &sgb in the administration of the
Temple. Some of their duties seem to encroach entrtditional priestly roles. This
summary shows clearly the Chronicler's effort téabish the continuity between the

temple administration in his day and the receiveditions. At the same time, it also

#“The Priestly tradition used the temmza(i1) ar> to designate the bread displayed on the tablerddfie
Tabernacle (Exod 25:30; 35:13; 39:36; 1 Sam 21Kg4 7:48//2 Chr 4:19), whereas the Chronicler seem
to prefer another term ‘the rows of bread>funn or5) or its shorten versions=wan, which appears
mainly in the Post-exilic texts (1 Chr 9:32; 23:28:16; 2 Chr 2:3; 13:11; 29:18; and Neh 10:34 Lefv
24:6, 7, wheren>nunit occurs, but it denotes a layer or row rather thanbread itself).

215K noppers Chronicler 1-9509.
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indicates that the Chronicler does not simply mmitiee traditions, but proposes a new,
innovative interpretation of them, either to sugpaurrent practices, or to suggest an
idealistic view on the cultic practices.
2.1.1.4. A Comparison with Descriptions of the Gakeepers elsewhere in the
Hebrew Bible

In this section, we compare the Chronicler’'s dggicns of the gatekeepers in 1 Chr
9:17-32 with others found elsewhere in the HebrélleB especially in Ezra-Nehemiah.

The presence of the gatekeepers is attesteddimout the Hebrew Bible although
Steven L. McKenzie argues that the office of ga¢plees emerges only in later portion of
the Old Testamerft® The office of the gatekeepers is referred toeivesal ways. The
most common expression g3, or 7w and its plural formp*ww. The term iy is
found thirty-five times in the Hebrew Bible and blit three of these occurrences (2 Sam
18:26; 2 Kgs 7:10, 11) are in Chronicles and iraEehemiatf!’ Another term for the
office of guard ismu, oro™mw.**® m7pp is also used to designate the office of guard in
combination with other words which clarify the otfjeof guard®® The Chronicler

clearly prefers to useyt, oro™pi. The duty of the gatekeepers is explained with four

218 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles112. See 2 Kgs 7:10-11.

27 John R. Spensethe Levitical Cities: A Study of the Role and Fiorcof the Levites in the History of
Israel (Dissert. of The University of Chicago, 1980),11&penser mentions 37 occurrencesiof or
o, but the two cases are excluded from our couriiggause they are merely designating ‘doors.” It is
found 19 times in Chronicles, 4 times in Ezra, @ritnes in Nehemiah.

281t occurs in Judg 1:24; Isa 21:11, 12; Jer 35ef; 3:12; Isa 62:6; Song 3:3; 5:7; Ps 130:6; 1 Kgs
14:17//2 Chr 12:10; Neh 3:29; 11:19; 12:25; Nehl223: Ran Zadok points out thaw =mw (Neh 13:22)
does not occur before Nehemiah’s time. The combixression ofivy “mu indeed appears only in
Nehemiah (Neh 3:29; 11:19; and 13:22), but the tetm as a designation of the office of guard is found
widely in the Hebrew Bible as the given examplesvpr Ran Zadok, “Remarks on Ezra and Nehemiah,”
ZAW94 (1982): 296-298.

#9Num 3:36 i np2); 4:16 (ownmSs mmpe); 2 Kgs 11:18//2 Chr 23:18; Mic 7:406 5y mps
mm); and 1 Chr 26:3001° ).
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main verbs:ny,??° mw,?? 12,22 andx2:.%?® In Chr 9:17-32, the Chronicler chiefly
uses theverbany to express the duty of the gatekeepers, and soegtimooses another
verb,nau.

In Chronicles, the gatekeepers are all Levitds.Ezek 44:10-11 also depicts the
gatekeepers as Levites. While the Levites areuered from sacrificial service in
Ezekiel's future Temple, they are employed as gapkrs to watch the temple gates and
to serve the temple. Nevertheless, the Leviticeddge of the gatekeepers is not always
confirmed in other texts. For instance, some aréamly priests (2 Kgs 12:10). These
are ‘the keepers of the thresholgd *nw). The same phrase appears in 2 Kgs 12:10;
22:4; 23:4//2 Chr 34:9; 2 Kgs 25:18//Jer 52:24; 8. R. Klein assumes that in all
these instances except 2 Chr 34:9, the keeperedhteshold must be priests as in 2 Kgs
12:10, and claims that the priests were probat#ykébepers of the threshold in pre-exilic
times??® However, none of these passages provide anyniafiton as to whether they
are priests or Levites. Only in 2 Chr 34:9, whiglparallel to 2 Kgs 23:4, are the keepers
of the threshold equated with the Levites. Thus not possible to determine whether

the keepers of the threshold were the priestsaregilic times or not.

2201 Chr 9:23; 26:12, 16; 2 Chr 8:14; Neh 3:29; 12:45

221 Ezek 44:11; 1 Chr 26:12; 2 Chr 8:14.

#22Num 8:26.

223 Num 4:23; 8:24; Deut 18:16. J. R. Spenser intcedithe usage of the three verysz( N, andxas)

in relation to the gatekeepers in his dissertat{dhe Levitical Cities67-86) and also in his article, “The
Tasks of the Levitesmr and sb’,” ZAW96/1 (1984): 267-271.

224 Exceptionally, the priests and Levites were hiasdthe gatekeepers in order to guard the young king
who hid himself in the Temple during Johoiada’s g@gainst Athaliah, since the Temple precinct was

restricted to the clergy (2 Chr 23:4-5).

225Klein, 1 Chronicles 276; Braun] Chronicles 137; and also D. Olson, “What Got the Gatekeejreo
Trouble?”JSOT30 (2005): 224.
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In Ezra-Nehemiah, the gatekeepers are not necgssaked to the Levites (Ezra
2:42//Neh 7:45; 10:24; Neh 7:1, 45; 11:19; 12:28;51?*° Although the gatekeepers
constitute an independent order among the tempkopeel, they are usually registered
between the singers and the temple-servants (E@r 2:7; cf. Neh 7:72; 10:29, in which
the gatekeepers are listed before the singé&rshccording to Neh 13:22, it is Nehemiah
who appointed the Levites to guard the gates tegove the sanctity of the Sabbath. It
was not until Nehemiah’s second term that the gep&rs became definitely connected
with the Levites in Ezra-Nehemiah. Thus, we magabaede that while the gatekeepers
were present throughout the history of Israel gitthe keepers of the Tent of Meeting,
of the Tabernacle, of the Ark, of the thresholdhed Temple, of the city gates, or of the
temple gates), their Levitical status was not goméid until late in the exilic or the post-
exilic period.

None of the other books in the Hebrew Bible prouite detailed job descriptions for
the gatekeepers found in Chronicles. This unspgagffort to legitimize the office of the
gatekeepers needs to be explained. The next sexmains the Chronicler’'s description
of the gatekeepers’ duties. According to the Cinten these Levitical gatekeepers’

duties were assigned by David.

226 Klein, 1 Chronicles 489.
227 japhet, | & lIChronicles 213-214
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2.1.2. 1 Chronicles 26:1-19

2.1.2.1. The Immediate Context of 1 Chr 26:1-19

1 Chronicles 26:1-19 is a part of a longerratare, 1 Chronicles 23-26, which
recounts David’s organization of the Temple pergbim anticipation of its construction
by his successor Solomon. 1 Chronicles 23-26 bas b subject of scholarly discussion
concerning its literary development as detailedvalio Chapter One. A reprise of our
understanding of these chapters will serve asmadweork for the detailed discussion of 1
Chr 26:1-19.

For the Chronicler, King David was the founderd guardian of the Jerusalem
Temple as an institution. 1 Chronicles 23-26 &sépicenter of the “David’s Installation

Block” in Chronicles. Table 3 shows how the figwf David dominates this section.

Table 3 The Reference to David in 1 Chr 23-26

Verse The Reference to David Notes

1 Chr 23:2 | “David assembled all the leaders ofdisra | The initiation of the census
and the priests and the Levites.” of the Levites.

1 Chr 23:6 | “And David organized them in divisions | The organization of the
corresponding to the sons of Levi: Gershor,evites according to their
Kohath, and Merari.” ancestral houses.

1 Chr 23:27| “For according to the last words of David | The redefinition of the age
these were the number of the Levites fromof the Levites at their
twenty years old and upward.” initiation into service.

1 Chr 24:3 | “Along with Zadok of the sons of Elegzar The organization of 24
and Ahimelech of the sons of Ithamar, divisions of the priests.
David organized them according to the
appointed duties in their service.”
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Verse The reference to David Notes

1 Chr 25:1 | “David and the officers of the army ad&b | David’s installation of the
apart for the service the sons of Asaph, ahtemple musicians and their
of Heman, and of Jeduthun, who should | 24 divisions.

prophesy with lyres, harps, and cymbals.’

Exceptionally, the passage 1 Chr 26:1-19 The divisions of the
begins without any reference to David. | gatekeepefé®

1 Chr 26:32| “King David appointed him and his This verse governs only the
brothers, two thousand seven hundred mepreceding verse.
of ability, heads of families, to have the
oversight of the Reubenites, the Gadites,
and the half-tribe of the Manassites for
everything pertaining to God and for the
affairs of the king.”

It is David who initiated the census of thevites, who were not included in his earlier
census (1 Chr 21:1-7). The Levites, from the ag@loénd upward, numbered 38,000 (1
Chr 23:3-5). Based on this census, David proceedddseveral innovative measures: (1)
a new division of the Levites according to theicestral houses (1 Chr 23:6-26); (2) a re-
definition of the age of the Levites at their iatton into service: from the age of twenty

and upward (1 Chr 23:24, 27} (3) the duties newly assigned to the Levitesesithere

2 The divisions of gatekeepers are introduced with@iormula which designates David’s installation.
For this reason, some scholars have consideredélsiton as a secondary addition. However, GnStei
proffers a good counter-argument. According tanSteDavid’s installation of the gatekeepers isadie
stated in 2 Chr 8:14-15, which relates that Solofaithfully executed his father’s ordinances conaeg
the installation of the cultic personnet™( mzn 1= *> =wwh "ww® orpbmea oowwm v. 14).
Furthermore, in 1 Chronicles 25, there are no gwaghich summarize the development of the cultic
personnel according to their genealogical structswueh as 1 Chr 23:24, 31b-32; 24:19; 26:12, 18is T
fact implies that 1 Chr 26:1-19 should be connegtéhl 1 Chronicles 25 logically as well as contetty
(Steins,Die Chronik 305-307). The present study will also argue 1h@hr 26:1-19 is an integral part of 1
Chronicles 23-26 in the following discussion. e bther hand, G. Steins applies the above obgamvat
to build up a new literary stratum, the so-callétlysiker-Torwéachter-Bearbeitung,” which we do notoat.
The reasons will be given as our argument devetotie following pages.

229 The difference of the age of the Levites at thetiation into service between verse 3 (thirtyHarerses
24 and 27 (twenty) has been considered as a peewanple of internal contradictions in 1 ChrorscES-
26. S. Japhet suggests that this deviation restiten textual corruption (Japhé&ll Chronicles, 412).
However, this difference can be understood as tagbdbavid’'s innovations. Concerning the initiatiage
for Levitical duties, there are three differentditeons in the Hebrew Bible: (1) the age of thirlyum 4:3,
23, 30, 35, 39; 43, 47; (2) the age of twenty-fikeim 8:24; and (3) the age of twenty: Ezr 3:8; I Ch
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is no longer a need for them to carry the TabeengtIChr 23:28-32); and (4) a new
organization of the Levites according to their setaoy affiliation as priests, musicians,
gatekeepers, treasurers, and officers and judgébn(24:1-26:32).

Despite internal contradictions, the literatyucture of 1 Chronicles 23-26 shows
coherence. First, its coherence is demonstratetthdyattern of twenty-four divisions,

by which David organizes the Levites, as Tabldusitates.

Table 4. David’'s Organization of the Levites

(1) 1 Chr 23:-24 | The divisions of the | Greshonites (1812x-n3); Kohathites
Levites according to| (9 miax-n2); Merarites (5max—na),

their ancestral totaling 24 ancestral houses.
houses

(2) 1Chr 24:-4 The divisions of the | The Eleazarites (Lfax-nab owx) and
Aaronide priests lthmarites (8max-rra5 orwinn), totaling 24

chiefs of ancestral houses.
(3) 1 Chr 25:-7 The divisions of the | The sons of Asaph (4); the sons of Jeduthun

musicians (6) and the sons of Heman (14), totaling 24
divisions.
(4) 1 Chr 26:-11 | The divisions of the | The sons of Meshelemiah (7); the sons of
gatekeepers Obed-edom (13) and the sons of Hosah (4),

totaling 24 divisions.

This pattern gives coherence to 1 Chronic@2@ although its minor sections, the
organizations of the Levitical treasurers (1 Chr:2P&28) and the Levitical
officers/judges (1 Chr 26:29-32), do not followdlipattern. The pattern of twenty-four

divisions, on the other hand, can help to daterttaterial. The origins of the twenty-four

23:24, 27; 2 Chr 31:17 (during the reign of HezbkiaThe fact that the third tradition appears dnlyhe
post-exilic texts, underscores the Chroniclerorfto harmonize his contemporary situations wihhb t
older tradition as shown in 1 Chronicles 23. ThHeddicler here explains that his contemporary sibna
(the age of twenty for the Levites’ initiation ins@rvice) was resulted from David’s change. EBed
Zvi proffers a similar interpretation of the Chroleir’'s change in his article (“Revisiting ‘Boiling Fire’
in 2 Chronicles 35:13,” 246). Through this chanBen Zvi comments, “the Chronicler is able to povi
legitimacy for the actual practice in the Secondhjpke period, without disregarding at the ideologiesel
the authority of Num 4:3.” Knoppers also agreethhis interpretation (Knoppers, Chronicles 10-29
819-820).
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priestly courses are known to be post-exilic ired&t The Chronicler asserts here that
not only the priestly courses, but also the otlkeengle personnel were organized in the
same pattern of 24 divisiorf§! Therefore 1 Chronicles 23-26 reflects either the
Chronicler’s own situation or his ideal for his otime. In either case, the Chronicler has
retrojected this practice to David times.

Second, the literary coherence of 1 Chroni2@6 is established by its pattern of
casting lots to decide the order of shifts for itheuties in each of the secondary

affiliations of the Levites, as Table 5 indicafés.

#9The reforms of Nehemiah (Neh 13:30-31) are thetriksly setting for this development (H. G. M.
Williamson, Studies in Persian Period History and Historiogrgph26-127; and Japhét& Il Chronicles,
425). The priestly divisions are attested in thiéofving texts, which were written in the Secondrifde
period, but later than the Chronicles: (1) twelkagfmentary manuscripts from Qumran cave 4 (4Q320-33
337), which explain calendars of priestly course&ccording to these calendars, the various priestly
courses rotated the shifts in the Temple for a wete time from one Sabbath to the following Friday
Florentino Garcia Matinez and Eibert J. C. Tigsaheleds.The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Editi@wvols.;
Leiden; Boston; Kéln: Brill, 1997-1998), 678-70®7 and see also, Shemaryahu Talmon and IsraellKnoh
“A Calendrical Scroll From A Qumran Cave: harot B, 4Q321,” inPomegranates and Golden Bells
267-301; (2) the works of Josephusit. 7:366 (in which the priestly courses were disttéaluby lot);Life

1:2 (twenty-four coursespgainst Apion2:108 (four courses of the priests); (3) Luke X&;m. Sukkah
5:8 andm. Tamid5:1-5:6 and 6:1-6:3; and (5) 1QM 2:1-6 and thehvhigrot texts from Qumran Cave 4
(4Q320, 4Q321, 4Q321a, 4Q322, 4Q323, 4Q324, 4Q3R32324c, 4Q325, 4Q328, 4Q329, 4Q329a, and
4Q330). (As for a reconstruction of the Covenantershmarot cycles over a six-year period, see S.
Talmon with the assistance of J. Ben-Dov, “CaletadirDocuments and Mishmarot,” Qumran Cave 4. XVI:
Calendrical Texts [ed. S. Talmon, J. Ben-Dov, andsléssmer; DJD 21; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001], 2, 8-
28). These texts do not agree with one anotheutathe number of priestly courses, but significantl
evince the existence of the priestly divisionshia Second Temple period. KnoppetsChronicles 10-29
841-842.

#B1This fact is again emphasized in the Chronicldepiction of King Josiah’s reign. According to ArC
35:10, cultic duties are well arranged by Josiatésnmand for priests and Levities according to their
respective divisions.

%2 concerning the significance of lot casting in Hebrew Bible, refer to Anne Marie Kitz's articleTte
Hebrew Terminology of Lot Casting and Its Anciergad Eastern ContextCBQ 62 (2000): 207-214.
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Table 5. Ways to Determine the Order of Shifts

Division Way to determine the order of shifts
The divisions of the Aaronide priests | m5=mu3a oppbmm (1 Chr 24:5)

The divisions of the remaining Levites| mb=1 o211 (1 Chr 24:31)
except the priests

The divisions of the musicians m5a1 15°em (1 Chr 25:8)
The divisions of the gatekeepers m5a1 15°em (1 Chr 26:13)

Lastly, the common phraseology, which is tistethe following table, also exhibits

the literary coherence in these chapters.

Table 6. The Common Phraseology in 1 Chr 23-26

Phrase Occurrence

(1) mpbrm 1 Chr 23:6 David organized them in divisions copeegling to the
sons of Levi.

1 Chr 24:1 The divisions of the descendants of Aavere these.

1 Chr 26:1 As for the divisions of the gatekeepers:

1 Chr 26:12 These divisions of the gatekeepers

1 Chr 26:19 These were the divisions of the gatedéeseamong the
Korahites and the sons of Merari

(2) expressions | 1 Chr 24:5 all aliker{>xay nbx)

that designate | 1 Chr 24:31 the chief as well as the youngest leroth

an equal footing (qepn TR nRyS wan)

1 Chr 25:8 small and great, teacher and pupil alike
(nbrroy 1an 51 pps mwb)

1 Chr 26:13 small and great alik@> 1vp>)

All of these observations make it highly prblesthat this section was designed as one

unit by a single authdr® Furthermore they prove that 1 Chr 26:1-19 israagral part

233 3, Japhet points out what we have observed in toriifles 23-26 and states: “An unprejudiced
consideration of chs. 23-27 will reveal that thegibit a transparent structure, integrate nicelyhwthe
literary methods of the book, voice the same viewsand have close affinities with the other pafts o
Chronicles” (Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 409).
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of 1 Chr 23-263* Therefore, this passage can still be considesed part of David’s
Installation Block, although 1 Chr 26:1-19 does begin with a David’s installation
formula.

1 Chr 26:1-19 appears right after David’s afiation of the Temple musicians and
their divisions (1 Chr 25:1-31), and it is followéy the list of the treasurers who are
appointed by David for the future Temple (1 Chr22628), as well as another list of
officers and judges (1 Chr 26:29-32). These pa&sspgesent the immediate context of 1

Chr 26:1-19.

2.1.2.2. Literary Analysis of 1 Chr 26:1-19

The passage 1 Chr 26:1-19 introduces theflidte gatekeepers who are appointed by
David for the future Temple. This passage canibieet into two distinct sections: (1)
w. 1-12 and (2) vv. 13-18° The first section lists the gatekeepers who wikk for
the future temple and the second section introdtlueis assigned positions determined
by casting lots.

The literary unity of 1 Chr 26:1-19 has longeh challenged. Scholars have often

treated vv. 4-8 and wv. 14-18 as seconddfy. This contention is based on the

24\. Rudolph views 1 Chr 26:1-19 as second@iyronikbiicher 173). His argument is based on the fact
that this passage deviates from Ezra-Nehemiah'sgosdtation of the gatekeepers. For Rudolph, the
Chronicler is the author of both books of Chrorécend Ezra-Nehemiah. Thus, he suggests that 1 Chr
26:1-19 could not have been written by the sambkaautOnce freed from this basic assumption that th
books of Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah were writtgimne author (the Chronicler), one can easily make
the case that 1 Chr 26:1-19 integrates nicely thighwhole section of 1 Chronicles 23-26.

%351 Chr 26:1-19 can be divided differently, suchvas1-11 and vv. 12-19, as R. Klein does (Klein,
Chronicles 487). The division of this passage into the s&otions really depends on how one understands
the function of verse 12. We consider, with Japkietse 12 as a concluding sentence of the previous
section (vv. 1-11) (Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 450).

Z8\While G. von Rad argued that vv. 4-8 as secon@ay Rad,Das Geschichtsbild des chronistischen
Werkes 116-118), several other scholars have treated ot 4-8 and vv. 12-18 as secondary, such as,
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intrusiveness of vv. 4-8 (the list of the descenslai Obed-edom) and the appearance of
Shelemiah (v. 14) instead of the expected MeshalemiVe will argue for the originality

of these two passages when we analyze them.

(1) The First Unit (1 Chr 26:1-12)

The first unit is framed by aimclusio ‘the divisions of the gatekeepersiygommnb
ovww® in v. 1 andemwwn mpSm abx5 in v, 12). Verse 1 introduces the gatekeepers
for the Temple according to their ancestral housdsle verse 12 concludes it with a
statement that these divisions are done in accoedavith their leaders in order to
minister in the Temple. Within this structural frawork, the genealogical information
and the numbers of three different families ofgléekeepers are introduced.

The structure of the first unit is as follows:

Rothstein and khel (Das erste Buch der Chronik69-473), Williamson1 and 2 Chronicles169-171),
and Braun 1 Chronicles 250-251). Among those who argue both vv. 4-8 en 12-18 as secondary,
some consider that the later addition was done progpriestly reviser under the impact of the itugibn

of the system of twenty-four priestly courses, sash Williamson (“The Origins of the Twenty-Four
Priestly Courses: A Study of 1 Chronicles 23-2h,The Historical Books of the Old Testamgsd. J. A.
Emerton; Leiden: Brill, 1979], 251-268), Kleid Chronicles 487), and S. L. McKenzig {2 Chronicles
199-201). On the other hand, others argue thatetiverses were later added by the Chronicler himsel
See WelchThe Work of the Chronicle®1-93; and Dirksert, Chronicles 308. G. Stein proffers another
opinion: wv. 4-8, 12-13 and 16b-18, which belongatdater ‘Musiker-Torichter-Bearbeitung,” were
added later to an older text (Steidg Chronik 327-331). After having considered all these oasi
opinions, we will argue that David’s organizatioitloe temple personnel into divisions cannot beesey
from the allocation of their duties, which is indreced in vv. 13-18. The process of casting lotsdfdies
(vv. 13-18) seems to be deliberately introducedrtter to emphasize that every division is on anakqu
footing. This will be dealt with later in our exe&gs of the second unit (vv. 13-19).
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la: The introduction

1b: The Korathites
2-3 The genealogy of Meshelemiah
4-7 The genealogy of Obed-edom
8 The number of gatekeepé&@hed-edom
9 The number of gatekeepéideshelemiah
10-11a: The genealogy of Hosah, theaier
11b:  The number of gatekeepeidadah

12: The conclusion

This arrangement demonstrates that the firétisineatly designed as one literary unit.
First, each of three enumerations of the gatekeepererses 2, 4 and 10 begin with the
same lamed phrase *{rnbund, oax Tav5y, and mor®, respectively), in which the
prepositionlamed designates possession. The sons of each family of gatekeepers are
identified by ordinal numbers (vv. 2-3, 4-7 and 1IT®). Second, the number of each
family of gatekeepers is reported in the same patee number # family name 425
o [v. 8b], smmbund [v. 9], andren® [v. 11b]) + a phrase afnxy 2%2 (vv. 8, 9 and
11b). Third, as Japhet notes, there is an innastib structure between vv. 2-7 and vv.
8-9, by which the unity of this unit is expresséd. This chiastic structure seems to
explain in a better way why the genealogy of Obedre appears to disconnect the
genealogy of Meshelemiah (vv. 2-3 and v. 9). Téensing intrusiveness of vwv. 4-8 (the

sons of Obed-edom) has often caused scholars tbt dsuoriginality. However, a

7 Concerning the possessive function of the prejpositmed see Paul JotioPart Three: SyntaxVol.
Il of A Grammar of Biblical Hebrewtrans. and rev. T. Muraoka; repr. with correcsipRoma: Editrice
Pontificio Istituto, 1993), § 133d, 487.

2383, Japhet notices an inner chiastic structuréése verses. Verses 2-9 is laid out accordinghasi
pattern: genealogy first and statistics secondrstFthe genealogy of Meshelemiah is introduced and
followed by that of Obed-edom. Then the numbegatiekeepers of Obed-edom is first presented and
followed by that of gatekeepers of Meshelemiah. niaking the last verse refer to the first, thessaes
have an inner chiastic structure. This fact suppdine literary unit of these verses (JapHéi)
Chronicles 451).
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hypothesis of later interpolation of vv. 4-8 does give a full explanation of why a later
interpolator did such a poor job. A later editould have inserted it after verse 9 as a
supplement applying the genealogy and census teettend group.

If our understanding of the structure of tinnst is correct, the Korahites consist of two
sub-branches: the sons of Meshelemiah and theafddbed-edom, while the Merarites
are represented only by the sons of Hosah. Tridenstanding is appropriate to verse 19,
which concludes the whole section of 1 Chr 26:1wvlith a summarizing sentence:
“These were the divisions of the gatekeepers antbeg<orahites and the Merarites.”

We will proceed to our literary analysis basedan structural framework.

V.1 FOR 37 XIPT12 nben ompb ompdS mpSmnb

The phrasepu> mpbm5 in verse 1 defines the topic of 1 Chr 26:1-19. sThi
section will present the divisions of the gatekespastalled by David. David is not
mentioned here, but 1 Chr 26:1 is connected tdégenning of 1 Chronicles 25 (David’s
installation formulaf>® which states that David was assisted by ‘thecef§ of the army’
(%3371 ) when he organized the Temple musicians (1 Cht)25: The Chronicler’s
designation of the officers of the army as Davidssistants is peculiar, because David
was assisted by the priests Zadok and Ahimelec8Hhi124:3), when he installed the
twenty-four divisions of the priestly class in 1rGhicles 24. Why did the Chronicler
designate the officers of the army as David’s &sis when the king organized the
Temple musicians? Considering the facts that narscaccompanied armies on the

battle field (2 Chr 20:21-22) and the gatekeepeeseweckoned asn—uwa (1 Chr

239 gtein,Die Chronik 304; and also Dirksen, Chronicles 308.
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26:8Y*%in Chronicles, it is not surprising that the Chronicler says thavid was assisted
by the officers of the army in this task. Thus tieginning of 1 Chronicles 25 seems to
be intended to dictate 1 Chronicles 26 as well.

In 1 Chr 23:28-32, the Chronicler describewvia assigning duties to the Levites.
In that passage, the duties of the gatekeeperalswencluded (1 Chr 23:32). It shows
clearly that according to the Chronicler, the dimis of the gatekeepers are included in
David’'s overall plan for the organization of thendge personnel. For this reason,
Williamson argues that 1 Chr 26:1-3, 9-11, and &g to the primary strand which
originated with the Chronicler, although he consd& Chr 26:4-8 and 12-18 as
secondary** We will show that these two sections (1 Chr 28:dnd 1 Chr 26:12-18)
also fit well into the structure and phraseologyl @hronicles 23-26.

o'mp> in verse 1 should be read together with the cometuderse 19. In verse 19,
the twenty-four divisions of the gatekeepers cdnsighe Korahites and the Merarites.
The Korahites are introduced in vv. 1-9, and thedviees are in vv. 10-11.

The phrasepx 33711 ®9p-12 yrebun in verse 1 introduces the first gatekeeper
family of the Korahites: Meshelemiah. He is saidbe the son of Kore, of the sons of
Asaph. LXX*°*1 Chr 26:1 reads the name Asaptasan, while MT 1 Chr 9:19 has
foax.  Since in the Hebrew Bible the son of Korah ihei Abiasaph (Exod 6:24) or
Ebiasaph (1 Chr 6:37 and 9:19px seems to be a scribal error caused by

homoioarchton If the MT Vorlage had=oxax, the scribe might have skipped from the

240Lsm-yi is used to designate a warrior in the followingesa Judg 3:29; 20:44, 46; 1 Sam 9:1; 14:52;
31:12; 2 Sam 23:20; 24:9; 2 Kgs 5:1; 1 Chr 10:11222; and 2 Chr 13:3.

241 illiamson,Studies in Persian Period History and Historiogrgph34.
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first alephto the seconadlephof the name. Thus, Meshelemiah is the son of Kewa
of Ebiasaph. Meshelemiah is clearly identifiechdsorahite.

Since he shares exactly the same ancestrizahi® in 1 Chr 9:19, S. Japhet argues
that Meshelemiah is the same individual as ShaftfmAs we have argued in section
2.1.1.2, however, her proposal disregards the temhpgetting of the text that the
Chronicler constructed quite deliberately. Meshedd is presented in this verse as a
figure that was selected as a gatekeeper durintasiteears of the reign of David. We
may suggest that Meshelemiah, a figure in the timBavid, is singled out or invented
by the Chronicler to emphasize the Korahites’ pasiis gatekeepers. The Chronicler
traces back the Korahites’ possession of the otffagatekeepers to the wilderness period

(1 Chronicles 9), and now to David’s time (1 Chobes 26).

Vv. 2-3 b 1A awn SR 91520 10T M2 nnbuinS
DUAWA PWITOR WY P W 2w waan Srane

Verse 2 is connected with verse 1 withw conjuctive, so that it should be translated:

“And Meshelemiah had sons....” Meshelemaih has seems, but his family will be
counted as 18 including his brothers in verse @silemiah’s sons are enumerated with
the ordinal numbers. This pattern is followed by hext verses where the sons of Obed-

edom (vv. 4-5, 7) and the sons of Hosah (vv. 10até)introduced.

2425 Japhet argues: “Shallum should be identifieth Wleshelemiah and the family regarded as having it
origin in the earliest days of the Restorationdpfdet,|&Il Chronicles, 452).
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Scholars, who favor the view that vv. 4-8 dHobe regarded as secondary, have
offered three main reasons: (1) Verses 4-8 intinttethe natural flow between verses 2-
3 and verse 9; (2) vv. 4-8 appears to be an indkpeniterary unit, enveloped by an
inclusio ‘belonging to Obed-edom’ in verses 4 and 8; andJ8ed-edom is not explicitly
connected to the Korahites, unlike Meshelemialii).
The first observation can also be explainea lshiastic structure between vv. 2-7 and

vv. 8-9. The second argument is not tenable suetee 4 and verse 8 do not share a
common phrase except the name of Obed-edom to darimclusio (cf. %12 28 725

[v. 4] and oy T2y wam m5x5> [v. 8]). We prefer to consider verse 8 as a new
beginning, which parallels verse 9. The third o@asa suspicion about the Levitical
origin of Obed-edom, needs to be demonstrated. d@dem appears several times in

Chronicles as followg?*

243:0Obed-edom’ occurs fourteen times in ChronicleCHr 13: 13, 14 [twice]; 15:18, 21, 24, 25; 16:8, 3
[twice]; 26:4, 8 [twice]; 2 Chr 25:24, but it appsaten times in the Chronicler's account of the
transportation of the Ark to Jerusalem (1 Chr 13-1@Nancy Tan, “The Chronicler's ‘Obed-dom’: A
Foreigner and/or a LevitedSOT32 [2007]:218).
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Table 7. Obed-edom in the Chronicler’'s Ark Nanas

Before the The procession of the Ark Before the Ark in In the Temple

transfer of the to Jerusalem Jerusalem
Ark
Obec-edom the | Obec- Obec-edom Obec- Obec-edon Obec-edom
Gittite edom (gatekeeper for| edom (?) and Obed- | (gatekeeper)
(musician) | the Ark) (musician)| edom, son of
Jeduthun

1 Chr 13:13 1 Chr 1 Chr 15:2. 1 Chr 1 Chr 16:3 1 Chr 26:4, 8
14//2 Sam 6:10, | 15:18, 21 16:5 and 15.
11, 12;
1 Chr 15:25

Before the Ark was transferred to Jerusalendayid, it had remained in the house of
Obed-edom the Gittite for three months, according Sam 6:10-12//1 Chr 13:13-14.
After this, Obed-edom the Gittite is never mentibgain in Chronicles. 1 Chr 13:14//2
Sam 6:11 relates: ‘the LORD blessed Obed-edom aisd emtire household.’
Commentators often connect this blessing with ghrasSx 1292 °> in 1 Chr 26:5%
Obed-edom’s large family is understood to refl&es tdivine blessing. If we follow the

Chronicler’'s version of the Ark narrative, it seerntmt Obed-edom the Gittite was

244 Obed-edom the Gittite (2 Sam 6:10/1 Chr 13:13}dgtainly non-Yahwistic name (‘servant of [the
deity] of Edom’) of non-Israelite ethnic origin. @majority of commentators connect ‘the Gittite' Gath,

a Philistine town. See, P. K. McCartér,Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Estand
Commentary(AB, 9; New York: Doubleday, 1984), 170; Curtis aNthdsen,The Books of Chronicles
215; Knoppers,l Chronicles 10-29588. On the other hand, Anderson argues thad@Hem is not
necessarily a Philistine, since there is anothaceplcalled Gath, that is, Gath-Limmon, a Leviticiay
(Josh 21:24-26) (A. A. Anderso,Samue[WBC 11; Waco: Word Books, 1989], 105). Japhetposes
another view that the Chronicler understood théghesion ‘the Gittite’ as referring to residencether
than ethinic origin (Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 281-282). All these scholarly discussions intlicthat
David’s temporary transfer of the Ark to Obed-edsrhbuse remains as a perplexing question. Regardle
of whether ‘the Gittite’ refers to either residenae ethnicity, why did David deposit the Ark with a
foreigner or a non-Israelite place? Why did Davahsfer the Ark which had been brought back from t
Philistines to another Philistine town or a Phitist man’s place? 2 Samuel 6 does not give any
explanation of this, but the Chronicler seems tkleathis question in his Ark narrative. Howevtre
Chronicler’s treatment of Obed-edom seems to canBeto even more confusion. Thus, S. Japhet tdes
release the Chronicler from such accusation by centimy that Obed-edom’s Levitical origin originated
not with the Chronicler, but with an earlier traglit that the Chronicler has known (Japhet& I
Chronicles 281-282). We continue to discuss this issudénfollowing pages.

242 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 455-356; and Kleinl. Chronicles 490.
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incorporated into the Levitical gatekeepers wheri®arganized the gatekeepers for the
Temple as 1 Chronicles 26 presefifs.

When the Ark was transferred to Jerusalem,Ghsonicler envisions this scene in a
very distinctive way (1 Chr 15:1-16:43Y He depicts the procession of the Ark from
Gibeon to Jerusalem as a well-organized liturgjmadcession guided by sacerdotal
law.**® The procession is portrayed in detail in 1 Ch19528. From this portrayal, the

procession can be pictured as folloi:

1. Three heads of singers/players of bronze cymiddésnan, Asaph, and Ethan
2. Harp players

3. Lyre players

4. Chenaniah, director of transpastr{a 2:151-)

5. Two gatekeepers for the Ark (Berechiah and Edkan

6. Seven priestly trumpet blowers

7. Two other gatekeepers for the Ark (Obed-edomJamah)
8. David

9. The elders of Israel

10. The commanders of the thousands

11. All Israel

The Levitical singers and musicians lead tteeg@ssion (1 Chr 15:19-21). After them,

Chenaniah, the director, guides the transportatiothe Ark (v. 22). Then the Ark is

248 jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 295.

247 The Chronicler’s version of the Ark narrative ssentially based on 2 Sam 6:12-20, but the Chremicl
inserted 1 Chr 15:1-24 before his source mateaial, then added another thirty-nine verses (1 Ci#-48)
between 2 Sam 6:12-19a and 2 Sam 19b-20. Sucliicagr additions reveal the author’s special cance
with this cultic ceremony.

%8 David’s command (in 1 Chr 15:2), given to the ltesito carry the Ark, accords with Mosaic Law, as
found in Deut 10:8 (cf. Num 7:9). A summary stagemnof 1 Chr 15:15 emphasizes the fact that all had
been done according to Mosaic law as set forthxiodE25:13-14; 37:4-5; Num 1:50. Paul D. Hanson, “1
Chronicles 15-16 and the Chronicler’s Views of teites,” in “Sha‘arei Talmoti 70.

#9Klein, 1 Chronicles 350. Klein considers that only nos. 4, 5 ana ®ur list are related to the actual
procession, and suggests that the singers and iamssigtand after the Ark. If nos. 4, 5, and 6 dbsche
scene of the procession, as Klein argues, thare r®ason to think that 1 Chr 15:19-21 (nos. 1n2, &in
our list) is not related to it.
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carried by four gatekeepers: two for the front, amad for the rear (vv. 23-24). The seven
priests, the trumpet blowers, surround the ArkR@). The Ark is followed by David, the
elders of Israel, the commanders of the thousand5j and all Israel (v. 285*°

According to the Chronicler, Obed-edom, bglog to the second rank of the
Levitical musicians (1 Chr 15:18}* participated in this procession as a lyre player (
Chr 15:21). The second Obed-edom is introducea gatekeeper for the Ark in 1 Chr
15:24. He was carrying the Ark at the rear in finscessiorf>? Therefore, Obed-edom,
a lyre player, cannot be the same individual witte@edom, a gatekeeper for the Ark,

unless he is able to be present simultaneouslwindifferent space$® Thus we can

%9 30hn Kleinig has presented a convincing casehiiritegrity of the procession as it stands intéxg 1
Chronicles 15, including a reasonable explanatioritfe gatekeepers’ presence there: they are raegdss
prevent anyone from touching the Ark (J. Kleinidne Lord’s Song44-51, esp. 50).

%1 The concluding phrasestwwin) of MT 1 Chr 15:18 causes a problem, so that WidReh considers it a
later gloss from 1 Chr 15:24kp6pw mom™ 0% 92w7). See, RudolphChronikbiicher 116. His view is
followed by the following commentators: Rothsteimdatinel, Kommentar zum ersten Buch der Chronik
277; and Japhet, & 1l Chronicles, 295. These commentators’ opinion is convincinthwwo reasons:
First, in 1 Chr 15:18, it is not clear how manytbé preceding names are in appositiorntwit; and
second, the same fourteen people as introducedCimr 1L.5:18, are presented as singers and musiicidns
Chr 15:20-21(only one person’s name is introducéféréntly). On the other hand, G. N. Knoppers
proffers a uniquely creative interpretation of thésse:

In v. 18 fourteen individuals are appointed aske¢pers. These should be understood,
as the general description implies, simply as asclalrhe lists of vv. 23 and 24 are more
specific. Where the persons appointed earlier wengly assigned to the general office
of gatekeeper (15:18), the individuals in 15:23,a24 appointed to play a more precise
role, as ‘gatekeepers for the ark’ (Knoppér§hronicles 10-29622-624).

However, Knoppers’ reading does not eliminate ¢bnflict between verses 18 and 21 concerning the
identity of Obed-edom. Even though the gatekeepgsame multiple functions in Chronicles as he esgu
it is hardly possible that the same figure coulsuase two roles in the same liturgical processidmctvis
systematically described by the Chronicler (1 CHr21-28). Therefore, we, with many other
commentators, understand the ending of 1 Chr 18<18 later gloss. The fact that some manuscripts o
LXX (LXX ©™ 1 Chr 15:18 do not have this ending corroboratesconclusion (A. E. Brooke et al., eds.,
The Old Testament in Greek39-440).

%2t is highly likely that Obed-edom the Gittite wpisked up as a gatekeeper for the Ark since ittresh
placed in his house. However, it cannot be conausnless other evidence is found.

3 villiamson also points out that the reference tle®edom and Jehiah as the gatekeepers for the Ark
(v. 24) contradicts their role as singers in vetsgand 21, and also clashes with verse 23, wheredBiah

and Elkanah were mentioned as the gatekeepersdakrk. Williamson explains this contradiction kit

the narrative as either a reflection of some tenfietween the minor cultic officials, or as theutesf a

later clumsy revision (Williamsor, and 2 Chronicles126).
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identify two different Obed-edoms, one is a musiciwhile the other, a gatekeeper,
appeared in the procession of the Ark to Jerusatém.

Once the Ark is transferred to Jerusalem, ®appointed Levitical musicians to
praise God before the Ark (1 Chr 16:4, 37). Obedre is also included among these
musicians (1 Chr 16:5). After citing a long sorfglte Levites, the Chronicler resumes
David’s installation of the choral rite before tAek (1 Chr 16:37-38). These two verses
need to be examined carefully since verse 38 amh& exegetical issue concerning the

identity of Obed-edom.

Vv. 37-38 IRT 225 M PARSY AoRS MR PR 95 oYM
M2 or127d TN

owES mom PAPTT2 OOR T7a MM oY ommRY DTN 72am

This passage raises several questions: (D ig/the first Obed-edom in verse 38? Is
he a musician or gatekeeper? (2) How can we urashetrshe third person plural suffix of
oy, which has only a singular antecedent? (3) Whibessecond Obed-edom, son of
Jeduthun in verse 387

Who is the first Obed-edom? R. Braun traesldhis passage, connecting v. 38a to v.

37: “and also Obed-edom and his sixty-eight kinsfof>> According to this

#4\What would be the Chronicler’s reason for thisisive use of the strange name Obed-edom (seven
times) in 1 Chronicles 15-16? N. Tan tries to aiplthis as an example of the Chronicler’s inclasiv
tendency to accept foreigners as a part of Isrdmimrwthey are willing to become Yahweh worshippers
(Tan, “The Chronicler’'s ‘Obed-edom’,” 227). Herggestion can be one possible reason for it, but we
propose another possibility that the Chroniclezdtio legitimize David’s choice of Obed-edom théitg]
which is perplexing to himself, by making Obed-edworthy of keeping the Ark. If this was the casee

still can ask whether the Chronicler's peppering tlame Obed-edom either as a musician or a keéper o
the Ark in his narrative came from an earlier ttimth that he has inherited, or is his own creatidrhis
question will be dealt with again when we conclode discussion about Obed-edom.
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interpretation, David left Asaph and his brotheksChr 16:37) and Obed-edom, totaling
68 (1 Chr 16:38a), before the Ark. Then, thistfdded-edom is a musician. S. Japhet
256

points out that this translation is not syntactic@istifiable>> We could add another

reason to consider this translation untenableordier to consideznax 7ay1 (v. 38a) as a
coordinate phrase withmx™ nox> (v. 37a), the prepositiolimedis required prior to
o8 72w, since the verhry is often used with the prepositidmedin order to express
the idea of ‘to leave something to someone’ as@hf.16:37 (cf. Exod 23:54)’ Thus it
is more reasonable not to connect this Obed-edotheanusical guild represented by
Asaph?®®®

Second, how are we to understand the pluai@ninal suffix ofarnx, which does
not match with its singular antecedent? Accordmg¢he BHS exegetical apparatus, the
manuscripts of LXX, Pershitta, Vulgate, and Arab&ve a singular suffix instead of
plural suffix, while the Targum follows the MT. WRudolph, however, suggests
inserting an additional phraser before the plural pronominal suffix, by referritayl

Chr 15:24b, where Obed-edom is paired with Jehimigatekeepers for the AR

Instead of Jehiah, Gary N. Knoppers suggests ‘Ddiased on 1 Chr 15:18, 21; 16:5,

25 Curtis and MadserThe books of Chronicle®25; Braunl Chronicles 183; and Klein1l Chronicles
360.

256 jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 320.

ZTHALOT 807. There is one case when the vetbis used withoutamedwith the same meaning (Jer
49:11).

8 peter B. Dirksen also notices the absence of Hecomarkerdamedin this phrase in his article (“1
Chronicles 16:38: Its Background and GrowthiN'SL22 [1996]: 86).

%9 Rudolph,Chronikbiichey 126. Williamson also follows Rudolph énd 2 Chronicles130). However,
there is no textual evidence for this suggestion.
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260 |t means that

and presumes thétw was lost byhomoioarktonbefore ommx.
Knoppers considers this Obed-edom as a musiciirs unlikely. As we have argued

before, this Obed-edom would hardly be a musiciaRurthermore, since David’s

regulation for the Ark in 1 Chronicles 16 was giwadter the Ark had been transferred to
Jerusalem, it does not necessarily need to be mazetwith the one in 1 Chronicles 15,
which described the procession of the Ark to JeemsZ® Thus, it seems more

reasonable to read the pronominal suffixaafrxy as singular. As for the additional

insertion ofr right beforearrny, there is no textual evidence to support it. Ehare,

it appears that this Obed-edom is probably Obedredeoho was incorporated into the
class of gatekeepers in 1 Chr 15:24.

In 1 Chr 16:38 the number of Obed-edom’s fgnml said to be 68, whereas the
number of Obed-edom’s family in 1 Chr 26:8 is 62onsidering a possible confusion
betweermmui andz i, ?*> we may think that one of them (either 1 Chr 16088 Chr
26:8) has a correct number, and the other one thvsrag number due to a scribal error.

Our third question is as to who Obed-edom,&aieduthun is. W. Rudolph, Edward

L. Curtis and S. Japhet consider the phrase*-12 o8 7211 as a gloss, and propose to

delete the phras€®® R. Braun sees™pwb> mom pnv-j2 oo Tam as a later

260 K noppers1 Chronicles 10-29640.

%! The order of the gatekeepers seems to have flectumany times throughout the history, as S. Japhet
commented: “We have already noticed that the oofi¢he gatekeepers has undergone many changes, and
that there is no continuation of the original faesl mentioned in Ezra. Most of these have disagoke

and only Shallum, claiming its descent from Korstmyvived (1 Chr 9:17)” (Japhdt& Il Chronicles, 323).

%2 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 126.

263 Rudolph, Chronikbiichey 126; Curtis and MadseiThe Books of Chronicle®24; and Japhet, & II
Chronicles 320.
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interpolation”®* R. Klein gives another viewpm 12 T8 72wy mmwh vy omm
was added by a later hand. However, there is ranexextual evidence for these
scholars’ proposals. The majority of manuscriptdude this phrase, as the MT stands.

P. B. Dirksen assumes that the phrase ‘Obediezbn of Jeduthun,’ reflects a later
glossator’s confusion between Obed-edom a singeQdred-edom a gatekeepét. Due
to this confusion, the glossator calculated the Imemof Obed-edom’s brethren as 68,
which comes from addition of 6 of the sons of Jedant(1 Chr 25:3) to the 62 members
of Obed-edom’s family (1 Chr 26:8). Thus, accogdio Dirksen’s reconstruction, the
original gloss was like this: “And Obed-edom was sion of Jeduthun, and their brethren
were sixty-eight.2®®

Following Dirksen, we also assume thatT-12 078 7201 mmeh 0wy om R was
added later either by the Chronicler or by a lgtessator to back up the incorporation of
Obed-edom the Gittite into the Levitical gatekespgin 12 I8 72y inl Chr 16:38 is
the only case in which Obed-edom’s patronymic ienf®’ According to 1 Chr 16:42,
the sons of Jeduthun were standing at the gatebeo@, where the Tent had remained
before it was transferred to the Temple. Thuduthain’'s sons could be counted as
gatekeepers. However, once the Tent was trandféoréhe Temple, these gatekeepers

except Obed-edom were all absorbed into the tempkgcians (1 Chr 25:3). Ironically,

#4Braun,1 Chronicles 186.

%5 Dirksen, “1 Chronicles 16:38: Its Background amw@h,” 89.

%8 pirksen, “1 Chronicles 16:38: Its Background amw@h,” 89.

%7 1n this phrase, Jeduthun, a contemporary figurekinig David, is first introduced in Chronicles.
Jeduthun appears in the following places: 1 Ch6;916:38, 41, 42; 25:1, 3, 6; 2 Chr 5:12; 29:14;185
Neh 11:17; Ps 39:1; 62:1; 77:1. Jeduthun’s namsedppears as a patronymic in 1 Chr 9:16, butthedu
himself is introduced in 1 Chr 16:38 and 41. Hes\wppointed as a musician for the Tent in GibeoGHd
16:41), but he and his sons were later choseneaethple musicians by David (1 Chr 25:1, 3).
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such an artificial connection of Obed-edom withutbdn has caused a further confusion
between Obed-edom a singer and Obed-edom a gatzkempd has complicated
identifying who is who in this whole section. $ommarize our reconstruction of 1 Chr
16:38 would be as follows: “and Obed-edoamd his sixty-eight kinsfolk; while Obed-
edom was the son of Jeduthua:later gloss) and Hosah were to be gatekeepdrsis
Obed-edom is Obed-edom the Gittite, and at the dames the same individual, who is
introduced in 1 Chr 26:3-%% o*m5x 1912 "> in 1 Chr 26:5b is the key making this
connection possible, as mentioned earlier (1 Cht4®2 Sam 6:11 and 1 Chr 26:5b).
Obed-edom the Gittite was connected with a Lewitiaeily through Jeduthun (1 Chr
16:38), but this connection has not been devel@peker. Here in 1 Chr 26:1-19, Obed-

edom’s family is only syntactically connected te tkevitical families.

%8 japhet| & Il Chronicles, 452. In summary, the Chronicler presents sev@tsd-edoms in his ark
narrative (1 Chr 13-16): (1) Obed-edom the Gittithp kept the Ark for three months after the aacide
death of Uzzah; (2) Obed-edom, a musician; (3) Gdmm, a gatekeeper of the Ark, who carried the Ark
to move it to Jerusalem; and (4) Obed-edom, sodediithun. Why did the Chronicler create so many
Obed-edoms, causing havoc in his narrative? Ashaee mentioned above, the Chronicler's major
problem is to explain why David transferred the AskObed-edom the Gittite, who seems definitelpéca
non-Israelite. What if the Chronicler has sevexallier traditions to explain it, as S. Japhet cants?
(Japhet] & Il Chronicles, 281-282). What if one tradition says that Obddre was a musician; another
tradition says that he was a gatekeeper; and dthdition says he was son of Jeduthun? All these
traditions are on the same line in regards to n@ked-edom a worthy man of keeping and carrying the
Ark in order to rationalize David’s action to motree Ark to Obed-edom’s house. If the Chronicleose
to use all these earlier traditions, can this bprecursor of “overkill” phenomenon, which is found
commonly in the later Rabbinic exegeses? J. Ksay:
The “overkill” phenomenon “usually comes about whiea author of a particular text is
aware of two earlier versions of a story or twofafiént explanations for the same
phenomenon; unable or unwilling to decide betwebami, the author seeks to
incorporate both into a single telling. In so dpihowever, the author inevitably ends up
“overkilling” something in the story, giving two asons why a particular thing happened
or two different ways in which it took place. (J.udel, “Levi's Elevation to the
Priesthood in Second Temple WritingdfdTR 86 [1993]: 7; and alsdn Potiphar’'s
House[New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1990], 38, 256-257)

It seems that by using this “overkilling” techon#& the Chronicler makes Obed-edom a pious YHWH-
worshipper. However, it does cause some confusidre fact that in Chronicles, Obed-edom appealss on
one more time after 1 Chr 26:1-19 is intriguingd@r 25:24). None of his family members are inctide
the list of gatekeepers during the post-exilic peéifl Chr 9:19-32). This also explains why thedicler
takes such pains to include Obed-edom into theticavigatekeepers. N. Tan argues that the Chrmicl
by confirming the status and identity of Obed-edasra Levitical gatekeeper, intended to say thattke
was never mistreated nor desecrated by any fore{@e®, “The Chronicler's Obed-edom,” 227, 229).
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Now we need to resume our exegesis of 1 G-2. In verses 4 and 5, the eight
sons of Obed-edom are enumerated with the ordimabers likewise in verses 2-3, and
10-11. As we have already argued, this fact makeses 4-5 fit the rubrics of the first
unit, verses 1-12. Verse 4 begins with weewv conjunctive, by which it is tied to verse 1
as is verse 2 since they are coordinate clausesther words, the family of Obed-edom
belongs to the Korahites as much as that of Meshaledoes, even if the ancestry of
Obed-edom is not provided.

Genealogical information about Obed-edom cmes to be provided in the next two
verses (w. 6-7). Here, Shemaiah, Obed-edom’sdas, branches out to form a separate
household, which consists of six sons. Thus, #milfy Obed-edom forms thirteen
father’s houses of gatekeepers, including his sewes plus the six sons of Shemaiah’s.

The phrasemnn 5n 122> (v. 6) and the phrasern—ia (v. 7) provide additional
information beyond simple genealogical trees. 3twes of Obed-edom are described as
5 sm23, and the sons of Shemaiah are calletas:2. The phrase ‘mighty warriors’
(>n *m121) mostly appear in military contexts: 2 Kgs 5:In(gilar); 1 Chr 5:24; 7:2, 5, 7,
9, 11, 40; 8:40; 12:22, 26, 31; 26:31; 2 Chr 13:8;7; 17:13, 14%° Sra is also not
much different from the former term. It occursDeut 3:18; Judg 18:2; 1 Sam 14:52
(singular); 2 Kgs 2:16; 1 Chr 5:18; 8:40; 26:30; 3Zhr 26:17; 28:6, where the military
context is obvious. Only in 1 Chr 26:7, 9, is tkem connected with gatekeepers. For

this reason, J. Wright claims that the Chroniclertiays gatekeepers as a paramilitary

269 by w9123 appears in 1 Chr 9:13//Neh 11:14, which is a péthe list of priests who returned from the
Babylonian exile. Thus in this caSer *m21 designates ‘qualified men’ for the work of the\éee of the
Temple rather than mighty warriors. In the casé& 6hr 26:6, it describes gatekeepers.
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security force for the tempfé® Some scholars suggest that although 1 Chr 26:1-1
attributes the origin of this security force of tteenple to David, this passage probably
reflects the realities of the post-exilic perfdd.In the following verses (vv. 8-9) the term

5n also occurs several times. Nonetheless, whethaobthese verses were meant to
reflect the actual situation in the time of the @hcler needs to be examined further.

We will examine verses 8-9 together with verse dihbe they share a common rubric.

V.8 m7205 moa Srrwn® ormy omaar” anm o Ty an moabs

D . e
0N 7S o ol

V.9 Ay e Srmaf ome o2 1mmbuns

V. 11b Aoy muowS oms® ot onaba?

We have marked several phrases with capiti@réeto show the rubrics, under which
the three verses are composed. The four phrasesrs¢ 8 (A, B, C and D) have their
coordinates in verse 9 and verse 11b (except foasehB). In other words, these three
verses have almost the same rubric. For this neag® understand verse 8, 9 and 11b as
coordinate clauses, all of which provide the numifefamily members in each family:
62 of Obed-edom, 18 of Meshelemiah, and 13 of HoJdiese three verses seem to have

been arranged in descending order for the numbianafies, and according to this order,

279 John Wesley Wright, “Guarding the Gates: 1 Chresic26:1-19 and the Roles of Gatekeepers in
Chronicles,”JSOT48 (1990): 69.

#IKleine, 1 Chronicles 491 and Gary N. Knoppers, “ ‘The City Yhwh HasoSén’: The Chronicler’s
Promotion of Jerusalem in Light of Recent Archagglb in Jerusalem in Bible and Archaeology: The
First Temple Perioded. Andrew G. Vaughn and Ann E. Killebrew; AtlanSociety of Biblical Literature,
2003), 310.
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the formulation of the verse becomes more concisghis observation boosts the

contention that verses 4-8 are original to the.3&xt

Vv. 10-11a M32 MRS D WNTT MY oM MMt NS
"W 1MST WSwn 1A wwn wrphn wRaS AR mmm

Verses 10-11a follow the same rubric of w8 a@nd vv. 4-5, in which the beginning
phrase is a proper noun prefixed by the prepositiomed and the sons of the person
named are enumerated with an ordinal number. Whdshelemiah and Obed-edom are
affiliated with the Korahites, Hosah is affiliategith the Merarites. Hosah is first
introduced in 1 Chr 16:38 as a gatekeeper bef@adtk in Jerusalem, but his ancestry is
not known outside 1 Chr 26:10. At any rate, vetsand verse 10 are perfectly
harmonious with verse 19.

According to these two verses, Hosah has $oms. Thus, the total number of the
chief men 211 “wx9: v. 12) of the gatekeepers is twenty-four: seveMeshelemiah,
thirteen of Obed-edom and four of Hosah. The tydotr divisions of gatekeepers

exactly parallel those of priests and musiciankis 1s summarized in verse 12.

V.12 DIAR Y5 MAnen 2v237 WRIS omwwn mebmn absb

ST M2 noed

Verse 12 defines the first unit together witrse 1, by beginning with almost the

same phrase. It also summarizes the first uné: Temple gatekeepers are divided

22 Throughout our exegesis, the originality of verde8 is substantially confirmed. Then, there is no
reason to doubt the originality of verses 14-18csithe secondariness of the passage has beed raise
consequent to the question of the originality of4A8. Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 451.
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according to their chief méffto serve in the house of the Lord. How the gatpkes
serve in the Temple will be introduced in the fallog verses. In this sense, verse 12

functions as a transitional point from the firsttuo the second unit (vv. 13-19).

(2) The Second Unit (vv. 13-19)

In the second unit (1 Chr 26:13-19), the masi guard posts are assigned to the three
main families of gatekeepers. Verse 13 is an thtction to the second unit. Verses 14-
16 relate how the three main families of gatekee@ee assigned to their respective
guard posts. Then, the number of guards in eaship@rovided in verses 17-18. Verse
19 concludes the whole section.

Scholars have contended that the Chronicleéetiled descriptions of guard posts
reflect his own time rather than the monarchic q&f{* This contention needs to be

verified.

V.13 oww e omar mmab 51 qeps mbem e

Verse 13 explains that each clan of gateksegeests a lot for each guard post on an
equal footing. Both the phrases>™i 152 and 5= P> convey the Chronicler’s
egalitarian idea. According to the phraskn1 15°em, the allocation of guard posts to

each ancestral house of gatekeepers is done byghds as in the cases of the allotment
of the priestly duties to the twenty-four divisiofisChr 24:7-18), of the organization of

the remaining Levites (24:31), and of the formatainshift rotation among musicians

2’3 The phrase of ‘chief mena{aa “wix15) appears only one more time in the entire HebrébleB1
Chr 24:4. Furthermore, even the tetm occurs only one more time in Chronicles: 1 Chr 23T8is fact
supports the literary unity of 1 Chronicles 23-2&. ( Steins, Die Chronik als kanonische
AbschluRssphanomgeBd04).

274 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 458-459.

105



(25:8). The phraseib=m 2m appears twice more in verse 14. As we discussed i
section 2.1.2.1, the phrases>m 21 and 5> jwp> belong to the common
phraseology found in 1 Chronicles 23-26.

The practice of casting lots to decide sonmgthis well attested in the Hebrew
Bible.?”> When the land was allotted to the tribes in theetof Joshua, lots were cast by
each tribe (Josh 18:6, 8, 143}. According to Neh 10:24, to assign the dutiesrafding
the wood offerings for the Temple, lots were cagtelach ancestral house among the
priests, the Levites, and the people. Such aipeabas been employed either as a means
of divination, or as a means of ensuring an egoahce to all the parties concerned. The
latter case seems to have been more prevalenteirpaist-exilic period than in the
monarchic period. First, it is mostly reportedtie post-exilic texts (1 Chr 24:31; 25:8;
26:13, 14; Neh 10:34; 11:1), except in Joshua.os#ccasting lots could have been an
appropriate technique for the allocation of songghin the time when there is a lack of
authority?”” In the Chronicler’s time, it is not likely thahy party enjoyed an absolute
authority over the rest of the parties in matteggdaining to the Temple, according to the
Chronicler's descriptions of the Temple administrat M. Tamid5:1-5:6 and 6:1-6:3
evince the practice of casting lots in order toidBvroles among various priestly

courses’® Philo also attests to the practice of castirtg to assign guard posts to the

275 Anne Marie Kitz, “The Hebrew Terminology of Lot &ng,” 207-214; and Johannes Lindblom, “Lot-
casting in the Old Testamen¥/T 12 (1962): 164-178.

276 A M. Kitz, “Undivided Inheritance and Lot Castiimythe Book of JoshuaJBL 119 (2000): 601-618.

277 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 428.

2’8 Frances Schmidt, “@4l versus Palg: Lots at Qumran and in the Rabbinic Traditiom”Defining
Identities: We, You, and the Other in the Dead S@alls: Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of th&J®in
Groningen(ed. Florentino Garcia Martinez and Mladen Pofo8tudies on the Texts of the Desert of

Judah 70; Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2008), 175-18%).€81-183.
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respective gatekeepers in his treati€n ‘the Special Law1:156.2"° This textual
evidence points out that the Chronicler’'s primaoypaern is his contemporary situation,
even though he ascribes the organization of theleepersonnel to David to establish its

antiquity and continuity.

V.14 S prr N2 AN MSES Amm 5aun San
DI 10 X3 M5 e

Verses 14-16 introduce the guard posts asdigo the three main families of
gatekeepers. It is decided by casting lots. [bkeare cast in order by the family of
Meshelemiah, the family of Obed-edom, and the famflHosah. Likewise in the first
unit (vv. 1-12), the family of Meshelemiah is firgitroduced. Since “Shelemiah”
appears instead of the expected Meshelemiah inr@amooe with verses 1, 2, and 9, this
verse has been often considered to come from erelift (or later) hantf® However, S.
Japhet argues that Shelemiah could be an altefolteof Meshelemiah, since, in the
post-exilic texts, quite a few individuals are dgsited by at least two different forms of
their names, such as Zechariah/Zaccur; Shemaiam8ha; Jedaiah/Jaddua; and
Johoiachin/Jeconiah/Coniéf.In other words, the different orthography of Mdshgah
does not necessarily mean that it came from ardiffehand. S. Japhet’s argument seems

to be more reasonable than one for a differemalijelayer.

279 Everett FergusorBackgrounds of Early Christianit{8® ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 566; and
Barbara BurrellNeokoroi: Greek Cities and Roman Empergusiden: Brill, 2004), 5.

280 There is no doubt that Shelemiah is the same ity as Meshelemiah, since the first son of
Meshelemiah is Zechariah (1 Chr 26:2), and Shelesigon is also Zechariah. In verse 14, only
Zechariah is introduced as a son of Shelemiahimfies that Zechariah is probably the first son of
Shelemiah. This genealogical relation hints thatttvo figures are one and the same. What méatézesis
the question of whether different orthography afeatain name necessarily reflects a different havte
think not.

21 japhet| & Il Chronicles, 452-453; and Knoppers,Chronicles 10-29864.
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The lot of Meshelemiah fell to the east. Phestige of the east gate is well knofh.
The east gate is also called as the King’'s gatéh{19:18). Even in the wilderness camp,
the east side of the Tent of Meeting was assigogtid most prestigious leaders, Moses
and Aaron and his sons (Num 3:38). According tekE44:2-3, Yahweh entered the
Temple by the east gate, and the prince would camdego to the Temple through this
gate (Ezek 46:12). Thus, we can say that the moesdtigious place is assigned to
Meshelemiah. This seems to be intended in ordgivt® an etiological explanation of
why the family of Meshelemiah took the most prestig place in the Chronicler's own
time (1 Chr 9:17-32).

W. Rudolph suggests reading the beginning efea 14b sa™om) as o151 by
referring to the LXX and the Vulgat&® If we follow this suggestion, the rest of verse
14b can be translated as follows: ‘and for his Zenhariah, a prudent counselor, they
cast lots, and his lot came out to the noffh.However, the rest of LXX 1 Chr 26:14b
has a very different readingkai Zoyopie viol Zwal [Bcz cf. Iweg: Al 1@ MelyLla
€Barov kAnpoug kal €ERABer 6 kAfipog Poppd (and Zacharias: the sons of Soaz/Joas cast
lots for Melchias, and the lot came out northwardle Lucianic recension (LXX3?%°
definitely reflects the MT since it corrects thesading according to the MT: it hasw
avtov wwad (-ef b) Pourevtng ev ouvvecser instead ofuviol Iweg t@ Meiywx.  Which

reading would be closer to the original? To anstis question, we will investigate

22 \cKenzie,1-2 Chronicles491.

283 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 170.

24 Translation is mine.

#5The Lucianic recension is found in some minuseulnuscripts, which are denoted bp@ in the
“Cambridge-Septuagint.” See, A. E. Brooke, etedls.,The Old Testament in Greek According to E.
Tov, the Lucianic tradition reflects important Hetwrreadings, while it keeps the original Greek station

(E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew BibJ2™ ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2001], 148).
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various ancient texts of this verse. The followtagle contains various renderings of

boa pur 13 FEN.

Table 8. Various Renderings'efiva py» 13 1m1on

MT MMoN 12 TuT 5o

LXXB Kol Zoyop Lo vioL Ywal ¢ MelyeLn
(Caxa=iid)] (12) (mo5nb)

LXXA Kool Zocyop Lo vioL Twiog ¢ Medy Lo
(o) (2)

LXX "*{(Lucianic) | kol Zecyapra ULW Iwod(-ap) Povievtng | €V OULVEsEL
(oY) (12) (... o) (5ow2)

Vulgate porro Zacchariagfilio eius | viro prudentissimo | et erudito
(o) (12) or(®)) (5o2)

Targum mon "3 Ton M550

Chronicle$®

Peshitta “iaa »nio ~aals ~aams

The Vulgate, the Targum and the Peshitta ¥ollthe MT, unlike the LXX.
Expectedly, the Lucianic recension reflects the Miherefore the differences between
the MT and the LXX may be attributed to the tratei@) who misread the text. First,
the LXX*® vio. must have been caused by the translator's confumoneern and».?®’
Such confusion, due to graphic similarity betwelea two letters, is often witnessed in
the LXX. The confusion betweena and®2 appears more than ten times in LXX

Chronicles?®®

On the other hangyr (Qal participle of verlyy) is rendered by the LXXaslwiec,

and by the LXX asXwd(. Both renderings imply that the translator untier the word

28R Le Deaut and.Robert,Targum des ChroniqugRome Pontifical Biblical, 1971).

287 eslie C. Allen,The Greek Chronicles: The Relation of the Septuanfii and Il Chronicles to the
Massoretic Text: Part Il. Textual Criticis(VTSup 27; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1974), 116-121.

28 Examples of misreadinga to »12: 1 Chr 3:21; 7:25 (two times); 26:14; and the reeecases: 1 Chr
3:21 (four times); 4:16; 5:1; 7:12; 11:46.
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as a proper noun and transliterated it. This I&kelly since in the cases of David’s two
counselors, Ahithophel (2 Sam 15:12 and 1 Chr 27aB@ Jonathan (1 Chr 27:32), the
same Hebrew wordy», is employed to designate them, but it is acclyatanslated
into Greekoupupoviog in the LXX. For this reason, the unusual readdfid XX 1 Chr
26:14b needs to be explained. L. Allen argues thet rather unusual reading was
influenced bylwCefes in verse 4, as the following comparison shétis.

LXX 1 Chr 26:4 Xopoiag 0 mpwtotokog Iwlofed
LXX 1 Chr 26:14 16 Zalopie kel Zoyepie viol Twiag t¢) MedyLo

This could have been caused by a confusion bet@emaiah (1 Chr 26:4) and
Shelemiah (1 Chr 26:14) as well as by the unexdegppearance of Shelemiah instead
of the expected Meshelemiah in verse 14.

Then, how should we understand 36 tG Meiyeie or 1@ Meixe? Some
scholars attempted to explain this on the basihefAramaic rendering>» for yu.
Edward L. Curtis suggests that there might have la@eAramaic glosgon afteryur in
theVorlageof LXX. Thus, the translator seems to have tigarsited it not knowing its
meaning, and then this gloss eventually displae=b. *® Without further evidence,
this suggestion remains speculative.

At any rate, the renderings of LXX seem tdaetfa corrupted text. Neither Soaz/Joas
nor Malchiah is introduced in the genealogical d#tthe family of Meshelemiah (1 Chr

26:2-3). Furthermore, two more names in verse d4at seem to fit in the structural

29 Allen, The Greek Chroniclesthe Relation of the Septuagint of | and Il Chrosscto the Massoretic
Text: Part |. The Translator's CrafvTSup 25; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1974) 158-159.

20 curtis and MadsefThe Books of Chronicleg86; and AllenThe Greek Chronicles Part, 1143.
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pattern in which verses 14-16 are arranged. Addh@wing table shows, the structural

pattern of verse 14-16 leaves no room for two &mlti names in verse 14.

Table 9. The Structural Pattern of 1 Chr 26:14-16

Verse The head of clan| A name of sub-branch| A guarding post
v. 14 (Me)Shelemiah To the east
Zechariah To the north
v. 15 Obed-edom To the south
His sons To the storehouse
v. 16 Hosah To the west

Therefore we follow the MT reading of verséb140ur reading of verse 14 is: “The
lot for Shelemiah fell to the east, and for his Eachariah, a prudent counselor, they cast
lots and his lot came out to the north.” The fgnuf Meshelemiah is now assigned to

the east gate and to the north gate.

V. 15 09DONT A2 17251 721 ooR Tawb

This verse is connected to the phrasen 211 in verse 14 by the prefixed

prepositionlamedbefore Obed-edom. According to the MT, we traiesthis verse as

follows: “(They cast lots and the lot) for Obed-ed@ell) to the south and for his sons to

291 7echariah, son of Meshelemiah, appears only iofibles: 1 Chr 9:21; 26:2, 14. A certain Zechariah
appears with Meshullam in 2 Chr 34:12 which depiltsprocess of restoring the Temple during thgnrei
of Josiah. According to 2 Chr 34:12, Zechariah Bteghullam are both the Kohathites. Along withathh
and Obadiah, the Merarites, they supervised theggof the restoration of the Temple. In 2 Chi34
the relationship between Zechariah and Meshallunotisclarified. In Ezra 8:16, Zechariah also appea
with Meshullam. They were among the nine leadére were sent by Ezra to Iddo to bring some Levites
to the Land. Here the relationship between Zeahaand Meshullam is not known to us, either. They
appear together at the scene in which Ezra readdhreh (Neh 8:4). Both of them stood at the lafef
podium where Ezra read the Torah. One more timehaitah and Meshullam appear together in Neh
12:16. They are among the heads of the priesipscl Zechariah is the head of the lddo clan, but
Meshullam, the head of the Ginnethon clan. In thanner, the pair Zechariah and Meshullam appear
together several times in the post-exilic textst their relationship is often not clarified. Fugtmore,
neither of them are designated as gatekeeperss, Weican say that there is no strong ground tatifge
Zechariah and (Me)shelemiah with post-exilic figyyréechariah and Meshullam.
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the store-house.” However, LXX 1 Chr 26:15 is @evifrom the MT. The majority of
LXX manuscripts (LXX")?*? havet Apsesou vétov katévavti oikov esedry, which can
be translated as “to Abed-edom the south, opptsitdouse of Esephim.” On the other
hand, the Lucianic recension (LX39 clearly reflects the MT readirf§®> Thus, it is
necessary to compare these three readings to dediddh reading is closer to the

original one. The three different readings aretisn the following table.

Table 10. Three Different Readings of 1 Chr 26:15

MT 1 Chr 26:15 |o7x 7205 a0 11251 D'BONT P2
LXXM 1 Chr 26:15| 7 Apdedou voTOV KOTEVOVTL olkov eoedLy
(2% T2wb) (210) (135)?%° (2°2oR7 M3)
LXXP®Z 1 Chr ¢ APdedop KOTO VOTOV | K&l TOLG LLOTG olkou €cepLy
26:15% (@x T2Y) (m2n) adTod Katévartl | (2'DoN7 M3)
(25 ma5)

Allowing for a likely confusion between and o, the MT reading is not much
different from the LXX reading of this verse. Thum;cording to 1 Chr 26:15, the
guarding duties for the south gate and the stousdare assigned to Obed-edom and his

sons.

22 Here we follow the designation of D. Olson. Dalsdd, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble?”
JSOT30/2 (2005): 223-242.

293 The Lucianic recension of Chronicles clearly shamnservative tendency by adding material atleste
in the MT without taking anything out of LXX, as Eov observes above (see, my footnote 285).

294 Eor this retroversion, we conferred to E. HatcH &h RedpathConcordance to the Septuagint and the
Other Greek Versions of the Old Testam@ntford: The Clarendon Press, 1897).

2% The confusion betweem andz could have been caused by graphic similarity oftite letters or by a
phonetic error (both are labial). Allefthe Greek Chronicles Part,Ill24; and Olson, “What Got the
Gatekeepers into Trouble?” 227.

281 order to emphasize Lucian’s additions, theyraseked bold.
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The presence of the south gate of the Templ¢hé pre-exilic period has been
guestioned since the Solomonic Temple is believdthte been connected with the royal
house on the south and there was no need to stiprguards at the south gaté.
Edward L. Curtis claims that the reference to tbatls gate reflects the Chronicler’s
anachronistic projection of a later situation ome monarchic period® R. Klein,
however, raises an objection to questioning theterce of the south gate, on the basis
on 2 Kgs 11:11, which relates that Jehoiada thespdommanded guards to stand from
the south side of the Temple to the north sidehef Temple during the coup against
Athaliah?®® Textual evidence is not strong enough to detezmihether the south gate
existed or not in the monarchic period. At anyerahe Chronicler consistently asserts
that gatekeepers were assigned to the four directoound the Temple (1 Chr 9:24 and
26:14-16).

On the other hand, according to D. Kithe store-housenfeoxrit n°a) was located
outside of the Temple court to the south dfit.But he does not mention the basis for

such a claim. The worgbx oro'aox originates from Akkadiamsuppu(pl. asupati),

which means ‘a type of building erected of lessable materials than a house, used in

297 Curtis and Madserfhe Books of Chronicle€85; and Williamson] and 2 Chronicles170-171. This
argument is based on Ezek 43:8, in which Ezekahwd that the temple was adjoined to the paladbdy
same wall, and such proximity meant that the Temale easily defiled by the abominations that thalo
families committed. However, this text does notndestrate the absence of a south gate in the First
Temple. Ezek 43:8 seems to imply the oppositeesihenentions thresholdsao and doorpostsitm
between the two buildings. Furthermore, Ezekibligeprint for a new Temple includes the south gate
well as several other gates for the Temple: thegate (Ezek 44;1-3; 46:1, 12); the north gate k44,

46:9 and 47:2); the gates of the inner court (R 7); and the south gate (Ezek 46:9). We witll ddgth

this issue again when we examine the gate complefxbe temple in Section 3.1.2.

298 \vjilliamson also considers the reference to thetsgate as a proof of the post-exilic origin ofsthi
paragraphX and 2 Chroniclesl70-171).

299K|ein, 1 Chronicles 492.
300 Berger,The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to ChronictEg0.
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outbuildings and on top of the building8® It occurs only three times in the Hebrew
Bible: 1 Chr 26:15, 17 and Neh 12:25. The Greandiator(s) of the LXX only
transliterated this word, which suggests that issaning must have not been known to
him (them)3®?

From verse 15, we cannot be sure of whethar €&ample gate had such a store-house
or outbuilding, or only a specific gate had suchadditional building. At any rate, the
store-house that the sons of Obed-edom were asisigruiard would probably be at the

south since the other gates were assigned to fatimdies.

V. 16 nSwn nSona nobu o oy 3mwnS nont opwb
i nnpS Smen

Verse 16 is also connected with the phraben a1 of verse 14. In this verse,
text-critical and exegetical problems hinder usrfroomprehending who cast lots and
where the guarding post was. First, it appears litts were cast for two people,
Shuppim and Hosah. Howevergu> is text-critically problematic. The LXX texts
show various readings for the MTéssw>.  On the other hand, the Lucianic recension
reflects both readings of the LXX and the MT¢ &eltepov kal toic mpobiporg (LXX 21
Chr 26:16). These different readings and theipeesve retroversions into Hebrew are

listed in the following table.

301 HALOT, 75; CAD A I, 349; and also Japhel, & Il Chronicles, 459-460. The definition of the
Akkadian wordasuppudoes not imply any usage of such building structuléthough we admit thajox
is a cognate adisuppuy we translateox as a storehouse to designate its probable usage.

302 Allen, The Greek Chronicles Part 62.
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Table 11. Various Renderings mbu>

MT oaub
LXX® elg dedtepov (retroversion:oaws oroomub)3™
LXX A2C€T0M [ o5 gedrewp (retroversiarm®)
LXX*" elc delrepov tolc mpoblpolc  (retroversionaan® ovwd)
Peshitta maaar) (retroversionoan®)
Vulgate Sephim (retroversionoaw®)
Targum Dau> 00>

The LXX's rendering.eic dettepor, must be a case of misreadingu®, due to a
graphical confusion betweenandy. Thus all the LXX renderings seem to point to the
same wordp'aw®, in theirVorlage but at the same time, they reflect the transtator
copyists’ wondering about the unexpected preseficesa>.*** With regard to these
different readings, W. Rudolph suggests deleting phrase since it resulted from a
scribal error (dittography of the preceding word ihe end of verse 15§
Commentators generally follow this suggestion aeteteé it because Shuppim is not
expected here and never appears together with Hasawheré”® This general opinion
seems to be reasonable, but if it is the casetetttaal corruption by dittography should

have happened at the very early stage of the i@xs$rnission since théorlageof all the

303 A scribal error due to the confusion betweends is witnessed in 1 Chr 3:7 and 14:6, but there is no
case for the confusion betweenand2. Thus, the retroversion ef¢ decitepor in LXXB 1 Chr 26:16
should be1wb. Allen, The Greek Chronicles Part,1122-123.

304 The Lucianic recension seems to reflect MT’s reimde but it reads 205 for MT's oew%. This fact
implies that Lucian must have been puzzled at thkwardness of MT's2'au®, and have changed it
slightly in order to make sense of it though thferefdid not bring much improvement in its meaning.

305 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 172.

308 curtis and MadserBooks of Chronicles285-286; RudolphChronikbiicher 172; Williamson,1 & 2
Chronicles 171; Japhet, & Il Chronicles: A Commentary460; Knoppers]l Chronicles 10-29864; and
Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble?”.227
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textual variants, which are listed in the tablepears to have'sw. Onceoeu® is
deleted, verse 16 states that the lot for Hosahd¢he west{wn5).

Second, we encounter another exegetical prolllew to understand the relationship
betweemnynb andnsSw aww. Are Hosah’s guarding posts two different gate3e, is
the latter gate mentioned to specify the locatibthe former gate? It depends on how to
interpret the prepositioay, which comes beforesbw =pw. Dirksen translates it as
‘with,” so that Hosah’'s guarding posts are two: thest (gate) and the Shallecheth
gate®®” W. Rudolph, Edward L. Curtis, S. Japhet and RauBrrender it as ‘af®®
According to this translation, Hosah is responsfbleguarding the west at the gate of
Shellecheth. This seems more reasonable for th@wvfog reasons. First, when the
prepositioroy is used of a locality, it generally means ‘closg oo ‘beside.?*® Second,
if the Shallecheth gate is another guarding postwbich Hosah is responsiblepu
n=5Y should be prefixed with the prepositibtimed like 2mpn5>. ButnsSw =“ww is not
prefixed withlamed and connected with the preposition. Thus, we may say that
Hosah's guarding post is on the west side by thel&theth gate, which is not known to
us.

Third, it is not clear thatyn> designates the west gate. It could simply mean

somewhere on the west side of the Shellecheth gadene scholars doubt the existence

307 birksen,1 Chronicles 306.

308\v. Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 172; Curtis and Madseffhe Books of Chronicle285; Japhet] & II
Chronicles 860; and Brauri, Chronicles 248.

309BDB 768.
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of a west gate to the Tempte. In the present context, there is no help to esdtils
guestion, but one thing is clear that the Chronigieesents gatekeepers guarding the
Temple at the four directior’8* Hosah is the one, who is responsible for the wielgt of
the Temple. Then, this western post is near t&Gtiedlecheth gate.

The Shellecheth gate appears only one tinteganHebrew Bible, so that it does not
provide us with a clue to guess the exact locatibHosah’s guarding post. Moreover,
the LXX renders it differently. The following tablshows the various renderings of

phrasess5y vy andnSwn nbona of verse 16.

Table 12. Various Renderings of of 1 Chr 26:16

MT no5y WY m5wn nbona

LXx™ (Letd) ThY TOANY TaoTodopiov e dvepdoewg

LX X P9e: (kata) T TOANG TeoTodopLOv v i tpifw The avaPaoewg
Targum RMNNT RN NPSOT Y252

Peshitta @dom il ol anes

Vulgate (iuxta) portam quae ducit ad viam ascensionis

319 jacob LiverChapters in the History of the Priests and Levitggidies in the Lists of Chronicles and
Ezra and NehemialiJerusalem: The Magness Press, 1968) 115; and et)apf Il Chronicles, 460.
Johann Maier gives an outline of the architectstalcture of the Temple which is described in teenple
Scroll, comparing it with the Temple structure inekiel 40-48. According to him, the inner courttioé
Temple in the Temple Scroll (= the court of priast&zekiel) has four gate buildings in symmetriazial
positions like Ezekiel, but Ezekiel's court has gate at the western side. J. Maier explains these
differences as two contradicting traditions abample architecture. J. Maier, “The Architecturastary

of the Temple in Jerusalem in the Light of the T&nfacroll,” in Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Presented
at the International Symposium on the Temple Sdktdinchester, December 198&d. George J. Brooke;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 34.e Eltistence of the western gate of the Temple hweill
again dealt with in Chapter Three, where we exarnfingemple gates and chambers.

311 As for the Herodian Temple, however, it is cldaattthere were at least one or more gates on & we
side. m.Mid. 1:3 relates that there were five gates in the wfalhe Temple mount. Among them, the west
gate, that is, Qiponos gate served for entry and(&xNeusnerThe Mishnah: A New TranslatigiNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 1988], 873). Jossmiso states that there were four gates leadinghe
Temple from the westnt. 15 §410). According to Lee |. Levine, archaeotagjfinds confirm Josephus’
description (Lee I. LevineJerusalem: Portrait of the City in the Second Temmpériod (538 B.C.E.-70
C.E.)[Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, Z10@29-230).
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Concerningnaby 2w, only the Targum corresponds with the MT’s witnessn
N'mamT is a literal Aramaic translation gbSu 2w, which means ‘the gate of casting
forth.”**? On the contrary, the majority of LXX texts reflewouw> -wu, ‘the gate of
chamber,” and the Peshitta also witnesses to dasiménderingjpnnT xvn®, which
means ‘to the gate of preparation’ or ‘the gatesetting aside the priestly gifts.” The
LXX’s renderingn>w® and the Peshitta imply the possibility timabu of the MT could
be a case of metathesis of the first two consorfahtShere are other reasons to think
that the MT’s rendering probably reflects a scrieabr. First, the Lucianic recension
(LXX 3 does not reflect the MT’s reading at all. Suckitaation is quite rare in the
Lucianic recension. Second, as we have mentiamstij = is a hapax legomengn
butnowb = is found elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (Ezek 46th®ugh it is rendered
in a slightly different wayezipn mowbn5x awwin). Thus, we favor the LXX's rendering
nowb. 3 Therefore we conclude that Hosah's post wash@nwest side by the chamber
gate.’

The location of the chamber gate is specifigdthe phrasei>wn n5oma.  Both
ancient and modern translations of this phrase atohelp us to figure out where the
chamber gate is located. The Lucianic recensiangdm, Peshittgpbom x5>+auwa), and
the Vulgate render it in the same manner: ‘on #®eading road or highway™® Since

n5on in the Hebrew Bible is often understood as ‘higiwall modern translations adopt

$12BDB 1021.
313 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 460; and Knopperd, Chronicles 10-29864.

314 Curtis, Klein and Knoppers also follow LXX’s readi Curtis and Madseithe Books of Chronicles
285-286; Klein,1 Chronicles 485; and Knopperd, Chronicles 10-29860.

%1% |nterestingly, the majority of LXX texts do notaer the word, and simply dismiss it.
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this interpretation more or 1es8® Thus, the chamber gate is said to be located
somewhere on the ascending road. However, theexonequirest>wn nbon to be
somewhere in or near to the Temple precifitt.In order to understand what the
Chronicler intended by5wn nbon, a comprehensive examination of semantic usages of
m5om and its cognates in the Semitic language grougagsired.

8 He concludes that

N. L. Tidwell offers a helpful semantic degtion of 75om.3
moon refers to the approach road, which ascends frombtise of the mound or hill
where cities usually locate, to the main gate efdity on the mound. Usually this road
is the paved street leading to the temple or paldtten the city walls’*® Nevertheless,
the three instances abon in Chronicles (1 Chr 26:16, 18 and 2 Chr 9:11ndbfit into
this category. In 2 Chr 9:11h)5om designate a kind of ‘passage way’ leading up & th
Temple and to the palace, which Solomon made afmalggood. A passage way made
of the expensive wood cannot be a paved streeingrirom the bottom to the top of a
temple mound. Rather, it should be part of thditectural complex connected with the
Temple®® For this reason, David A. Dorsey’s studyron$klu, an Akkadian cognate of

nbon, seems to be more helpfiit Akkadian musklu appears in a number of Neo-

Assyrian royal inscriptions, mostly combined withettemple or the palace, such as

318BDB 700; andHALOT, 606.

%" David A. Dorsey, “Another Peculiar Term in the Boof Chronicles:nbon, ‘Highway'?” JQR 75
(1985): 388.

318N. L. Tidwell, “No Highway! The Outline of a SemtémDescription ofMesilla,” VT 45 (1995): 251-
269.

319 Tidwell, “No Highway! The Outline of a Semantic Siption ofMesilla,” 269.
320 K noppers Chronicles 10-29864.
32! Dorsey, “Another Peculiar Term in the Book of Ofiabes,” 385-391.
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musklum ekalli 3a gereb A3Sumusklum $a ekalli or bit mushlu $a gereb ekallf?? In
these casespusklu designates a gate or a gatehouse for a templdamepaBased on the
Akkadianmuskilu, Dorsey suggests thabon could be associated with “an entranceway
or gateway into a temple complex,” where gatekeepeuld probably be stationéd
As Dorsey suggests, ifbon had such a technical meaning in the exilic/poslieegeriod,
the location of Hosah'’s guarding post becomes naledrer. It is ‘in the west side at the
gate of a chamber, which is in the ascending gatéavthe Temple.’

Then, with the final phrase of verse h8uf myb =mun), assigning the guarding
posts to the three gatekeeper families is completétses 17-18 stipulate the number of

gatekeepers in each guarding post.

V.17 7298 015 7215 1w orb mesb oy ovbn namb

O oY opoRSy

Verse 17 states how many are stationed atas$ig morth, south and at the storehouses:
six gatekeepers for the east, four gatekeeperthénorth, and another four gatekeepers
for the south. However, it is not clear how mang stationed at the storehouses: two or
four? It depends on how one interprets the phragenw. If two, then the secornm
must have been added by a scribal error (dittogfapHf four, why is the unusual
expressiommy oy used instead ofivanr?  Since the phraserw o has a text-
critical problem, it needs to be dealt with befare reach a conclusion. The following

table shows the various readings of this phrase.

S22CcADM I, 277.

323 Dorsey, “Another Peculiar Term in the Book of Oficdes,” 388. John M. Monson also suggests that
mSon denotes ‘a ramp into the gateway of the temple déexnm Chronicles (J. M. Monsoif,he Temple
of Jerusalem: A Case Study in the Integration o @8ad Artifact{Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1998],
75).
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Table 13. Various Readings mfw 2w of 1 Chr 26:17

MT mpb Lo Jmpb i
LXX"® 800

LX X Aabeennye &0o 800
Targum ™0 1N
Peshitta R
Vulgate bini et bini

The MT’s reading is followed by the LXXand the Lucianic recension as well as the
Targum and the Vulgate, while the Peshitta agreiéls the LXX®. According to W.
Rudolph, a few Hebrew manuscripts also do not liagesecondr.%** If the reading
of LXXP® reflects the original, the MT's reading can be laied as a simple
dittography®*® In that case, the number of gatekeepers at tehsiuses would be
two.3?® However, it is also possible that the MT’s regdim closer to the original. In that
case, what does the unusual expression mean? hfagep 1w o appears three times
in the Hebrew Bible: twice in Genesis (Gen 7:9, 4BY)l here in Chronicles. In Genesis
7:9 and 7:15p%w £ww means ‘two of eack?’ D. Kimhi interpretsomu o of MT 1
Chr 27:17 in the same wa§# First, he assumes that there were two storehouBlesn

the text means that each of the storehouses had éwites. D. Kinhi's interpretation

324 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 172.

325 G. N. Knoppers readsmu o following the LXX® since he believes that the MT’s reading is a tesul
of either a dittography or a displacementoti from the end of verse 18, where the MT does ne¢ haw
(Knoppers,1 Chronicles 10-29865).

3265 Japhet and Gary N. Knoppers follow this readifaphet) & Il Chronicles, 460; and Knoppers,
Chronicles 10-29869).

32THALOT, 1605-1606. In Hebrew syntax, the repetitionhef tardinal numbers expresses distributives.
See also Gesenius §1344q.

328 Berger,The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to ChronictEg0.
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explains whya 1w o is used here instead abaax. Following this interpretation, a
total of four gatekeepers are stationed at theektarses, one pair of them for each
storehouse. This makes the daily total of gatedeept the east, north, south and the
storehouses eighteen. If six more gatekeepers wense 18 are added to this number,
there are a total of twenty-four gatekeepers on.dthe text seems to be geared to get
this number?® For this reason, we follow the MT’s renderitig.

On the other hand, the phras®, which appears twice in this verse, suggeststtieat
number of the gatekeepers is closely related tw thety on a daily basis. The LXX
shows this more clearly by rendering the phmassen as anothem»>. The various

readings of*1>1 are as follows:

3293, Japhet counts the daily total of gatekeepetwesty-two, but D. Kirhi, Gary N. Knoppers, R. Klein,
and Peter B. Dirksen count them as twenty-fourcaigh their interpretations afi o are not without
dissent. Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 460; Berger,The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to Chronicles
170-171; Knoppersl, Chronicles 10-29869; Klein,1 Chronicles 494; and Dirksenl, Chronicles 309.

30D, Olsen’s text-critical studies of LXX 1 Chr 26-18a are worth mentioning here since they aré¢eela
to our conclusion in a certain way. Generally fingt phrase of LXX 1 Chr 26:18ai€ .adeyopévoug) is
believed to be a Greek translation of the firstasenam2% of MT 1 Chr 18a. However, D. Olsen suggests
that it is not a translation obn2%, but rather it would be a translationmfin of the last phraserun ",
which is a result of his different division of MT&sy o2 in 1 Chr 26:17. Olsen draws our attention to 2
Chr 31:12, wheréwadeyouévoug translatestuin (2 Chr 28:7; Esth 10:3 are also similar casesjcoiding

to 2 Chr 31:12, Conaniah the Levite is in chargehef store-chambersntw®) and Shimei his brother is
second in rank. Based on this verse, Olsen coasltitht LXX 1 Chr 26:17 would originally have ended
with elc t0 esedpLy o elc dradexopévouc as a translation afiuin 3w opoxd, which he translates “in the
gatehouses (there were) two relief guards.” Howetlee exact retroversion ofo coedpLy §lo eig
dLadexopévoue would benmwin® 1w oooxb. In Hebrew syntax, an adjectival form of cardinamber is
directly attached to the word qualified without gmgfixed preposition (Gesenius § 97a and § 13t
this reasonp uinb *3 cannot be the original reading. Olsen’s speautatioes further in a different
direction from ours, but it supports our conclusibat the originaVorlageof MT ends withoaw 0%, not
with oww (Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble29-230). On the other hand, since LXX 1
Chr 26:18 is much longer than MT 1 Chr 26:18, itlaaibtful whether or not they shared the sdfadage
We will return to this issue again when we exegefse 18.
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Table 14. Various Readings afn of 1 Chr 26:17

MT om5n

LXXM ™y fuépay (retroversionamb)

LXX &2 ol Aevitar ¢ Ty fuépav  (retroversionord muy £mb:)
Targum W15

Peshitta ~al

Vulgate Levitae

As this list shows, the Targum, the Peshittd the Vulgate as well as the Lucianic
recension reflect the MT. However, all these regslicould reflect a latérorlage than
that of LXX variants. The change fram® to z»151t can happen easily by dittography of
1, the last consonant of the preceding word and btathesis ofjod andwaw. The
reverse case is possible, too. It seems moremahioto favor the LXX’s reading since
the context does not require mentioning the Leviti® and the LXX's reading makes
more sense of this verd®. Therefore, our translation of verse 17 runs: thé¢ east
(there were) six dail§*? at the north four daily; at the south four dady;the storehouse

two of each.”

V. 18 2925 ouy abonS apaan 29wnd H2eb

Verse 18 is closely tied to verse 16. Acowydo verse 16, Hosah'’s post is ‘in the
west side’ §aunb) at the gate of a chamber, which is ‘in the astendateway to the
Temple’ (5on5). Verse 18 indicates how many gatekeepers atorstad at Hosah's

guarding post. However, verse 18 is somewhat eatigrnsince whata o designates is

31 G. N. Knoppers, and D. Olson also favor the LX¥dieg. Knoppers] Chronicles 10-29865; and
Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble?”.232

$32\What we mean by “daily” here is “each day” (i.é-our period), not “daytime shift.”
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unclear, as is a secondn2 which could belong to the original or be a scrieaor by

dittography. We will first consider the ancienarislations and then introduce some

lexical considerations. The following table cansaancient translations of verse 18.

Table 15. Various Renderings of 1 Chr 26:18

MT "2725 mYaTR 29wn5 o noonS =225
(LXXPe933 | elc Kl TPOG GUOMALE | Kol €L¢ TOV SLodeyopévong
dLodeOpEVOLg TEOO0PEG TpiBov dvo
Peshitta ioial i oiaml ein rdinel ioial
Tragum | X172 *05> [NID2IR R2wn5 TN Nwa5H X932 '85>
Vulgate in cellulis ad occidentem in via binique per cellulas
(quoque quattuor
ianitorum)

All these ancient texts give the same witne$sayaax 29unb andzn tbonb as we
have seen in verse 16, but they reveal a greatgiimee concerningaaa’, with which
the verse begins and ends. While the Peshittaslienrates the MT, the Lucianic
recension renders it as ‘for relief guards.” Thergum seems to explain the meaning of
=275 as ‘toward outside,” whereas the Vulgate renderasit‘a small store-room.’
Modern commentators also proffered various intégbiens of it: W. Rudolph, S. Japhet,
and R. Braun: ‘for the Parbat* R. Klein and Gary N. Knoppers: ‘at the colonn&tfe’
and Peter B. Dirksen: ‘for the squard® Thus, it is necessary to do some lexical

research on this word to know its potential meaning

333 Except Lucianic recension, LXX 1 Chr 26:18 is fiisted in this table, since it witnesses to a very
different rendering. This text will be dealt witkter.

334 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 172; Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 449, 460; and Braut, Chronicles 248.
335Klein, 1 Chronicles 485; and Knopperd, Chroniclesl0-29, 861.
3% Dirksen,1 Chronicles 307.
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9292/9172 appears only three times in the Hebrew Bible: 1 25148 (twice) and 2
Kgs 23:11 (in its plural forma2). In 2 Kgs 23:11, it is told tha-me, where the
horses and chariots dedicated to the sun were kepé located at the entrance of the
Temple near by a chamber=@b). This passage suggests thatne could be a space
connected with the entrance of the Temple and enpifoximity to a chamber of some
sort. It indicates that1s would not be inside of the building of the Temple.

The translator of LXX 2 Kgs 23:11 translitastthis word asbapovptrp, which
indicates that its meaning was not known to thesledtor. Compare it with LXX 1 Chr
26:18 in whichnane is translated intéuadeyouévoug, which cannot be a proper translation
of 7272. As D. Olsen argues,adeyouévovg would be a translation afauin.

J. Maier examined all the instancesiofz in the Temple Scroft*” and suggests that
the meaning of this word could be ‘a colonnadeciporand a proper Greek translation
of it would be meplotuior or otod.**®* Donna Runnalls expands Maier's studies and
claims thatm272 originated from a biconsonantal veps in Hebrew?* not from a
Persian loan-wordfra-bar (‘forecourt or vestibule’) as has been argued eefd’

Runnalls argues, based on her reading of the Te®plell, thath2a2 could originally

have meant something like ‘the place of separatignere the purgation offerings of the

337929p appears in 11QT 5:13; 35:9-10; 37:6, 9; 42:8-%cdkding to 11QT 35:101272 is a place in the
west of the sanctuary and is to be built with meolymns. Therefore, it can be translated as ‘arcwdde
or a stoa.” Michael Wise et al., tranShe Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translat{dlew York: Harper, 1996),
472-475.

338 Maier, “The Architectural History of the TempleZ6. Florentino G. Martinez also translatesi
either ‘a portico’ or ‘a porch’ (MartineZ;he Dead Sea Scrolls Translated: The Qumran TexEnglish
[trans. Wilfred G. E. Watson;"2ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1996], 155, 163, 166).

339 Concerning verbs I, refer toBDB 830.

39 Donna Runnalls, “The Pagn A Place of Ritual Separation®T 41 (1991): 324-331; andALOT, 962.
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priests could be kept separate from those of yrméa ( 11QT 35:10-15f* The author
of the Temple Scroll claims that this place shooédbuilt with many columns on the
west side of the Temple (11QT 35:10). For thisoea Runnalls concludes thate,
which was originally a technical term for a pladeritual separation, could have been
used to designate ‘a columned stoa.’

Regardless of its etymological originpa2 in the Temple Scroll designates a
colonnade in the west of the Temple. The quessiavhether it is appropriate to apply a
later technical meaning to an earlier text. If a@amnot find a common denominator
between the usages of the word in the texts whighnated from different times, it is
not reasonable to apply a later concept of the wmidterpret the earlier. The following

interpretations ofian2 have something in common:

2 Kgs 23:11 | o2 designates a place at the entrance of the Tenasplely a
chamber. It is likely to have been a roofed araaesthe horses and
chariots dedicated to the sun were kept there.

The Temple | 1272 means a colonnade or stoa in the west of the Teemp
Scroll

Targum 1 9292 is translated as “towards outside.”

Chr 26:18

MT 1 Chr 9292 is somehow connected to the west of the Templdatite
26:18 ascending gateway to the Temptég).

All these examples treatnn as located in the boundary line between the outdr w
and the inner court of the Temple. The Temple ISarad MT 1 Chr 26:18 agree that
9292 is found in the west side of the Temple. Both dfdgs 23:11 and MT 1 Chr 26:18

imply that=292 is connected to the entrance of the Temple. Eumbre, 2 Kgs 23:11

341 One can find a similar explanation of the plac&irek 46:19-20. Runnalls, “The ParwA Place of
Ritual Separation?” 328.
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and the Temple Scroll suggest thate must have been a roofed area. Based on this
evidence, we may conjecture thats would be something like ‘an open, but roofed
space,” which is connected to the ascending gatéavthe Temple in the west. However,
we cannot be sure about whether this open space w@i®nnade as in the Temple Scroll
or not.
Now we can apply this understandingiofo to interpret verse 18:
72995 0wy 1505 npaar 37wnS 128

First, we will interpret this verse without the peena725. Then, the rest of the verse
means: ‘At the west four, at the ascending gatetway Thus, verse 18, together with

phrasesiam25, can be interpreted as follows:

An open spaceifn) -- an ascending gateway to the Temple -- an gpeace {272)

(Two keepers) @ eepers) (Two kesper

The locations of phraseameb are grammatically awkward, so that W. Rudolph
recommends deleting the firstaa%, understanding it as a dittography of the second
22725.3*? For us, the two phrases seem to be designecthgseonvey a graphic image

by means of their positiorf§®> At the west, four gatekeepers are stationedehah pair

342 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 172. The following scholars adopt this suggestitaphet] & Il Chronicles
460; Knoppers,L Chronicles 10-29865; and Dirksenl Chronicles 313. On the other hand, several
commentators (R. Braun, H. G. M. Williamson, R. iKleS. L. McKenzie) have not commented on this
text-critical problem at all in their commentariésit have only paid a little attention to the megnof the
word"371.

343 A strategic positioning of the words can convesnad graphic image. Prov 8:22-31, which is a farso
poem of Lady Wisdom, is a good example. In thismppLady Wisdom explains how she was created by
God even before anything else and how she wasmirase¢he creation of the ordered world. In ortter
describe this, the poet begins this poem with YH\(iiH the beginning of verse 22) and ends it with
humankind (at the end of verse 31). In the midofiehe poem (verse 27), the word x{, which
designates Lady Wisdom, appears. Such locationlseofhematic words give a vivid graphic image that
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is at the opposite sides of the open space, wisiativided into two by the ascending
gateway to the Temple. This ascending gateway hal guarded by two other
gatekeepers. Therefore, a total of six gatekeepsgsstationed at the west. This
conclusion leads us to count the total number télgeepers required at any one time as
twenty-four.

The text of LXX 1 Chr 26:18 has a very diffetreendering. The majority of LXX
manuscripts have a much longer reading of 1 Cht®€han the MT** However, the
following discussion will show that LXX 1 Chr 26:18 is probably a repetition of the
preceding verses 16-17 due to a scribal errorpagth a possibility that it reflects a

differentVorlagefrom that of the MT cannot be entirely excluded.

(1) LXX 1 Chr 26:18a

Verse 18a| el¢ dadexopévoug kal T¢ ‘Toood TPOC SLOUKLG WeTk THY TOANY TOD
TeoTopoplov TPELG.

Verse 16a| €i¢ deltepov T¢) Looow TPOG SUOKKLE WeTh THY TOANY TeoTodoplov Thg

Grofaoewg
Cf. LXX* e 5t . . o R s R T
¢ 8eltepor kal Tolg TPoBUPOLE TG LOoOK TPOS SUOUXLS WeTd Ty TUANY
1 Chr Totodpoplov €V ¢ TPLPGR ThC dvaProcwg
26:16a

Wisdom has a place somewhere between YHWH and hkinthand plays a role of mediator between the
two. Furthermore, verses 27-30 speak of Lady Wis@s having been present at the process of God's
creation. While the poet describes the processretion, he begins it withw and ends it withy=x.
Such a compositional skill gives a vivid image baydhe semantic value of the words. Jean-NoéltiAlet
“Proverbs 8:22-31: étude de structurBjblica 57 (1976): 25-37; and Gale A. Yee, “An AnalysisRabv
8:22-31 According to Style and StructuréAW94 (1982): 58-66.

$4MT 1 Chr 26:18 3785 oy mbonS nwasx 2wnb 92785

LXX 1 Chr 26:18c¢i¢ diadeyopévoug kol 16 Toook mpog Suoualc petd thy TUAny tod maotopoplov
TPELS. GLANKT KaTévarTl Gpurakfic Thg drePaocws TPOG GraToAlG The MUEpag €&, kel T¢) Poppd Téooupeg,
Kl TQ vOTw Téooupeg, Kal éoedelp 800 €lg SLadeyouévoug kal TPog Suopalc Téooupes, kal €ig Tov Tpifov
800 Sradeyouévouc.

128



This table shows that LXX 1 Chr 26:18a is mordess a repetition of LXX 1 Chr
26:16a with the exception of the beginning andehd phrases. This repetition can be
explained as a scribal error hgmoioteleuton MT 1 Chr 26:16a begins withaw®, but,
as we have argued before, the translator of the ke&d it az"wb. On the other hand,
MT 1 Chr 26:17 ends with i 0. As D. Olson argues, if the translator of the LXX
divided this phrase in a different way, sucloasgn 3, and considered the last word of
1 Chr 26:17 as the beginning of verse 18, the ka#orss eyes could have easily jumped
back to verse 16 since both words:f> in verse 16 and-in in verse 18) share the

same endind® This process can be illustrated schematicalfpksnys:

The beginning of v. 16 eic dedrepov (23wb)
1
1
The end of v. 17 @, &bo (1) I@
1
1
The beginning of v. 18 M elc Suadeyopévoug (oawn)

Thus, LXX 1 Chr 26:18a seems to begin waithin, unlike MT 1 Chr 26:18a, which
begins withn27a%. Then, it goes back to LXX 1 Chr 26:16a due tscebal error by
homoioteleuton On the other hand, the ending of LXX 1 Chr 2&:18n unexpected
word tpeic)**is not exactly same with the ending of LXX 1 ClérI6a €fic dvaphoenc).

The expectedfc avepacewc is transferred to the end of verse d8bTherefore it is

possible that the LXX had a differeviorlagefrom that of the MT.

345 Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble®-230.

348 This unexpected worepeic is omitted in the LXX?. See, Brooke et al. ed¥he Old Testament in
Greek 464.
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(2) LXX 1 Chr 26:18h

Verse 18b purakt) Katévavtl puiakic The drafroewe

Verse 16b dLAaKT) KaTEVaVTL GuAakfg

LXX 1Chr 26:18b repeats verse 16b, only with an exceptiomfgfavepaoewg, which

is originally the ending word of verse 16a.

(3) LXX 1 Chr 26:18p

Verse 18P | mpog dvatodrig thg NMuépag €€, kal ¢ Poppd TE€OOMPES, Kol TG VOTW TEOOMPES,

Verse 17a | Tpoc avatorig €€ THy fiuépav Poppd Thig HUEPNG Téoonpec VOTOV TRG Tuépag
Té000,pEC

LXX 1 Chr 26:18p repeats verse 17a, but omits the three phrasksléhfrom the
latter. For this reason, D. Olson argues that LIXEhr 26:18b describes the night shift,
whereas LXX 1 Chr 26:17-18a describes the day.3Hifin order to support his idea,
Olson suggests that one should regdavepaocewe (the end phrase of v. 18ptogether
with mpoc¢ avatorag thc Mépec (the beginning phrase of v. I®band interpret it as “at
the rising of the day in the east® However, that reading cannot support his argument
that verse 18a is intended to describe the nigfit sim the Hebrew Bible, ‘the rising of
the sun’ always means the beginning of the daytm®end of the day, that is, night.
Rather, it could be explained as the translatog'siré to change the phrasing. He used

the phrasefc nuépag at the beginning of the verse B8land did not wish to repeat the

347 Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble?.23
348 Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Trouble?.23
3492 Sam 23:4; Ps 50:1; 113:3; Isa 13:10; 41:25;;494# 1:11; Rev 7:2; Sir 26:16; 3 Macc 4:15.
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same phrase afterward since the first phrase cooltify the other two cases. Thus, we

argue that LXX 1 Chr 26:18ls a repetition of verse 17a.

(4) LXX 1 Chr 26:18

Versel8h kol €oedelp 800 (elg Sradeyopévoug)
Verse 17b Kol €ig TO eoepLy §0o
Verse 17b in LXX kol €ig TO eoedLy dVo §vo

LXX 1 Chr 26:18lp is a repetition of verse 17b, but the translatoghthihave read
oy oy of MT 1 Chr 26:17b aswun 2. Since the termmun is translated into
dLadeyopevog in LXX 2 Chr 31:12 duadeyouévoug reflects the plural form afiawin, that is
owun. If it was the case, the translator seemed teerstand that v. 17b ends withy,
and v. 18 begins with armln. Otherwise, the translator understood the secanidas
a scribal error by a dittography, and omittedTitben, he translated the subsequent word,

12725, without knowing its exact meaning.

(5) LXX 1 Chr 26:18¢c

Verse 18c| (elc dLadexopévoug) kal Tpog Suoualc Téoonpeg, kol €ig Tov tpiPov dvo
SLadeyopévoug

Verse 18 | €lc duadeyopévoug kal mpog Suopals téoompeg Kal €i¢ Tov TpiPor dvo
in LXX- | diedexopevoug

LXX 1 Chr 26:18c is exactly parallel to LXXL Chr 26:18. D. Olson argues that a
much shorter version of LXX1 Chr 26:18 reflects a scribal error hgmoioteleuton
from the firstkel to the secon@uadeyopévouc.®*® Considering the Lucianic recension’s

conservative tendency, which had Lucian add what X lacked from the MT without

9D, Olson, “What Got the Gatekeepers into Troub228.
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omitting anything from the LXX, the shorter versiohLucianic rescension is not likely
a product of a scribal error. It would rather te$tom Lucian’s recognition of a long
dittography in LXX 1 Chr 26:18a-18b Or, Lucian’s manuscript of the LXX might have
lacked the corruption found in other extant manpsenf the LXX. LXX 1 Chr 26:18c
and LXX" 1 Chr 26:18 begin and end with the same wordovetsion of which would
be the same Hebrew word. All these observationsidered, MT 1 Chr 26:18 must be

closer to the original reading than LXX 1 Chr 26:18

V.19 2 3351 e ab omwwn mpbin o

This verse concludes the whole section byyapgla resumptive repetition of the
phrase §™wun mpSmn 158), which is also the beginning phrase of 1 Chr 26and by
summing up the first unit (vv. 1-12). Through teismmarizing sentence, the second unit

(vv. 13-19) comes tightly tied to the first unit.

2.1.2.3. Synthesis

In this section, we will summarize our exeagemn 1 Chr 26:1-19, and compare it
with 1 Chr 9:17-32. Through this comparison, wdl \&halyze what the Chronicler
claims about the gatekeepers in his day, and asit sdctio-economic implications his
descriptions would have, especially in relatioth® Temple economy.

Our analysis of 1 Chr 26:1-19 can be summdrias follows: Following the
Chronicler's chronological frame, David installddde Levitical families as the Temple
gatekeepers, which had twenty-four divisions heabgdtwenty-four leaders yx
o2, 1 Chr 26:12). These gatekeepers were stationte dour sides of the Temple to

guard it. The number of gatekeepers at each quastis also specified in this passage:

132



six at the east gate, four at the north, four atgbuth, four at the storehouse, four at the
west, and two at the entrance way on the west.s,Tthe total number of gatekeepers for
daily guard duties is at least twenty four.

1 Chr 26:1-19 belongs to David’s InstallatiBiock, according to which David’s
successors’ cultic reforms were performed. Thus,Ghronicler’s detailed description of
David’'s installation of gatekeepers could have béetended to direct the cultic
restoration of his own time: (1) The gatekeepess affiliated with the Levites; (2)
Twenty-four gatekeepers should be stationed atfdbe sides of the Temple; and (3)
Each guarding post needs to be assigned to a ispraifily of gatekeepers.

The Chronicler’s claims about the gatekeepefds Chr 26:1-19 seem to be consistent
with the ones in 1 Chr 9:17-32 in regard to theegeépers’ affiliation with the Levites
and their guarding duties for the four sides arotmedTemple. However, 1 Chr 9:17-32
emphasizes the Chronicler’'s elaborate effort tal#isth the continuity of the office of
gatekeepers throughout the history of Israel, wdseseich effort does not appear in 1 Chr
26:1-19. 1 Chr 9:17-32 also presents a somewhi¢reit organization of the
gatekeepers (local gatekeepers and the chief ggiek®. Moreover, it does not mention
anything related to the twenty-four divisions otej@epers. The duties of gatekeepers
are also much more expanded. In other words, theoritler's descriptions of
gatekeepers in the two different passages arexactlg harmonious.

Commentators have argued that the discrepaetween the two texts indicates
different literary layers in Chroniclers written dfferent time periods. However, our
literary analyses of these two texts shows thair theonsistencies, rather, reflect the

differences of the Chronicler’s aims for each teXt we have argued above, 1 Chr 26:1-
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19 seems to be intended to set an ideal for th&ceofbf gatekeepers by which
contemporary practices should be shaped and tosui@ continuity and legitimacy of
the office of gatekeepers which the Chronicler ewdes to establish in 1 Chr 9:17-32.
In 1 Chr 9:17-32, the Chronicler also proffers aa@ete example of how his ideal for the
office of gatekeepers should be realized in hiseoporary situation. For this reason,
the Chronicler connects the post-exilic practicegaiekeepers to the ones installed by
David by tying both to David’s Installation Block.

Meanwhile, the Chronicler’s claims for the gjaepers in 1 Chr 9:17-32 imply that
the gatekeepers were deeply engaged in the Teroplomy, especially by controlling
access to the Temple and by supervising inventontrol of the storehouses in the
Temple. To get a better understanding of socimecwoc implications of the
Chronicler's claims, we will explore economic adigs in relation to the temple gates

and storehouses in Chapter Three.

134



2.2. The Chronicler’s Description of the Temple Trasurers

According to Chronicles, the Levites were aiseolved in the Temple economy as
treasurers. Levitical temple treasurers are intced in 1 Chr 9:26-29 and 1 Chr 26:20-
28, both from David’s Installation Block? In 1 Chr 9:26-29, four chief gatekeepers are
in charge of the temple treasuriestbxr ma mmsem). However, in 1 Chr 26:20-28 the
Chronicler describes two types of temple treasufies treasuries of the house of God
[2°m5%m M2 psxi] and the treasuries of the dedicated gifteif> mnzxn]) and states
that Shebuel the Amramite is in charge of both gmies of treasuries. Under his
authority, the sons of Ladan (the Gershonites)rasponsible for the treasuries of the
house of God, whereas Shelomith and his brothbaes Amramites) are responsible for
the treasuries of the dedicated gifts. This lsiehmary of the Chronicler’s descriptions
of the temple treasurers in the two passages glsadws their differences. We will
analyze what each text says about the temple me@sand examine the differences
between the two asking how the differences affactumderstanding the temple economy

in the post-exilic period.

2.2.1. 1 Chronicles 9:26-29

We have already dealt with 1 Chr 9:26-29 ictisa 2.1.1 in detail, so we will
summarize what the Chronicler claims about the Tertypasurers in this passage. 1 Chr
9:26-29 states that the four chief gatekeepersnacharge of the chambenmsifw%) and
the treasuriesnfnsR) of the Temple (esp. v. 26). Some of them aspaasible for the

utensils of service (v. 28), while others are resiae for the furniture and all the holy

%! Beside these passages, 2 Chr 31:11-16 which Hesdrezekiah’s innovative measure for the upkeep of
the temple administration will be treated in théstion.
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utensils (v. 29). The four chief gatekeepers #se & charge of the fine flour, wine, oil,
incense, and spices, which are necessary for dadyificial services (v. 29). The tasks
of the chief gatekeepers seem to involve inventanytrol, since verse 28 explains that
one of their tasks was to count the utensils fovise whenever they were taken out and
brought back. 1 Chr 9:26-29, however, does noicatd how these chief gatekeepers
performed their task.

As we have argued, 1 Chr 9:26-29 reflectspibst-exilic period. The chambers and
treasuries in the Temple were important places vetjfard to the Temple economy of the
post-exilic period, since the Temple revenue wasgestthere and the major expenditure
of the Temple was also derived from there. Theefme should ask why the Chronicler
claims that the four chief gatekeepers were ingbaf these places. Their position must
be related to the functions of the Temple in thetygxilic period as we shall see in the
next two chapters. Before moving forward to tacHtles question, we will examine
another passage of 1 Chr 26:20-28, which desctilbegemple treasures instituted by

David.

2.2.2. 1 Chronicles 26:20-28

1 Chr 26:20-28 belongs to David’s InstallatBiock (1 Chronicles 23-26), where the
Levites are classified into the four sub-groups(els Chr 23:4-5). One of them is a
group of officers and judges (1 Chr 23:4), whoseeduare defined in 1 Chr 26:20-32. 1
Chr 26:20-32 can be divided into two units accogdimthe roles of the Levites. The first

unit, 1 Chr 26:20-28, presents a list of treasueard their responsibilities, whereas the
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second unit, 1 Chr 26:29-32, concerns the offieerd judges and their dutig¥. The
latter introduces the Levites for the ‘outside wark the west side and the east side of
the Jordan River. Since our focus is on the tengglenomy, the second unit (1 Chr
26:29-32) will be excluded from our analysis.

1 Chr 26:10-28 is not structured systematjcahlike the previous passages in the
section of 1 Chronicles 23-26. There is no mentbthe twenty-four divisions of the
Levitical treasurers or about their work shifts. ofdover, this passage is not
homogeneous in its structure and literary stylechdfars have proffered various
explanations of its heterogeneity in terms of d@arses or the authorship. For instance, S.
Japhet argues that the Chronicler combined tweifft sources here with verse323.
Peter B. Dirksen divides this passage into two suibs: the Chronicler’'s source text (vv.
21b, 22-24) and his own composition (vv. 20, 2tal 25-28)*** However, Williamson
considers 1 Chr 26:20-28 to be a single literarig derived from a sourc&> We will

approach this text synchronically. What does tlneo@icler claim about the Temple

32 Although we divide 1 Chr 26:20-32 into two accamlito the roles of the Levites, it can be divideii
two units according to its literary structure. ¥es 20-22 are differentiated from verses 23-32 usraf
their literary structure. Especially, verses 23&82 neatly arranged by their genealogical subdiras
Verse 23 introduces the four sub-units of the Kbites. Verses 23, 29, 30 and 31 begin with a tienti
pronoun prefixed withamed respectively, in order to present each of the sub-units of the Kohathites.
However, the Uzzielites are not mentioned in theofang verses, although it is introduced in vegs
Verses 20-22 do not share this structure. Forrason, some scholars suggest that the Chrotheter
integrated data taken from two different sourcsee, Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 454.

33 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 454.

34 peter B. Dirksen, “The Composition of 1 Chronic8:20-32,” JINSL 24 (1988): 144-155. When
Dirksen mentions here the Chronicler's sourcehdud be differentiated from our term, ‘the Chrdeits
source,” which means the books of Samuel and KinBirksen’s term designates an unknown source
which the Chronicler might have used to compose passage. In other words, Dirksen explains the
heterogeneity of the text in terms of a putativarse and its redaction. For Dirksen, this redaiddhe
Chronicler.

35 williamson,1 and 2 Chroniclesl71.
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treasurers and how are their duties related to témeple economy? How is the

heterogeneity of the text resolved in the context?

2.2.2.1. Literary Analysis of 1 Chr 26:20-28

V. 20 DIPTSR OTORT M2 SOy R onbm

The Chronicler claims that, during the reigravid, the Levites were assigned to be
in charge of the treasuries of the house of Gaab@n m*2 N¥r-5v) and the treasuries
of the dedicated gift{zpn m1e85). These two types of treasuries are treated in vv
21-22 and vv. 24-28, respectively. Verse 20 seages® superscription for the whole
passagé>®

The Chronicler’s description deviates fromstaf other biblical author8’ First, the
Levitical affiliation of the treasurers is not a twes of fact elsewhere. While the
Chronicler claims that the Levites are assignedeawple treasurers, the other authors
present various professionals as temple treaswsecs, as priests and scribes as well as
the Levites (e.g., Neh 13:13).

Second, the Chronicler’'s differentiation betwethe two treasuries in this verse is
peculiar. Two types of treasuries are mentioneersé times in Chronicles: 2 Chr 12:9
(//1 Kgs 14:26); 2 Chr 16:2 (//1 Kgs 15:18) and [2r36:18 (//2 Kgs 24:13). All these
verses distinguish the temple treasurfes (n*a nms8) from the royal treasuriesfisy
Tomm mma). 2 Chr 12:9 relates how Shishak raided Jerusalednlooted the sacred and

royal treasuries during the reign of Rehoboam.h2 5:18 reports that the Babylonians

356 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 314.

%7 The comparison between the Chronicler's descrigtiof the temple treasurers and those of other
biblical authors will be presented again in sectib®.4. In the present section, we want to giveeno
attention to the Chronicler’'s descriptions thaséction 2.2.4.
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took all the treasures from the temple treasuries the royal treasuries. These two
verses indicate that two distinct types of treasihad existed throughout the monarchy
once the Temple was buift

Meanwhile, 1 Chr 26:20 classifies the two &y/pé treasuries in a different way: the
treasuries of the Temple and the treasuries ofldtkcated giftsefw=pn m=sR). The
royal treasuries are not mentioned. This clasgifie only appears here (1 Chr 26:20
and 26) and in 1 Chr 28:£2° The peculiarity of the Chronicler’s classificatiovill be
dealt with when we exegete 1 Chr 26:23-28, conogrtihe treasuries of the dedicated
things.

The second word of verse 20qx is grammatically problematic since the antecedent
plural noun (the Levites) requires a plural noutléast two people). Scholars have
suggested that it should be reachas, ‘their brethren’ based on LXX 1 Chr 26:%0.
This reading seems to be reasonable since a pnoperAhijah, does not fit syntactically

in verse 20 or in the subsequent context.

%8 The other references to the temple treasurieshentbyal treasuries are 1 Kgs 15:18//2 Chr 16witd
the reign of King Asa); 2 Kgs 12:19 (during thegreiof King Jehoash); 2 Kgs 14:14//2 Chr 25:24 (oigiri
the reign of King Amaziah);2 Kgs 16:8 (during theegn of King Ahaz); 2 Kgs 18:15 (during the reigh o
King Hezekiah); and 2 Kgs 24:13 (during the reigdehoachin). These references to the two trassur
indicate that the Chronicler does not merely folduis sources in reporting a series of despoliatairthe
Temple and royal treasuries by domestic or foré&iggs. As for the Chronicler’s treatment of Merlage

in this matter, see, Gary N. Knoppers, “Treasures\&hd Lost: Royal (Mis)Appropriations in Kings and
Chronicles,” inThe Chronicler as Authpi81-208.

%9 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 317.
30 The following scholars have readnx aszimx: W. Rudolph Chronikbiichey 174); H. G. M.
Williamson (L and 2 Chroniclesl72); R. Klein { Chronicles 494); R. BraunX Chronicles 249); Steven

L. McKenzie (-2 Chronicles 202); W. Johnstoné€l (and 2 Chronicles263); and Gary N. Knopper& (
Chronicles 10-29874).
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If we emendrnx asornr (‘their brethren’), the antecedent of ‘their’ shaipe the
Korahites and the Merarites, who are introducethénprevious passage (verses 1£9).
Who, then, will be ‘the Levites their brethremnfnx 2151)? Which Levites does the
Chronicler designate as the brethren of the Koeahéind the Merarites? The answer to
this question depends on how one understandsriitezkations between verses 21-22 and
verses 24-28. Scholars, who hold that verses 24s28econdary, argue that ‘their
brethren’ should be the Gershonite Levites sincdrtduties are introduced in the
following verses 21-22%%  For instance, R. Braun suggests that the Geitsison
originally supervised both types of the treasurms] the Amramites in verses 24-28
were added secondarily. However, he neither gawgsreason why the Amramites were
added, nor explains how this later addition workgie overall context.

When this passage is read sequentially, thasph‘their brethren’ designates the
Gershonites (vv. 21-22) and the Amramites (vv. 8%-both assigned by David to the

treasuries. A synchronic reading gives a bettassef this passage as we will show

below.
V.21 PR DR 1755 Mana wra 155 wman w3 pwh aa
V.22 ST P2 PERTOY RN SR omr bR v1a

361 Klein, 1 Chronicles 494.

%2 Braun, 1 Chronicles 253; and McKenziel-2 Chronicles 202. R. Braun argues that since the
Kohathites and Merarites, two of the major threle-slans of the Levites, and their cultic duties dnédeen
already introduced in the previous section, ithis time when the Gershonites, the third sub-clathef
Levites, and their duties are to be introducedr tRis reason, R. Braun claims that the phrase, Livites
their brethren’ naturally designates the Gershenifehe chapters, 1 Chr 24-26, however, are nottstred

by genealogical clans of the Levites, but by thlesoof the Levites, such as the priests, musicians,
gatekeepers, and temple treasurers. While thdqu®section, 1 Chr 26:1-19, introduces the Koezhit
and Merarities as the Levitical gatekeepers, thiéoviing section, 1 Chr 26:20-28, introduces the
Gershonites and Amramites as the temple treasufdrs.Korahites and Amramites are all belonginthto
Kohathites. This fact implies that 1 Chr 26:1-28not organized genealogically, but rather by each
profession. In this sense, we read 1 Chr 26:28<28 literary unit, which introduces the templastgers.
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1 Chr 26:21-22 introduce the clans of Ladhe, Gershonites, who are in charge of
‘the treasuries of the Templelnf ma mmsx-5y). Commentators have raised three
main exegetical problems in 1 Chr 26:21-22. V&%es considered a corrupted text for
three reason®® First, 175 "2 (the sons of Ladan)wb5 “wman 2 (the sons of the
Gershonites belonging to Ladan) anthan 17v5% maxn “wxn (the chiefs of the fathers’
houses belonging to Ladan the Gershonite) ared/éoienulations of the same meaning.
It looks redundant. Second, the plural nowxY) in the phrasexjin 17w55 maxn
wx1 is strangely referred to a single man, JehielSa3aphet points odt? Third, verse
22 creates a contradiction against 1 Chr 23:8.s&@2 seems to introduce the sons of
Jehieli. Thus Zetham and Joel should be his twes,sbut in 1 Chr 23:8, Jehiel is a
brother of Zetham and Joel, not their father. MHoese reasons, various textual
emendations have been suggested to solve thesetieaégroblems. We propose a
better way to interpret them.

First, the apparent redundancy displayed ises€1 has produced various approaches.
Several scholars have suggested textual emendatiorsnstance, W. Rudolph suggests
a drastic emending of verse 21 as followss'r “xman 17w5 »2n.%%° He cuts off
‘1755 maxt swra 1TSS wwman w2’ after the first two words of verse 21 considering
them as redundancy and emends the first word froro *3a1 in order to make sense of

the following referent, Jehieli, a single man. Banty, S. Japhet arguesy>5 wman ~12

363 Rudolph, Chronikbiichey 174; Curtis and Madserfhe Books of Chronicle287; Japhet] & II
Chronicles 461; and Knopperd, Chronicles 10-29874-875.

364 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 461.

%%5W. Rudolph,Chronikbiichey 174. According to this suggestion, tiiemwas lost fromw5 van by
haplography since verse 20 ends wittm
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as a later addition ‘as a superfluous dittograpbfy'the previous phrasews 12.%%°
However, E. L. Curtis considers that the phras&5 “wmam 2 is in apposition with the
previous ongy® 22.%%" Peter B. Dirksen suggests a miner emendatiortidgl only
the beginning word of verse 213.3°® On the other hand, R. Klein, Steven L. McKenzie,
and Gary N. Knoppers, instead of resorting to t@xtmendation, have treated these
verses as a reflection of a social change betwkenfamilies® or a reflection of a
difference in the genealogist's perspecti/®,or as an expansion of genealogical
specificatior®'*

No textual witnesses support the textual eraods that the above-quoted
commentators have suggested. The following tadni¢ains several ancient readings of 1
Chr 26:21-22. The phrases in bold or underlinedaalditions as compared with the MT.
Although there are several minor exceptions, thldet shows that ancient translations
faithfully follow the MT. In other words, the aieat translators seem not to have

considered the first three phrases of verse 2édiswdancy unlike modern readers.

366 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 461.

%7 Curtis and Madserhe Books of Chronicleg86.
%% Drksen,1 Chronicles 317-318.

%9 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles202.

37%Klein, 1 Chronicles494.

371 Knoppers1 Chronicles 10-29875.
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Table 16. Various Readings of 1 Chr 26:21-22

MT SR g 1wO5 mana wxa 1wbS wwman 1 1wS a
ST PN AERTOY AR SR anr SR a3

LXXB viol Xadav(radav:b; Aedav:Afgh; daader:e) obtol,I'powvel ¢ Aadov
kel “Torend tod “Iod viol’IethA dpyovteg matpLldy ¢ Awdav @
I'npowvel’ TewnA. viol Tewnd ZeBou kal’ IonA ol adeAdol €ml tdv
ONoaLPAY 0LkOL KUPLOU.

XX ANbfhze2 | yiol Aedav obrtot,I'mpowvel 1@ Awadav dpyovtes matpLldv ¢ Awdey @
I'npowvel’ Tewnd. ket viol Tewmd ZeBop kol IonAd ol adeddol éml TRV
ONoaLPAY 0LkOL KUPLOU.

Targum ORI R an 1TSS ’AmaR W 1weh it a3 1wh el
2T RGP M IR Sy R Sxm onr Sy w13

Peshitta ol arin w e\ hooe sei (e (arin 1o ) w1 maun
i huot K god Mb mas Aaua pdut sl ,maas

Vulgate filii Ledan filii Gersonni de Ledan principes familum Ledan et Gersonni leiheli

filii leiheli Zathan et lohel frater eius super geuros domus Domini

Moreover, the redundancy found in verse 2Inset have a purpose. The second
and third phraseg5> *3=31 22 andgman 1w55 maxn wixn) are in apposition with
the first phrase 1fv%> ":3) and appear to have been added to emphasize lsadan’
genealogical connection to Gershon. Verse 21 kegith 17v% *12, by which ‘the sons
of Ladan’ is introduced. This opening implies titia@ Chronicler’'s emphasis is on the
sons of Ladan. The second phrase specifies the@eashonites: ‘the sons of the
Gershonites belonging to Ladan.” This specificationderlines the genealogical
connection between Ladan and Gershon.

However, the genealogical connection betweatiah and Gershon is not obvious in
the Hebrew Bible outside of Chronicles. Ladan app®nly in Chronicles: 1 Chr 7:26;

23:7, 8, 9; 26:21. While a Ladan in 1 Chr 7:2@&msEphraimite, another Ladan in the
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other verses is the son of Gershon. According t6hr 23:7, Ladan is the son of
Gershon, along with Shimei. Nevertheless, elsesvirethe Hebrew Bible, the sons of
Gershon are Libni and Shimei (Exod 6:17; Num 328,1 Chr 6:2). In other words, in
1 Chronicles 23-26, Ladan replaces LiBffi. In general, such replacements stress the
genealogical connection between a renowned ancastbithe replaced person, in this
case Gershon and Ladan. The Chronicler stressegyéhealogical connection once
again by specifying Ladan as a Gershonite withthirel phrase: ‘the chiefs of the fathers’
houses belonging to Ladan the Gershonite¢ 1755 maxn “wx). This third phrase
connects 1 Chr 26:21 to 1 Chr 23:9 which conclutieslist of sons of Ladan with the
same phrasg-55 maxn “wx1 158). Thus, the second and third phrases in verse 21
were added to emphasize Ladan’s genealogical cboneo Gershon. Therefore, we
suggest that the first three phrases of verse @ildmot be considered as redundancy,
but rather as the Chronicler’s intentional emphasis

The second exegetical problem of verse 21 jlheal nounsuxn is followed by a
single referent) and the third one of verse 22gpparent contradiction to 1 Chr 23:8)
will be dealt together here. As we have mentioaleave, W. Rudolph solves the second
problem by emending the text (fronz to *1a1m) and resolves the third one by simply
readingrnx of verse 22 as a gloss based on 1 Chr 3:&. Japhet suggests reading the

beginning of verse 22 as JehildpN°r), instead of the sons of Jehielia(*5xr) in

372R. Klein suggests that Ladan may have once beks@endant of Libni, but later replaced him in the
genealogy (Kleinl Chronicles494). G. N. Knoppers also argues this as an pbeaof the Chronicler’s
telescopic genealogy, whose purpose is to tie soem#nthe monarchic period to their ancestors én th
wilderness period (Knoppers,Chronicles 10-29877-878).

373 G. N. Knoppers also follows this suggestion (Knegspl Chronicles 10-29875).
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order not to cause any contradiction to 1 Chr 35'8For the same reason, E. L. Curtis
simply deletesS>x'm %2 from verse 22 since he considers it as a giossiowever, no
textual witnesses support such emendations as Téldbaows.

The second exegetical problem and the thirel can be resolved at the same time
when we read verses 21 and 22 consecutively withdueak. Since all three phrases in
verse 21 are in apposition with one another, ahawe argued above, Jehieli cannot be
the sole referent of these three phrases. Aheiftare referring to plural persons (‘sons’
of the first and second phrases, and ‘chiefs’ eftthird phrase). If verses 21 and 22 are
read sequentially, the sons of Ladan are Jetifedions of Jehieli, Zetham and his brother
Joel®”” Thus the contradiction between 1 Chr 26:22 (Jeelsi¢he father of Zotham and
Joel) and 1 Chr 23:8 (Jehieli is the brother ofhaot and Joel) is resolved by reading
verses 21 and 22 together. Therefore, verses 2i¥P2as follows: ‘the sons of Ladan,
the sons of Gershon belonging to Ladan, the clukthe fathers’ houses of Ladan the
Gershonite, Jehieli, sons of Jehieli, Zetham asdohother Joel, were over the treasuries
of the House of the LORD.’

This exegesis successfully resolves the pnobleon 1 Chr 26:21-22 that

commentators have raised. Thus 1 Chr 26:21-2»daotted the Levites who were in

374 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 461.
375 Curtis and MadsefThe Books of Chronicle286.

37 Here Jehieli has a gentilic form. Since it isyre that the proper noun has a gentilic forra,LtKX
and the Targum read it as Jehiel. Edward L. Cartisies that Jehieli is an incorrect reading ofeletn
fact, Jehieli appears as Jehiel in 1 Chr 23:8 &8. 2Since they share the same genealogical l&étig
clear that the two names designate the same pefsararding to 1 Chr 29:8, Jehiel the Gershonits wa
charge of the treasuries of the house of the Larihg the reign of David. Curits and Mads&hg Books
of Chronicles 286; and also Dirksen, Chronicles317.

¥7williamson already suggested that verses 21-lIdhbe taken together, but he did not give theaea
for his argument (Williamsori, and 2 Chroniclesl72).
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charge of the treasuries of the Temple: they aeesibns of Ladan, the Gershonites,
specifically Jehieli, sons of Jehieli, Zetham arslldrother Joel.

To summarize, verse 20 functioned as an intbdn of the Chronicler’s presentation
of the Levites who were in charge of the treaswigbe Temple and the treasuries of the
dedicated things. In turn, verses 21-22 introdubedLevites who were in charge of the
treasuries of the Temple: they are the sons of hattee Gershonites. These verses do
not provide any further details about the treasuokthe Temple since the Chronicler’s
purpose here is to introduce the Temple treasuratser than to describe their office

itself38

V. 23 SERTYS arS S manps

Verse 23 introduces the four sub-clans oftbbathites: the Amramites; the Izharites;
the Hebronites; and the Uzzielit&S. In the subsequent verses (wv. 24-32), each skthe
clans is presented in the same order, excluding#zéelites: the Amramites (vv. 24-28);
the Izharites (v.29); the Hebronites (vv.30-32pr this reason, verse 23 is considered an
introduction to the following passage, which is dzhAson information from an
independent sourc&® However, there is a logical connection betweeses21-22 and
verses 23-32. While verses 21-22 are about theeddants of Gershon, the first son of

Levi, verses 23-32 are related to the descenddtstmath, the second son of Levi. The

378 Scholars have suggested that the temple treasudekl have contained utensils and supplies needed
for daily sacrifices (Klein,1 Chronicles 494; and Williamsonl and 2 Chronicles172). A further
speculation about the function and administratibthe temple treasuries will be given in the nexater,
where we deal with the majtoci of the temple economy.

37 The Chronicler’s list of the four sub-clans of tehathites correspond to that which appears indExo
6:18; Num 3:27; 1 Chr 5:28; 6:3. In the Pentatalichaterial, the Kohathites’ duty for the Tabereaisl
more prestigious than any other Levitical dutidisis the Kohathites who can carry the ark, thdeathe
lampstand, the altars, the vessels of the sanc(ddmmn 3:31). However, the Chronicler's descriptioi
the Kohathites’ duty for the Temple does not exactirrespond to this Priestly tradition.

380 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles202.
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descendants of Merari, the third son of Levi, haheady been mentioned in the
preceding passage, 1 Chr 26:1-19. This connetigiween verses 21-22uan %2)
and verses 23-32ip "12) would have been clearer, if verse 23 began mnth *12.

There is a reason why verse 23 begins withAitmeamites instead afitp "33, As
verse 21 begins with the sons of Ladan insteattekbns of Gershon (in order to stress
on the former), the Chronicler probably wanted tandattention to the Amramites rather
than to the Kohathites. The following five versa® describing the duties of the

Amramites for the treasuries of the dedicated gifts

V. 24 PSRy ¥ muint1a ownira Seaw

Verse 24 presents Shebuel, the son of Gerstimson of Moses. According to the
Chronicler, Shebuel was the chief officer over tileasuries. Shebuel is mentioned in 1
Chr 23:16 as the chief among the sons of Gershoensan of Moses. Elsewhere in the
Hebrew Bible, Shebuel is not genealogically conegetith Moses. While the two sons
of Moses are introduced in Exod 2:22; 18:3-4; arht 23:15, the grandsons’ of Moses
are not named. On the other hand, Shubael, adlitfspelling of Shebuel, appears three
times in Chronicles: 1 Chr 25:4, 20 and 24:20. ht £5:4, 20 introduce a Shubael, the
Hemanite. Thus, this Shubael is a different irdlial from Shebuel in 1 Chr 26:2%.

Another Shubael appears in 1 Chr 24:20. 1 Chr@®382enumerates the names of the

31 The texts of LXX™ 1 Chr 26:24 correspond to the MT, but the manptef LXX®? do not have a
corresponding word of'a. This loss can be explained by a scribal errapldgraphy). If the Greek word
for =73 in the original script that the copiest had Wwastatng, his eyes could have been easily skipped to
the next wordém of éml tdv Bnoavpav) since the next word begins with the same lefteosnoioarktoi.
This is supported by the fact that LXX1 Chr 26:24 has another Greek wafgylpevoc for T, instead

of émotatng. Thus, these minor textual variations do not dffeer reading of the MT 1 Chr 26:24.
Knoppers,1 Chronicles 10-26875.

32K noppers Chronicles 10-29878; and Dirksert, Chronicles 318.
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rest of the sons of Levi, who are not includedhia divisions of the sons of Aaron (1 Chr
24:1-19). Shubael is the first name in this libte is introduced as the Amramite. This
fact implies that Shubael was an influential Ledtging the reign of David according to
the Chronicler. We conjecture that this Shubael i6hr 24:20 is the same individual
with Shebuel in 1 Chr 23:16 and 26:24. Thus, theo@icler mentions Shebuel here as a
representative figure of the Amramites. The gesmpabf Shebuel here in 1 Chr 26:24 is
a representative case of telescoped lineage, wihicibbreviated form connects the
person concerned to the important ancestor(s): .&h€a contemporary of David) -------
Gershom - Moses.

Shebuel seems to be the chief officer oventdasuries. This interpretation depends
on how one understands the relationship betweese\2t and verse 22 (the treasurers of
the Temple) or verse 26 (the treasurers of thecdéstl gifts). W. Rudolph argues that
Shebuel was in charge of both treasuffésif Shebuel is the chief officer over both
treasuries, an orderly presentation should namefingn According to W. Rudolph,
Shebuel's delayed appearance on the scene is caysbt genealogical origin: the
Amramite. Peter B. Dirksen disagrees with thigrptetation because he thinks that 1
Chr 26:24-32 was taken from an independent souhsehndoes not share the same view
of the temple treasuries as the David’s Instalfaf®lock (1 Chronicles 23-26§* He
argues that differentiation of the Temple treasurie found only in this David’s

Installation Block.

33 g5, Japhet and H. G. M. Wiliamson also agree whh Rudolph in this matter: see, Rudolph,
Chronikbticher177; Japhetl & Il Chronicles 460-461; and Williamsori, and 2 Chroniclesl72.

384 Dirksen,1 Chronicles 318-3109.
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There is certainly a literary seam betweers&e22 and verse 24, which indicates
redaction as Dirksen argues. However, we argudttisareasonable to consider Shebuel
as the chief officer over both treasuries, althouginksen argues that Shebuel's
responsibility cannot be decided. First, as we hawgued above, Shebuel was a
contemporary of David (1 Chr 23:16; 24:20; 26:24d a leading figure among the
Amramites. Given that the present context is eelab David’s installation of the temple
treasuries, Shebuel fits this context. Secondlitdw@ry structure of 1 Chr 26:20-28 also
supports Shebuel's leadership over the two treasuri Verse 20 introduces both
treasuries. Verses 22 and 26 present the Levitlzals who are in charge of the
treasuries of the Temple and the treasuries ofltfucated gifts, respectively. Verse 24
is strategically located in between verse 22 andev@6. When verse 24 introduces
Shebuel as the chief officer of the treasuriesyrdsponsibility is understood as connected
to verse 22 and verse 26 at the same time. More®bebuel’s titler also supports
our interpretatiori>> This title is given only to Shebuel in 1 Chr 28:28. This indicates
his leading role in the administration of the tigéss. Therefore, we conclude that the
Chronicler introduces Shebuel the Amramite, as r@eroporary of David and a chief

officer over both treasuries in the Temple.

V. 25 132 3% b 13 Mom 12 £ 12 mrEm N3 A wORS TR

%10 Chronicles;x designates a king (1 Chr 11:2; 17:7; 28:4; 29:2€h? 6:5; 11:22 [a crown prince]),
a chief priest (1 Chr 9:11; 2 Chr 19:11; 31:13;85a tribal leader (1 Chr 5:2; 12:27; 27:4; 27;1%)
military leader (1 Chr 13:1; 2 Chr 11:11; 32:21)aochief officer (1 Chr 26:24; 2 Chr 31:12) and ttke.
Japhet] & Il Chronicles, 495.

386 Shelomoth is a written fornKétib) of the name, which is witnessed to LXX. However, many other
Hebrew manuscripts and LXXave aQereform of the name, Shelomith. The same name appeaviT

1 Chr 26:26 as Shelomoth, and in MT 1 Chr 26:28kealomith. The relations between fetib andQere
forms are not simply pinned down, as E. Tov argugiice in the same manuscript, two possible vegian
of the same name appear together, we may condhadeéShelomoth is an optional variant of Shelomith o
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Verse 25 introduces the bretheren of Shebliekse are genealogically connected to
Eliezer, the second son of Moses (Exod 18:4; 1a3ht5), whereas Shebuel is connected
to Gershom, the first son of Moses. However, vélSeactually presents only one
individual, Shelomoth. The rest of the verse is tfemealogy of Shelomoth. The
interpretation of this genealogy depends on howrtderstandia, which appears five
times in MT 1 Chr 26:25. According to 1 Chr 23:Eliezer has only one son, Rehabiah,
but Rehabiah has many sons. LXX 1 Chr 26:25 reflédChr 23:17%" The LXX omits
the last four occurrences of, so that the last four individuals are understasdhe sons
of Rehabiah. However, the Lucianic recension (P%follows the MT. The Targum,
the Peshitta and the Vulgate also follow the MThug, there is no strong reason to
change the MT according to the LY

If we follow the MT's reading, verse 25 pretethe linear genealogy of Shelomoth,
in ten generations from Levi to Shelomdffi. This long genealogy forms a strong
contrast with the telescopic lineage of Shebuelvémse 243%° The genealogy of
Shelomoth makes him a contemporary of David andrSoh®** According to 1 Chr

5:29-34; 6:35-38, Zadok, the priest of David istlie tenth generation after Aaron, and

vice versa Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bihl&8-63; and also Knoppers, Chronicles 10-29
875-876.

387 Brooke et al, edsThe Old Testament in Greek65.
388 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 174.

389 |_evi-Kohath-Amram-Moses-Eliezer-Rehabiah-Jeshdiatam-Zichri-Shelomoth.  Kleird, Chronicles
495; and Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 462.

399 Since the fact that Shebuel is a contemporaryadiddhas been verified in 1Chr 24:20, there wowd b
no need for the Chronicler to list the full linggamealogy of Shebuel in verse 24.

391 Klein, 1 Chronicles 495; and also Dirksed, Chronicles 319.
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David himself is in the tenth generation after Ju@laChr 2:3-5, 9-155°? Thus, verse 25
serves to specify the chronological setting of gassage: ‘during the reign of David.’
The subsequent verses 26-28 are related ttrahsuries of the dedicated gifts. For

this reason, it would be better to deal with théhntogether.

V. 26 DWTPR AEROs Sy iRy mmby XIm
IRV W MRDM DEORATIES MIRT WK RN T UTP U

V. 27 s mab pinb wrpn SSunty pmnbnn
V. 28 TITSTI2 IR 12 AN @RI W N Sy e 5o
ARY RSYT Sy wenn 5o

Verse 26 introduces Shelomoth and his brothene are in charge of the treasuries of
the dedicated gifts. It also enumerates the demligaf gifts. While verse 27 explains
the source and purpose of these dedicated giftsg\28 adds some more names to the
list of dedicators of the gifts of verse 26.

Shebuel in verse 24 and Shelomith and highbretin verse 26 are all the Amramites.
While Shebuel is in charge of both categories eftteasuries in the Temple, Shelomoth
and his brothers are in charge of the treasuriéiseofledicated gifts.

Verses 26-28 explain what the treasuries @ dedicated gifts would contain.

According to the Chronicler, these gifts were thmoty of war (v. 27)°° which was

392 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 462; and Kleinl Chronicles 495.

393 We interpret the phrasie‘vuin']m mr:n‘mn'm as a hendiadys, following the interpretations of W
Rudolph Chronikbticher 174), Gary N. Knoppersl(Chronicles 10-29876), and Peter B. Dirksen (
Chronicles 319). And also see, Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’'@amAn Introduction to Biblical Hebrew
Syntax(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 70. The LXXdsthis phrase in an expansionary wal:
GoPev &k TAY méhewr [LXX B2 mérewr; LXXA: modéuwr] kol &k tév Aadlpwv (things which he took
out of cities [wars] and from the spoils). Sucheading reflects that the translator did not consttie
phrasé;'v:z?n']m mr:n‘mn'm as a hendiadys, and tried to explain it in ordangke a better sense of it. On
the other hand, the Peshitta, the Targum and thgat&uliterally correspond to the MT. Thus, theseno
need to emend the MT, based on the LXX.
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dedicated by David, the chiefs of the clans, tHe@fs of thousands and hundreds, and
the other army officers (v. 26), as well as Sam8all, Abner and Joab (v. 28). David’s
magnanimous support for the Temple is often higiéid in Chronicle$?* According to

1 Chr 18:10-11, David dedicated to the Templesalits of articles of gold, silver, and of
bronze,” which King Tou of Hamath sent to him. InChr 22:4 and 29:2-5, the
Chronicler underscores David’s profuse contributida the Tempf&®and appeals to
David’'s lay and military leaders to follow his expl®. As a result, the chiefs of the
clans and the military leaders are reported to lthadicated a huge amount of precious
metals for the service of the Temple (1 Chr 29:62%)

There is no explicit report in the Hebrew Rilthat Samuel, Saul, Abner and Joab also
dedicated any booty of war to the sanctudfjput the Chronicler adds their names in the
list of dedicators (v. 28). It seems that by addime names of the earlier Israelite leaders,
who led Israel militarily during the united monaygland thus collected war spoils, to the
list of dedicators, the Chronicler intends to engizethat the maintenance of the Temple
is a duty of political and military leadets.

Verse 27b explains that the purpose of themdicdted things is to maintain the

Temple. Here the Chronicler uses the yerb As many commentators have pointed out,

3% Klein, 1 Chronicles 495.

395 According to 1 Kgs 7:51 (//2 Chr 5:1), when Solenmuilt the Temple, he brought ‘the things that his
father David had dedicated, and stored the siltrex,gold, and all the vessels’ in the treasurieshef
Temple. 2 Kgs 12:19 claims that other kings ofalydespecially, Jehoshaphat, Jehoram, and Ahaaihh h
also dedicated their votive offerings to the Temple

39€\We could find a similar appeal in Josh 6:19, 2t.emphasizes that the precious metals taken as the
booty of war should have been brought into thestreaof the Temple even way before the Temple was
built.

397 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 463.

398 Klein, 1 Chronicles 495-496; Knoppersl Chronicles 10-29880; and also ibid, “Treasures Won and
Lost,” 194-297.
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when thePiel form of verbpn is used in relation to buildings, it usually meétus
repair.**® However, it can also be interpreted as ‘to supmor'to maintain’ as in the
cases of 2 Chr 11:17 and 29:34 (‘to strengtherBjnce, in the present context of 1
Chronicles 26, the Temple has not yet been budtmaintain the Temple’ would be a
better interpretatiol’® The renderings of Peshitta and Targum reflectah®T, but the
rendering of LXX is again explanatory as in verséa:2tod umn kebuotepfioar thv
oikodouny tod otkov Tod Beov (‘so that the building of the house of God shoudd want
[supplies] or be delayed®* This reading seems to reflect the translatortsceon about
the chronological context, in which the Temple wex yet built. The Vulgate also
seems not to correspond to the MT literally; itdedhe phrasenr ma% pm> asad
instaurationem et supellectilem templi Donfia the building and furniture of the temple
of the Lord). We read this verse following the Mince the renderings of LXX and the
Vulgate seem to reflect the translators’ concernaiomonize the text with its context.

To sum up, in 1 Chr 26:20-28, the Chroniclairos that the treasuries of the Temple

are divided into two categories: the treasuriethefhouse of God and the treasuries of

399 HALOT, 303; Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 174; Knoppersl Chronicles 10-29880; and Dirksenl
Chronicles 319. What follows are the cases whereRle form of prm means ‘to repair’: 2 Kgs 12:6, 7, 8,
9, 13, 15 (Joash’s repair of the Temple; also @h? 24:5, 12); 22:5-6 (Josiah’s repair of the Teanpllso
in 2 Chr 34:8, 10); 2 Chr 29:3 (Hezekiah’s repditlee Temple); and Neh 3:19 (Nehemiah’s repairhef t
Wall). Interestingly, in the long list of those wiparticipated in the repair of the Wall in Neh-32, the
Hiphil form of verbpin is used more than thirty times, but thiel form of >t is used only one time in
Neh 3:19.

“99W. Rudolph points out that vepbr has an object, which is prefixed witmedin verse 27b unlike in
the other occurrences, where the verb has a dobjgct either prefixed withmy, or without any
preposition. Based on this observation, Rudolgjues that verbir in verse 27b should be interpreted as
‘to repair.’ However, the prepositiolimed with an active transitive verb, is used to mardirect object
asmy does. Thus, the presencel@hedcannot be a conclusive factor to decide the meaoirthe verb,
contra W. Rudolph. Only the context is a decidigfor for a better interpretation. S. Japhet @ady N.
Knoppers translate this phrase, ‘to maintain.” ,SBedolph, Chronikbiicher 174; Japhet] & Il
Chronicles 462; and Knoppers, 876. For the function of fhepositionlamed refer to Waltke and
O’Connor,An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntak84 and 210-211.

401 The translation is mine.
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the dedicated gifts. The former seems to storplmgoneeded for the regular sacrifices,
while the latter keeps all the dedicated gifts deddor the maintenance of the Temple
by the political and military leaders from war bpotShebuel the Amramite is in charge
of both treasuries, whereas Jehieli, sons of Jetdetham and his brother Joel (the
Gershonites) are in charge of the treasuries of é€meple, and Shelomith and his brothers
are in charge of the treasuries of the dedicatisl. giThis installation of the treasuries is

a part of David’'s measures for the Temple admiatisn.

2.2.3. The Consistency of the Chronicler’s Descrifmns of the Temple Treasurers

We have observed that the Chronicler's treatmef the temple treasurers in 1
Chronicles 9 and 1 Chronicles 26 are quite differarterms of the types of treasuries
and of the officeholders. Does this fact implyansistency of the Chronicler’s treatment
of the temple treasurers? A comparison of these texts within the Chronicler’s
timeframe helps to answer this question. Fordhraparison, we will add another text, 2
Chr 31:11-16°% Although it does not belong to David’s InstakatiBlock, 2 Chr 31:11-
16 is directly related to the temple treasuries had strong indications that it is the
Chronicler’s work.

In 2 Chr 31:11-16, Hezekiah orders that tlreesthambers be prepared in the Temple
for the surplus of people’s contributions for tHergy. He appoints the Temple staff to

supervise them. Their purpose is clearly specifie@ Chr 31:12: to store the gifts

402 All of 1 Chronicles 31 reports Hezekiah’s innovatimeasures to establish the economic basis for the
maintenance of the Temple. This chapter does an ny parallels in the book of Kings. In thigpter,

the Chronicler claims that Hezekiah reconstitutezldivisions of the priests and Levites accordmtheir
office (v. 2), and reconfirmed the king’'s duty fitve steady proceedings of the regular sacrifictiviies

(v. 3). Furthermore, Hezekiah made people cortilfor the support of the clergy (vv. 4-7) by biimgy

the tithes of all kinds of agricultural producettee Temple. In order to store the people’s contiin,
Hezekiah ordered that the store chambers be lutheé Temple (v. 11). The last section of the tbap
relates a program for the distribution of peopl@stribution among the priests and the Levites.
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(mmnm), the tithes fuvnn), and the sacred thing@ww=pn), all of which will be

distributed to the priests and Levit83. The supervision of these store chambers is the
responsibility of Conaniah the Levite and his besthThey will be assisted by ten more
officials appointed by the king and high priest 18). Furthermore, Kore, the keeper of
the east gate, is in charge of the freewill offgsirfiam), gifts (m1n), and the most
sacred thingsofw=pn *w=p). He is the one who allocates all of them toghests and
Levites according to each group’s share (v. 149reKs assisted by six more officials in
the priestly towns (v. 15f*

The Chronicler’'s claims about the treasurerghie Temple in the three different
passages (1 Chr 9:26-29, 1 Chr 26:20-28 and 2 Cir1316) can be listed according to

the Chronicler’s chronological framework as follows

Table 17. The Chronicler’s Various Descriptions @hbbreasurers

Time David’s reign Hezekiah's reign The Post-exilic
period
Text |1 Chr 26:20-28 2 Chr 31:10-11 1 Chr 9:26-29
Offices | mm mva mmsxt and | mm neaa mowbn, where The supervision of
oWTPT PSR, people’s contribution is kept. | M=w5n andmsxi
DOTONT P2,

Officials | Shebuel is in charge | For the process of storage, | The four chief
of both categories of | Conaniah and his brother are|igatekeepers will

the treasuries; The | charge and they will be supervise the
Gershonites are in | assisted by ten more officials, m>ubn andmmzxn
charge ofsxn but for the process of ooNT Pra.

a9 o2 and the distribution, Kore, the

Amramites are in gatekeeper of the east gate, is

charge ofmsnn in charge, and he will also be

. assisted by six more officials.

%3 The definition and possible connation of the g{fts1ni), the tithes fwvnn), and the sacred things
(&=pn) in the different contexts will be given in Chapldiree, where we deal with the temple revenue.

404 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 966-967; and Williamsori, and 2 Chronicles373-374.
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This table shows thatwapn m=sxt are not mentioned in the post-exilic context.
But mi=wbn, said to have been built during the reign of Héslekare mentioned in the
post-exilic context®® These changes can be explained by the sociodbiEtchanges in
Israel and Judahoapn nmsxn, which kept the war booty dedicated by the king or
military leaders, had no more relevance in the -pasic setting. On the contrary, the
significance ofowbn, which kept the people’s contribution for the sopf the clergy,
will have greatly increased in the post-exilic atian. This is demonstrated by the fact

that the references toouwbn attached to the Temple mostly appear in the eailipost-

exilic texts?°®

Although the Chronicler's descriptions of ttemmple treasuries show a number of
changes, those changes cannot be interpreted desnegi of the Chronicler's arbitrary
treatment of his sources if we respect his chragiodd distinctions. From the monarchic
period to the post-exilic period, the Chroniclensistently claims that the Levites were
appointed to supervise and maintain these treasuhrethis sense, the Chronicler’s claim

is not harmonious with the other biblical authatsscriptions of the Temple treasurers.

0% According to 1 Chr 28:11-12, David handed over pimn for the future Temple to Solomon, his
successor. In this blueprint, the store chamhaistr@asuries of the Temple are already includguls the
novelty of Hezekiah’s measure to build the storanehers lies not in the chambers themselves, biein
purpose, that is to store the people’s contribution

%% 45w occurs 47 times in the Hebrew Bible: 8 times iredwrah; 23 times in Ezekiel 40-48; twice in
Ezra; 7 times in Nehemiah; 5 times in Chroniclexgeoin 1 Sam 9:22 and in 2 Kgs 23:11. The refergnc
to the store chambers attached to the Temple camughly classified by their usages as follows: (1)
treasury rooms: 1 Chr 28:12 and Ezr 8:29; (2) stanms for offerings: Ezek 42:12-13; Neh 13:5; (3)
storerooms for tithes of fruit, grain, wine and: dileh 10:38-40; Neh 12:44; 13:5; 2 Chr 31:11-12; (4
storerooms for frankincense: Neh 13:5; (5) storer®dor the sacred vessels: Neh 13:5; (6) the holy
chambers for the priests for cooking of offeringzek 46:19; (7) A washing room for offerings: Ezek
40:38; (8) a space for the sacrificial meal: Ez8Kl8 and the like. For these statistics, refeAt&ven-
Shoshan, ed A New Concordance of the Bible: Thesaurus of thegluage of the Bible Hebrew and
Aramaic Roots, Words, Proper Names, Phrases andriyyms(Yerushalayim: Kiryat-Sefer, 2000), 612; D.
Kellerman, “1ow5,” TDOT 3:33-38; and also Louis Jonkenst%,” NIDOT 1:822-823.
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The following section will address the differendegween the Chronicler’s claim about

the Temple treasurers and the other biblical astluaims.

2.2.4. The Chronicler’s Distinctive Claims about tie Temple Treasurers

The references to the Temple treasurers ayeraee in the Hebrew Bible. Only a few
references are found outside of Chronicles, suctNels 12:44; 13:5 and 12-14’
According to Neh 12:44, Nehemiah appointed peoplkr ¢the chambers in the Temple
treasuries. Unfortunately, it is not mentioned wiey were. Before Nehemiah’s reform,
a large chamber of the treasury was overseen byfigheh 13:5). However, Nehemiah,
during his second term, appointed the temple treasuwhich were composed of a priest,
a scribe, a Levite and one officer (Neh 13:4%8) Although each member's identity is not
clear, it is evident that they are not all Levites.The officials involved in the temple
treasuries, though they are not named as the tetrgdsurers in the text, are often a
mixed group of priests and Levites. For instaritzma 8:33-34 introduces the officials
who weighed out the gold, the silver and the vesadlich Ezra brought from Babylon,
and recorded them. They are two priests and twitde Neh 10:39 also relates that the

priests were with the Levites when the Levites ingk the tithes from the people. On

407 victor P. Hamilton, “xx,” NIDOT 1:487-4809.

408 3. Schaper argues that the scribe in Neh 13:1BeiZadokite since his name is Zadok, and another
assistant Hanan is the Levite because of his geggal Thus, ‘the treasurers’ committee, named by J.
Schaper, is composed of two priests and two Levifdss conjecture is correct. Schaper, “The Té&mp
Treasury committee in the Times of Nehemiah anéE201-202.

“%%1n the book of Ezra-Nehemiah the Levites are miigtished from the priests. Concerning the cultic
activities the Levites always accompany the prigstassist them (Neh 12:47). However, the Lewdtresa
member of the assembly which is composed of prigstsLevites and the heads of the families (Ezba 1
2:70; 3:12et als). The organization of the temple personnel seenm&ve already been fixed: the priests,
the Levites, the singers, the gatekeepers, theléesgpvants, and the descendants of Solomon’s r#srva
(Ezra 2:40-55; Neh 7:43-60; 7:73; 10:28). The sisgand gatekeepers are not included into the égyvit
unlike in Chronicles. Nevertheless the multipladtions of the Levites are represented in the bafok
Ezra-Nehemiah. The Levites are depicted as teacNah 8:7, 9), treasurers (Neh 13:13), tax cadlesct
(Neh 10:37-39) and officers (Ezra 3:9) as well @sic personnel.
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the contrary, the Chronicler claims that the Tentpdasurers were Levites throughout
the history of Israel. Moreover, these were undapervision of the four chief
gatekeepers according to 1 Chr 9:26-29.

Once again, one should ask why assigning #maple treasurers among the Levites
were significant to the Chronicler, and what tresild imply for our understanding of the
economic activities in the Temple in the Persiangoe We will argue, in Chapter Three,
that the Chronicler's incorporation of temple tneg@ss among the Levites is closely
related to his ideal program for the temple adnai®n. However, before proposing
this argument, to answer the questions that we haised above, we will deal with
severalloci in the Temple, where the major economic activitesld have happened,
based on the Chronicler’s data: the temple gatesstore rooms and treasuries. How are
these places portrayed in antiquity? Can we hygsitle about possible economic
activities that would have been conducted in thpleees? These will be our main
guestions, which will be dealt with in the next ptea. Before moving to these topics,
we need to do our exegetical work on the finalasdexts related to the tax collectors: 2

Chr 24:5-11, 34:9-13.
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2.3. The Chronicler’s Descriptions of Tax Collectos

The final set of texts concerning the Leviticewolvement in the temple economy is 2
Chr 24:5-11 and 34:8-13. Both texts describe repark on the Temple during the
reigns of Joash and Josiah, respectively. Unlilee texts which we have dealt with
previously, these two texts do not belong to Davibtistallation Block. Furthermore,
they are not the Chronicler's additions to his sear but rather the product of his
redactional work on 2 Kgs 12:5-11 and 22:3-7. Hesvethese texts are important for
our study since they provide an important piecenédrmation concerning the temple

tax *10

Although the tax might have been an importanir@® of the temple revenue,
there are not many textual resources in the HelBdle related to this topic. 2 Chr
24:5-11 and 34:8-13 articulate when, how, and wie/ temple tax was collected, and
who was involved in collecting the tax. Moreovehese two texts exhibit the
characteristic features of the Chronicler’s redagtiillustrating the Chronicler’'s

distinctive tendencies, which are found in Davilistallation Block. Thus, the two texts
can disclose the Chronicler’s distinctive view e tatter of temple tax. We will treat

each of the two texts separately, and then congii@en together in the end of this section

(section 2.3.3).

2.3.1. The Literary Analysis of 2 Chr 24:5-11

2 Chr 24:4-14 is a literary unit which is fteld to King Joash’s restoration of the
Temple. Since our concern is not the restoratioocess itself, but the Levitical
involvement in the temple economy, we will focus\arses 5-11, where the Levites are

involved in the collection of the money from peoplélthough 2 Chr 24:5-11 is not

“1% Here we are using the term ‘temple tax’ followiniper scholars who interpret the money collecte?! in
Chr 24:5-11 and 2 Chr 34:8-13 as a tax. But wé evientually argue that it was not a tax, but ratme
offertory or contribution from people.
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material unique to the Chronicler, the passagerlgisows the Chronicler's work as a
redactor.The Chronicler maintains the basic concern okbisrce, 2 Kgs 12:5-11, where
King Joash took actions to secure the financingrépairing the Temple. However, the
Chronicler deviates from his source in the desicmst of Joash’s measures to secure the
funds and of the agents who execute the king's umeas The following table will
highlight how the Chronicler has changed his squPcKgs 12:5-11. The Chronicler’s

drastic changes of his source are underlined itatble.

Table 18. A Synopsis of 2 Kgs 12:5-11 and 2 Chb24L

MT 2 Chr 24:5-11

MT 2 Kgs 12:5-11
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MT 2 Chr 24:5-11 MT 2 Kgs 12:5-11

v.11 PR OR PNATAN N2 nwa m | v, 11 TIN2 A©37 297 DMNAS T
neSm 27970 oIS 2o T Tonn Mz 51 oM 7onn ase bym
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First, the Chronicler included the Levitesthe process of restoring the Temple
though they are not mentioned in 2 Kings 12 (c€t# 24:5, 6, and 11} Second, the
Chronicler leaves a trace of his editorial tendeteyconnect the Temple with the
sanctuary in the wilderness period (2 Chr 24:6a9)we have observed in 1 Chronicles 9.
Third, the Chronicler highlights the people’s réactto Joash’s new measures to secure
funds for the restoration of the Templera®, as he often draws attention to the people’s
joyful reaction (1 Chr12:40; 15:25; 29:9, 22; 2 GhtO0; 15:15; 20:27; 23:13, 21; 24:10;
29:36; 30:21, 23, 25, 26§?

Our detailed literary analysis of 2 Chr 245-Will reveal what the Chronicler

describes about the temple tax and the Levitidalwath regard to it.

V.5 oo RN oNSM OWASTTIR PIPM
DOISR AR PR AED SNAESon wap AT S Wy
aM5n 1 851 9275 R onRy mawa Y
2 Chr 24:5 is a parallel to 2 Kgs 12:5-7. éwling to 2 Kgs 12:5-7, King Joash
commanded the priests to set aside money whicmgetbto the following categories in

order to repair the Temple: (2)7-m"2 xar—wr owPn 7o 55 (All the money offered

*11Eor the following summary of the Chronicler's edial tendencies, we have referred to R. Dillard’s
commentary (Dillard2 Chronicles 187).

“12\V. Johnstone also comments that ‘responding wighig the Chronicler’s key term for the ideal, teul
response of the community (W. JohnstoReChronicles 10-36: Guilt and AtonemeRol. 2 of 1 and 2
Chronicles 2 vols.; JSOTSup 254; Sheffield: Sheffield AcadeRress, 1997], 141).
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as sacred donations); (27 nwel fE> WK "2w 7> (the money for which each
person is assessed-- the money from the assessigetsons); and (3)ux mo>5>
M M2 X0anS wwtab Sy nbye (the money from the voluntary offerings broughtoin
the Templef*® But, the priests had not obeyed the king’s conttéhthe twenty-third
year of his reign.

The Chronicler’'s picture is somewhat differerfiirst, whereas in the narrative of 2
Kings 12, the king summons only the priests, int tife?2 Chronicles 24, he commanded
the Levites as well as the priests. This changeissurprising since the Chronicler has
shown the great concern to highlight the roleshefltevites in the temple administration.
Still, the question of why the Chronicler includin® Levites here needs to be addressed.
However, this question will be tackled after we g@etlear picture of what role the
Chronicler attributes to the Levites in the taxection.

Second, the Chronicler changed the king’s camdro finance the restoration of the
Temple. Instead of soliciting the people’s donagito the Temple (2 Kings 12), the king
commands the priests and the Levites to go outcatidct money annually from Judah
and all Israel to repair the Temple (2 Chroniclés 2Nhy did the Chronicler change the

king’'s command? How significant was this change?

“13 The relationship between these three categoriestiso obvious. Some commentators translate #eese
three different categories: John Gray&(Il Kings [OTL; London: SCM Press, 1970], 585). But, T. H.
Hobbs proposes to translate them as five diffecatégories of money including 2 Kgs 12:@aKings
[WBC 13; Waco: Word Books, 1985], 146, 152). Oa dther hand, many commentators consider that the
first o> is articulated by the following three ottma>: James A. MontgomeryA(Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Books of Kind€C; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1951], 428); MordesshCogan and
Hayim Tadmor | Kings: A New Translation with Introduction ando@mentary[AB 11; New York:
Doubleday, 1988], 135); Volkmar Fritz & 2 Kings: A Continental Commentajtyans. Anselm Hagedorn;
CCOT; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003], 302);iteA. Sweeneyl(& Il Kings: A CommentaryOTL;
Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2007],)34We also interpret the firgb> encompassing all the
subsequerro>, following the latter proposal that the majorifyommmentators proffer.
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In the narrative of Kings, Joash sought taisethe fund for the repairs of the Temple
by setting aside a certain amount of money whidbirmally belonged to the Temple
treasuries. The money of the sacred donatiansT$n mp> 53), which the king
commands to set aside, could include a wide cayegbofferings, such as obligatory
offerings, votive offerings, freewill offerings, otributions @rmn) and the liké''* For
this reason, it needs to be clarified which offgsirshould be deposited for financing the
Temple’s renovation. The following phrases seenhbd@ocadded in order to clarify this
point. In other words, the second and third categospecify what the first category
includes. The second category is defined as thasptofiony mws) 70> W 92w =Eo.
This phrase is difficult to translate. R. Dillandderstands it as the census tax, which is
mentioned in Exod 30:12-16; 38:25-26; Num 31:48-8eh 10:33; Matt 17:24> If
Dillard is right and the Chronicler understood it the same way, how could the
Chronicler introduce it in the next verse as thegls alternative command after the
king’s first command had not been implemented (2 2h6)? The king'’s first command
should have meant something other than the ceasgus t

n2w o> of 2 Kgs 12:5 can be translated as “the curremaydbased onay o> of
Gen 23:16"° Lev 27:2-8 is helpful for understanding the resphrasemuiz) 5o ww

109w, Lev 27:2-8 explains how to offer votive offersxgn accordance with an offerer’s

414 Gray,| & Il Kings, 585.

“®Dillard, 2 Chronicles 189. S. Japhet also comments that this term stawmistakable affinity” to
Exod 30:13; 38:26, as well as Lev 27:2-8 whichigact not describing the census tax. If so, ésghrase
100w iRl Ao WK 12w oo referring to the census tax (based on Exod 30di3pmething other than
the census tax (based on Lev 27:2-8)? She daessuaive this problem. Japheg& Il Chronicles, 844.

3. A. Montgomery suggests that the M& 221w 7> be read ags 77w 73, following the LX),
and many scholars follow this reading: Montgomdatiye books of Kinget32; see also Gray& Il Kings,
528, However, it is not impossible to read M& 2w 5o> as it is (Hobbs? Kings 147, 152; Burke O.
Long, 2 Kings[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991], 156).
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age and gender (Lev 27:8p2) 7=w3).*" Thus, o9y mu2) 705 wx 92w 705 of 2
Kgs 12:5 can be translated as ‘current money, tbeewy that each one offers at one’s
valuation.” Based on this reading, we may conclind¢ the second category means the
votive offering, which is offered with respect tach one’s age and gend&t. The third
category, M ;2 xanb wRmab Sy mby Tur Aos-53, is likely to be the voluntary
offerings.

On the other hand, 2 Kgs 12:17 confirms thalt offerings and sin offerings were
not deposited as the fund for the repair work @& Temple. Thus, these two offerings
are excluded from the sacred donations, which welieited for the Temple’s renovation.
In 2 Kgs 12:5, therefore, Joash directs the priestseparate the money for the votive
offerings and for the voluntary offerings to finanthe restoration of the Temple. The
problem is that according to the Pentateuchalticad{Lev 22:2-16; Num 18:8-10, 19),
the money of the sacred donations is to be givethéopriests. The Chronicler also
considers it as belonging to the temple treas(tigshr 26:20, 26-28; 28:12; 2 Chr 31:12,
14). In brief, Joash commands the priests tooeale a certain amount of money from
their own share to restore the Templi®. This command is very odt because the

building or restoration of the Temple was initiatedthe kings and funded from the royal

17 Gina Hens-Piazzd,-2 Kings(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2006), 314.

*8 The following commentators have also suggesteti sureading: Gray, & Il Kings, 585; and Hens-
Piazza1-2 Kings 314.

19 Cogan and Tadmol, Kings, 140; Fritz,1 & 2 Kings 303.

420 5cholars explain Joash’s unusual command in vaniays. R. Dillard explains the intentions of Joas
as his attempt to reassert royal prerogatives thesicult. Thus the priests’ response to this cormria
also interpreted as their resistance to royal pofRRerDillard, 2 Chronicles 188). On the other hand,
Edward L. Curtis suggests that Joash’s attempt traxgt been caused by the impoverished conditidneof
royal treasuries (Cutis and Mads@&ihge Books of Chronicleg34).
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treasury in the monarchic periét. It is no wonder to hear that the priests did not
comply with the king’'s command (2 Kgs 12:6-7).

The Chronicler seems to have understood gleahat Joash attempted to do and
considered it unlawful since the king’s commandatied the priestly prerogative. Thus,
the Chronicler changes the king’s command to beemeasonable: in 2 Chr 24:5, Joash
directs the priests and Levites to collect moneguafly from all Israel to finance the
restoration of the Temple. This is an attemptinal fa new source of funding for the
repair works of the Temple. Scholars have conjedtthat the Chronicler, through this
change, retrojected contemporary practices intartbearchic period* This conjecture
is based on their reading 2 Chr 24:5 as connecidd Meh 10:33: “We also lay on
ourselves the obligation to charge ourselves yearbrthird of a shekel for the service of
the house of our God.” However, it is not clebattJoash’s command is directly
connected with the regulation of Neh 10:33. Therao linguistic connection between
them exceptnwa. It is not strong enough to defend the connechetween Joash’s
command in 2 Chr 24:5 and the regulation of Nel330: The connection between
Joash’s command and Neh 10:33 becomes a littlagg#ran the next verse, but there are
still enough differences between the two to arguat they are not the same. For

instance, Joash’s new measure does not explitifylate the amount of money to be

“211n ancient Near East, one of the important royatie$ was to make their patron god(s) satisfied and
appeased to keep peace in the land, and to set iordbe country. Either because of such religious
sentiments or political motivation, kings built tebuilt temples, provided new cult statues, or islvad
cultic paraphernalia of all kinds as the royal dsmd Mesopotamian kings state. In many instankiegs
also regularly sent offerings to the temple, arehtgd land, and flocks to produce offerings in prity
(see, e.g., A. Leo Oppenheim, “Babylonian and AsasyrHistorical Texts,”ANET, 265-317; J. F.
Robertson, “The Social and Economic OrganizatioAméient Mesopotamia Temples,” Qivilizations of

the Ancient Near Eagdtol. | [ed. Jack M. Sasson; New York: Simon & Sstaxr Macmillan, 1995], 445; J.
N. Postgate, “The Role of the Temple in the Mesapw&n Secular Community,” iMan, Settlement and
Urbanism[ed. Peter J Ucko et al.; Cambridge: Schenkmaitishithg Co., 1972], 812).

22 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 843.
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collected, unlike Neh 10:33. If Joash’s command weeant to be a new institution of
the tax, the amount of money to be collected framsheperson should have been
stipulated. But it is not.

At this point, it is not clear what the Chraler’s version of Joash’s command entails.
At any rate, the Chronicler reports that the Levitailed to go out to collect money (2
Chr 24:5b). The attribution of the failure to thevites in 2 Chr 24:5b sounds unlike the
Chronicler since he takes pains to praise the eswithenever the opportunity presents
itself. This is a major point in Williamson’s angent that 2 Chr 12:5b-6 is a secondary
gloss, which belongs to ‘the pro-priestly revisevhio wanted to soften the criticism of
the priesthood in 2 Kings 12 However, it is not so evident that 2 Chr 24:5tanteo
blame the Levites for the failure to implement #weg’s command. In 2 Chr 24:6, the
king summons Jehoiada, the chief priest and rebhikedor negligence. If 2 Chr 24:5b-
6 was added by the pro-priestly reviser, as Wilsamargues, why did the reviser not
insert the Levites in verse 6 in order to make thesponsible for the negligence?
Without assuming a later reviser for this sectidme Chronicler’'s comment on the
Levites’ failure (v. 5b) and Joash’s reproach ohalada’s slackness (v. 6) can be
explained by the Chronicler's systematic presemtabf the relationship between the
priests and Levites. As we have observed, the ri¢tiey considers that the ultimate
responsibility for the cultic matters rests witle tpriests. The Levites’ failure to go out
and collect money could have been related to tlestst interference, which was caused

by their disagreement with the king’s unprecedememand, or their attempt to take

423 \villiamson,1 and 2 Chronicles320. Williamson develops Adam C. Welch’s originegument that 2
Chr 24:5-6 was a later addition, by pointing ot sasons why these two verses came from the pro-
priestly reviser (WelchThe Work of the Chroniclei78-80). However, R. Dillard disputes William'ss
points, one by one, and concludes that versespiegent some difficulties, but they may not be sagas

to require positing a later author for the sect{@illard, 2 Chronicles,189-190). We found Dillard’'s
argument to be more likely.
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the lead in a power struggle between the king &edptiests, as they did in the earlier
years of the king's reigff* If the priests’ interference was the cause, icisarly, the
priests who should be blamed for negligence. Tdlleving two verses support our
interpretation since the king attempts to convidekoiada by citing an ancient tradition
in the Pentateuch to explain the basis for the’&isgmmand (v. 6) and by giving the
reason why the money was collected (v. 7). Theseverses give an impression that the

priests were not convinced by the king’s first coamah.

V.6 15 KM URAT pTTD 75 RPN
o5y T R0anS onbaby nunaRS yn

:wn SRS SRS Srpm mmtTay un nkonToN
King Joash, after knowing his first commandsweglected, summons Jehoiada in 2
Chr 24:6 (cf. 2 Kgs 12:8, in which Jehoiada andghests were summoned). In 2 Kgs
12:8-9, Joash rebukes Jehoiada and the priesthdorslackness, and then he excludes
the priests from either securing the funding orarepg the Temple. 2 Chr 24:6-7 gives

us a very different picture. Here Joash reprimadeisoiada for not sending out the

Levites to collect mone$?> 2 Chr 24:6 gives us a hint as to why the Levitked to

4243, Japhet and R. Dillard suggest that ‘the Levite@ Chr 24:5b refer to all the members of thiberof
Levi, priests and Levites alike (Japhét& Il Chronicles 843 and Dillard,2 Chronicles 190). This
argument is also plausible and can be harmonizédauir own interpretation.

2% villiamson takes notice of an unusual form of title of Jehoiada in the phrage-n y111°5 of verse
6 (X" instead oféxnn 171>, which is regularly used in Chronicles), and amytfeat this unusual title
indicates the hand of a different author (Williamsb and 2 Chronicles320; cf. also De Vriesl and 2
Chronicles 345 and McKenziel-2 Chronicles 316). However, W. Rudolph, S. Japhet, and RaiDi
consider this title as an abbreviation of the Clulen's ordinary designatioux=i 171>, which occurs five
times in Chronicles (1 Chr 27:5; 2 Chr 19:11; 24:26:20; 31:10) (RudolphChronikbiicher 274; Japhet,
“The Supposed Common Authorship,” 343-344; anddgd) 2 Chronicles 186). We found the latter
scholars’ opinions more likely.
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collect money: they were not ordered by Jehoiaddotgso. This statement harmonizes
perfectly with our interpretation of 2 Chr 24:5b.

In his rebuke, Joash articulates his previmmamand by referring to the Pentateuchal
basis for it (verse 6) and also by giving the reasty the money should be collected
(verse 7). In order to know what Joash’'s commanmeferring to, it is necessary to read
carefully each of the three phrases in verse 6.

First, what the priests and Levites shouldecblfrom the people is defined asn,
which was [imposed by] ‘Moses and the congregatibisrael’ Gripm mm T2y mun
5x1°5) for ‘the tent of testimony’rmyn Snxb). By associating Joash’s command with
Moses and the wilderness period, the Chronicleviges justification for the king’s new
measure to collect money from the peoffl®. The majority of commentators of
Chronicles associate the Chronicler’s version @fshits command in verse 6 with Exod
30:12-16.But, curiously, the linguistic connection betweba Chronicler’s definition of
the money to be collected from the people andelelations of Exod 30:12-16 is not so
explicit. According to Exod 30:12-16, every materh twenty years old and upward (v.
14) shall pay ‘a ransom for himselfti: =295, vv. 12 and 15), which is a half-shekel, as
‘an offering to Yahweh’ $1m5 a1, v. 13). This ‘atonement money a1 73, V.
16) will be assigned for the service of the TenMafeting v Sax nmay-5w, v. 16).
The Chronicler did not use any of the terms whintiidates the census tax in Exodus,
such asuz) 923, ™23 A©=, Or evermm® arn.

Rather, the Chronicler usesn here and in verse 9 to indicate the people’s

contribution for the repair of the Templewwn occurs 15 times in the Old Testament,

26 See RudolphChronikbiicher 275; Curtis and MadseiThe Books of Chronicleg35; Japhet| & II
Chronicles 844; and De Vried, and 2 Chronicles345.
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and belongs to the semantic field of gifts or pes&’ It has been argued that the term
designates a certain kind of taxation in the folloythree cases: 1 Chr 24:6, 9 and Amos
5:11. However, we argue that even in 2 Chr 24 @&mxn hardly refers to any kind
of tax. If it did designate a tax, it should Hated how it would be levied on what (a
person, a product or an activity). 2 Chr 24:6 duoatsgive any such details.

Furthermore, this term does not have anyicglab the concept of expiation. By
avoiding the terms denoting the atonement, the @bler attempted to dissociate the
money to be collected by Joash from the atonemenemwhich is paid out only once in
one’s life time at the census. Due to this disstomn, nX2n can be collected annually
without violating the Mosaic regulation of Exod 3R:16. At the same time, by
associatingwun with Moses as well as the congregation of I$f&eind by claiming that

42%the Chronicler

its purpose is for the service of “the Tent of Trasny” (nwn Snw),
provides Joash’s command with antiquity and legtign Through the Chronicler’s
reformulation of Joash’s command, the king’'s exiogal measure to finance the repair

work of the Temple with the people’s contributiafirmly justified. This justification is

“2THALOT, 640; and Gerald A. Klingbeilpiin,” NIDOT 1:1113-1115.

28 The inclusion of the congregation of Israel in fgasenib Srpm mmTay mun is an example of
the “democratizing” trend in Chronicles, where ffemple are often considered as an active forcéstorly,

thereby limiting the monarch’s exclusive authorityy 2 Chr 24:6, the tax is said to be decreed mséds

and the congregation of Israel (S. Japféte Ideology of the Book of the Chronicles andPi&ce in

Biblical ThoughfNew York: Peter Lang, 1997], 417).

429 The phrasenyn Snx is also pointed out by H.G.M. Williamson as onetaf reasons for his argument
that this verse came from the pro-priestly reviset, from the Chronicler. Williamson stresses tttég
phrase occurs only here in Chronicles (Williamsbmand 2 Chronicles320). The phrase appears in Num
9:15; 17:22, 23; 18:2 and 2 Chr 26:6. Since theo@ikler tends to take a certain term from a reddi
wide linguistic pool or to create a new term basedhis source, a rare expression does not nedgssari
indicate a different redactor . R. Dillard alssmlites Williamson’s opinion by arguing that the agey

in the phrasemwn Snx5 could have been influenced by the use in 2 Chi2gDillard, 2 Chronicles
190).
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strengthened by the next verse, where the kingsgiaere explanation as to why the

money needs to be collected.

V.7 DBRT MR 72 M2 PR bny o
2w oy M WPt en

Verse 7 begins witlp, which indicates that this clause provides thesaaafor the
previous statemeift’ The reason why the money needs to be collestébi the sons
of Athaliah had broken into the Temple and had ugedll the dedicated things of the
Temple for their gods. As we have observed ingrevious sections concerning the
temple treasuries, for the Chronicler, the purpafsthe dedicated gifts of the Temple is
to maintain the Temple (1 Chr 26:27b). Thus, theroGicler explains that what
motivated the king to collect money from peopléhis empty treasuries of dedicated gifts
in the Temple. It is not surprising that the kiages initiatives to fill the treasuries of the
dedicated things since, for the Chronicler, thadweies of the dedicated gifts are to be
filled by the contributions of the kings, the clsieff the clans, and the army officers from
the booty of war (1 Chr 26:26-28).

The interpretation of the phrasea has been in debate among scholars since Athaliah
had no sons when she became queen. Her husbarglJ&noram killed all his brothers
when he became king (2 Chr 21:4), and the troops ea@ime with the Arabs killed all the
brothers of Ahaziah. He was the only son left thakh (2 Chr 22:1). Some suggest
interpretingma as ‘her adherents,’ rather than her biologicalssavithout changing its

vocalization®™ W. Rudolph proposes changing its pointing slightd 2 (her

430 Gesenius §158b.
431 Curtis and MadsefThe Books of Chronicled35; and Williamsonl. and 2 Chronicles321.
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builders)**? Reading it as ‘her priestst(n>) has also been suggested, but it seems to us
that all these suggestions read too much intodke §2 has a wide range of semantic
value in the Hebrew Bible, and it often designdtesmber or fellow of a group™*

Thus,2 can be simply interpreted as ‘the follower or aginés’ of Athaliah, without

causing any contradiction to 2 Chr 21:4 and 22:1.

V.8 FISIT I WY TIAM IR PN B 7ONR R

In this verse, Joash commands a chest to like raad put outside the gate of the
Temple as an alternative method of collecting tnadffor repairing the Temple. Here
the Chronicler changes two things from his soufcKgs 12:10. The two texts suggest
the same solution for collecting money, that isptih a chest in the temple precinct, but
the Chronicler comes up with a different idea conicey who took the lead in this matter,
and where to put a chest. In 2 Kgs 12:10, itéhalada’ who made a chest and placed it
‘beside the altar on the right side.” In 2 Chr&@4owever, it is ‘the king’ who made a
chest put ‘oustide the gate of the Temple.” Wtmild the Chronicler’'s two changes
imply?

First, the king's initiative to make a chestfectly conforms to the Chronicler’s idea
about the king's role. For the Chronicler, the stomction or restoration of the Temple is
principally a royal duty. The royal responsibilftyr the upkeep of the Temple was well-
known in the ancient Near Eastern context. Thuesgd#tision to make a chest to raise the

fund for the restoration of the Temple should heeme from the king for the Chronicler.

32 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 274. S. L. McKenzie also follows this proposslicKenzie,1-2 Chronicles
315).

433HALOT, 137-138.
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By this change, the Chronicler would have madddikemore reasonable than the one in
the book of Kings.

Second, the change of the location of the tckeems to have been caused by the
impossibility for the laity to access the ch&t.In 2 Kgs 12:10, the chest was set beside
the altar on the right side. Since the laity conlit get in to the inner courts of the
Temple, the priests who guarded the threshold tbekmoney from the laity in order to
put it in the chest beside the altar. By the cleaofylocation, the laity could put their
money directly into the chest. In fact, the Choteris change brings the situation into
greater conformity to the king’'s command to restaay priestly involvement in the

collection of the money in 2 Kgs 12:8*8,

434 Johnstone? Chronicles 10-36140.

3® Many scholars have suggested that the Chroniateodification of the location of the chest refléue
practice of his own day when the access to theriooert was restricted to the clergy. Curtis anddbn,
The Books of Chronicle#135; Williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles321; and Dillard,2 Chronicles 191.
However, it is not so obvious whether this practdginated from the Second Temple period. Willszm
suggests that 2 Chr 6:13 and 23:13 reflect the gaangtice, and R. Dillard also proffers Amos 2:&l &nh
Chronicles 23 to support his argument. Indeed, ghssage of 2 Chr 23:5-6 seems to support their
arguments, but this text does not specify in whiokrt the people were standing. The division & th
courts of the Temple into two was an already walikn architectural feature in the book of Kingshgt
two courts™: 2 Kgs 21:5; 23:12; the reference @ itmer court: 1 Kgs 6:36; 7:12; the referencéntoduter
courts for king: 2 Kgs 16:18). The book of Chrdegcis not too much different than the book of Ksng
this matter. The terms to designate the diffecenirts of the Temple in Chronicles are not as «est as
in Ezekiel. The distinction between the courtlod priests and the great court appears only ore itin2
Chr 4:9, but in Ezekiel 40-48, the inner courtlod Temple is clearly distinguished from the outsurt of
the Temple (for the inner countrprinn mimnea =3n]: Ezek 8:16; 10:3; 40:19, 23, 27, 28, 32, 44; 51:1
42:3; 43:5; 44:17, 21, 27; 45:19; 46:1; and for dler court fasnn asn]: Ezek 40:17, 20, 34, 37; 42:1,
3, 14; 44:19; 46:20). Moreover, in many referengbgere the laity is mentioned to stand in the cooft
the temple, it is not clarified whether they statther in the inner court or in the outer courbr Example,
in the following texts, it is described that theopke stood ‘in the courts of the Temple,” but witha@any
clarification of which court it is: Jer 19:14; 262 Chr 23:5; 24:21; 29:16; Neh 8:16; 13:7. If practice
of not allowing the laity to access the inner coumats newly introduced in the Second Temple pettiogl,
Chronicler should have emphasized it, but he did ftaneans that this practice had already be@wkrito
people before the Chronicler’'s own time, so thatlidenot feel the need to clarify it. It is moikely that
the modification of the location of the chest reftethe Chronicler's effort to harmonize the king's
command in 2 Kgs 12:8-9 and its implementation Kg8 12:10.
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Since the chest is put outside the temple,gatemeeds to be secured by the
gatekeeper&®® They are the ones who are bringing the full cireslaily in verse 11. In
this way, the Levites can still be involved in ealling the fund.

Joash’s new measure, putting a chest at trarme gate of the Temple, has often
been compared with the practice in Babylonian templ’ The Ebabbar temple
archive§®® reveal that the ‘royal basket’ or ‘cash boguppy was set at the entrance of
the Ebabbar temple as well as the small sanctuiari@gppar in order to collect the king’'s
portion of temple incom&® In fact, this practice was introduced by Nabonidus (556-539
BCE)**° and had been continued by the Achaemenid kings. tHe supervision of this
royal cash box, a special royal officiga(mu/4i quppior rab qupp) was dispatched by

the king*** The function of the royal cash boxes in the NetyBonian temples is not

438 \V. Johnstone proposes this gate to be the east\ghere other major transactions take place. theor
basis of his suggestion, he points out 2 Chr 2815this verse hardly supports his suggestion (Stoime,2
Chronicles 10-36141).

437 Dillard, 2 Chronicles 191.

38 The Ebabbar temple, or the “White temple,” hadhbeenajor economic institution in Sippar. Preserve
from this Ebabbar temple are 25,000-30,000 talsletsfragments from its storage rooms. These tets
mostly kept in the British Museum’s Sippar Collects. The tablets date from the middle of the reifjin
Nebuchadnezzar Il to the second year of Xerxes-&&26B.C.E.). Basically, these texts reflect ordina
practices of the temple administration, that i€ thovements of goods at the temple storehousehand t
allotment of resources, labor and obligations (A.\C M. Bongenaar,The Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar
Temple at Sippar: Its Administration and its Progpaphy [Leiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaelogisch
Instituut te Istanbul, 1997], 4; also Michael Juidao-Babylonian Legal and Administrative Documents:
Typology, Contents and Archiv@dinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2005], 118).

439 See, the two texts from Sippar: BM 64751 and BMBB (T. C. PinchesCuneiform Texts from
Babylonian Tablets in the British Museumart 55-57 [London : The Trustees, 1982]). Sk® a
Christopher Tuplin, “The Administration of the Adraenid Empire,” inCoinage and Administration in
the Athenian and Persian Empires: The Ninth OxfBymnposium on Coinage and Monetary Hist(agt.
lan Carradice; Oxford: B.A.R., 1987), 151.

40 According to BM 64751, the royal cash box had hiestalled during the reign of Nabonidus.

“!n the case of the Eanna temple in Uruk, the lsrtgtasurer§a mus quppi [$a $arri ina Eannd
appears from the beginning of Nabonidus’ reign. Ewesv, in the case of the Ebabbar temple, the penson
charge of this cash box (the treasurer of Ebalibdinst attested from the fourth regnal year of@&yCyr
164; BongenaafThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipf@® and 110). For the text Gfyr 164,
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identical with that of the chest that Joash inethll The former is for the benefit of the
king, but the latter is for the upkeep of the TeenpNevertheless, the presence of the
cash box or chest at the entrance of the Templddatave been known throughout the
ancient Near East. According to Bongenaar, thenmiag silver collected in the cash
boxes of the temple or of the king was transfetoethe smiths for refining and casting.
According to BM 74430, the incoming silver of thatg (rbi Sa kabi) and that of the
temples ofAnnuritu andGula were handed over by the guardian of the cash badkeo
temple ofGula, to be smelted and c&$f Undoubtedly, such foundries would have

existed in the Jerusalem Temple as 2 Kgs 12:11iésif

V.9 DYTORTTTAY TR nREn mmS XanS aburra amma Sptnm
22 SR by
After convincing the clergy to collect monaprh the people, King Joash issues a
proclamation in Judah and Jerusalem to bring tmeeskind of contributionsriin)
which had been imposesh Israel in the wilderness by Mosés. The phrasé&ip-nm
can be understood as ‘a public proclamation’ of Kieg's decision?”® In this
proclamation, the contribution or gift, which wibbe collected, is defined as ‘the

contribution imposed on Israel in the wildernessMiyses’ (un nxin). This money is

refer to J. N. Strassmaidnschriften von Cyrus, Kénig von Babylon (538-528hr.) (Babylonishe Hefte
7; Leipzig: Eduard Pfeiffer, 1890).

42 BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sip@8; and Dillard2 Chronicles 190-191.

4432 Kgs 12:11 is one of the biblical texts (alonghaZech 11:13) which indicate the existence of the
foundry in the Jerusalem Temple. This verse véldealt with later.

44 The italicized words are not present in MT 2 CAr92 but inserted to make a better sense of it.
4% 1n general, phraéap 1M denotes ‘to raise one’s voice,” and appears twentgs in the Hebrew Bible,
mostly in poetic texts, such as Ps 77:18; 104:En12:7; Prov 2:3; Jer 22:20; 25:30; Joel 2:11 dred t

like. But, in the following instances, it could area public proclamation: Prov 1:20; 8:1; and 2 Zh8.
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related neither to the census, nor to expiatiog.tr® Chronicler's new exegesis of Exod
30:12-16, Joash’s measure to collect people’s itriton especially for the repair work
is justified by its connection to Mosesufr nxrin) and to the wilderness periothfina),
and at the same time, this contributioni{ nxn) is differentiated from the census tax
by detaching the concept of atonement from it. sMarse does not have any parallel in 2
Kgs 12:5-11. It is most likely a product of ther@hicler's exegetical effort to provide a
convincing precedent legitimating the king's newasere. In the next verse, the king’s
proclamation will be welcomed by the people withtheisiasm, a characteristic

expression of the Chronicler’s.

V. 10 ;19557 RS 1zabu wean opSo1 oS

Verse 10 is added by the Chronicler to hisre®u In this verse the Chronicler
emphasizes the people’s enthusiastic reactionet&itig’s new measure. All the leaders
and people welcomed it with joyr), and they threw the money into the chest until it
was full. Once again, the Chronicler underlines féct that the money that the people
put into the chest was their voluntary contributicather than their compulsory payment
of taxes.

The translator of the Septuagint renderedptimasernr asédwkar, which reflects
M instead ofrmr. W. Rudolph explains this change as a resulthefttanslator’s
puzzlement about the people’s joy over the new Bitigm of the taX’® Nevertheless,
the Lucianic recension (LX%3 read it ascdppdvdnoav, which reflectsmue.*’ The

Peshitta, the Targum, and the Vulgate also agrdethe MT’s rendering. Thus, we can

#4® Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 274; and Dillard2 Chronicles 186.
47 Brooke et al. edsThe Old Testament in Greed23.
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regardéswkar of the LXX as a case of scribal changes. The esilstic response of the
leaders and people echoes 1 Chr 29:6-9, where @efiered willingly with their whole
heart to build the Tempfé® Such a response is the Chronicler’s charactefstitrayal

of the united community of Israel.

V.11 DM5R T2 7onR ATPRTOR PONTTAR X2 npa m
TONTTIR 1M WNTT IS TRDY TONM D10 X321 A957 27700 omNTD

:395 HESTIBONM D2 o1 WY 12 WPRTOR WM NN

2 Chr 24:11 exhibits a certain degree of @nty to 2 Kgs 12:11, but some
dissimilarities between the two are worth notinthe following table will help us to see

the differences between them.

Table 19. A Comparison between 2 Chr 24:11 and2 K411

2 Chr 24:11 2 Kgs 12:11

(1) Who brought the chestin? The Levites broubgbtdhest. | No mention of it.

(2) Who are responsible for | The king’s secretary and the | The king’'s secretary

the emptying the chest? officer of the chief priest and the high priest
(3) What did they do with the They emptied it out and They recast the silver
chest? brought it back to its place and counted.

(4) How often did they do it?] Daily No mentionibf

As this table shows, the Chronicler providaef descriptions concerning how to
handle the chest. In the Chronicler’s picture, phiestly involvement is very limited.
This conforms to the king’s command, which cutstb# priests from the collection of

money and from the repair work of the Temple (2 K883-9).

448 De Vries,1 and 2 Chronicles345.
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Nevertheless, according to the Chronicler,libetes take part in handling the chest.
This deserves attention. First, the phrasen mpp of verse 11 is traditionally
translated as ‘the royal officer¥’? However, sinceipe is an abstract noun, it cannot
be interpreted as a concrete plural noun ‘offi¢&t3. It would be more accurate to
translateT>n mpa-Sx as ‘according to the king’s appointment.” Thue ttevites, who
must have guarded the chest at the entrance gatee ofemple, brought the chest in
‘according to the king’s appointmerit?

Then, the chest was emptied by the king'setaty and the delegate of the chief
priest. In the narrative of Kings, it was donethg king’s secretary and the high priest
Jehoiada. The Chronicler’'s change from the higlspto his deputy can be explained as
an attempt to distance the high priest from thegse of the actual appropriation of the
money according to the king’s command (presentéiiigs 12:7)'>

On the other hand, the Chronicler's descriptod what the king's secretary and the
delegate of the chief priest do with the chestiglmsimpler than that in Kings. In 2 Chr

24:11, we are told that they emptied out the chedtbrought it back to its position. But,

*“9williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles322; and Dillard? Chronicles 185. Several modern English versions,
such as RSV, NRS, and JPS reflect such a traditivaaslation, but NJB renders it as ‘for royal
inspection,” as Edward L. Curtis and W. Johnstoaedlate. Curtis and Madsélhe Books of Chronicles
435; and Johnstong,Chronicles 10-36: Guilt and Atonemeh#1.

50 Japhet] & Il Chronicles, 845. See the following cases, wherpse, as an abstract noun, designates
‘service,’ or ‘office’: Num 4:16; 1 Chr 26:30; esp.Chr 23:18.

%513, Japhet suggests that the Levites here prohiahigte the clergy in general, but it seems nottéer
suggestion cannot explain why the Chronicler meditis source material (Japheg, Il Chronicles, 845).

452 Edward L. Curtis comments that the Chroniclerigeintion of the delegate of the chief priest is il
intended to place the high priest on the same leitdl the king. In other words, as the king sehis
secretary, the high priest also sends a deledgakalimi also comments on this verse in a simiay. He
states that the Chronicler creates the hierarchial@nce here by making a reference to the deledfdte
chief priest. However, Curtis's argument is natarcilable with the Chronicler’'s overall tendenaythis
passage, where the role and responsibility of thg &re greatly augmented, as S. Japhet pointfCautis
and MadsenThe Books of Chronicled35-436; Kalimi,The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histoty2,
183; and Japhet& Il Chronicles, 845).
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2 Kgs 12:11 gives a detadpon-nx unm 1m3m. It is worth examining the two verbs
which describe what the king’'s secretary and tigé piriest did with the money from the
chest:=1s and mn.  The verbm1s has a wide range of meaning: ‘tie up or encircle,
‘attack or fight' and ‘form or cast®® If we understands in 2 Kgs 12:11 as ‘to form or
to cast,” what the king's secretary and the higlegtrdid with the money was to recast
silver before they counted) the money from the che&¥ During the reign of Joash,
donations that the people brought to the Templédcoot be in the form of coins. They
were probably brought in the various forms and gsadf silver or gold. Thus, the verb
M in 2 Kgs 12:11 implies that there must have beemdries in the Jerusalem Temple
as in Mesopotamian templ&S. On the contrary, the Chronicler does not mentton
casting, and simply says that the box was emptaly.d Could it be a case that the
Chronicler projected his contemporary situationwimch local coins circulated, into the
past? That is to say, the Chronicler, writing ilai@r period, might have thought people
donated their contributions in the form of cofA%and this could explain why he does not

mention the casting —because one would have nofoeédvith coinage”®’

453 HALOT 1015-1016.

454 Modern English versions, such as KJV, RSV, NRS¥SNand JPS render it as ‘tied it up in the bags,’
which reflect the rendering of the LXX. The Vulgatenders it agffundebantpoured it out), and the
Peshita aswlwa (brought up). In all these translations, it sedhad the process of the refinement of the
precious metals, which were offered by the peapthé¢ Temple, was not taken into account.

5% Otto Eissfeldt, “Eine Einschmelzstelle am Tempelerusalem,FuF 13 (1937): 163-164; and Dillard,
2 Chronicles 190-191.

56 Nevertheless, the Chronicler seems not to be uraefahe process of casting or refinement of mietal
the foundries of the Temple as 2 Chr 34:17 dematedr This verse will be dealt with in section.2.3

457 According to Yigal Ronen, in the late Persian peériduring the fourth century BCE, there was
extensive local minting of coins in the coastalesitof Gaza, Ashdod, Ascalon and Dor as well as at
Samaria and Jerusalem (Yehud) in the hill countfythe Land of Israel (Yigal Ronen, “Twenty
Unrecorded Samarian Coindgrael Numismatic Research[2007] 29-33). If our conjecture is right, 2
Chr 24:11 can also be considered as an indicattireo€hronicler’s time, although it cannot be sfiedias
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To summarize 2 Chr 24:5-11, the Chroniclerrims 2 Kgs 12:5-11 with several
reformulations of language and emphasis. Whaéve in Chronicles is Joash’s measure
to collect money from throughout the country aslvesl the Levites’ involvement in
securing the fund for the repair of the Temple. wideer, the failure of the king’s first
measure led him to implement an alternative wagoltect money, that is, to set a chest
at the entrance of the Temple. The Chronicler idies/the Pentateuchal basis for Joash’s
new measure to collect the funds and at the same dgittempts to make the text more
logically consistent. Thus, in the process ofexdihg money, the priestly role is limited,
whereas the Levites continue to take part in gngrdnd handling the chest. However, it
does not necessarily mean that the role of thetéewas superior to that of the priests in
this matter.

Several scholars have commented that the @heos modifications of his source
material (2 Kgs 12:5-11) reflect the actual sitoatiin the Chronicler's own time,
especially with regard to a yearly collection ok f@ne-third of a shekel), and to the
prohibition of the laity from access to the inneur of the Templé>® However, our
literary analysis of 2 Chr 24:5-11 reveals thathsachypothesis is not very compelling.
In 2 Chr 24:5-11, Joash’s attempt to send the esvib collect money from the whole
country had failed. Thus Joash had the chesttsheantrance of the Temple to collect
R nRn. As we have argued, there is no basis for idgntfit with the annual temple

tax. Rather, it is the people’s voluntary conttibn, which was collected especially for

the fourth century BCE or the early third centur€B when the systematic use of coinage became
commonplace.

8 For example, S. Japhet’'s comment on 2 Chr 24851 Chronicles, 842); W. Rudolph’s comment on 2
Chr 24:6 Chronikblicher 274); Edward L. Curitis’ comment on 2 Chr 24'Bh¢ Books of Chronicles

435); H. G. M. Williamson’s comment on 2 Chr 2418gnd 2 Chronicles321); and R. Dillard’s comment
on 2 Chr 24:8Z Chronicles 191).
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the repair work on the Temple. 2 Chr 24:14 imptles this collection was not meant to
be a permanent measure. Once the Temple wasaepéie rest of money from the
chest was spent to make the sacred ve$3els.

Moreover, the actual situation concerning tidraple tax in the Chronicler’s time is
unknown. Neh 10:33 is the only evidence in thdrde Bible for the collection of
revenue in kind for the temple during the Persianga. In Neh 10:33 the people make a
firm agreement{(32xR) upon the stipulation to give one-third of a sHekearly for the
service in the Templ&® However, it is not clear how extensively thigstation was
observed in the Chronicler’s time. The existentsuzh a yearly collection should be
confirmed before arguing that the Chronicler retctg¢d contemporary practices in 2 Chr
24:5-11. The possibility of collecting such a patk for the Temple in the Persian period
will be examined later in Chapter Three (sectich4.

The Chronicler does not demonstrate any knibgdeabout Nehemiah’s stipulation in
his version of Joash’s measure to collect monem fp@ople. Evidently the Chronicler
did not identify Joash’s measure with Nehemiah' fax for the Temple, if he even

knew about the latter. 2 Chr 34:8-13, also showawareness of Nehemiah’s poll tax.

2.3.2. The Literary Analysis of 2 Chr 34:8-13
2 Chr 34:9-13 describes the process of thairepork during the reign of Josiah as a
part of his cultic reforms. The Chronicler’s starfythis process is heavily dependent on

that of 2 Kgs 22:3-7, but he provides a very ddfer picture of the process by

459 McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles 316.

%91t needs to be emphasized that the poll tax in N&B3 is not for maintenancert) of the temple, but
rather for the regular services1@w). On the contraryyn nxn of 2 Chr 24:9 is collected to repair the
Temple (1 ma mx P>, 2 Chr 24:12).
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restructuring his source material. The followiagle shows the differences between the

two texts. The major differences are underlined.

Table 20. A Synopsis of 2 Chr 34:8-13 and 2 Kg822

MT 2 Chr 34:8-13

MT 2 Kgs 22:3-7
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The Chronicler's major alterations of 2 Kgs®Z are related to the role of the king

and the Levitical involvement in the repair worktbie Temple.
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2 Chr 34:8 says that after purging the land #re house, Josiah took measures to
repair the Temple in the eighteenth year of higmei In other words, Josiah’s cultic
reforms had already been executed before the bédakeo Torah was found in the
Temple, according to the Chronicler’s restructucbdonology. Nevertheless, the repair
work on the Temple was begun in the same yea2tikajs 22:3 indicates. The king took
initiative to repair the Temple by sending his deligon. The Chronicler’s description of
this scene is different from the one of 2 Kgs 2@3two points: first, the king sent only
Shaphan to the high priest in 2 Kgs 22:3, but @h2 34:8, he sends two more persons in
addition to Shaphan; second, the king entrustsiadfilkvith full powers to repair the
Temple in 2 Kgs 22:4-7, but in 2 Chr 34:8-13, tivegkcommissions his delegation (three
persons: Shaphan the secretamydn, 2 Chr 34:15], Maaseiah the governor of the city
[1°vi] and Joah the recorder$mn])*®* to administer the whole project. By means
of this delegation, the king is more actively inved in the repair work than he is in the

narrative of Kings. As the titles of the threeufigs indicatéd®® They represent not

“61\. Rudolph argues that these three names hachalligibeen included in the ChronicleN&rlage (2
Kgs 22:3), but the latter two names were lost latee to their similarity of the final letten), His
argument is not based on any specific evidencesioply is asserted because that there is no teyden
behind these names (Rudolghronikbicher 321). W. Rudolph’s argument is followed by Withson
and McKenzie who argue the originality of these manin the Chronicler'svorlage based on the
commonality of the names and titles in the preiexleriod (Williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles400; and
McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles361). Although McKenzie provides the referentmethese names and titles (2
Kgs 18:18, 26, 37; 22:12, 14; 23:8), none of themegan exact parallel to the three men and tikbs tin

2 Chr 34:8. Thus, it is not conclusive that 2 KX§s3 is a corrupted text, which lost the other tvames
from the original list.

“ZHALOT, 565. The titles ofizion and-"wii are obviously related to the civil authority. S
Sacher Fox|n the Service of the King: Officialdom in Anciéstael and Judai(Monographs of Hebrew
Union College 23; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union Collegeess, 2000), 98, 102-103, 150-151. The third title
Somt appears only 9 times in the Hebrew Bible, and dhige people are entitled>mn: Jehoshaphat,
son of Ahilud (2 Sam 8:16; 20:24; 1 Kgs 4:3//1 @Brl5); Joah, son of Asaph (2 Kgs 18:18, 37//1s8,36
22); and Joah son of Joahaz (2 Chr 34:8). Inethuéslical references)y>min seems to play a role of
king's spokesperson. The dearth of relevant infdiom hinders us from defining specific activitigfsthis
office, but as the above evidence indicatesynn was a high ranking government official during the
monarchy. See, Foky the Service of the King10-121.
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religious, but civil authority®® These high officials representing the king wilkiate the
repair of the Temple. The first step is to finative repair work. For this purpose, they

will go to Hilkiah, the high priest.
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In the narrative of Kings (2 Kgs 22:4), thadidirects Shaphan to let Hilkiah retrieve

(onn) the money kept in the temple treasury that has loellected from the people by

the keepers of the threshold. In the Chronicleession, the king’s delegation came to
Hilkiah and they (Hilkiah and the three high oféils together) “poured out” the money
kept in the Temple.

Several scholars have argued to read the @hrasasi>m based on 2 Chr 34:1%*
Following them, we also read the second verb o thdrse as>nm for two reasons.
First, when it is read asn", the recipient of the money is not mentioned iis trerse.
On the contrary, threen™ phrases of verses 9-10 explicitly have their recis.
However, if we read it asn™, this expression does not cause such a probleoond, 2

Chr 34:17 also supports that emendation. 2 Chxr7Bdttroduces Shaphan’s report to the

king about what the delegation has accomplishéds fEport summarizes 2 Chr 34:9-10.

63\\. Johnstone argues here that Shaphan and Joatvefidye Levites. Their genealogical information,
such as ‘Shaphan son of Azaliah son of MeshulléKds 22:3) and ‘Joah son of Asaph’ (2 Kgs 18:18),
implies that they could be Levites (Johnstdh€&€hronicles 1 — 2 Chronicles 213; and ibid2 Chronicles
10-36 236). However, what is more worth noting is ttreg Chronicler does not put any emphasis on the
fact that they are Levites. It means that thewilieal status, whether it is true or not, is nonsidered
useful to build his own rhetoric here.

464 Eissfeldt, “Eine Einschmelzstelle am Tempel,” 188}, Charles C. Torrey, “The Evolution of a
Financier in the Ancient Near EasiNES2 (1943): 301; RudolpiChronikbilichey 320; Williamson,1 and
2 Chronicles 400; and McKenziel-2 Chronicles361.
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According to 2 Chr 34:17, they ‘poured out the m@r{go>nnx 12°n™). Here aHiphil
form of the verljm: is used, which means ‘to pour out’ (in Job 10:10)relt down’ or
‘throw away money’ (in 2 Kgs 22:9 and 2 Chr 34:07)to melt’ (in Ezek 22:20§%° 2
Chr 24:11 also supports this reading. In 2 Chi24the chest was ‘emptied out’ by the
king's secretary and the delegate of the chiefsprieAlthough a different verb (Riel
form of verbray) is used in 2 Chr 24:11, the basic idea is idahtithat is, pouring out
the money for casting from the chest or the treasuas done by or in the presence of the
royal official(s) and the religious representativdhus, it seems to be reasonable to
conclude that verse 9 explains the process of ntadilver which is taken from the
treasury to pay the laborers and to purchase sgplin* of verse 9 is likely to have
been changed by the influence of the following paran*, which appears thrice in
verses 10-11 to refer to the actual delivery of eyto those responsible for the repair
work.

We are told that this money was collected liy keepers of the threshold in both
Kings and Chronicles, but the Chronicler specifiest the keepers of the threshold are
Levites for *ww om5m) in accordance with his general tendency (e.€hf9:19-22; 2
Chr 23:4)*°

The Chronicler expands his source by providiatailed information about the people
who donated money to the Temple. They fall into gvoups: (1) The northern tribes:

Manassites, Ephraimites and the remnant of 1$P4€2) The southern tribes: Judahites,

4SHALOT, 732-733.
%66 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 1027.

“’" The ‘remnant of Israel’5g» mww), as S. Japhet points out, appears in biblicakeronly in
Chronicles (1 Chr 12:39; 3 Chr 34:9) (Japh&}, 1l Chronicles, 1027). In these two occurrences, the term
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Benjaminites and the inhabitants of Jerus&i&hirhis expansion can be explained by the
Chronicler's general tendency to treat Israel anmprehensive term which includes
both north and soutff?

However, the Chronicler's expanded informataiyout donors does not necessarily
imply that the Levites circulated in all Israeldollect tax. S. Japhet comments that the
Levites’ itinerant collection of tax from all Isfaeinctioned as ‘an established institution’
at the time of Josiah, unlike during the reign @ésh when the Levites failed to perform
their task and another procedure was provided Herdollection of the money (2 Chr
24:5-8)*"° However, verse 9 does not mention the Levitésérant activities to collect
tax. The Levites are here identified as the keepéthe threshold, not as the itinerant
tax collectors'’

On the other hand, the Chronicler does noteawor to justify the practice of
collecting money from the people at this time. déscribes it as if it is it accompli

The text itself states unambiguously that the pgeplontribution for the upkeep for the

Temple was collected during the reign of Josiah.

bxmir nng seems to refer to ‘all the rest of people,” withbaving a specific theological nuance as in the
occurrences of prophetic texts (Isa 46:3; Jer 8197; Ezek 9:8; 11:13; Mic 2:12; Zeph 3:13).

%8 De Vries,1 and 2 Chronicles407. In the final phrase of versec®{ *auw), we read=uaccording
to theKetib (cf. Qere 1auw»).

89 \villiamson, 1 and 2 Chronicles400. S. Japhet comments on the Chronicler'scbrsinition of the
people of Israel in this way: “The idea of ‘all d4&i,” that is, the people of Israel in its greatast most
inclusive sense, is indeed fundamental to the afoRhronicles. It appears not only in connectiothw
David’s reign or from the time of David on, butdighout the book” (Japhethe Ideology of the Book of
the Chronicles269).

479 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 1026.

471\, Johnstone also comments that the Levites im233:9 are not itinerant tax-gatherers (Johnst@ne,
Chronicles 10-36237).
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The next two verses explain how the money use=d, so that the two verses are

treated together.

V. 10 MM "3 omIpEnn MoRSRT oy 1oy umm
3 P P11a% M P23 DY Uk TONSRT W IR N
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2 Chr 34:10-11 is an almost literal repetitimn2 Kgs 22:5-6. However, there are
subtle differences between them. First, the Cloteris version has threen™ phrases,
whereas the version in Kings has twp" phrases. The Chronicler's version makes
clearer than that of Kings that the money is gieen to the three different groups of
people: (1) the overseers of the repair work; (®rkers; (3) to the artisans and the
builders to buy stone and wod&. In short, the money is used for payment of the
laborers and for the purchase of supplies. Sedbede are differences in reporting the
various craftsmen and building materials which neetle purchased in Chronicles and
Kings. However, these differences are not so Bogmt that they warrant discussion
here.

The next two verses introduce new informatmch is not found in 2 Kgs 22:7.
Since both verses are dealing with the Leviticablmement in repairing of the Temple,

they will be treated together.

472\N. Rudolph argues that the Kings’ version trehiss $econd group as identical with the third group
(Rudolph,Chronikblicher 322). However, the purpose of the money givethéothird group (to purchase
building material) is not identical with that ofetmoney given to the second group (to pay the wades
this sense, we group them into three.
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In the beginning of 2 Chr 34:13, the Chronicfgaises the workers’ diligence.
Although this is a much simpler statement thanking's speech in 2 Kgs 22:7, which
shows the king’s trust in the workers’ honesty lgrapting them from accountability,
the Chronicler still follows his source.

Apart from this beginning phrase of 2 Chr 24:the remaining part of 2 Chr 34:12-13
is not found in 2 Kgs 22:7. In these two vershke, €hronicler describes the supervisors
who administered the repair work. According to @ieronicler, the supervisors are all

Levites. Two of the Merarites, Jahath and Obadal, two of the Kohathites, Zechariah
and Meshullam, are appointed to oversee the reyak @1poen ... m25 v. 12). Then,

the Levitical musicians were over the porters, suipmg all the workers (vv. 12-13). At
the end of 2 Chr 34:13, the Chronicler adds anoliserof the Levitical professions:
scribes, officials and gatekeepers. The textfidets not clarify whether or how these
individuals were involved in the repair of the Tdeut it is not too difficult to picture
the presence of scribes, officials and gatekeegtetise construction site of the Temple.
What is interesting is the fact that the Chronidefines this group of people, who are all
involved in the Temple administration under theegptly leadership, as Levites.
Considering the Chronicler's general tendency, phesence of the Levitical scribes,
officials and gatekeepers would be essential inrdpair work of the Temple since a

certain area of the Temple precinct had limiteddegess.
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Commentators have often pointed out the alesefdhe Gershonites in these two
verses, the absurdity of the Levitical musicianglerat a construction site, and the
redundancy of 2 Chr 34:13b. Various opinions caomog the absence of the
Gershonites in 2 Chr 34:12 have been proffered. Rddolph points to 2 Chr 29:12,
where the Gershonites are mentioned in the listefites who participated in the
purification of the Temple during the reign of Hed, and argues that the absence of
the Gershonites in 2 Chr 34:12 must have been dluket textual corruptiof”®> W.
Johnstone argues that the Gershonites are notirofaitted in this list since Asaph’s
family, who is one of three important groups of thevitcal musicians, is the branch of
the Gershonites (1 Chr 6:39-42§. These explanations seem to miss the point tfeat th
Chronicler tries to make here. 2 Chr 34:12 wasmenhded to give a complete list of the
Levites. As we observed in 1 Chr 26:19, the Chalenimentions only two divisions of
Levites: the Korahites and Merarites, when he sunaes the families of gatekeepers at
the time of David. Thus, it is not so strange ttig Chronicler enumerates only four
Levites, who belong to the Kohathites and the M&rsy in the upper echelon of the
temple administratiof”

The presence of the Levitical musicians atdbestruction site as the supervisors of

the manual work (v. 12b) appears puzzling. S. damlomments: “they are more

73 Rudolph,Chronikbiicher 322-323. S. Japhet seems not to deny the plitgsifithe textual corruption,
but she simply leaves this problem unanswered €lapk Il Chronicles, 1028-1029).

474 Johnstone? Chroniclesl0-36 238.

"> The number of the Levites in the upper echelotheftemple administration is worth noting. Herarfo
Levites are appointed to oversee the repair wotthéenTemple (2 Chr 34:12). In 1 Chr 9:26-27, tberf
chief gatekeepers supervised the chambers andetimuties in the Temple as well as the guardinigsiat
the four gates. Interestingly, Nehemiah’s tempagurers’ committee is also composed of four ghaen
(Neh 13:13). Does this fact imply the presencéheffour-member collegial body in the upper echalbn
the Temple administration either in the monarchecdqa or in the post-exilic period? We will deaithw
this question in Chapter Three where we discus3 ¢émeple staff.
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probably a gloss, added to complete the seriesLekites, scribes, officers and
gatekeepers’ by the only class of Levites missthg,singers*® S. L. McKenzie also

considers v. 12b as secondary and “out of platkedrtontext of the report about building
repair.®’’ However, there is important evidence that musiiplayed a significant role
in conducting construction works in antiquft§f. First, one of Sennacherib’s reliefs,
entitled “Transport of a bull colossus” clearly glsofour supervisors on top of the bull,
and two of them are coordinating the traction ahd tever with megaphones or
trumpets!’® Second, one of Assurbanipal’s records also reviat music was used to
control brick workers at the construction site bé tTempleridQti. According to the

Rassam Cylinder, Ashurbanipal captured Arab kind his people during battle and
forced them to make brick§® While molding bricks, they spent their days “twet

accompaniment of music” (line 953

478 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 1029.

*"McKenzie, 1-2 Chronicles 361. S.J. de Vries also considers v. 12b as slecpr(De Vries,1 and 2
Chronicles 407).

78 The following evidence was first pointed out in B. EerdmansThe Hebrew Book of Psalms:
Translated from the Masoretic Text: Edited withréwtuction and Commentareiden: E.J. Brill, 1947),
57-58, 63. W. Rudolph quotes this in order to argfue originality of verse 12b in his commentary,
(Chronikblcher 323). R. Dillard also follows Rudolph’s opiniavithout providing any textual evidence
(Dillard, 2 Chronicles 280).

“For the relief, see Julian Readgritish Museum Assyrian Sculptut€ambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1999), 53, Picture # 54 (Original Drawings7l, showing on WA 124820). For the explanatién o
the description, see John Malcolm Russedinnacherib’s Palace Without Rival at Nineg€hicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1991), 108.

80 . 89-95. The Rassam Cylinder was found in 187héruins of Kuyunjik and first published in H. C.
Rawlinson’s bookThe Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia Vol \Sdection from the Miscellaneous
Inscriptions of Assyria and Babylon{&ondon: Trustees of the British Museum, 1884pt&3 1-10. Its
transliteration and translation was done by M. &tii@ his book Assurbanipal und die letzten assyrischen
Konige bis zum Unterganid; Teil: Texte (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1916), 2-91For its English translation, we
referred to Daniel D. Luckenbilncient Records of Assyria and Babylonia Vol. listdrical Records of
Assyria(New York: Greenwood Press, 1968), 290-323.

81 The transliteration of line 95 ima elli ning(ti ubbali amSun CAD gives its translation as “they spent
their days in rejoicing and singinGAD N:217-218).
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These two examples of supervision of heavy daibor by musicians are only an
extremely small part of numerous occasions in artgigas well as in any society, where
manual labor was facilitated by musical rhythm.u$hwe conclude that the Chronicler’s
reference to the Levitical musician’s supervisidrihe repair work is not out of place in
the present context and verse 12b should not b&idened as secondary.

In addition, the usage of the Hebrew vezb (Piel of ms1) in the Hebrew Bible also
supports our interpretation of verses 12*¥3. The Chronicler expresses the Levitical
musicians’ supervisory activity over laborers wikis verb. ThePiel form of this verb
appears not only in Ezra 3:8, 9; 1 Chr 15:21; 23:€hr 2:1, 17; 34:12, 13, but also as a
part of the superscriptions for numerous psalms.thé superscriptions of psalms, the
Piel participle ofms3, that is,msa, designates a music direct8F. In several psalms, the
music director is asked to usex (stringed instruments) to direct the choir (Ps 4:1;
61:1; 67:1). Outside the Psalms, the other ocnue® are mostly related to the
construction work in the Temple and to the Levifés. 1t is the Levites who supervised
(ms3) the construction work in the Temple. In Ezra-8;8t is reported that the Levites
were appointed to supervise the whole process itifibg the Second Temple. Thus, we
conclude that in the historical context of Ezra #mel Chronicler, the Levitical leadership
in the construction or repair work of the Templeswiaken for granted. The exercise of
such leadership incorporated the Levites’ musiaafggmance, as well as scribal or

administrative skills. In this sense, verse 13koatannot be considered as a later

482 Eerdmans, The Hebrew Book of Psalpts7-58.
483 HALOT, 716.

84 Exceptionally, in 1 Chr 15:21, vers) is used to express the Levitical musicians’ roléeiading the
ritual procession.
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gloss*® Rather, it gives a fuller explanation of how thevites were involved in the

repair work of the Temple during the reign of Jo$f&

2.3.3. Synthesis

In this section, we have treated two text&H 24:5-11 and 2 Chr 34:8-13, which
describe the restorations of the Temple by Joadhlasiah, respectively. In general, the
Chronicler’s reports are based on the Deuteronatisstorian (2 Kgs 12:5-11 and 22:3-
7). According to the King’'s narrative, under Kidgash, a chest was set beside the altar
to collect money from the people to fund the repairk of the Temple. Later, during
the reign of King Josiah, the Temple was repaimgairg and the fund for the repair was
provided from the money collected from the peopléh® guardians of the threshold.

By redacting these source texts, the Chronjotevides Joash with a legal basis to
collect money from the people for the upkeep of Tleenple. The money that Joash
collected is defined as ‘a contribution of Mosesti{ nxtn). By this naming, the
Chronicler legitimates the collection of the pedpleontribution for the upkeep of the
Temple, which had originally been financed throtigh royal sponsorship. The money
levied by Joash is connected to Moses and to tlteemiess period, and at the same time,
it is differentiated from the census tax by elinting the function of atonement from it.
The money was collected in the chest beside the gfathe Temple. The Levites take
part in emptying and guarding the chest. The Jsasbkasure in 2 Chr 24:5-11 appears

to have been only a temporary provision for theamrework of the Temple at the time of

“8% Edward L. Curtis considers v. 13b as a gloss (€and Madserhe Books of Chronicle§07).

86 Josephus also gives a very interesting reportemoinyg the building process of the Second Temple.
According toAntiquities XV § 390, Herod made a thousand of priests teadrrging technique and
carpentry to the workmen before they began to btkill Temple. This is another example of clerical
involvement in the construction work of the tempiesntiquity. For this reason, 2 Chr 34:13b igher
unusual nor redundant. Curits and MadSére Books of Chronicles07.
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Joash, rather than a permanent measure to seeufenith for the upkeep of the Temple
(2 Chr 24:14).

In 2 Chr 34:8-13, the Chronicler highlights thevitical role both in collecting the
money and in supervising the repair work of the plenby specifying the guardians of
the threshold as the Levites and by adding theofishe Levites who participated in the
repair of the Temple either in the supervision afdr or in the administration of the
process. The expenses for the repair work of gmaple were covered with the money
that the Levites, the keepers of the threshold,dedidcted from the people of Israel. The
collection of the money seems to have happenedamygilbecause the text does not
imply that it was done specifically for the immediaepair work of the Temple. In 2 Chr
34:8-9, it seems that Josiah simply ordered tothheanoney that was already collected
for the repair work.

On the other hand, the text does not mergimnactivities of itinerant tax collectors.
It is explicitly stated that the money was collectey the Levitical keepers of the
threshold. Thus, we may conclude that accordinthé Chronicler’'s two texts, there
were two occasions in which the people’s contriimsgi for the upkeep of the Temple
were collected in the monarchic period, but theerewno activities of itinerant tax
collection from the people throughout the countiyhe money was voluntary offerings
donated by people who visited the Temple and sipdasignated to be used for the
upkeep of the Temple. For this reason, it canealdfined as any kind of tax.

During the Persian period, the upkeep of teenple does not seem to have been
financed by the Persian royal sponsorship. It rhaste been dependent on the people’s

contribution or donation. Considering this sitoati the Chronicler's deliberate
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redactions of the two texts of Kings seem to haeenbintended to provide legal
precedents for the collection of the people’s dbaotion for the maintenance of the
Temple and to inform who are eligible to handle According to the Chronicler, the
money will be collected by the Levitical gatekeepand used by the administrative body
of the Temple. The possible structure of the adstrative body in the Second Temple

during the Persian period will be further developethe following chapters.
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2.4. Summary of Chapter 2

In Chapter two, we have dealt with three ddfe sets of texts, which present the
gatekeepers and temple treasurers. All theseesfiéze deeply related to the economic
activities in the Temple. The following is a sheuimmary of each section.

The first section, where we have examined 1€hr-32 and 1 Chr 26:1-9, concerned
the gatekeepers. 1 Chr 9:17-32 is related toithat®ns of the post-exilic period. Its
content is: (1) the gatekeepers are the Levitgsth@ office of gatekeepers is originated
from the wilderness period and continued throughiat history of Israel; (3) the
gatekeepers are not only involved in guard dutyaisn in temple administration. Four
chief gatekeepers are supervisors of the chambdrg@asuries of the Temple.

On the other hand, 1 Chr 26:1-19 claims thatdffice of gatekeepers in the Temple is
instituted by David. That office is held by theemty-four divisions of the Levitical
families of gatekeepers, and their guarding duéies assigned by lot casting. The
Chronicler also provides the guarding posts anchtimeber of guards at each post in this
passage. The guarding posts are the east, wath, aad north gates as well as the store
chambers located in both sides of the ascendingwgat of the temple. Thus, if we
examine the existence and locations of these guambsts in the Second Temple from
other available sources, we will be able to asoewéether the Chronicler’s description
was intended to give an actual reconstruction efdwn time practices. This will be
done in Chapter Three.

The second section, in which we analyzed 1 €B6-29; 1 Chr 26:20-28; 2 Chr
31:10-11, is about the temple treasurers. Accgrdm 1 Chr 9:26-29, four chief

gatekeepers are in charge of the temple treasufieDavid’s time, he instituted two
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types of temple treasuries: the treasuries of #raple and the treasuries of the dedicated
gifts (1 Chr 26:20-28). The temple treasurers vwadrd evites. Hezekiah prepares the
store chambers in the Temple to store the peopladribution for the clergy, such as
tithes, gifts, and voluntary offerings (2 Chr 31:10). All these three sets of texts
confirm that the temple treasurers were Levites.

The third section, where we analyzed 2 Chb24: and 34:8-13, concerns Levitical
involvement in collecting people’s contributionsr flhe upkeep of the Temple. Our
exegeses of these texts show that they do not &atteéke existence of the itinerant tax
collectors during the monarchic period. JoashJosilah collected money from people to
finance the repair work of the Temple, but that eywrwas a kind of voluntary
contribution, rather than a compulsory tax. Theneyowas deposited into the chest set at
the gate of the Temple. This chest was guardedhandled by the Levites (probably
gatekeepers) during the reign of Joash. In the tinJosiah, the money was collected by
the Levitical keepers of the threshold. These sgts of texts also confirm that the
gatekeepers were involved in the collection of pe/spcontribution.

In synthesizing all these sections, it is cléet the Chronicler's description of the
Temple administration shows a certain level of eiracy on the following points: (1)
the Levites were involved in the Temple administrat particularly as gatekeepers and
treasurers; (2) the office that the Levites tookhia Temple was closely related to the
economic activities in the Temple; and (3) the Lieal involvement in the temple
administration was legitimized not only by tracitigem to the Pentateuchal traditions,

but also to King David.
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In next chapter, we will compare the Chronisledescription of the temple
administration with other biblical and extra-bilaiacdata which are related to the temple
administration of Yehud in the Persian period. ©omparison will be limited to (1)
temple gates and treasuries as the mlagrof economic activities of the Temple; (2)

temple revenue; and (3) temple staff.
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Chapter 3 Temple Gates, Revenue, and Staff

In Chapter Two, we examined how the Chronidipicts the function of gatekeepers
and temple treasurers and how he deviates fronr bib&cal authors. The Chronicler
presents a relatively detailed description of tategeepers and the Temple treasurers.
The following three aspects allow for comparisortha Chronicler’'s account with other
archaeological, biblical and non-biblical sourceBiali contain information of temple
personnel and its activities.  First, the Chragiciepresents the temple gates and
treasuries as the maloci of economic activities in the Temple. We will cpane that
literary picture with reconstructions from archamptal, biblical and non-biblical
sources. Second, the Chronicler's distinctive dpsons of temple revenue will be
compared with the economic picture derived fromeotiexts and archaeological findings.
Third, the Chronicler's depiction of temple stafpesifically responsible for its
administration will be analyzed in comparison wither textual sources which are
related to the temple administration staff during Post-exilic period. Our approach will
not provide a detailed reconstruction of the tengaltes, revenue and administration staff
in Persian era Yehud. Rather, we will only pressrih evidence as a vantage point for
understanding the Chronicler’s writings. From th@tage point, it will be shown that
the Chronicler's descriptions of the temple adntiaion do not provide an actual
reconstruction of cultic practices especially rethto the temple administration in the

province of Yehud during the Persian period.

3.1.Loci of Economic Activities in the Temple: Gates, Storehambers and
Treasuries

In this section we will first examine how thatg complexes would have been related

to economic activities in the Temple by surveyiegesal gate complexes in ancient Near
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Eastern cities and temples generally. Then, wd widmpare the Chronicler’s
descriptions of the temple gates, store-chambeds tesasuries with other available
information about the gate complexes of the Jeemsdlemple.

This comparison will show that the Chronictetfescriptions of the temple gates more
or less resemble the situations of the late moryarbit it is almost impossible to
determine whether the Chronicler's descriptiondergf his own time since relevant
information is lacking. On the other hand, therd@icler’s description of the store-
chambers and treasuries reveals a growing intémetose institutions, which is also
found in Nehemiah and later authors. However |dlk of information about the store-
chambers and treasuries of the Persian periodrsikes it difficult to conclude that the

Chronicler’s descriptions reflect situations ofttpariod.

3.1.1. The Significance of the Temple Gates in Ecomic Activities

The general structures and functions of citieg of the Late Bronze and Iron Ages in
ancient Near East have been well known for oveertwy thanks to archaeological
excavations. Archaeological studies also show teatple gates, especially in their
forms, do not deviate a great deal from those efdity. Therefore we will begin our
exploration with a description of city gates inigaoity. In general, a fortified city had

one or several city gaté%. Since the city gate was the weakest point imascilefense,

“87 Concerning excavations of several places in Isrth have remains of ancient city gates in vaiou
time periods, see the following articles: Aharomifenski, “Middle and Late Bronze Age Fortificatighs

in The Architecture of Ancient Israel: From the Prebi& to the Persian Periodéed. A. Kempinski and
Ronny Reich; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Socig&f92), 127-142; and Zeev Herzog, “Settlement and
Fortification Planning in the Iron Age,” ifthe Architecture of Ancient Israe231-274. According to Z.
Herzog, more than twenty Iron Age Il city-gates édoeen discovered in Israel, and the studies afethe
gates provide information about the functions ef ¢fates and the various types of them.
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strengthening its security was criti¢af. For this purpose, a city gate was built with a
pair of large gatehouses that had two or threespairpiers that formed two or four
chambers within the gate compl&X. These chambers were designed to make room for
the gates’ opened doors in order not to hinderflthve of traffic through the gate itself.
Furthermore, they provided a place for guards bebfficials to stand since the city
gates of ancient cities were normally guarded leyrtiilitary*°® In the Iron Age, the
gate chambers and more likely the adjacent plaza aiso used for social events, such

as public meetings, religious functions or storafjgoods. To strengthen their security,

88 Gerald L. Mattingly, “Gateways and Doors,” Dictionary of the Ancient Near Eaged. Piotr
Bienkowski and Alan Ralph Millard; Philadelphia: iersity of Pennsylvania Press, 2000), 125 and Blso
Gregori, “Three-Entrance’ City-Gates of the Mid@monze Age in Syria and Palestinégvant18 (1986):
83-102; and Z. Herzog, “Settlement and FortificatRlanning in the Iron Age,” 271-274.

89 Eour-chamber gates have been found at Ur andrAsHdesopotamia, at Hattusha in Anatolia, and at
numerous sites along the Levant from northern Sigidahe Gulf of Agaba. The remains of the four-
chamber Middle Bronze Age gates have also beendfoainDan, Hazor, Megiddo, Shechem, Gezer, Beth
Shemesh, Tell el-Far‘ah (south of Gaza), and tke liAnd the four-chamber Iron Age gates are foaid
Dan, Megiddo, Ashdod, Mizpah (Tell en-Nasbeh), TalmnBeersheba, and Khirbet en-Nahas. The gate at
Bethsaida is one of the latest and largest exampfiethe four-chamber city gate which was used at
approximately thirty sites over a span of some @ y##ars. For the archaeological reports of exdavaif
these cities, see Y. Aharoni, “Megiddo: The NedtitReriod to the End of the Bronze Age,”The New
Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in thelyHLand (ed. Ephraim Stern; 5 vols.; New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1993), 3:1003-1012; Y.Shiloh, fitilo: The Iron Age,” irnThe New Encyclopedia of
Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land3:1012-1023; A. Ben-Tor, “Hazor,” iThe Oxford
Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near E@st. Eric M. Meyers; 5 vols.; New York: Oxford Ueissity,
1997), 3:1-5; Y. Yadin, “Hazor,” imfhe New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavationshe Holy
Land 2:594-603;P. Bienkowski, “Beer Sheba,” iDictionary of the Ancient Near Eqast8-49; Z. Herzog
et al., “The Stratigraphy at Beer-sheba and theation of the SanctuaryBASOR225 (1977): 49-58; Z.
Herzog, “Beer Sheba,” iniie New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavationthe Holy Langd1:167-
173 and inThe Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Neast 1:287-291; A. BiranBiblical Dan.
(Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1994); 1Bn, “Dan,” The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in
the Near East2:107-112 S. Bunimovitz and Z. Lederman, “Beth-Shemesh,Tire New Encyclopedia of
ArchaeologicalExcavations in the Holy Lantt249-53; W. G. Dever, “Beth Shemesh,” The Oxford
Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near EdsB811-312;E. F. Campbell, “Shechem: Tell Balatah,” in
The New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavatiarthe Holy Langd4:1345-54; J. D. Seger, “Shechem,
in The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the NEast 5:19-23; W. G. Dever, “Ashdod,” inThe
Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near Eds219-20; M. Dothan, “Ashdod,” in TR New
Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in theyH_and 1:93-102 Joseph Callaway, “Excavating Ai
(et-Tell): 1964-1972,"Biblical Archaeologist(1976):18-30. And also, see G. R. H. Wright, “The
Monumental City Gate in Palestine and its FoundatitZeitschrift flir Assyriologie und vorderasiatische
Archéaologie74/2 (1984): 267-289.

40 Dbavid Ussishkin, “The Borders and De Facto Sizéesfisalem in the Persian Period,Jirdah and the
Judeans in the Persian Perioti60.
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many gate complexes had towers that projected theniine of walls on the roofs of the
gates. Sometimes, the security of the gates was ewre consolidated by building
double gates: an outer gate and inner gate, aslfaumell en-Nasbeh, usually identified
with the biblical city of Mizpai™*

In ancient Near East, city gates also fumeas ‘the legal boundary between the
outside world and the world of the city.” They wéthe dividing line for inclusion and
exclusion of the communitied® Thus, it is not surprising that special significa
attached to the gates and that those who had t@wveo them exercised other forms of
power and influence in the communffy. In biblical texts, gate complexes functioned as
places for various civic activities, for instaneemarket place (2 Kgs 7:1, 18), a seat of
juridical procedures and legal transactions (Ged@®3Ruth 4; Job 29:7; Prov 31:23F,

a place for public assemblies and proclamations (&e20; Jer 17:19; Ezra 10:9; Neh

8:3; 2 Chr 32:6; Prov 31:31), and the IfR&. The city square where the civic activities

91 Concerning archaeological studies about the dogales at Tell en-Nasbeh, see Jeffrey R. Zorn, “An
Inner and Outer Gate Complex at Tell en-NasbBASOR307 (1997): 53-66; J.A. Emerton, “ “The High
Places of the Gates” in 2 Kings XXIII 8YT 44 (1994): 455-467; and Amihai Mazarchaeology of the
Land of the Bible 10,000-586 BGEew York: Doubleday, 1990), 467-469.

“92v/ictor H. Matthews, “Entrance Ways and ThreshirigoFs: Legally Significant Sites in the Ancient
Near East,"Fides et historial9/3 (1987): 26. G. Evans also argues that theecis in antiquity were
defined by their connection with the gate, suchallsthose that went in by the gate of his city’ @en
23:10 (Geoffrey Evans, “ ‘Gates’ and ‘Streets’: binbinstitutions in Old Testament Time3He Journal of
Religious History2 [1962]: 2).

9% Tina Haettner BlomquistGates and Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron ARglestine An
Investigation of the Archaeological and BiblicalUsces (ConBOT 46; Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell
International, 1999), 16.

494 M. Leuchter argues that the village gates ardrémitional locus of regional jurisprudence, whereal
Levites played a major role after they were banfrech cultic services as priests in local shrines in
accordance with the Josianic reform (Leuchter, heTLevite in Your Gates: The Deuteronomic
Redefinition of Levitical Authority,”"JBL 126 [2007]: 417-436). Leuchter’'s argument opens mgw way

to look at Josiah’s reforms, but it is still vesyeculative.

9%y H. Matthews, “Entrance Ways and Threshing FBgo26 and G. Evans, “ ‘Gates’ and ‘Streets’:
Urban Institutions,” 7. The city gate complexegm to have also been available for religious mest
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were carried out was usually situated outside #ite,gso that the city square was often
depicted as ‘the entrance of the gateti(rnnp),” or ‘the gateway of the city gatemr(®
wn ). 4%

The biblical texts indicate that there werevesal city gates in Jerusalem, but
information about the actual layout of the cityeltsis known only sparsely except for

Nehemiah’s descriptions of the city wall and gafdeh 2:11-16; 3:1-32; 12:31-4%'

According to Nehemiah’s descriptions, there were Ephraim Gaté® the Jeshanah

A standing stonenfassebal) and a large stone were found in the space irtbigleity gate at Tirzah of the
Iron Age Il. At Dan, there was found four stonducon bases which may have supported a canopy, under
which could have been a place for cult practicesoalgh such interpretation still remains specuéativ
without further evidence.For a detailed study on cultic practices carrietl at the city gates, see T. H.
Blomquist, Gates and Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron Rgdestine For the sacred space at Tell
Dan, see, A. BirarBiblical Dan; and “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” Btudies in the Archaeology of
the Iron Age in Israel and Jordafed. A. Mazar; JSOTSup 331; Sheffield: Sheffieldademic Press,
2001), 148-155; and John C. H. Laughlin, “ ‘To tBed who is in Dan’: the Archaeology and History of
Biblical Dan,” Review & Expositod06 (2009): 323-359. Concerningreassebahat Tirzah, see Roland de
Vaux, “The excavations at Tell el-Far‘ah and the sif ancientlirzah,” PEQ 88 (1956): 125-140; Melvyn
D. Fowler, “Cultic continuity at Tirzah: A Re-exandtion of the Archaeological EvidenceRalestine
Exploration Quarterlyl13 (1981): 27-31; and Magnus Ottossdemples and Cult Places in Palestine
(Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis: Boreas 12; UppsAld@a Universitatis Upsaliensis, 1980), 98-99.

9 The phrase of ‘the entrance of the gate’ or ‘taegay of the city gate’ appears at Num 4:26; Bo28;
20:4; Judg 9:35, 40, 44; 18:16, 17; 2 Sam 10:823;11 Kgs 22:10; 2 Kgs 7:3; 10:8; 23:8; 1 Chr 9:21;
Chr 18:9; Jer 1:15; 19:2; 36:10; Ezek 8:3, 14; 2040:11, 13; and 46:3.

497 Lee I. Levine,Jerusalem: Portrait of the City in the Second Templriod (538 BCE — 70 CE)
(Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 20@3. Even the actual boundary of Jerusalem én th
monarchic period is still a matter of debate amanbolars. The minimalists argue that until the lat
second century BCE the city was limited to the Tlenigount and the City of David (Avraham Negev and
Shimon Gibson, edsArchaeological Encyclopedia of the Holy Lajidew York: Continuum, 2001], 264).
However, Y. Shiloh notes:
Examination of the distribution of necropolisesJerusalem, in the ninth to sixth centuries BCE,
provides further proof of the extent of the buift-and fortified area of Jerusalem from Hezekiah’s
reign to the destruction of the First Temple. Bneably-as proposed by Avigad, Barkay, and H.
Geva-the wall of the Late Iron Age city encircldtetwestern hill along the line of the “First
Wall,” whose continuation was located by F. J. 8l& the south and southeast of Mount Zion.
This wall linked up with the southern end of theéyQf David, thereby blocking the issue of the
Central Valley (Y. Shiloh, “Jerusalem,” ithe New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations
in the Holy Land2:707-708).

98 The Ephraim Gate is also mentioned in 2 Kgs 1421Ghr 25:23 outside of Nehemiah (8:16; 12:38, 39).
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Gate!*° the Fish Gaté” the tower of Hananél the tower of the Hundred, and the
Sheep Gate (Neh 12:39) in the north, which waghbst vulnerable part of the city. In
the west, there were the Valley Gate and the tmf@vens (Neh 2:13, 152 On the
southern tip of Jerusalem were the Dung Gate (Né&B;23:13, 14; 12:31) and the
Fountain Gate (Neh 2:14; 3:15; 12:37). On theezasside of the city were the Water
Gate (Neh 3:26; 12:37) and the Horse Gate (JerO3Néh 3:28), and the Gate of the
Prison Compound (Neh 12:39), which faced northw&td.

The following gates are mentioned in othdalibal texts, yet not presented in the list
of the restored gates during the time of Nehemtiaé:Benjamin Gate (Jer 37:13; 38:7;
Zech 14:10), the Gate between the double walls & R5:4//Jer 52:7; Jer 39:4), the
Potsherd Gate (Jer 19:2), the Corner Gate (2 Kgs312 Chr 25:23; Jer 31:38; 2 Chr

26:9; Zech 14:10) and the First Gate (Zech 14:14l).these references to the city gates

499 The Jeshanahm*n "ww) Gate appears at Neh 3:6 and 12:39. Williamsdntp@mut a grammatical
error in the name of the gate since a masculin@ npu is described by a feminine form of the adjective
mn. For this reason, Williamson suggests readirggitigsn 2wwin 2wy (the gate of the old city). See,
Williamson, “Nehemiah’s Wall Revisited,” iBtudies in Persian Period Histqrg8.

0% The Fish Gate appears in Zeph 1:10; 2 Chr 33:1de#isas in Neh 3:3 and 12:39.
01t is also mentioned in Zech 14:10.

%02 According to 2 Chr 26:9, King Uzziah built towens the Corner Gate and the Valley Gate. The Corner
Gate is mentioned in 2 Kgs 14:13//2 Chr 25:23;31e88 and Zech 14:10, but it is not in Nehemialasdi

on archaeological findings, Yigal Shiloh suggebts the Valley Gate was part of the fortificatiars the
western side of the City of David in the tenth igh¢h centuries BCE, before the city spread wesivwar
the western hill (Y. Shiloh, “Jerusalem,” ithe New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavationthe
Holy Land 2:704).

*03 Nehemiah’s descriptions of the city wall and gdfésh 2:13-15; 3:1-32; 12:31-39) has been treated i
various ways by scholars in their reconstructionlefusalem during the Persian period. |. Finkil'ste
recent article about Nehemiah’s wall provides amany of various scholarly views on it (I. Finkelste
“Jerusalem in the Persian (and Early Hellenistig)idtl and the Wall of NehemiahJSOT32 [2008]: 501-
504). In this article, Finkelstein argues thatréhés no archaeological evidence for the city wall
Nehemiah and thereby suggests that it is highlgiptesthat Nehemiah's descriptions of the city wedls
inspired by the late Hellenistic, Hasmonean cityiv@inkelstein, “Jerusalem in the Persian [and|§ar
Hellenistic] Period,” 509, 513). A similar view @&lso found in John R. Bartlett's work (“Editorial:
Nehemiah's Wall,"PEQ 140 [2008]: 77-79).
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at least provide some knowledge of the layout efdhy of Jerusalem in ancient times,
but it is almost impossible to identify them arcblagically.

In antiquity, temples were safeguarded by amxttinary measures since they
symbolized a sacred precinct which had to be kemn fprofanatiom® The temple
enclosure was protected not only by the city whils also by its own additional walls,
and its gates were guarded by gatekee{}erghe temple gates seem to have been built
according to the basic pattern of the fortifiedslyedron Age Il monumental gates
excavated at Gezer, Hazor, and Megiddo, with atiainihreshold of the gate, three
recessed chambers on both side, and the innebukstf the gate, as Ezek 40:6-7
describes®

The duties of the temple guards were to safehthe temple from profanation by
controlling entry and to protect the temple propevhich was kept in the Temple gate
storehouses and treasuri&s. In other words, the temple gates were a kindhafck
point where people and their offerings were scrdeara the income collected before it
was transferred to the store-chambers and treasutrethis sense, having control over

the Temple gates could imply having significantiuehce over the temple economy.

0% John W. Wright, “A Tale of Three Cities: Urban @&sit Squares and Power in Iron Age I, Neo-
Babylonian and Achaemenid Judah,”Studies in Politics, Class and Material Cultuféol. 3 of Second
Temple Studiesd. Philip R. Davies and John M. Halligan; JSOF 840; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 2002), 44-45.

*0% Othmar KeelThe Symbolism of the Biblical World: Ancient Neastrn Iconography and the Book of
Psalms (trans. Timothy J. Hallett; New York: The SeabBgoks, 1978), 123.

%06 Concerning early Bronze Age temples and their -gatgs, see Kempinski, “Chalcolithic and Early
Bronze Age Temples,” 53-59; and for the templethefMiddle and Late Bronze Ages and the Iron Age,
see, Amihai Mazar, “Temples and the Middle and |Brienze Ages and the Iron Age,” Tihe Architecture

of Ancient Isragl161-187. For an analysis of Ezek 40:6-7, sea&V@immerli,Ezekiel 2: A Commentary
on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel Chapters 23HErmeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983); 3
353, 359-360.

07 John W. Wright, “Guarding the Gates: 1 Chroni@ésl-19 and the Roles of Gatekeepers in Chronicles,
JSOT48 (1990): 69-81. In this article, J. W. Wrighgaes that the gatekeepers described in 2 Chr2B:1-
were “a paramilitary security force.”
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Thus, the Chronicler’'s special attention to thdtleal supervision of the Temple gates
may pertain to their economic function. If it exfts his own time, it implies that the
Levites played a significant role in the temple adstration. Or, if it does not, one
needs to ask why the Chronicler took pains to umdethe connection of the Levites to

the Temple as he does.

3.1.2. Locations of the Temple Gates

As we have noted in the previous chapterGhmonicler’s descriptions of the temple
gates are found in 1 Chr 9:24 and 1 Chr 26:141L&hr 9:24, which refers to situations
of the Persian period, states that there were gades on each of the four sides of the
Temple. Likewise, 1 Chr 26:14-18, which descrikb#sgation in the period of David’s
reign, states that the gates at the four sideh@fTemple were guarded by specific
families of gatekeepers. Thus, these two passdigese the Chronicler’'s idea of the
gate complexes of the Temple. In this sectionyiepose the question of whether the
Chronicler’s portrait presents an actual reconsivacof the temple gates in his own time.
To answer this question, we will compare the Clualenis description with data that
other sources provide. This comparison will shbat tthe Chronicler’s portrait of the
gate complexes is consistent with realities ofithe monarchic period.

For this comparative approach, we must relytlon details found in the biblical
descriptions of the temple gates since no excavatioJerusalem has yet produced
findings related to the temple gates of eitherRhet Temple or the Second Temple of

the Post-exilic period”® Numerous references to the gates of the Temmpeaagn the

08y Shiloh, “Jerusalem,” iMThe New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavationshe Holy Land
2:704; and Volkmar Fritz, “Temple Architecture: Whean Archaeology Tell us About Solomon’s
Temple?"BAR 13 (1987): 38-49; and Eilat Mazar, “The Solomowell in Jerusalem,” irfl Will Speak
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Bible. The temple gates are usually not given ifigpagames (in Jer 7:2; 1 Chr 16:42;
and 2 Chr 31:2). But on several occasions theapg@r names are given. These
references to the named gate will be divided into different groups and examined in a
separate section to compare them with the Chrotscldescriptions of the gate
complexes: (1) guarding posts in 2 Kgs 11: 4-2@ 23:1-21; and (2) the other

references to a named gate (2 Kgs 15:35//2 CI¥; dér 26:10; 36:10).

3.1.2.1. Guarding Posts in 2 Kgs 11: 4-20//2 Chr 2321

Valuable biblical data on the guarding postthe Temple is found in the narrative of
Jehoiada’s coup d'état against Athaliah (2 Kgs 4420//2 Chr 23:1-21F%° The
Chronicler's version of the narrative (2 Chr 231)}provides a very different picture
than the Kings’ version (2 Kgs 11:4-20) in termstloé constituents of the guards, the
gate names, and the Chronicler’'s primary concergdarding the Temple. In this sense,
the narrative of Jehoiada’s coup not only providssful information about the temple
gates, but also sheds additional light on the Gblers view on the gate complexes of
the Temple in addition to 1 Chr 9:25 and 1 Chr 26L8.

Since the two versions vary especially in the naofagates, we will treat the Kings’

version separately from the Chronicler’s.

the Riddle of Ancient Things”: Archaeological andstérical Studies in Honor of Amihai Mazar on the
Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthdafed. Aren M. Maeir and Pierre de Miroschedji; Wiao Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2006), 775-786.

09T A. Busink, Der Tempel von Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herodiee &chaologisch-historische
Studie unter Berlicksichtigung des westsemitiscleemp€lbaus 1. Band: Der Tempel Salorficsden: E.J.
Brill, 1970), 149-151.

205



In Kings, Jehoiada commanded the chiefs ohtiredreds of the Carit¥8 and of the
guards £*s117)°** to watch the royal palace during this coup (2 K@i4-5). These royal
guards on duty were subdivided and positioned egethocations: ‘the royal palace’
(75nm ma), ‘the Sur Gate'{io 7wv), and ‘the gate behind the guards’sn amx =)

(2 Kgs 11:5-6). All those off duty took up posi®within the Temple to guard the king
(2 Kgs 11:7). Thus, the three guard posts in 2 Kb$-6 must be intended to lock off
Athaliah and her supporters within the palace amdlock their movement from the

palace to the Temple for the coronation of JoaBhe two gates, ‘the Sur Gate’ and ‘the
gate behind the guards,’ need a further examinaticuggest possible locations.

First, concerning ‘the gate behind the guasisieral commentators conjecture that it
must have been located in the southern wall sepgrahe Temple and palace

compound¥?since 2 Kgs 11:19 states that Johoiada and hisosigos ‘went down’<{)

%1% According to 2 Sam 15:18 and 20:23, the Caritegether with the Pelethites, were David’s private
army. Although their origin remains enigmatic, tbarites were apparently royal guards in the kimgad
Judah (Mordecai Cogan and Hayim Tadmbr,Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and
CommentaryAB 11; New York: Doubleday, 1988], 126).

11 The occurrences afsai in the Old Testament are as follows: (1) as rayards: 1 Sam 22:17;1 Kgs
14:27- 28//2 Chr 12:10-11; 2 Kgs 11:4, 6, 11, 1X; 4s private body-guards: 2 Sam 15:1(Absalom’s); 1
Kgs 1:5 (Adonijah’s); 2 Kgs 10:25 (Jehu’s);and &) royal messengers: 2 Chr 30:6, 10; Esth 3:13, 15;
8:10, 14. Considering the usage of the tersn, it should be understood as the royal guardsdg®211.

12 30lomon’s Temple was a royal sanctuary, so thata$ adjacent to the royal palace. This fact is
verified by Ezekiel's oracle. In Ezek 43:8, Ezékiendemns the fact that the royal palace was built
adjacent to the Temple since the divine abode lemah ltontaminated by the kings of Israel. A. Mazar’
and M. Ottoson’s separate studies about the tepgize complexes in Palestine also support the clos
proximity of the Jerusalem Temple to the royal palaSee A. Mazar, “Temples and the Middle and Late
Bronze Ages and the Iron Age,” 184; and Magnus €3tta, Temples and Cult Places in Palestine
[Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, 1980], 86, and 112-113. Although no biblical texts cate

the location of the palace in relation to the Teanpihe topographic features of the Temple Mounicite
that the Solomon’s royal palace was connected ¢oTtample on the south side of the Temple. The
northern side of the Temple Mount is relativelyt flarrain which makes it difficult to defend, saathit
cannot be a proper place for a royal palace. Hsteen side of the Temple Mount is also inapprogria
build a royal palace since it is a steep slope dmthe Kidron Valley. For the topographic feasiod the
Temple Mount, see A. Maza#Archaeology of the Land of the Bib#17-420. For this reason, scholars
have agreed that the Solomon’s palace was buitheosouth of the Temple, see, D. Ussishkin, “King
Solomon’s Palaces,” BA 36 (1973): 78-105; R. de ¥/ancient Israel: Its Life and Institution812-317;
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from the Temple to the palace through ‘the way loé igate of guards™gw-77
os9m).> 1 Kgs 14:27-28 also implies that the king regylaassed this gate to go into
the Temple**

Second, the Sur Gate appears only in 2 Kg8 4dd its location is unknown. Some
scholars suggest emendimge as o10,°'° but there is no textual evidence for such
emendation. Moreover, the Horses’ Gaten i) is always named with the plural
form of 2w, not with the singular form in its four occurresaa the Hebrew Bible (2 Kgs
11:16; Jer 31:40; Neh 3:28; and 2 Chr 23:15). Hlli@g considers the Sur Gate as the
second gate in the southern wall of the Temple,ciwhgonnects the palace to the
Temple'® However, there is no scholarly consensus ondtwtion of the Sur Gate.

Considering the purpose of guarding the patamkits gates (2 Kgs 11:5-6), the two
gates (the gate behind the guards and the Sur @aist) be located where the palace is

connected to the Temple, either in the south-wesboth-east corner of the Temple or in

cf. D. Ussishkin, “Jerusalem as a Royal and Cul@mter in the 10 -8" Centuries BCE,” irSymbiosis,
Symbolism, and the Power of the Past: Canaan, Ah¢seael, and Their Neighbors from the Last Bronze
Age through Roman Palaestif@d. W.G. Dever and S. Gitin; Winona Lake: Eisauins, 2003), 529-538.
In this article, D. Ussishskin has suggested thesibdity that the royal palace stood on the logmeund to
the north of the temple.

13 Cogan and Tadmot] Kings, 127; John Grayl & Il Kings: A CommentaryOTL; Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1963), 525; Volkmar Fritz,& 2 Kings (trans. Anselm Hagedorn; Continental
Commentaries Old Testament; Minneapolis: Fortreess? 2003), 300.

®1% Cogan and Tadmoh, Kings, 131. For this reason, Busink calls it “Kénig&tBusink, Der Tempel von
Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herod#49). However, Busink’s naming seems not todmomciled with
other references to ‘the King's Gate’ (1 Chr 9:Bxek 44:3). 2 Kgs 11.5 implies the presence of a
southern gate of the Temple, but the King's gateestified with the eastern gate of the Temple¢hiese
two texts.

°1® Galling, “Die Halle des Schreibers,” 51-52; andr@uand MadsenThe Books of Chronicled27.

*1® Galling, “Die Halle des Schreibers,” 51-52. Busaiso argues that the Sur Gate was the secondngate
the southern wall of the altar court, which is cected to the courtyard of the palace. Howeverides

not provide any strong evidence for his argumehtack of evidence makes any argument about the
location of the Sur Gate inconclusive. BusiDier Tempel von Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herddks
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the south of the Tempf! Since Athaliah could pass freely from the pal&zehe
Temple (2 Kgs 11:13//2 Chr 23:12), one of the gatetsveen the Temple and the palace
must have been (deliberately) unguarded. This gateot named in the text. 2 Kgs
11:16 states that Athaliah was killed at the Hdreaesrance g0 X1an) located at the
eastern end of the Ophel (the south-east cornéheofTemple). Through the Horses’
Gate go1on apv), one reaches the Horses’ entrance which opesstljirinto the royal
precinct®’® S. Yeivin conjectures that the Horses’ Gate wdwdgte probably been the
main entrance of the palace from the outer condesit was wide enough to admit horse-
drawn chariots® If his conjecture is correct, Athaliah went teetfiemple from the
Horses’ Gate through the eastern gate of the Teffipl@his Horses’ gate must have
been left unguarded, so that Athaliah could golyreethe Temple.

On the other hand, the guards off duty onSakbath were commissioned to surround
the king to protect him and also to guard the Ten{@l Kgs 11:7-8). They were also

commanded to kill anyone who approached ‘the rafrks1rn-58). S. Yeivin suggests

that the ternmmn is an architectural teriif: which probably means the rows of semi-

*17 Curtis and MadserThe Books of Chronicled26.
%18 Cogan and TadmoH, Kings, 130; Grayl & Il Kings, 523.
193, Yeivin, “Was There a High Portal in the Firgriiple?”VT 14 (1964): 336.

520 According to 2 Kgs 11:14//2 Chr 23:13, Athalialwste king (Joash) standing by the pillamgn-Sy)
‘as the custom’szuns) when she went in the Temple. This pillar is ohéhe two pillars that Solomon set
up at the vestibule of the Temple{n a5x5) (1 Kgs 7:21), which faces east. Ezek 46:2 algiains the
usual place for the king when the sacrifices aferefl: “The prince shall enter by the vestibulehsf gate
from outside ¥ =wwn o5w 777), and shall take his stand by the post of the @ratén mrn-5p).” Thus,

if she entered by the way of the eastern gatesttése would have been caught by her right awaye shme
pillar is located at the entrance of the Temple.

521HALOT, 1310; andBDB 690.
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detached pillars adorning the inside of the gatesfaite Temple (cf. 1 Kgs 6:95? John
Monson also considers it as an architectural tevhich means ‘wood beam¥? Thus,
naTenin 2 Kgs 11:8 probably indicates the paneling @& wmall with rows of wooden
planks rather than ‘the ranks.” This highly ornameel gateway must be the eastern
gateway, that is, the main entrance to the innertcof the Temple. This gateway is
fronting the facade of the Temp®. This was the place where Athaliah was arrested (2
Kgs 11:15).

Therefore we may conclude that the Kings' wmrsof Jehoiada’s coup against
Athaliah (2 Kgs 11:4-20) indicates the existencéhef eastern gate to the outer court of
the Temple as well as the existence of at leastamtbree gates between the palace and
the Temple although the location of each gate isadain. However, this narrative does
not contain any reference to the western gatethitnsense, the Chronicler’s portrait of
the gate complexes found in 1 Chr 9:24 and 1 Cht4@8 is not completely consonant
with the one in 2 Kgs 11:4-20. However, the existeof the western gate in the Temple
needs further investigation since the silence atimitvestern gate in 2 Kgs 11:4-20 does
not prove its absence. This question will be takemgain in section 3.1.2.3.

As mentioned above, the Chronicler's versibrihe narrative of Jehoida’s coup (2
Chr 23:1-21) provides additional information of ti@hronicler's views on the gate

complexes.

22 yeivin, “Was There a High Portal in the First Tde®y 336.

%23 John M. MonsonThe Temple of Jerusalem: A Case Study in the latiegr of Text and Artifactl25-
126.

24 yeivin, “Was There a High Portal in the First Tde®y 336.
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First of all, in the Chronicler’s version, tier the Carites nor the royal guards are
mentioned (cf. 2 Kgs 11:4). According to 2 Chr122; five captains of hundreds)y
mxnT) came to Jehoiada to make a pact with him, ana Jodoiada sent them to recruit
the Levites for the upcoming coup against Athalidrhus, in the Chronicler’s version,
the main guards were not the royal guards, buptlests and the Levites (2 Chr 23:4).
By this change, the Chronicler shows once agaimpi@gerence for priestly class (priests
and Levites) for work in the Temple, and at the sanme successfully excludes
foreigners (i.e., the Carites) from the Temple. eThpriests and Levites were
commissioned to guard at the three guarding p¢Exsat the thresholdstfaon); (2) ‘at
the royal palace’onn ma); and (3) ‘at the Foundation Gatetwf =ww). The text
reports that the captains of hundredsifn *2b) were stationed in the Temple (2 Chr
23:9).

Second, according to the Chronicler’s versibis, certain that above-mentioned three
guard posts are located in the Temple. Clearly,Ghronicler is concerned to guard the
Temple since the guards in 2 Chr 23:4-5 are thestgiand Levites. 2 Chr 23:10 also
emphasizes that the Temple was protected on tldes, ssouth, north and east by the
entire force.

Third, it is observed that except for the gupost at the royal palace, the other guard
posts are described very differently from thoseh@ Kings’ version. For this reason,
Raymond B. Dillard argues that this variation ie tate names may reflect updating or

modernizing the gate names to those in use in tiver@ler’s period? It is possible,

2% Dillard, 2 Chronicles 178. For instance, Dillard argues that the reasby the Chronicler did not
mention the name of ‘the gate behind the royal dsigp s211 R wY) is that the royal guards no longer
frequented the entrance.
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but the two versions do not seem to demonstratesdh@e concern about the guarding
posts. The following examination of the three guaosts will support this speculation.

The guard post at the royal palace (2 Chr 2&bst be the gate(s) between the
Temple and the palace. Another guard post atitesiolds (2 Chr 23:4) needs to be the
gates within the Temple since their guards arestwiand the Levites. Furthermore, other
references to the thresholds'zpn) also indicate that they are part of the Temple
structure: 2 Kgs 12:10; 22:4; 23:4; 25:18; 2 Chr934er 35:4 and 52:24. Thus this
guard post cannot be identified with ‘the gate bdiguards’ §*s91 =8 wY) in 2 Kgs
11:6, contra Busink®?® The location of the Foundation Gate is diffictaitidentify since
no reference to it is found elsewhere in the HetBévle >?’ Several scholars identify the
Foundation Gate with the Sur Gaf&put the Foundation Gate should be somewhere in
the Temple since Jehoiada positioned the guardm'‘the south end to the north end of
the Temple’ to protect Joash ‘on every sideq)’ (2 Chr 23:10). The southern and
eastern guard posts are identified, but the nartlpast is not specified. Thus, the
Foundation Gate might have been at the north sidéhe Temple, but there is no
certainty about its location.

To sum up, the Chronicler alters the narrati¥dehoiada’s coup in Kings to convey
his own interest in the Temple. By doing so, hevygtes some data on the temple gates:
the southern gate(s) between the Temple and trecgyathe gates within the Temple

(including the main eastern entrance of the Temm@ayl the Foundation gate. This

526 Busink,Der Tempel von Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herddis,
%27 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 831.

28 Dillard considers that the Sum¢) Gate and the Foundatiom®") Gate are the same gate, the one a
textual error to the other (Dillar@® Chronicles 182). See also, BusinRQer Tempel von Jerusalem von
Salomos bis Herode$60.
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picture is not contradictory to the Chronicler'ssdeptions of the temple gates in 1 Chr
9:24 and 26:14-18, rather complementary, with etioepof the western gate. 2 Chr
23:1-21 does not mention the western gate nor Hoegs. Thus, to determine what the
Chronicler was attempting to accomplish in his desons of the temple gates in 1 Chr
9:24 and 26;14-18, we need to examine the westata ig the Temple (see section

3.1.2.3).

3.1.2.2. Other Biblical References to the Temple Ges

Two more named temple gates are found in taerélv Bible: ‘the Upper Gate of the
Temple’ (r5vm mm mra ww, or roun ww) (2 Kgs 15:35//2 Chr 27:3; cf. Jer 20:2) and
‘the New Gate’ = mim apw, or wanm mim ma o) (Jer 26:10 and 36:10).

The location of the Upper Gate of the Templeantroversial® Busink argues that
‘the gate behind guardgd{-n anx “wy) in 2 Kgs 11:6 is identical to ‘the Upper Gate of
the Temple’ or ‘the New Gaté® The textual evidence for his argument is 2 Che2@3
which is parallel to 2 Kgs 11:19. We are told tkatg Joash, after he was anointed as a

king by Jehoiada, marched through ‘the Upper gat&un 7wv) to the royal palace in

529 According to 2 Chr 27:3, Jotham built the wall@phel as well as the Upper Gate. The wall of Ophel
was the southern slope of the temple hill, betwtbenTyropoeon valley and the Kidron valley. Thiigs a
part of the southern wall of the Temple. Howevasthdm’s Upper Gate is not certainly identified.
Scholars have proffered various opinions aboutltization of it, and we can classify them into three
different groups: (1) a part of the northern wdllJerusalem (Edward L. Curtis, John Gray, Marvin A.
Sweeney, and Volkmar Fritz); (2) an eastern gatielilel Chyutin, Julian Morgenstern, and S. Yeivin);
and (3) a southern gate (Kurt Galling, Jack R. lhomd, and Asher Selig Kaufman). Concerning the
location of the Upper Gate, refer to Curtis and MagThe Books of Chronicled54; Gray] & Il Kings,
609; Sweeney, & Il Kings, 377; Fritz,1 & 2 Kings 338; Chyutin Architecture and Utopia in the Temple
Era, 102; Julian Morgenstern, “The Gates of RighteeasfiHUCA 6 (1929): 22-23; Yeivin, “Was There
a High Portal in the First Temple?”, 337-338; K@alling, ‘Die Halle des Schreibers: Ein Beitrag zur
Topographie der Akropolis von Jerusalefgdlastinajahrbuch des Deutschen evangelischentis®7
(1931): 51-57; Jack R. Lundbo@eremiah 1-2qNew York: Doubleday, 1999), 847; ibideremiah 21-36
(New York: Doubleday, 2004), 291, 599; Asher S#ufman,The Temple Mount: Where is the Holy of
Holies (Jerusalem: Har Year’eh Press, 2004), 83-84.

3% Bysink,Der Tempel von Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herddgs151.
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order to take over the throne, according to 2 Ch2@ However, this gate is named as
‘the gate of guards’ofsn =pd) in 2 Kgs 11:19. Thus, the Chronicler seems teeha
considered that ‘the gate of guards’ was identicalthe Upper Gatep(oun =wu).
However, this identification is problematic, sinttee Upper Gate was built by Jotham
almost a century later than Joash’s coronationd® ¥5:35//2 Chr 27:3). In other words,
‘the gate behind the guards’ must have existedrbefotham built the Upper Gate.
There is no basis for arguing either that the Ugpate replaced ‘the gate of guards,’ or
that Jotham built the Upper Gate in order to aduttar gate to the Tempi&' Thus we
leave this question of whether the Upper Gate entidal to ‘the gate of guards’
unanswered.

While the Chronicler seems to consider the @adgpate identical to ‘the gate of the
guards,®*? Ezekiel's description about the Upper Gate isedéfit from the Chronicler's.
The Upper Gate is said to face north in Ezek Q12Gray, Marvin A. Sweeney and V.

Fritz have argued that the Upper Gate was a paheohorthern wall of Jerusalem based

3! Edward L. Curtis explains the Chronicler's chamfi¢ghe name of gate in 2 Chr 23:20 as follows: “The
gate of the guards probably a gateway connectiagtécincts of the Temple with those of the palatiee
Chronicler, writing when the palace had ceasedxist,ewould naturally fix a locality by its connémt
with the Temple” (Curtis and Madsefhe Books of Chronicled32).

32 A |ater Jewish tradition’s identification of thepper Gate with the eastern gate seems to be bashe o
Chronicler’'s understanding. According to J. Morgtenn, the Upper Gate has been considered as one of
the seven different names of the East Gate of #mple in Jewish tradition. Both J. Morgenstern &hd
Chyutin argue that the Upper Gate is an easteen@ahe Temple, following the Jewish tradition atit
giving any further evidence for their argument (glenstern, “The Gates of Righteousness,” 22-23; and
Chyutin, Architecture and Utopia in the Temple ErE02). See, also Johann Maier, “The Architectural
History of the Temple in Jerusalem in the Lighttioeé Temple Scroll,” inTemple Scroll Studies: Papers
Presented at the International Symposium on theple®croll, Manchester, December 19@d. George

J. Brooke; JSPSup 7; Sheffield: Sheffield Acadebriess, 1989), 30, 32. However,Mid. 2.6 states that
the Upper Gate is one of the southern gates locaithih the inner wall of the Temple leading to theer
court. Thus, the Jewish tradition itself does help to pin down the location of the Upper Gatet tha
Jotham built. Lee I. Levine guided us to examimeMid. for our reference although he did not explicitly
mentionm. Mid. 2.6 with regard to the Upper Gate (Leviderusalem229-230).
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on Ezek 9:2% On the other hand, Moshe Greenburg argues thatgiper Gate was in
the northern wall of the exterior court of the Téem3* Since it is clear that the Upper
Gate is a part of the Temple (2 Kgs 15:35), Greggibuargument is sensible. He also
considers this Upper Gate the same as Jotham’srUgte and ‘the Upper Benjamin
Gate’ of the Temple in Jer 20:2. According to MegBreenburg, ‘the Upper Gate’ was
also called ‘the Upper Benjamin Gate’ because tjinoit one gained access to ‘the
Benjamin Gate’ of the city wall (Jer 37:13%.If Greenburg’s interpretation is correct,
Ezekiel's ‘Upper Gate’ was the northern gate of Teenple. Ezek 8:14 also mentions the
northern gate of the Temple, but names it in aediffit way: -5x =wx M2 WY
mesn. Itis not certain that these two gates were miabe the same.

All in all, none of the biblical references the Upper Gate provide any explicit
indication for the location of the Upper Gate ire themple, except for the fact that it
faces north (Ezek 9:2).

Jeremiah mentions ‘the New Gate of the Temfehn mm [n2] "ww) in Jer 26:10
and 36:10. When Jeremiah prophesied in the Tewmlet (Jer 26:2-8), the officials
came from the palace to the Temple and sat atntraree of ‘the New Gate of the

Temple’ @arnn mm 2pw) to open judicial proceedings against Jeremiah 2&10).

533 see footnote 529.
34 Moshe Greenburdszekiel, 1-2qQAB; New York: Doubleday, 1983), 176.

3% GreenburgEzekiel, 1-20176; and also Mongomeryhe Books of Kingst53. James A. Montgomery
argues that the Upper Gate and the Upper Benjaraie &re identical, called by “double nhomenclature.’
On the other hand, some scholars have identified Upper Benjamin Gate of the Temple with the
Benjamin Gate, the northern city gate of the cigllyder 37:13 and 38:7). See, Morgenstern, “Thé6

of Righteousness,” 22-23; Galling, “Die Halle deshfibers,” 51-57; and Daniel I. Blockhe Book of
Ezekiel Chapters 1-20NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 304. Hamareder 20:2 states that the
Upper Benjamin Gate is in the Tempter{® m*33 “wx 115wm v 9wwa). Moreover, its namengu
by mm mma) itself indicates that it belongs to the TempleK@s 15:35). Therefore, the Upper
Benjamin Gate cannot be ‘the Benjamin Gate.’
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This implies that the New Gate is a part of the plem Jer 36:10 also supports this
conjecture, in that the entry of the New Gate igl ga connect to the Upper court
(r5vn =3nm). The fact that the New Gate is connected tdupper court has led some
scholars to identify the New Gate with the UppeteG¥ The inner court seems to have
been more elevated than the outer court. Ford¢aison, the inner court is also named as
‘the upper court’ f~*>vi1 =3m1). Thus, the scholars who identify the New Gatthwie
Upper Gate surmise that the gate at the entrantieeahner court (the New Gate) was
called the Upper Gate. Nevertheless, there idewr evidence that necessitates equating
these two gates.

Therefore, we conclude that none of the biblicénences to the Upper Gate or the
New Gate can be used (without further archaeolbgicaon-biblical data) to verify the
existence of the four gates at the four sides efTfiample, which the Chronicler describes
in 1 Chr 9:24 and 1 Chr 26:14-16.

All the biblical texts we have examined in temts 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.2 indicate the
existence of an eastern gate, a southern gate &etthe Temple and the palace, and a
northern gate of the Temple. However, a gatehatwest side of the Temple is not
mentioned except in 1 Chr 9:24 and specificallst i€hr 26:16. The latter also refers to
the gate of chamber(s) and the ascending gatewdyetdemple in the west’ The

following section is devoted to speculating a westgate of the Temple.

%3¢ Morgenstern, “The Gates of Righteousness,” 23;dbam,Jeremiah 1-20847; and ibid,Jeremiah 31-
36, 291; Busink,Der Tempel von Jerusalem von Salomos bis Herot®3-151. These scholars also
conjecture that it was called ‘the New Gate’ siitogas built by Jotham long after the original loirilg of
the Temple.

37 M. Chyutin reconstructs the western gate basetl @hr 26:16 and the Temple Scroll:
An ascending causeway, a ramp, leads to the westetosure of the Temple. ... In this
western enclosure there were chambers and fredistanolumns to which the animals
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3.1.2.3. A Western Gate of the Temple

Since no archaeological findings or biblicaflerences to a western gate (except for 1
Chr 9:24 and 26:16) of the Temple before the Hedtemperiod are available for the
present study, any examination about a western afatiee Temple cannot help but be
speculative.

Without denying a certain degree of uncenjaintour speculation, we argue that it is
highly probable that a western gate existed inFingt Temple for several reasons. First,
the eastern gate of the Temple was used only fibic quurposes or by kings, and the
southern gate was used by court officials sineeai located between the Temple and the
palace. This fact greatly limits lay access to Teenple via these gates. Thus, as the
Temple of Jerusalem became the national sanctmaryhe religious center of the nation
especially after Hezekiah’s and Josiah’s reformerd should have been a need for a
gate through which the people could easily acckesTemple. Second, as A. Mazar
argues, archaeological findings prove that Jerusalas expanded greatly to the west
almost completely covering western hill of Jerusalen the later periods of the
monarchy?*® This fact demands a ramp to connect the WestdiintdHthe western
enclosure of the Temple since there was a valleyden the two. Thus, the Chronicler’s
description of the ascending gateway to the Terapie the gate of chambers on the

western wall of the Temple (1 Chr 26:38)may reflect, to a certain degree, situations of

were tied, with a strict separation between theifsgial animals of the Israelites and
those of the priests (ChyutiArchitecture and Utopia in the Temple E@9-100).

38 A. Mazar,Archaeology of the Land of the Bibi22-423; and Benjamin MazaFhe Mountain of the
Lord (New York: Doubleday, 1975), 37-38. This new mjeia (or the second quarters) of Jerusalem is
mentioned in Zeph 1:10-11 and 2 Kgs 22:14 (A. Ma&echaeology of the Land of the Bihld23-424).

*3%The Chronicler's description of the ascending wateto the Temple and the gate of chambers on the
western wall was discussed in Section 2.1.2.2.
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the later monarchic period® S. Yeivin also argues: “The description (of thiest
Temple) contained in the second book of Chroniddsased on the state of the building
towards the last days of the kingdom of Judahhinlate VII" (or early VI") century
BCE.™*

On the other hand, Benjamin Mazar’s excavatiarthe Mishneh Quarter have shown
that after the destruction of Jerusalem in 586 Bli#te was no new occupation of the
Western Hill before the Hasmonean times (the secamd first centuries BCEY?
Mazar’s observation is again corroborated by Ligsaind Vanderhooft’s joint studies of
Yehud Seal Impressions which report the total ateseri Yehud stamps in the Western
Quarter of Jerusalem until Hasmonean®taTherefore, it is not certain whether or not 1
Chr 26:16 would have had some connection to the@tler's own day. This question

will be dealt with in the following section.

3.1.2.4. Gates of the Second Temple in the Post-ExPeriod

Few details about the Second Temple builhenRersian period appear in the biblical
texts. Ezra 6:1-4 describes the measurement ofeh#le as ‘its height sixty cubits and
its width sixty cubits,” but does not mention iength. According to this measurement,

the Second Temple built in the time of Zerubbabkéngeforth designated as

%49 A similar conjecture about the late monarchic enwith regard to the western wall is proffered by
Williamson (“Nehemiah’s Wall Revisited,” 68, 71-72)

41 yeivin, “Was There a High Portal in the First Tdey 331

*42 B, Mazar,The Mountain of the LorcB8.

43 Lipschits and Vanderhooft, “Yehud Stamp Impressiam the Fourth Century BCE,” idudah and
Judeans in the Fourth Century BC&0. The same understanding about the WestetnoHierusalem
during the Persian period is also found in theofwihg scholars’ works: Finkelstein, “Jerusalem lie t

Persian (and Early Hellenistic) Period,” 504-507¢ &Villiamson, “Nehemiah’s Wall Revisited,” 66.
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Zerubbabel's Templ&}* was higher and wider than Solomon’s temple, whigls ‘sixty
cubits long, twenty cubits wide, and thirty cubligh.” (1 Kgs 6:2). However, several
other biblical texts imply that Zerubbabel's Templas smaller and more modest than
Solomon’s Temple (Hag 2:3; Ezr 3:12; and Tob 14'5)Josephus also confirms that
view. He quotes Herod's speech announcing hisneida plan for the Temple in
Antiquities 15:385-387%¢ In this speech, Herod mentions that neither tesiBn kings
nor the Macedonians permitted the Temple to be badording to its former dimensions.
Thus we may conclude that Zerubbabel’'s Temple wass large as the First Temple.

The inner structure of Zerubbabel's templell stemains unknown. Even
archaeological studies have not provided much tshze the Persian stratum in
Jerusalem is badly preserved because of later @xéenonstruction in the Hasmonean
and Herodian periods!’ The gate complexes of Zerubbabel’'s Temple coelgdguely
imagined based on only a few biblical texts: 1 Qioles 9 and Ezekiel 40.

As we have noted above, 1 Chronicles 9 sthimsthere were gates on each of the
four corners of the Temple. The second such accdingkiel 40 is a part of Ezekiel's
structural plan for a future temple (Ezek 40-48fther than a description of the rebuilt
Temple in the Persian period. Ezekiel gives aegditailed plan for the gates for the

outer courts and for the inner courts. For theeooburt, there will be three gates: the

¥4 This naming of the Temple in the post-exilic pdrioriginally is borrowed from Busink’s worlger
Tempel von Jerusaler9.

%45 Chyutin, Architecture and Utopia in the Temple EB8.

%46 Chyutin, Architecture and Utopia in the Temple Ef45. Josephus’ descriptions of the dimension of
the Second Temple in the Persian period do not stamsistency, so that they need to be taken with
caution. For instance, iAgainst Apionl1:198, Josephus cites Hecateus of Abdera’s ddiseripf the
Temple at the end of the fourth century BCE, andatkus’ description of Zerubbabel's Temple provides
even larger dimensions of the Temple than Ezr &dbes; (See Mazafhe Mountain of the LordL05).

47y, Shiloh, “Jerusalem,” 709; and O. Lipschits, t§lan Period Finds From Jerusalem: Facts and
Interpretations,'JHS9 (2009) Article 20:2-30.
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eastern gate (Ezek 40:6-7), the north gate (EzeR0423), and the south gate (Ezek
40:24-26)>*® In Ezekiel's plan, the western gate is not inelild The major passageway
to the Temple is to be the northern gate and thhson gate. Ezek 46:9-10 states that
people who enter by the north or south gates aexitdoy the opposite gate for efficient
crowd management® The eastern gate should remain closed accordirizek 44:2
since God entered the Temple by°ft. Only the prince shall enter and leave the Temple
by way of the eastern gate (Ezek 44:3). This iiaglies that the access to the eastern
gate by laymen must have been limited.

Thus, it is clear that even these two bibliegerences to the gates of Zerubbabel's
Temple are not concordant with each other. CdytaiBzekiel's plan for the gate
complexes in a future temple is not harmonized wWithChronicler’s brief description of
the temple gates (the gates at the four sideseoT &@mple), which means that there is no
relevant data to determine whether or not the Gblen's descriptions of the temple
gates reflect his own time.

In conclusion, although our examination of tj@e complexes of the Temple has

relied primarily on very limited sources, we maynclude that the Chronicler’s

48 Many commentators suggest that Ezekiel’s desoriptof the temple gates show similarities with Iron
Age gate complexes excavated at Meggido, HazorGemkr (Walther ZimmerliEzekiel 2[Hermeneia;
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983], 351-354; @cBIThe Book of Ezekiel Chapters 25-p8ICOT;
Grand Rapids: Eerdemans, 1998], 519-521; Leslialién, Ezekiel 20-4§WBC 29; Dallas: Word Books,
1990], 229-231; Joseph Blenkinsofzekiel [Interpretation; Louisville: John Knox Press, 189R01-
202). According to Ezekiel's descriptions, theethigates for the outer court have sealed windowsaem
covered by a roof (Ezek 40:15, 16, 22), but theynseot to have gate towers (ZimmeBgekiel 2 360).

% Commentators speculate that Ezekiel's regulatifmsthe people’s entry into the Temple at the
appointed feasts are given for crowd control (Zimimé&zekiel 2 492; Allen, Ezekiel 20-48267-268;
Blenkinsopp, Ezekie] 228; and Walther EichrodtEzekiel: A Commentary{OTL; Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1970], 576).

*%The pre-eminent place of the eastern gate amangates is again verified in 1 Chr 9:18, whereethst
gate is named as the King's gate. Concerning theeminent place of the eastern gate of the temple
antiquity, see Baruch A. Levine and William W. Hall'Offerings to the Temple Gates at UHUCA 38
(1967): 48-51.
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descriptions of the temple gates in 1 Chr 9:24 261d4-16 are closely related to gates in
the late monarchy. Since it is likely that the @fhcler did not attempt to provide
realities of his own time at least with regard e tgate complexes, the Chronicler’s

descriptions of the temple administration mustdevaluated.

3.1.3. The Temple Treasuries and Store-chambers

In this section, we compare the Chronicleesatiption of the temple treasuries and
store-chambers with the data that we can draw father biblical and non-biblical
sources. Since no archaeological finds providdenge about temple treasuries or store-
chambers, our comparison is constrained to bedanib textual sources which are
grouped into two categories: (1) biblical referende temple treasuries and store-
chambers appeared in the narratives of the Firshple period; and (2) biblical

references to temple treasuries and store-charmbezekiel and Nehemiah.

3.1.3.1. The Chronicler’s Description of the Storehambers and Treasuries

The Chronicler’s descriptions of temple tregess and store-chambers can be
summarized as follows. In the Chronicler’'s nawatiDavid’'s plan for the future temple
includes store-chambers, the treasuries of the Teeaml the treasuries of the dedicated
things, which appear to be located between thesthyiecourt and the court of the
Israelites in the Chronicler's description (1 Ct8:22)>*' The Chronicler claims that
Solomon completed all the work according to thenglaat his father David handed over
to him, and then stored the silver, the gold arldthed vessels that his father David

dedicated in the treasuries of the Temple (2 Chj.5:David’s plan for the temple

! According to 2 Chr 4:9 Solomon made the courhefpriests, and the great court, and also madesdoor
between the two courts.
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treasuries is elaborated once more in 1 Chr 2680sbere the two treasuries and the
supervisors for them are introduced: the treaswfiése Templegrbxn o2 nmzn-by)
and the treasuries of the dedicated giftgi{> msx), which keep all the dedicated
gifts donated by the political and military leadéx@sm the war booty for the maintenance
of the Temple (1 Chr 26:27). The Chronicler alsseats that Hezekiah built more store-
chambers to store the gifts, the tithes, and theedahings, which were to be allocated to
the priests and Levites (2 Chr 31:11). The locatibthese chambers is not mentioned.

The Temple rebuilt in the post-exilic period¢cording to 1 Chr 9:26-29, had
chambers r(73xn) and the treasuries of the Templenbxn ma masxn).  The
treasuries of the dedicated thingsutipin masnT) were not mentioned. On the other
hand, there seems to have been various chambargyad by their contents: a chamber
of the utensils of servicerfiayn *55-5v); a chamber of the furniture and all the holy
utensils §pn “52-521 o°bom); a chamber(s) of the fine flour, wine, oil, insen and
spices mwam mmabm pum m nbon).

The Chronicler's treatment of temple treasurend store-chambers displays its
distinctiveness in the following two points. Fjréhe Chronicler shows his growing
interest in the two institutions of the Temple detently. The Chronicler’s interest
contrasts with other biblical authors’ treatmerftshese two institutions as will be shown
in section 3.1.3.2. Second, the Chronicler’s egéin these two institutions is expressed
in parallel with a concern to praise David and hglit other righteous kings (especially,
Hezekiah). In other words, the Chronicler's dgggmns of temple treasuries and store-

chambers are not free from his tendentious appssado the Temple and its
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administration. Thus, the Chronicler’'s treatmeinteople treasuries and store-chambers

needs to be understood as part of his overallfplahis work.

3.1.3.2. Biblical References to Temple Treasurieid Store-chambers in the First
Temple Period

Only two texts refer to store-chambers of Tleanple in the First Temple period: 2
Kgs 23:11and Jer 35:4. These references to chanaverrelated to a kind of office,
which belongs to a certain official, such as tharncher of the eunuch Nathan-melech (2
Kgs 23:11), the chamber of the sons of Hanan, ttember of the officials, and the
chamber of Maaseiah, the guardian of the thresfi@d35:4). No detailed information
about store-chambers in the Temple exists. Thecisgaf the references to chambers
does not necessarily prove their absence.

On the other hand, the existence of the temnpéesuries, which held the former kings’
votive gifts, such as silver, gold and preciousseés was taken for granted as they had
often been emptied out, according to numerous textsings, to pay off the tributes
imposed by foreign sovereigns (1 Kgs 7:51; 14:2&g3 12:18; 14:14; 16:8; 18:15;
24:13). However, these texts do not display ampaoizational detail, such as interest in
the ways in which the temple treasuries were adit@rad.

Thus, our examination of the biblical referesmictco temple treasuries and store-
chambers in the First Temple period, although iesdoot provide any detailed
information of these two institutions, confirms ttiae Chronicler’s relatively frequent
treatment of temple treasuries and store-chamhmrsasts with other biblical authors’

lack of interest in them.
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3.1.3.3. Temple Treasuries and Store-chambers in Ezel and Nehemiah

Unlike the biblical references to temple treéess and store-chambers we have
examined above, the books of Ezekiel and Neheniggtay a relatively growing interest
in these two institutions.

Ezekiel's plan for a future Temple containsny cells in the outer and inner courts of
the Temple. There would be thirty chambers indbter court (Ezek 40:17), a chamber
for washing burnt offerings (Ezek 40:38), chambiensthe singers in the inner court
(Ezek 40:44), chambers for the priests (Ezek 4@8t542:13), chambers for the Levites
(Ezek 45:5), the upper chambers (Ezek 42:5) andyradrer chambers. Ezekiel devotes
himself to detail the locations, dimensions and cdme purposes of store-rooms
especially in Ezekiel 40-42.

Nehemiah also provides some information abemple treasuries and store-chambers.
First, the book specifies which items would be kiepthe store-rooms: ‘the first part of
dough, contributions, the fruit of every tree, wiswed oil for the priests, and the tithes’
(Neh 10:38; cf. Neh 13:12). Mal 3:10 also implibat it was a matter of fact that tithes
were brought into the treasury of the temple. SdcdNehemiah’s concern about the
store-chambers goes beyond specifying items kepthem. Since the Temple
administration can be easily hampered by an abuadmainistrator, he appoints the
treasurers’ committee over the store-chambers, lwiiccomposed of four treasurers
(Neh 13:13).

Our examination of the texts from Ezekiel addhemiah with regard to store-
chambers and temple treasuries shows that twocaildiuthors of the exilic and post-

exilic period are interested in these two instdng and portray them in a distinctive way
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which reflects their own specific concerns. Wiitzeekiel is more drawn to laying out a
structural plan for chambers in the Temple, Nehangainterested in describing how
these institutions should be run. The Chronicl&estment of these two institutions is
not much different from Ezekiel's and Nehemiah'stlat all of them exhibit growing
interest in those institutions. However, the Clular's descriptions of the two
institutions are distinctive in terms of his empbasn who administers the institutions.
The Chronicler seems to draw a conclusion thattwates should run temple treasuries
and store-chambers throughout the developmentaidrrative.

Therefore, we conclude that there is no textual @metiaeological evidence to prove
that the Chronicler’s descriptions of temple tregsuand store-chambers reflect realities
of his own time. Nevertheless, the Chroniclergatment of these institutions illuminates

the ways in which he dealt with his contemporasyés and concerns.
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3.2. The Temple Revenue

The previous section has shown that the Cblerg descriptions about the temple
gates reflect realities of the late monarchic geritt has also shown that the Chronicler’s
interest in the systematic organization and supmmi of the store-chambers and
treasuries reflects traditions that emerge in teeo8d Temple era rather than the First.
However, we cannot demonstrate that the Chrongl@gscriptions of those institutions
of the Temple reflect the realities of his own daQur studies lead us to re-direct our
approaches to Chronicles in order to ask how ang thle Chronicler treats those
institutions as he does.

In this section, we will examine the revenfi¢he Second Temple in the Achaemenid
Era to compare it with the Chronicler’s description

It is not clear what the major sources of nexeto support the Jerusalem Temple in
the Post-exilic period were. Unlike Babylonian pdes under the Achaemenid Empire,
we do not know if the Jerusalem temple of Yehud eavitracts of land, houses, or
livestock that generated income through réft.In general, biblical texts mention three
different sources of income of the Temple: tithasestly gifts, and the temple tax. A
close examination of the biblical texts which désethese sources, shows that there is a
wide divergence in views on these three sourcé@scoine. We will pay special attention
to the descriptions of who was in charge of colfgctand storing them and who
benefitted from them. Our aim is to show that@eonicler has a very distinctive view
on the three sources of temple revenue by compénmigh other views on these matters,

which originated from different time periods. Ihig section, we will argue: (1) the

2| ynn Tatum, “Jerusalem in Conflict: The Evidence the Seventh-Century B.C.E. Religious Struggle
over Jerusalem,” iderusalem in Bible and Archaeology: The First Tesripériod(ed. A. G. Vaughn and
A. E. Killebrew; SBLSS 18; Atlanta: Society of Bitél Literature, 2003), 315.
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Chronicler's description about the institution bettithe is not identical to that of any
other biblical authors; (2) the Chronicler’s treatrh of the priestly gift is unique and
different from Ezekiel's and Nehemiah’s; and (3)eT@hronicler does not mention the
temple tax, but his silence about the temple teemseto reflect ways in which he
interacted with contemporary situations.

Although imperial taxes are not included ie tategory of temple revenue, we will
examine the Chronicler’s treatment of imperial &iethis section, since they have been
treated by scholars in relation to the temple adstration during the Persian period.
Moreover, the Chronicler's approach to imperialesvilluminates his general attitude

toward the Achaemenid Empire and its relationsbithe temple administration.

3.2.1. Tithes

Setting aside a portion of private income eitfug sacred purposes or as a form of
taxation was common throughout ancient Near BdsHowever, the exact nature of the
tithe and the method of processing it in ancierddsremain unclear. For instance, we
do not know whether the tithe was understood texsetly a tenth part or a certain kind
of tax or gift; whether it was obligatory or volamy; to which place(s) and in what

season(s) of a year their collection was carriet] and the like>* We will not attempt

*3For the cases of rendering the tithes for sacteggses in ancient Egypt, Mesopotamia, South Arabia
and Ugarit, see, R. Northynty,” TDOT 11:404-405; and Marc van de Mieroop, “Gifts anth&s to the
Temples in Ur,” inDumu-E2-Dub-Ba-A: Studies in Honor of Ake W. Sjgbérd. Hermann Behrens et al.;
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum IRation, 1989), 397-401; and Jacob Milgrom,
Leviticus 23-27: A New Translation with Introductiand CommentargAB 3B; New York: Doubleday,
2001), 2421-2422.

5% Not many books and articles on tithes have bedtighed. We will largely depend on the following
sources. H. Jagersma, “The Tithes in the Old Testa,” in Remembering All the Way: A Collection of
Old Testament Studid&eiden: Brill, 1981), 116-128; Martin S. JafféeBalmud Yerushalmi. Ma‘aserot
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1987&nkichem Hermariithe as gift: The Institution in the
Pentateuch and in Light of Mauss's Prestation The(®an Francisco: Mellen Research University
Press, 1991); Roger Brook&almud Yerushalmi. Ma‘aser shgi@hicago: The University of Chicago Press,
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to reconstruct the process of when and how theditlere collected in ancient Israel.
Rather, we seek to determine from biblical refeesnavhere the tithe was stored; who
was put in charge of these stores; and how it wasumed. Attention to the changes in
this institution over time will help us to understBhow the Chronicler interacted with his
earlier traditions.

Tithes are mentioned in the Hebrew Bible veitiner a form of verby or of noun
ayn. The wordhwyn appears 32 times in the Bible, but 30 occurreracegelevant to
our studies since two cases in Ezekiel refer t@‘tanth’ of a certain measuring urt.
Except for the Pentateuchal regulations about ithe,tnot many references to it are
found. The occurrences of verby which indicate practice of tithing are found in the
following cases: Gen 28:22; Deut 14:22; 26:12; ih$Bal5, 17 and Neh 10:38

For the sake of convenience, we divide allréferences to tithes into four different
categories for further examinatidn’ (1) Texts portraying situations before the exilic
period Gen 14:20; Gen 28:22; 1 Sam 8:15, 17; Amds @nd 2 Chr 31:5, 6, 12; (2)

Deuteronomic regulations: Deut 12:6, 11, 17; 14:23, 28; 26:12; (3) Priestly

1993); Jacob Milgroml.eviticus 23-272421-2434; R. de VauAncient Israel 140-141; R. North,=uw,”
TDOT 11:404-409; and J. Christian Wilson, “TithéBD 6:578-580.

5% The following is a detailed report of the occunes of 2wwn: Gen 14:20 (once); Amos 4:4 (once); Deut
12:6, 11, 17; 14:23, 28; 26:12 (total seven times), 27:30, 31, 32 (thrice); Num 18:21, 24, 26(hji 28
(total six times); Ezek 45:11, 14 (total twice); M8, 10 (total twice); Neh 10:38, 39 (twice); 42; 13:5,
12 (total six times); and 2 Chr 31:5, 6 (twice), @t@tal four times). See Even-Shoshan, &dNew
Concordance of the Bihl€93.

556 Eyen-Shoshan, edd, New Concordance of the Bib@27.

*"The logic behind this division is as follows: wiesf divide 29 references twwn into two groups: the
Pentateuchal sources and the non-Pentateuchatesoumhe first Pentateuchal sources are agaidetivi
into two sub-groups: the Priestly sources and Deuntemic sources. The non-Pentateuchal sources are
again divided into two sub-groups: the texts befiw exilic period and the texts after the exileripd.

This division is not based on the dates when tRkts twere written, but based on their ostensiblérgt.
Thus, the four divisions of the referencesitorn are not intended to imply any chronological order.
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regulations: Lev 27:30-3%: Num 18:21-32 and (4) Texts dealing with situasifter

the exilic period: Mal 3:8, 10; Neh 10:38-39; 12:48:5, 12.

(1) Texts Portraying Situations before the ExileriBd

The references to the institution of the stheefore the Exilic period are rare: Gen
14:20; Gen 28:22; 1 Sam 8:15, 17; Amos 4:4; 2 (hb,36, and 12. Gen 14:20 notes
that Abraham gave a tenth of everything that haiobt in war to Melchizedek the king-
priest of Salem. In Gen 28:22 Jacob vowed to pdithe at Bethel. M. Weinfeld
interprets these two episodes as etiologies foritkgtution of the tithe in the royal
sanctuary of Jerusalem and in one associated withern Israet®>® However, these two
texts do not portray tithing as a systematic, cardi practice but as an occasional, even
exceptional, form of voluntary giftingf° A single instance of tithe is highlighted to
generalize practices of tithe, as etiologies inegahdo. Amos 4:4 also describes the tithe

as a voluntary offering to the sanctud?.

%8| ev 27:30-33 is a part of “the Holiness Code” whi&. Klostermann first named for the section of
Leviticus 17-26 because of its linguistic and styti differences from the Priestly work. Howevier the
present work, we will not distinguish the HolineSsde from the other Priestly work since there tigeli
scholarly consensus on the integrity of the Hobn&xnde, its composition, date or author, and its
relationship to the Priestly work, and such difféiation is not necessary for our discussion. &or
introduction to scholarly discussion about the treteship of the Holiness Code to the Priestly wade I.
Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silencé&-7; Robert A. Kugler, “Holiness, Purity, the Bodnd Society: The
Evidence for Theological Conflict in LeviticusJSOT 76 (1997): 3-27; Gary A. Anderson, review of
Baruch J. Schwartz, The Holiness Legislation Studiethe Priestly Codé;BQ 63 (2001): 128-129; and
Michael D. HildenbrandStructure and Theology in the Holiness CgNerth Richland Hills: Bibal Press,
2004).

*%\Weinfeld, “Tithe,”EJ 19:736. See also Milgrorhgviticus 23-272422, 2430.

%60 Andreas J. Kostenberger and David A. Croteau, fl&/Man Rob God?” (Malachi 3:8): A Study of
Tithing in the Old and New TestamentBBR16 (2006): 53-77.

%! According to Francis I. Anderson, the tithes in @dsm:4 are not “routine tithes, but special offgsin
promised on the eve of some hazardous enterprise arcrisis” (Francis |. Anderson and David Noel
FreedmanAmos: A New Translation with Introduction and Comtaey [AB 24A; New York: Doubleday,
1989], 430).
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On the other hand, 1 Sam 8:15, 17 treats the aishe form of royal taxation, not as a
sacred donation assigned to the Temple. Nowhere ielthe Hebrew Bible are tithes
explicitly mentioned as being paid to the king. owéver, ancient Mesopotamian and
Egyptian documents show that the tithe could beyalrtax exacted by the king and
granted as gifts or salaries to his officidls.

Unlike the earlier texts, 2 Chronicles 31 giveome detailed information of the
institution of the tithe.In 2 Chr 31:4, Hezekiah is said to make an ordiedoc people to
support the priests and Levites by giving tith@his is one of a series of measures that
Hezekiah took to support the sacrificial worshiptie Temple after he purified it of
idolatrous practices. 2 Chr 31:5-6 cataloguespitoperty subject to tithing: the first
fruits of grain, wine, oil, honey, and of all theoguce of the field; the tithe of cattle and
sheep; and the tithe of the dedicated thiigsThe tithes were collected from the third
month to the seventh month (2 Chr 31:7). Alondwtiite contributionsi{1ani) and the
dedicated thingsa(d=pm), the tithes were stored in the chambers whictewaewly built
by the order of Hezekiah (2 Chr 31:7-8). Conarttah Levite was in charge of these
store-chambers with eleven other chief officerdhef Temple (2 Chr 31:12-13). The
Chronicler's description of Hezekiah’s measure tfog institution of the tithes has no

parallel in Kings. Moreover, it is quite similar that known from the texts which portray

%62 Milgrom, Leviticus 23-272428; and Weinfeld, “Tithe,” 736.

3 The term ‘the tithe of the dedicated things*tm> awwn) appears only in 2 Chr 31:6. Thus, what it
designates is not clear. In his article, J. Bautegaintroduces Rashi’s interpretation of this glerat is
the tithe that the Levites should give to the pgsidsom their tithes (Joseph Baumgarten, “Critisaites:
On the Non-Literal Use of Ma‘aser/DekatelBL 103 [1984]: 245). On the other hand, other saksola
suggest either omitting the worniy from this phrase as a dittography, or adding a\iewds after the
word 2byn to smooth the text, such as to read ‘tithes opediduce of the field.” For the former view, see
Curtis and Madsen,The Books of Chronicles479-480; and for the latter view, see, Rudolph,
Chronikbiicher 304. S. Japhet, H. G. M. Williamson, and S. LcKénzie simply repeat both views
without their own judgment in their commentaries Ghronicles. We will suggest later our own
understanding of this phrase.
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the post-exilic situations such as Mal 3:10; NetB&€eB9; 12:44; 13:5, 12-13. Further
analysis will show that it is the Chronicler whdrigiuted the institution of the tithes to
Hezekiah in 2 Chronicles 31. Thus, this text Wi treated again along with the other
texts which present the nature of the tithe andwhg of processing and spending it in

the post-exilic period.

(2) Deuteronomic Regulations for the Tithe

Deuteronomy prescribes two different kinds of tthie annual tithe and the triennial
tithe >®* For the annual tithe, all the Israelites shouldda tithe of their grain, new wine,
and oil to the Templ&®®> The annual tithe should be consumed by the orehwings it
(Deut 12:6-7; 14:23}%° People who live too far from Jerusalem are altbue convert
their tithe into silver (Deut 14:23-24). Thus, thenual tithe prescribed by Deuteronomy
is not used for the maintenance of the temple tsndarsonnel. It will not to be given to
the priests or the Levites. Likewise, the triehtitde is not to be used for the central
sanctuary. Deuteronomy requires that every thiedryall the landholding families
should store the tithes of their increase in thlage storehouse instead of bringing

them to the central sanctuary. This is the triahtiihe. It will be given to the Levites,

*%%1n later Judaism three different tithes were knpthe tithes for the Levites, a second tithe coreslitny
the offerers and a third one, known as the chaitie, which was imposed for the benefit of the poo
(Tobit 1:7-8) (Jagersma, “The Tithes in the Old thesent,” 118). Thus, the annual tithe in Deut 14
corresponds to the later second tithe (Emmanudéh@GiThe Tithe in Deuteronomy,Religion in Life32
[1963]: 580).

%55 According to Deut 14:23, all the Israelites shoboihg their tithes of grain, wine and oil as wedl ‘the
firstlings of their herds and flocks’ to the cemtsanctuary to consume them during the festivalheter
the firstlings are part of the tithe is not so appéhere (R. North,by,” 406).

%6 A, D. H. Mayes points out that this law is quiterealistic since the whole tithe is too excessivée
entirely consumed by its offerer and his housel§aldD. H. Mayes,DeuteronomyNCBC; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1979], 245-246).
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the strangers, orphans and widows in their towreu{[14:28-29; 26:12F’ Therefore,
according to the Deuteronomic regulations, thestifinot one of the sources of revenue
for the maintenance of the Tempfé.

The Deuteronomic law concerning the tithe rhaye some connection to the cultic
centralization that Josiah carried 8%k. If the tithe was one of the main sources for the
maintenance for the local sanctuariésthe Deuteronomic regulations for eating the
tithes at the central sanctuary instead of givimgrt to the priests or the Levites could
have been an efficient method to suppress the leaalttuaries and contribute to
centralization of the cult at the Jerusalem Temptimwever, it is hard to prove that the
Deuteronomic regulations concerning the tithe wedfectively observed at the time of

Josiah.

(3) Priestly regulations for tithes
The Priestly laws concerning tithes are presstin Lev 27:30-33 and Num 18:21-32.

The regulations of the tithes in Lev 27:30-33 can dnalyzed as follows. First, it

87 Harold V. Bennett's interpretation of the Deutasotic regulation for the triennial tithe is worthtimy
since it is unconventional. According to Bennttis regulation must have been designed to oppreds a
marginalized social group, not to support it, ualithe majority of scholars’ interpretation (Haroll
Bennett, “Triennial Tithes and the Underdog: A Raist Reading of Deuteronomy 14:22-25 and 26:12-
15,” in Yet with a Steady Beat: Contemporary U. S. Afrocemiblical Interpretation[Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2003; Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications,@2], 7-18). Bennett’s proposal for a new interatiein
would open up a new way to interpret the Deuterdngegulation, but it remains speculative.

%68 The expenses of the maintenance of the Jerusalmpl& seem to have been covered by the royal
revenue. J. Milgrom explains that the novelty afikg the tithe could have been possible afteralisi
cultic reform which abolished the local sanctuades the local cultic officials for whose needhéi had
been destined (Milgroml,eviticus 23-27 2424). Concerning the consumption of tithesydfae, the
Deuteronomic law conflicts with the priestly law tire tithe as will be shown below in detail.

*%% Deuteronomy’s innovative view on the tithe andcitsnection to the cultic reforms have been pointed
out by many scholars, such as, J. WellhauBealegomena to the History of Israel56-159; Weinfeld,
“Tithe,” 738; Mayes,Deuteronomy 245-246; S. R. DriverA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Deuteronomy(ICC 5; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1951), 170-173;dadeffrey H. Tigay,Deuteronomy
(JPSTC; Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication SgciE296), 141-142.

*95. R. Driver argues based on Amos 4:4 that theoousf presenting the tithe at the local sanctsarie
had prevailed in Israel before the cultic centedlian (Driver,Deuteronomy166).
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differentiates two kinds of tithes: the tithe obtland(yaxn =wwn) and the tithe of the
herd and flockyxsy 9p2 =bwn). The tithe of the land is taken from either ‘seauhfrthe
ground’ or ‘fruit from the tree’ (Lev 27:30). Sewdh monetary replacement of the tithe
of the land is allowed with a twenty percent adulitio it (Lev 27:31). On the contrary,
the tithe of the herd and flock is not allowed ® redeemed’> M. Weinfeld suggests
that the rationale behind this ordinance was theple’'s constant need of sacrificial
animals>’? Third, all the tithes are declared as ‘holy te ttord (1> uTp)’ (Lev 27:30,
32). Lev 27:30 also states that the tithe ofléimal is assigned to Yahweh*5). We
will argue that the phrases, ‘holy to the Lord“ > @1p) and ‘to Yahweh' 1),
indicate that the tithes in Leviticus are rendexethe priests and their household for the
following two reasons’® First, Lev 27:30 and 32 confirm that all the ¢ihare holy

(@7p). Then, the tithes can be consumed only by thesisrand their household since no
Israelites can profane the holy thingsitp) that belong to Yahwemm(m5) (Lev 22:15).
Second, there are some cases in which the phasee't_ord )’ is in apposition to
the phrase of ‘to the priegtie>): Lev 23:30; Num 5:8; and cf. Num 18:28 (where"n

M is clearly allotted to the priests) and Neh 108Fdrens>x mab is supplemented

"1 Lev 27:32 shows how tithing of animals could h#een carried out. It is said that all the animals
which pass under the shepherd’'s staff should bgesulio tithing. Interestingly, tithing animals is
mentioned only here and in 2 Chr 31:6. It is n@tcertain why the tithe of animals is not referted
elsewhere in the Bible. J. Wellhausen contendsthigatithe of animals is a late invention whichsweever
put into practice. M. Weinfeld disputes Wellhauseoontention based on the Mesopotamian texts in
which the tithe of animals is often referred ton tbe other hand, the Mishnah comments on this itha
second or festival tithen(. Bek.9:1-8) (WellhausenRrolegomena to the History of Isradl55; Weinfeld,
“Tithe,” 738; and Lester L. Grabbéudaic Religion in the Second Temple Period: Belief Practice from
the Exile to YavnefiLondon; New York: Routledge, 2000], 138).

52Weinfeld, “Tithe,” 737.

73 3. Milgrom also interprets Lev 27:30 as assigriitiges to the sanctuary priests (Milgrobeviticus 23-
27, 2425).
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574

with zvmob). However, there are no cases in Leviticus wheee ltBvites are

specifically connected with either the wouth> or the phrasenm.°”> Thus, we
conclude that the tithes are assigned to the priedtev 27:30-337°

The laws of the tithe in Num 18:21-32 refladtiifferent view than that in Lev 27:30-
33. The tithe is assigned to the Levites (Num 1822), not to the priests. In turn, the
Levites should set aside a tithe of the tithevi-y2 awn) and give it to the priests
(Num 18:26, 28). However, this regulation is na&mioned in Lev 27:30-33.

Thus, Lev 27:30-33 and Num 18:21-32 diffetenms of the objects of the tithes and
of the beneficiary of the tithed! There is no scholarly consensus about which Bw i
earlier or what caused a change in the ordinameasly because of the lack of evidence
tracing the development of the laws concerningtitie>® The differences between
these two regulations concerning the tithes (Le8@83 and Num 18:21-32) are also
reflected in later halakhic exegeses on the biblaas of tithe which demonstrate the
rabbis’ efforts to make a consistent and systentawiccode for the tithe by harmonizing

the different ordinance¥?

574 Weinfeld, “Tithe,” 737.

>"> Jacob Milgrom also comments: “The Priestly tradiitconsistently refrains from usingp in regard to
the Levites; this root is absent from even the tesiiordination account, where the surrogate verds
employed (Num 8:5-22)” (Milgroml, eviticus 23-272428).

*’® The followings scholars also suggest the samelgsion: Milgrom, Leviticus 23-272386, 2397, 2425;
Lester L. Grabbeleviticus (OTG; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993}, and Erhard S.
Gerstenberget,eviticus: A Commentar§OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, @R3147.

7T Milgrom, Leviticus 23-272424.

'8 Milgrom, “Can the Tithe Laws be Harmonized,” ipeviticus 23-27 2431-2434; and Tigay,
Deuteronomy141.

" The harmonization of the Pentateuchal regulatammeerning the tithe is witnessed from Tobit 1:6r8,
Ma‘as. to y. Ma‘as. andy. Ma‘as. S Concerning the later development of the regutegtiof the tithe, refer
to Martin S. JaffeeTalmud Yerushalmi. Ma‘aserand Roger Brooks,almud Yerushalmi. Ma‘aser sheni
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(4) Texts Dealing with Situations after the Exiperiod: Mal 3:8, 10; Neh 10:38-39;
12:44; 13:5, 12.

Several texts suggest that the tithe was dekefor the maintenance of the Temple
from the beginning of the Second Temple. Neh 1zd3erts that even in the time of

Zerubbabel, as well as in the time of Nehemiah ddié/ portions of the singers and the
gatekeepers were allocated from the people’s darttons(2epn). The Levites in turn

are said to have paid a tenth of the tithes they tleceived to the priests (Neh 10:39;
12:47)°% However, both Malachi and Nehemiah state thatrthgtution of the tithe had
not been well established either due to the peséity in carring that obligation or due
to the chief administrator’s exploitation of itomnstance, Mal 3:8 denounces the people
with “robbing God” by withholding tithesagwii) and offerings ifa1ann) and exhorts
them to “bring the full tithes into the storehousawr n2)” (Mal 3:10). A similar
tithing crisis is noted in the time of Nehemiah whibhe chief officer Tobiah did not
distribute the portions of the Levites (Neh 13:4:10

In the post-exilic period, there seems to hdéeen a distinction between the
contribution fmnn) as the share for priests and the tithig) as one for the Levites,
respectively. Mal 3:8 gives two different categsrihat people should offer to God: the
contributions and the tithe. However, Mal 3:8 donesspecify which group would be the
beneficiary of each category. Neh 10:36-38 diffiéiedes the priestly share and the share
for the Levites. It provides a full list of thei@stly share: the first fruits of the soil and of
every tree; the firstlings of the herds and flocksd the first part of the dough, grain,

fruit, wine and oil. The share for the Levitesimply defined as ‘the tithe of the land.’

9 The regulation for the tithe of tithes that thevites paid to the priests (Neh 10:39 and 12:47his
conformity with the one of Num 18:26, 28. The Qfioter, however, does not mention this regulation.
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In Neh 12:44 the people’s offerings are categorinéalthree: the contributionsi(n),
the first fruits (ruxn) and the tithesnfwwn).>®! The first two categories were given to
the priests. This distinction seems to reflectRhiestly regulations which are presented
in Leviticus 27 and Numbers 18, but the practicescdbed in Nehemiah reflect a
combined form of two different sets of regulatiafsLeviticus 27 and Numbers 18, by
including the tithe of the herds and flocks (onlgnmtioned in Leviticus 27) and by
assigning the tithe to the Levites according to ldara 1822

For the Persian period, these “tithes” weoglgtd in special roomsiews/ mou) of
the temple in Jerusalem (Neh 12:44; 13:7; cf. 2&hi1) or in the treasuryXix) (Neh
12:44; 13:12; Mal 3:10)¥° This situation is not much different from whae tBhronicler
says about Hezekiah’s measure for the maintendrtbe @emple in 2 Chr 3%

According to Neh 10:38, 39, the Levites seerhave been in charge of the collection
of the tithes. Neh 10:38 says that the Levite¢ect#d the tithe from all the towns, but
under the supervision of an Aaronide priest (Nel890 The officials were appointed
over the treasuries to oversee the contributianst, fruits and tithes, which would be
given to the priests and the Levites. During lesosid term as governor, Nehemiah

installed the Temple treasury committee to sectables maintenance for the Temple

110 2 Chr 31:12, the Chronicler also itemizes to@ations of the people into three categories, btit n
exactly in the same way: contributiom(-nm), tithe Gwnn), and the sacred things§pm).

%82 3. BlenkinsoppEzra-NehemialfOTL; Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988y-319.

83 André Lemaire, “Administration in Fourth-CenturyCE Judah in Light of Epigraphy and
Numismatics,” inJudah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B&E

%84 Michael W. Duggan also contends that Neh 10:3%&9 a number of affinities with the Chronicler’s
account of Hezekiah’'s Temple reform (2 Chr 31:2-He demonstrates the similarity and divergence
between 2 Chr 31 and Neh 10, and considers bodagas as examples of halakhic reinterpretatiotiseof
Pentateuchal laws (Michael W. Duggdime Covenant Renewal in Ezra-Nehemiah [Neh 7:72B0]0ANn
Exegetical, Literary, and Theological Stu@tlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2001]82-288).
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after he found Tobiah’s maltreatment of the tithisgstem (Neh 13:4-13F> This
treasury committee is said to have been in chafgdistributing the portions to the
priests and the Levites (Neh 13:13).

In later texts, however, diversion of the lieal tithes to the priests is evident.
According to Jdt 11:13, it seems that the Levitititde was allowed to be given to the
priests in the author's da§° Such diversion of the Levitical tithes to theests is also
mentioned in Josephus, who refers to various sitositconcerning the processing of the
tithe. First, inAnt. 4:68 and 205 the tithe is assigned to the priastsvell as to the
Levites. Second, iAnt. 20:181, 206; andife 1:63, 80, Josephus takes it for granted that
the tithe belonged to the priesfS. However, the diversion of the Levitical tithe tceth
priests is not found in Philo or Tobit 1:6-8, whigidicate that the diversion was not
considered as a matter of fact, even in the Fiestt@y CE. InDe Virtutibus1:95 Philo
deals with the tithe, but he does not considetithe as the priestly due. Furthermore, in
De Specialibud.:146, Philo contends that Moses assigned the tdgtthe keepers of the
Temple. According to Tobit 1:6-7, the first fiibf the crops and the firstlings of the
flock, the tithes of the cattle and the first slegs of the sheep are supposed to be given
to the prieststic vioig Aapwv), but the tithe of the grain, wine, oil, pomegrasafigs,

and the rest of the fruits is due to the Levitesc(uvioic Aeul). Thus, we conclude that

%85 As for Nehemiah's reform concerning the tithes @sdftermath, refer to Gabriele BoccaccR@ots of
Rabbinic Judaism: An Intellectual History, From Eist to Daniel(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 86-
87, 123.

%86 Baumgarten, “Critical Notes: On the Non-LiteraleUsf Ma‘aser/Dekate,” 247.

87 Baumgarten, “Critical Notes: On the Non-LiteraleUsf Ma‘aser/Dekate,” 247andLester L. Grabbe,
Judaic Religion in the Second Temple Perit@8. J. Milgrom adds another text, 4AQMMT B 62-tthe

list of later texts which indicate the diversiontbé tithes to the priests (Milgrorheviticus 23-27 2400).

This text says: “Concerning the plantation of fiuées planted in the land of Israel, it is likesfifruits, it

is for the priests. And the tithe of the cattlel dlocks is for the priests” (Martinez and Tigsawel eds.,
The Dead Sea Scrolls Study EditigA5).
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there is no fixed system of processing and consgrtiie tithe in the Second Temple
period. The diversion of the Levitical tithe teetpriests appears to be a later innovation.
It is not reflected in the sources from the earBc@d Temple period, as we have
observed above. J. Baumgarten argues that thesdiaeof the Levitical tithes to the
priests must have been a Hasmonean innovationifispttg enacted by John Hyrcanus
|'588

Our exploration of the institution of the #tipresented in different texts will now help
us to locate the Chronicler’'s description of thiadiinto a certain time period. The
following table will help to get a clear picture ofie changes of the regulations

concerning the tithe.

%88 Baumgarten, “Critical Notes: On the Non-Literal éJsf Ma‘aser/Dekate,” 247; and also see, A.
Oppenheimer, “Terumot and Ma’aserdg] 19:653. Oppenheimer argues that ‘the edicubfig Caesar
to Hyrcanus II,” which Josephus cites, can als@Widence for the Hasmonean kings’ appropriatiothef
tithe. A part of the edict says: “... they are to/phe same tithes to Hyrcanus and his sons, witiej t
paid to their forefathers’Ant. 14:203).
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Table 21. The Institutions of Tithes

Text The property subject to Beneficiary of the Administration Storage Others
tithe tithes

Gen 14:2 A tenth of everythinc Melchizedek the kir-
priest of Salem

Gen28:2: A tenth of all that Got At the shrine of Beth

gives to Jacob

1 Sam 8:15 | The tenth of the grain ar | The king's officers an The tithe will be paid to th

17 of the vineyards servants king

Deut 12:¢7; | The annual tithethe tithes | It should be consume The tithemaybe convertet

14.23 of grain, wine and oil) by its offerer and his into silver for the people
household in the central who dwell far from the
sanctuary during the central temple (Deut 14:23
festival. 24).

Deut 14:2- The triennial tith It will be consumed b

29; 26:12 the Levite, the stranger

orphan and widow in
each local village.

Lev 27:3(-33

The tithe of the landumn
7N8T) and the tithe of the
herd and flock(2wn

IREY 7P2)

To the priesi

Monetary replacement «
the tithe of the land is
allowed with 20% addition
of it (Lev 27:31), but the
tithe of the herd and flock
may not be redeemed.

Num 18:2:-
32

The tithe

To the Levite

The Levites should s
aside the tithe of the tithes
to give it to the priests.
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Text The property subject Beneficiary of the Administration Storage Others
to tithe tithes
2 Chr 31:-6 The tithe of everythini | To the priests and tt | The supervision of collection The The tithe of the
and the tithe of cattle | Levites people’s donations including titheschambers in | tithes is not
and sheep was in charge of Conaniah the | the Temple | mentioned.
Levite, and Shimei his brother as| (2 Chr 31:7-
well as ten other overseers (2 Chr8)
12-13). For the allocation of these
donations was in charge of
Kore the Levite, the keeper of the
East Gate and his six colleagues|(2
Chr 31:14-19)
Neh 10:38 (cf The tithe of the lan To the Levite The collection of the tithe was The stor- The Levites give
Mal 3:8) charge of the Levites under the | rooms of the | the tithe of the
y - - - - - supervision of an Aaronide priest| Temple or tithes to the
Neh 13 ?nedtgnes of grain, wine Zﬁdththei\g';esérssmgel (Neh 10:38-39). For the the treasury | priests (Neh
9 P distribution of the tithe, the temple 10:39; 12:47).
treasury committee was composed
by Nehemiah (Neh 13:13).
Jud 11:1 To The priest:
Tobit 1:€-7 the tithe of the grair To the Levite
wine, oil, pomegranates,
figs, and the rest of the
fruits
Ant. 4:68 anc The tithe To the priests and tf
205 Levites
Ant. 20:181, 206 | The tithe To Priest
andLife 1:63, 80
De SpecialibL The tithe To the keepers of tt
1.146 Temple
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This comparative table indicates that the @Giuler’s description of the institution of
the tithe in 2 Chr 31:5-12 is not exactly harmodizéth the post-exilic texts on two key
points. First, the tithe is assigned to the Levitethe post-exilic texts and in Numbers
18, whereas it is assigned to the priests and ¢véds with other kinds of donations in 2
Chr 31:4-6. Second, the post-exilic texts mentiantithe of the tithes which the Levites
should pay to the priests, as Numbers 18 doeshbuChronicler does not mention it in 2
Chronicles 31. How can these differences be utmmi® One might say that the
Chronicler's description must have been earliemthiae one in Nehemiah, since 2
Chronicles 31 does not reflect the regulations alo@ tithe of the tithes in Numbers
182%° But a closer examination of the text reveals wifse.

In 2 Chr 31:4, the Chronicler asserts thatdkezh commanded people to deliver the
portion of the priests and the Levitesy¥m omsn man). Then, in 2 Chr 31:6, as we
have observed before, the Chronicler mentionstithe of the herds and flocks,” which
appears elsewhere only in Lev 27:32-33. This iiagties that the Chronicler knew of
the regulations of Leviticus 27. Furthermore, Mieronicler allocates the tithe to the
priests and the Levites in 2 Chronicles 31. Thipufation could be a creative synthesis
of different regulations in Leviticus 27, where ttithe is assigned to the priests, and in
Numbers 18, where the tithe is assigned to thetésvi Unlike in Numbers 18, the

Chronicler does not put any distinction betweenpghestly share and the Levitical share

89 For instance, Z. Zevit holds a linear view aboistdrical changes in practices of the Leviticahéit
when he argue as follows:
The Biblical, Apocryphal and Rabbinic data attesthie continuous decline of Levitical power
and prestige from the last pre-exilic century am & the Levites’ loss of control over their tithe
from the beginning of the post-exilic period. (ZyoZevit, “Converging Lines of Evidence
Bearing on the Date of PZAW94 [1982]: 492).
According to Zevit's contention, the Chronicledsscription about the Levitical tithes reflectsearlier
practice than Nehemiah’s. However, situationsteeldo the Levitical tithes as well as Leviticatsts do
not support such a linear view as we show belod,aso in section 3.3.3.
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in 2 Chronicles 31. Describing the distributionp#ople’s donation (2 Chr 31:14-19),
the Chronicler does not presuppose that the sarhé Levites is different from that of
the priests®® Both groups will receive their due from the pedpldonations which
include the first fruits of the grain, wine, oilptey, and all kinds of agricultural produce,
and tithes of all, which include tithes of cattiedasheep, and tithes of sacred things (2
Chr 31:5-6). Thus, we may conclude that 2 Chr 3drdsupposes the Chronicler’s
acquaintance of both regulations presented in loest27 and Numbers 18.

The Chronicler’'s creative activity is once imgshown in his unique term ‘the tithe of
sacred things’ ofwTp 2bwn) which is the final item in an extensive list off ¢&he
contributions and tithes that people offered fag thaintenance of the Tempfé. To
592

clarify what this term designates, we need to eranfirst whata w1 might modify:

Among numerous referencesza=p in the Biblical texts, the relevant cases are ¢bim

%9%1n 2 Chr 31:14-19 the Chronicler claims that Kohe gatekeeper, with six other assistants, was in
charge of apportioning ‘the contribution and thesmboly things’ g pn W= pr mm maan) to the
priests and Levites. The phrase ‘the contribuéind the most holy things’ is likely to include #ik items
that people brought to the Temple. With this pardke Chronicler seems to exclude any implicatiat

the priestly share could be different from the tieal due.

1 Scholars have often suggested a textual corruptiothe phrase ‘the tithe of sacred thingsbi»
owTp): either an accidental addition of the worabn by dittography or an accidental loss of some word
behind the wordiwn, such asmi nx1an 5>, based on 2 Chr 31:5. However, there is no téxvidence

for any of these proposals. The manuscripts of L XXlgate, Targum and Peshitta retain the phrase
without any emendation of it. For the scholargjgestions on this issue, refer to my footnote 563.

*92|n 2 Chr 31:12, the Chronicler classifies the pespcontributions into three categories: the gifts
(mm1nm), the tithes fwwn) and the sacred thinge*§7p) without giving his own definition of each
category. In LXX 2 Chr 31:12 omits the third agiey, the sacred thingg*¢=pn). The Vulgate also
follows the LXX, but the Targum and the Peshittdofe the MT. L. C. Allen, with Rudolph, based dmet
textual witness of LXX 2 Chr 31:12, suggests tit third categorya wapi, was mistakenly added from
the phrase*wap “bwn of 1 Chr 31:6. See, Allefhe Greek Chronicles Part Il Textual Criticish03-
104. However, Allen’s suggestion is not convinclerause 2 Chr 31:14 demonstrates the Chronicler’s
different categorization of people’s donations las gifts (1 n7) and the sacred things"¢-pn), and
hereo wpn is considered as a separate category.
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Lev 27:28, and 30. According to Lev 27:28, eveeglidated thinggn-53),>% whether
man, or beast, or one’s inherited land, is defiasdnost holyztwp-uap). Lev 27:30
also defines ‘all tithes from the land’ as holyGod (5 @1p). In light of Lev 27:28
and 30, the Chronicler’s term ‘the tithe of sacteithgs’ could mean either the tithe of
every dedicated thing, or the tithe of the titA¥s.On the other hand, every dedicated
thing @ n52) is reserved as a part of the priestly due in NL84. Num 18:8 also
grants ‘all the sacred things of the Israelités={=2 *¢1>-53) to the priests. Thus, the
Chronicler’'s term, ‘the tithe of sacred things,haaean the tithe of the priestly share. It
seems that the Chronicler alters the term ‘thetahthe tithes’ @iy awwn) of Num
18:26 to make it designate both the tithe of thegtly share and the tithe of the Levitical
share. Although the Chronicler’s unique teavdTp 2w has not been explained in this
fashion by other commentators, this new interpi@anakes better sense of it than other
suggestions.

Our conjecture is corroborated by the fact tha subject who brought the tithe of the
sacred things is not specified in 2 Chr 31:6. Ehatio brought the tithe of the sacred
things are ‘the men of Israel and Judah livinghia towns of Judah.” By choosing a
generic noun as the subject, the Chronicler seentdatm that everyone is obliged to

bring the tithe. Not only the Levites, but alse triests are bound to pay the tithe. The

%93 Concerning the various meanings and usagesof refer to N. Lohfink, &=n.” TDOT 5:180-199.
According to N. Lohfinkpar in Lev 27:28 is used “in the sense of somethimgaeed from the sphere of
the profane and set apart for Yahweh.” See, albgrddn, Leviticus 23-272394-2395.

%94 Rashi considers the Chronicler’s term ‘the titfiessacred things’ as identical to ‘the tithe of tites,’
but he does not explain why the Chronicler usedimusual term instead of the well-known term. For
Rashi’s interpretation, refer to Baumgarten, “@gtiNotes: On the Non-Literal Use of Ma‘aser/DeKate
245. On the other hand, D. Kiinargues that the Chronicler, with this unique teimtended to express the
people’s extreme piety. According to Kiits interpretation, the Chronicler highlights hehe people’s
generosity which extends to a degree of givingtittes of sacred things which are exempted frohesit
(Berger,The Commentary of Rabbi David Kjinto Chronicles 265).
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Chronicler's egalitarian view appears in his dggern of Hezekiah’'s measures for the
maintenance of the Temple. The priests as weathad evites will pay the tithe of their
revenue as laymen do and receive an equal shareuwigny distinction in 2 Chr 31:4-19.
The Chronicler once again asserts that whateveekiz undertook in the service of the
Temple was done ‘in accordance with the law andmandment’ {s1n2ay 9102).

We argue, therefore, that 2 Chr 31:4-19 megtasent the Chronicler's own exegesis
of Leviticus 27 and Numbers 18. Whereas the authdtehemiah 10 and 13 gave more
weight to Numbers 18 in his application of the dagjan for the tithe, the Chronicler
produced a new regulation by combining two différesgulations of Leviticus 27 and
Numbers 18.

S. Japhet argues that the Chronicler's prasient of Hezekiah’s measures in 2 Chr
31:11-13 “reflects a process of increasing cerdasibn in the administration of the tithes,
and probably reflects a specific development of3keond Temple period® However,
it is not certain that the Chronicler's descriptiaflects the actual circumstances of the
Temple in his time. First of all, the tithe is r®tplicitly mentioned in 1 Chronicles 9,
where certain necessary items for the daily saesfiare listed. Since 1 Chr 9:28-29 is
not intended to present a full list of things kepthe store chambers and treasuries, this
passage does not provide any help to verify theo@tler's view on the tithe that
appears in 2 Chronicles 31. Second, the Tempfethtt the Chronicler describes in 2
Chronicles 31 is not identical with the one thatguetrays in 1 Chronicles ¥° It is
more likely that the Chronicler intends to providehistorical precedent for his own

exegesis of the regulations for the tithe in Lews 27 and Numbers 18 by inserting an

9% Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 966.
%98 The topic of the temple staff will be dealt wittpgrately in a later section.
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extended narrative into the Deuteronomistic Histfriling Hezekiah (2 Kings 18" A
brief one-verse statement concerning Hezekiah'srmefin 2 Kgs 18:4 provides the
opportunity for the Chronicler to elaborate it intoree chapters (2 Chr 29-31}
Whereas 2 Kgs 18:4 portrays Hezekiah’s reform basethe Deuteronomistic ideology
(the centralized worship at the chosen place amdr@ugh elimination of any idolatrous
practices), 2 Chr 31:29-31 describes Hezekiah’'sornef following not the
Deuteronomistic ideology but his own idea of thepée worship and its administration,
which are presented in 1 Chronicles 15-16, 23-2Bathers>>®

The Chronicler’s innovative view concerning ttithe could not have been put into
practice unless the king or the highest authoritgrdhe Temple administration strongly
supported the Levites as Hezekiah is said to hawe &h 2 Chronicles 29-31. At any rate,
we can say that the Chronicler’s innovation in ith&itution of the tithe must have been
short-lived if it was ever carried out, because tihied-century BCE texts report the

diversion of the tithe to the priests as we haveco

%97 Edward L. Curtis also gives a similar view on 2rGl: “The Chronicler also gives an ideal pictufe o
these contributions for the support of the priestd Levites as an object-lesson for his own tin{€slttis
and MadsenThe Books of Chronicle€80). The view that 2 Chr 31 reflects the Chetaris concern
about his own time is also found in the followingnks: Williamson,1 and 2 Chronicles374; and
McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles347.

98 According to S. Japhet, “the story of Hezekiatlihie most extensive among the Chronicler’s reports
concerning the kings of Judah” (JapHe&, Il Chronicles, 912).

%99 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 914.
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3.2.2. Priestly Gifts ()

The second category of Temple revenue is &ibation or gift m19n). In general
7190 means ‘a part or portion which has been lifted seyplarated from a greater whole
for another purposé® This portion is given to the priests (Lev 7:14jrhi5:9 and 18:8).

Various items were offered as priestly gifisoighout the biblical era. The Mosaic
laws command that all the Israelites should redé®firstlings of their sons, and all
their male livestock (Exod 13:2, 12-13, 22:28-29;13-20; Num 18:15, 17; and cf. Deut
15:19-20)°* Then all the redemption money for them will beegi to the priests (Num
18:15). The following things are also mentioned as priestigres in the Pentateuch: the
choicest first fruits of their land (Exod 23:19;:28; Num 18:13); all the best of the oil,
and all the best of the wine and of the grain,fitg fruits (Num 18:12: Deut 18:4); the

first batch of dough (Num 15:20); all devoted thiffigor-52) (Num 18:14); all the holy

contributions §>wpn nrn) (Num 18:19); all the meat of sin offering andlyoffering

(Lev 6-7); the breast or right thigh from well-bgiofferings (Lev 5; 7:32; cf. Deut 18:3:
the shoulder, the two jowls, and the stomach ofyeaaimal to be sacrificed); the first of
the fleece of the sheep (Deut 18:4); and the bfttbe tithes (Num 18:26, 28). This long
list of items assigned to the priestly share isebdasn regulations that originated from

different situations and times.

SO HALOT, 1789. Exod 35:5-24 provides a long list of itetet could be offered as a contribution to God
(mmS mmmn). In principle almost everything that is usefoit the service in the Temple can be offered.

691 Deuteronomy 15:19-20 requires consecrating tislifigs of the herds and flocks to God, but they ar
not to be given to the priests. Rather, they Wwél consumed annually by their offerers in the @tntr
sanctuary at the festivals. This ordinance is dtamd in Deut 12:6-12. Deut 18:3-4 provides the
Deuteronomic regulations on the priestly doer>n bawn) as follows: the shoulder, the cheeks, and the
stomach from every animal to be offered; the firgits of new grain, wine, and oil; and the firétesiring

of sheep. As we will show below, the Deuteronomeigulations concerning the priestly due deviatenfro
those of the priestly tradition.
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Ezekiel also explains the priestly share itaille The following will be allocated to
the priests: the meal offerings, sin offerings Jtguiferings, and every devoted thirms
om), all the choice first fruits of every kind, athe gifts of every kind5e man52)
(Ezek 44:28-30§%? Ezekiel's list of the priestly share is not mudifferent from the one
presented in the Priestly tradition. Considerirzgliel’'s general affinity to the priestly
tradition, this is not surprising. However, Ezékieomplete silence about the share of
the Levites deviates from the regulations in Nun21824

As a part of his blueprint for the future tdeypEzekiel provides a concrete and
practical definition of the contributiorm{ani) that people should offer (Ezek 45:13-17).
Ezekiel estimates the contribution as follows: engh of an ephah from every homer
(1.5 %) of wheat and barley; one tenth of a badimfevery kor (1.0 %) of oil; and one
sheep from every flock of two hundred (0.5 %) sddug offered for the meal offerings,
the burnt offerings, and offerings of well-beinghe people’s contribution will be joined
with that of the prince. The ultimate responsibito provide for the regular service in
the temple is given to the prince. Considering twlia know about practices in royal
sanctuaries of the ancient Near East, Ezekielisbation of this responsibility to the
prince is not unprecedented. According to EzekR A5t is the prince who is obligated to
provide the sin offerings, the meal offerings, thent offerings, and the offerings of
well-being on behalf of the people at all festivalew moons, Sabbaths, and appointed

festivals.

692 Ezekiel, however, does not show any concern atb@ushare for the Levites (Japhie; Il Chronicles,
960). Ezekiel's treatment of the Levites is vemyriguing. Ezekiel considers the Levites as sersit
(2°nwin) who guard the temple gates and perform the chofeébe Temple, such as slaughtering and
boiling the sacrifices (Ezek 44:11; 46:24). Acdogdto Ezekiel, the Levites were forbidden from
approaching the most holy things because of threwipus guilt of idolatrous worship in the Templezéek
44:12-13). Ezekiel's view about the Levites isndfigantly different from what the Chronicler adaies

in David’s Installation Block.
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On the other hand, the Chronicler’s list af friestly share is also quite extensive. 2
Chr 31:5-6 delineates all the offerings that thradéites should offer to the Lord: the first
fruits of grain, wine, oil, honey, and all the pun@ of the field; the tithe of everything;
the tithe of cattle and sheep, and the tithe ofdidicated things. The Chronicler’s list
diverges as to the inclusion of all kinds of tithes it. Moreover, all of these
contributions will be distributed not only to thegsts but also to the Levites, as we have
indicated. The Chronicler’'s claim is a novelty walhiis not observed elsewhere in the
Bible.

Neh10:36-38 also lists the priestly share,past of the agreementmfr) that
Nehemiah made with the returnees. The contribsttbat the returnees pledged to give
to the priests are as follows: the first fruitstioéir soil, and of every fruit of every tree;
the first-born of their sons and beasts; the firg of their cattle and flocks; the first part
of their dough, and their giftewmn) of grain, the fruit of every tree, wine and ohs
Neh 10:37 asserts that these items are imposedvasttien in the Torahnfna 21n>3),
the list of Neh 10:36-38 is a good example of sgtithharmonization of the regulations
for the priestly share in the Pentateuch. In @aseNehemiah’s list is more conventional
than the Chronicler’s in that it does not inclutie tithes since they are considered by
Nehemiah as the Levitical share.

How was this priestly share consumed or distad to the priests? The question of
how to distribute it seems not to have been a nwgacern to biblical authors except for
the Chronicler. The consumption of the priestlarehis dealt with in Leviticus 10 and
Numbers 18, but in terms of the purity issue. lantbers 18 and Leviticus 10, the

priestly gifts are divided into two categories: thest holy offeringsgtwpn wp), and
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nmn andneun.®®® The most holy offerings are anything reservednftbe offerings by
fire, such as every meal offering, sin offeringd ayuilt offering (Num 18:9). This first
category is designated exclusively for the priesis it must be consumed in a holy place
(Num 18:10; and also Lev 10:12-13)lhe second category embraces the priestly portions

which are set aside from the well-being offerirgssh as the breasts for theiipor, and
the right thighs for theorimor (Lev 7:29-36; 10:14; Num 18:11), as well as adl thest

of the new oil, wine, and grain and the first fsudf everything in the land (Num 18:12-
13). These are given for all the priestly familiaad can be eaten in purity everywhere
(Lev 10:14).

Nevertheless, these two texts do not have avemt of any administrative body to
supervise the process of distribution or disbursenaé the priestly share. In several
places in Nehemiah and 2 Chr 31:12-19, bits of rmfdion about the process of
apportioning the contributions can be found. Wdl irst present Nehemiah’s
description.

Neh 12:44 says that a certain group of pewmes appointed over the chambers,
where the contributionga{1nn), the first fruits, and the tithes were storedthat time
when Nehemiah made a firm agreement with the reagn The numbers and affiliations
of such people are not mentioned. Their main nesipdity is to collect 1) the priestly
and Levitical portions in accordance with the lawd deposit them in the store-chambers.

It is not mentioned that they also had a respolitsitio distribute the portions to the

603 These two termstoriimar and fonipor are often translated as ‘the heave offerings’ ahe wave
offerings,’ respectively, partly based onMenas. 5:6, but the exact meaning of these terms isdsitlated
(Lev 7:29-36; 10:14-15; Num 6:20; 18:18) . Forsthéason, we chose to put the transliteration of ea
term, instead of translating them. Concerningudisions about the precise meaning of these teafes,to
Grabbe Judaic Religion in the Second Temple Peribgi7.
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priests and the Levites. A later accusation agalimbiah for embezzlement of the

Levitical shares (Neh 13:10) implies that the offis of the chambers were likely

responsible for allocating the portions to eachugroAccording to Neh 13:13, Nehemiah,
after his dismissal of Tobiah from his positiompnganized a treasury committee, whose
main duty was to distribute the portions to thessariates. This committee was
comprised of four members, who were either priesisevites.

In contrast to Nehemiah, the Chronicler app@aore concerned about the process of
the storage and distribution of the portions toghests and the Levites. 2 Chr 31:12-13
describes an administrative body whose duty wasupervise the process of the
collection and storage of the people’s contribigionAnother administrative body is
introduced in 2 Chr 31:14-19. The latter was iarge of apportioning the contributions
(mm nmn) and the sacred things»§=pn *w=p). Certainly, 2 Chr 31:12-19 shows a
more elaborate bureaucratic tendency than Nehentiwever, it does not necessarily
imply that the Chronicler intended to retroject betemporary situations into the time
of Hezekiah,contra Japhef® As we have shown in section 2.2.3, the Chrorigler
concern here seems to be defending the Levitelgilsles for the contributions in terms
of equality. The Chronicler could have designe€lt? 31:12-19 as evidence of an
historical precedent that he could rely on heafolyhis defense. For this purpose, he

introduces two changes to the passage.

043, Japhet, “The Distribution of the Priestly Gifiscording to a Document of the Second Temple
Period,” in From the Rivers of Babylon to the Highlands of Jud@ollected Studies on the Restoration
Period (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 292. JaphetegdThe document in its present form (2 Chr
31:14-19) is undoubtedly from the Second Templéogenot only in terms of language and style bsbal

in content, for the order of service describedadsdual on the system of priestly courses, which iogyta
originated in the Second Temple Period.”

895 jJaphet| & Il Chronicles, 969-972.
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First, the Chronicler abolishes the distinctiof the sanctity between the two
categories of the priestly gifts, which was preednh Leviticus 10 and Numbers 18, by
combining them into one category in 2 Chr 31:14.this verse, the contributions (the
second category of the priestly gifts in Leviticl and Numbers 18) and the most holy
things (the first category) are altogether subgtd¢tebe distributed to the priests and the
Levites. These gifts will be distributed to aletmale priests from three years old and up
(2 Chr 31:16) and all the Levites from twenty yealdand up including their dependents
(2 Chr 31:17-18§%°

Second, the Chronicler elevates the degréeeasanctity of the Levites by applying to
them the terminology previously used exclusivelytfte priest§®’ In 2 Chr 31:18, the
Chronicler asserts that the Levites are eligible tfte portions (previously priestly

portions) because they are faithfully keeping theles holy (w=pn onimsa o

wp). 88

In the Priestly source and in Ezekiel the Levitee never called ‘holy’
(@1p).5* The Chronicler's two other references to the rresls of the Levites show a

strong contrast to the priestly traditions (2 CBre2and 35:3).

696 A textual corruption found in this passage hindéssprecise interpretation, but the basic ideads
changed regardless of different reconstructionghef text. Concerning the text-critical issues lokt
passage, see Japhet, Il Chronicles, 970.

€07 Japhet| & Il Chronicles, 969-972.

%8 The phras@manz is one of the Chronicler’s favorite ones, whichuses to emphasize the virtue of
the Levites in 1 Chr 9:22, 26, 31; 2 Chr 19:9 ahdl.8.

%99 the following places in the Pentateuch, ittis priests who are said to be holy (to God): EX83&
29:33; Lev 6:18, 27; 21:6, 7, 8; 23:20; Num 16:38um 16:3-40, where the account of rebellion of &tor
and his company is introduced, directly deals whthissue of who is holy to God. In this passé@epme
near to God is defended as the exclusive priestdyogative. However, the Chronicler's defensetfar
sanctity of the Levites could be supported by thiéoWing passages, which urge all the Israelitebeo
holy: Lev 11:44; 19:2; 20:7; 20:26; Deut 7:6; 1422, 26:19; 28:9. In addition, in Num 6:5, 8 thazNite
is claimed to be holy to God.
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With these two changes, the Chronicler jusdifine eligibility of the Levites for the
priestly gifts®® But, what is more surprising is his remarkablditgbto deal with
various traditions. The Chronicler’s treatmenttwé previous traditions in relation to the
priestly gifts is unique. It is very different fro the one presented in Ezekiel or
Nehemiah. It is not certain how successfully theddicler’'s effort was put into effect in
his own time. But the fact that a similar effoat éntitle the Levites to some of the
priestly gift is found in a later text, the Tem@Beroll (11QT) 60:6-8, at least implies that
the Chronicler's perspective on this issue hadrdluénce on later reade?s: 11QT
60:6-8 reads:

And it shall be for the Levites: a tenth of theigrahe new wine and the
oil which they consecrate to me first; and the #theufrom those who

slaughter the sacrifice; and a levy on the booty spoil; and one percent
of the catch of birds, animals and fish; and of pigeeons and of the tithe

of the honey, one fiftieth. But to the priest bele one percent of the

pigeons ..%*?

‘The shoulder from the sacrificed animal’ vwaeviously assigned to the priests, along
with the two cheeks and the stomach, in Deut 1818.such a way, the share of the
Levites is much expanded in the Temple Scroll imparison with the former traditions
of the Mosaic Law.

To sum up, our exploration concerning the qtlyegifts reveals that there must have
been an unsettled issue around the processingeqgbrtastly gifts not only in the post-
exilic period, but throughout the entire Second Pknperiod. This issue seems to have

been entangled with the question of who controlileel temple administration. The

619 Japhet, “The Distribution of the Priestly Gift293, 297, 301-303.
611 Japhet, “The Distribution of the Priestly Gift§03-304.

12 Translation from Martinez and Tigschelaar, eflse Dead Sea Scrolls Study Editi@85.
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temple revenue, either the tithe or the priestiysgimust have been vulnerable to the
influence of different groups which had controlleder the temple at different times.
Comparing the view on the priestly gifts presentedNehemiah, the Chronicler's

perspective is quite pro-Leviticai® He claims that the Levites have an equal shaifeein

priestly gifts. To implement the Chronicler’s ideauld be impossible without Levitical

control over the administration of the temple tteas or store-chambers. According to
the Chronicler’s picture, the Levites had alwaysrbé control of them throughout the
history of Israel, both during the reigns of Dawdd Hezekiah, as well as in the post-
exilic period, as we have shown in section 2.23uch a claim by the Chronicler is
certainly harmonious with his own revolutionary adfer the processing of the priestly

gifts.

3.2.3. The Temple Tax

Largely relying on Exod 30:11-16; 38:25-26CBr 24:5-11; 34:8-13; and Neh 10:33,
scholars have assumed that the payment of the ¢etaplwould have been “a regular
feature of temple administration” in the Persiamiqgee and continued down into the
Roman periof!* The present study argues that a closer exammaticthese texts,

however, reveals that none of them explicitly supgpthat scholarly assumption.

6133, Japhet compares the Chronicler's obvious pratical view in 2 Chr 31:14-19 with the Temple
Scroll's emphasis of the status of the Levites, @mtludes:
It has become evident that the Chronicler’s uniposition of this work vis-a-vis Levites
was not the personal inclination of one author, duhore widespread view, aspects of
which are expressed in the writings of the Deads®ea (Japhet, “The Distribution of the
Priestly Gifts,” 303).

614 Blenkinsopp,Ezra-Nehemiah316; A. Lemaire, “Administration in Fourth-CenyuB.C.E. Judah in
Light of Epigraphy and Numismatics,” ifudah and Judeans in the Fourth Century B.Co8-60; Marthy
E. StevensTemples, Tithes, and Taxes: The Temple and theoBtoriife of Ancient IsragPeabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2006), 108-113; and Charles E. Caffdre Province of Yehud in the Post-Exilic Period:
Soundings in Site Distribution and Demography,Stadies in Politics, Class and Material CultudetO.
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Exod 30:11-16 is a part of a longer sectionEabd 27:20-30:38, where Moses
explains the regular, daily activities to be perfed in the Tent of Meeting. Exod 30:11-
16 introduces a regulation to collect money fronopgle as a measure to maintain the
service of the Tent of Meeting. According to thisgulation, when a census is

undertaken, everyone from the age of twenty yeadsup is to pay a half shekel by the
sanctuary weight as the expiation morfey=>n 5po) (Exod 38:12, 15, 16) to ransom

one’s life fuoy n23). By repeating the words> four times in this short passage, the
reason to collect a census tax is rhetoricallyiffest In addition, the phrasein: s>
implies that this money needs to be paid only dname’s lifetime®*® That seems to be
why this money is even defined as ‘a remingerxf)’ that one’s life is ransomed before
God (Exod 30:16b).

Exod 30:16a, where this money is assignedhe&service of the Tent of Meeting’
(ym Snx mav-Sy), does not exclude a possibility that the money lsa collected at
every census. However, after Exod 38:25-26, wimclhicates that the ransom money
was collected in the wilderness period, a half-ehekx never appears again in the
biblical texts that describe the monarchic period.

It is the Chronicler who refers to Moses’ riedion of Exod 30:11-16 in his treatment
of Joash’s repair of the Temple (2 Chr 24:5-11% we have shown in section 2.3, the
Chronicler uses the Mosaic regulation to justifflexding people’s voluntary offerings
for the upkeep of the Temple. However, the Chienidoes not treat this money as a
compulsory census tax, by not mentioning any conodpexpiation or the specific

amount of money, such as ‘a half-shekel.” Theemibn of the people’s donation for the

615 Several scholars have argued that Exod 30:11-#6regulation for a one-time donation, not a yearly
tax. Japhet, & Il Chronicles, 844; and McKenziel-2 Chronicles316.
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Temple is once more described in 2 Chr 34:8-13tliatcase is not much different from
the previous one. In both texts, the Chroniclepiisviding legal precedents for the
collection of the people’s contribution for the mgement of the Temple and indicating
who was eligible to handle it. However, it is Wely that the two texts provide any
explicit evidence for the Temple tax or for thegmece of itinerant tax collectors as the
following observations indicate.

The Chronicler does not give any hint of faanity with Nehemiah’s measure of the
annual tax of one-third shekel of silver. Neh Bla3serts that the returnees conceded to
give one-third of a shekel yearly for the serviéehe Temple®'® However, there is no
archaeological evidence for the collection of rexeim kind for the Temple during the
Persian perio’’ The Chronicler's silence about the temple tax nimply that
Nehemiah'’s stipulation for a poll tax (a third ske&f silver) for the Temple would have
been temporary if it had been obserd&d.

Except for the texts introduced above, theraa reference to the temple tax in the

Hebrew Bible. Even in the Deutero-canonical teathalf-shekel of the temple tax is not

616 Blenkinsopp,Ezra-Nehemiah316. Blenkinsopp conjectures that the stiputati® Neh 10:33 would
have been earlier than the one reflected in 2 @m-24, mainly based on his assumption that tamatio
inexorably tends to increase. His suggestioesedin his unverified identification of the phramzi nxn

(2 Chr 24:9) with a half-shekel tax. This idert#fion is untenable, as we have shown before. Mere
the amount of money to be paid for a tax is at n@ogirecarious indicator determining the temporal
sequence between two different stipulations foesax

®17H. G. M. Williamson,Studies in Persian Period History and HistoriogrgpB2-53. On the contrary, C.
E. Carter argues that a temple tax imposed by N&hesupported temple operations, and that the iecom
generated by the periodic influx of pilgrims alsadhwide effects on the economy of Jerusalem andi.eh
However, this seems to be overstated since theakegtzidence as well as archaeological findingthen
Persian period do not support Carter's argumentté€a“The Province of Yehud in the Post-Exilic
Period,” 140).

%18 Herbert Niehr also argues that the tax collectioder Nehemiah soon came to a halt in that therear
references to the temple tax in the sources ofithe after Nehemiah (H. Niehr, “Abgaben an den Teimp
im Yehud der Achaimenidenzeit,” i@eschenke und Steuern, Zolle und Tribute: antikgabnformen in
Anspruch und Wirklichke[eds. H. Klinkott et al.; Leiden; Boston: Brillp@7], 151).
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mentioned. Tobit 1:6-8, where Tobit’s offerings the sanctuary are delineated in detail
to emphasize his piety, does not allude to the kertgx. According to J. Liver, the
earliest testimonies we have for an annual halksheax for the temple service date to
the period of Roman rule in Jud¥®a.

There are some references to the regulatiothnéopayment of a half-shekel as ransom
for one’s life in several texts in the Qumran capsuch as 4Q159 2:6, 12; 11 QT 39:8,
1052° 4Q159, a fragmentary text of a part of a commentarybiblical laws, states
clearly that a half-shekel payment is not an antae) but a single payment in one’s
life.®* The regulation that 11QT 39:8 presents is nothmdifferent from 4Q159. It
states: “[...] for himself [a ransom] to YHWH{5 22i [7212 ...]) half a shekel, an
eternal law.®*?> However, these two texts seem not to confirm &mpe of annual
collection of the temple tax. Rather, both texipear to be an exegetical work on Exod
30:11-16.

Josephus mentions the collection of a half-shekelftom Babylonian Jewry iAnt
18:312. This practice seems to have been understdoel in accordance with the custom
of their fathers rfatpLov). Moreover, Josephus provides almost a dozen ridpand

local decrees, which grant Jews a privilege to sbedsacred money( iepa ypnuete)

619 Jacob Liver, “The Half-Shekel Offering in Biblicahd Post-Biblical Literature F-TR 56 (1963): 185-
186.

6204Q513 has one reference to a half-shekel, butetkeitself is fragmentary, so that it is hard twiv
what the purpose of that half-shekel would be.

621 E . G. MartinezThe Dead Sea Scrolls Translated: The Qumran TexBnglish(trans. Wilfred G. E.
Watson; 2 ed.; Leiden; New York: Brill; Grand Rapids: Eerdmsa1996), 86.

522 Translation is mine.
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to Jerusalem iM\nt 16:160-172%® Philo also refers to this practice 8pecial Laws
1:76-78 which says: “It is ordained that everydmeginning at his twentieth year, should
make an annual contribution ... In fact, practicaflyevery city there are banking places
for the holy money where people regularly come gind their offerings.” Matt 17:24 is
another textual evidence for the temple tax dugstoeference to ‘the collectors of the
temple tax’ ¢ t& didpoypo Aeppdvovrec).t?*

With all these observations, it seems readenabconclude that the annual monetary
payment of the temple tax did not become an estadyi institution and was not fixed as
an obligation imposed on every Jew until the endhef Hasmonean rule or somewhat
later®?® In this sense, the Chronicler’s creative exegesigxod 30:11-16, reflected in 2

Chr 24:5-11, as well as his silence about the tertgpt, seems to indicate that he did not

know the regulations about the temple tax imposadmfater than his own time.

623 _evine,Jerusalem247.

624|n fact, whatt 6{8payue indicates has been debated among the New Testauieoitrship. Scholars
relate it to the pre-70 tax paid to the Jerusaleamfle, or to the post-70 tax for the temple of tirpi
Capitolinus levied by Rome on Jews. Their views @gpendent on the context in which they choose to
readr Sidpayue. For the former view, that is, the pre-70 taxg,84. D. Davies and D. Alliso Critical

and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel Accordingaint Matthew/ol. 1l: Commentary on Matthew
VIII-XVIIl (ICC 26; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988) 738-741. Rbe view of the post-70 tax, see, Warren
Carter, “Paying the Tax to Rome as Subversive Brakatthew 17.24-27, ISNT161999): 3-31; and R. J.
Cassidy, “Matthew 17:24-27: A Word on Civil Taxe§€BQ 41 (1979): 571-80. Some scholars admit the
polyvalence of the text (Matt 17:24-27) and acdeyh interpretations (Edward J. Carter, “Toll antbite:

A Political Reading of Matthew 17.24-27JSNT 25/4 [2003]: 414-416). Not only the identity ai
didpaype, but also the method of paying it have been aesuljf scholarly debate. Some scholars suggest
thatta Sidpayue should be regarded as a voluntary offering rathan as a tax in usual sense of the term
(Cassidy, “Matthew 17:24-27: A Word on Civil Taxe§74; S. Mandell, “Who Paid the Temple Tax when
the Jews were under Roman RuledTR 11 [1984]: 223-32; and also D. Garland, “Matthew's
Understanding of the Temple Tax (Matt 17.24-27),'SBLSP 198Ted. K.H. Richards; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1987], 197). These scholarly discussiatisate that the practices related to the templesten in

the First Century CE were known only vaguely.

25| jver, “The Half-Shekel Offering in Biblical andoBt-Biblical Literature,” 190.
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3.2.4 Imperial Taxes

Unlike the case of the temple tax, archaeckigvidence suggests that imperial taxes
were paid by Yehud during the Persian period. H@methe Chronicler does not make
any explicit comment on imperial taxes. Considgrihe Chronicler's tendency to
project interests from his own time into the p&ss, silence about imperial taxes attracts
attention. If the Second Temple, as many schdlave argued, was the center of socio-
economic activity in Achaemenid Yehud, one must lagk the temple administration
was involved in collecting and paying imperial ta%® The involvement of temples in
the ancient Near East in collecting imperial taiesvidely attested in economic texts
from the various temples during the Persian peffdd.What does the Chronicler's
silence indicate about the payment of the impaaal? Does the Chronicler wish to
underscore his view that the temple administrasioould be independent from non-cultic
fiscal matters? Or, does it reflect that the payihoé imperial taxes was carried out by a

different authority, such as the local governor,pasately from the temple

%26 The following scholars have contended that thaskem Temple in the Achaemenid period functioned
as a center of gathering imperial taxes, but treyemot further examined how the temple administnat
was involved in gathering and paying the taxeshe tentral government except J. Schaper: Oded
Lipschits, “Achaemenid Imperial Policy, Settlem&rbcesses in Palestine, and the Status of Jerugalem
the Middle of the Fifth Century BCE,” idudah and the Judeans in the Persian Perigg40; Lester L.
Grabbe, “The History of Israel: The Persian andlétistic Periods,” inTexts in Context: Essays by
Members of the Society for Old Testament SfadyA. D. H. Mayes; New York: Oxford Universityd3s,
2000), 409; Reiner Albertz, “The Thwarted Restamafi in Yahwism After the Exiléed. R. Albertz and
Bob Becking; Assen: Royal Van Gorcum, 2003), 3hnnJ&essler, “Persia’s Loyal Yahwists: Power
Identity and Ethnicity in Achaemenid Yehud,” dudah and the Judeans in the Persian Perit@B-111;
Joachim Schaper, “The Temple Treasury CommitteadenTimes of Nehemiah and Ezra/T 47 (1997):
200-206; ibid, “The Jerusalem Temple as an Instniméthe Achaemenid Fiscal Administratio®)T 45
(1995): 528-539; Jon L. Berquisfudaism in Persian’'s Shadow: A Social and Histdrié@proach
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995), 131-135; anehnéth G. Hoglund,Achaemenid Imperial
Administration in Syria-Palestine and the Missiafi€Ezra and NehemiafAtlanta: Scholars Press, 1992),
224-226.

27 Such as the Eanna Temple at Uruk and the Ebatdrapl€ at Sippar. The references to these temples
will be introduced later when we discuss the adstiative systems of these temples in section 3.3.
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administration?® These questions will be discussed in the follgnéection. We will
mainly deal with two major questions concerning émal taxes: (1) Did Yehud pay
imperial taxes to the Achaemenid Empire? (2) Wasémple administration involved in

collecting and paying imperial taxes?

3.2.4.1. Evidence for Imperial Taxes Paid by Yehud

Textual and archaeological evidence indic#ites Yehud paid imperial taxes to the
Achaemenid Empire. First, we will present the icddl and extra-biblical literary
evidence for the payment of imperial taxes by Acha@ed Yehud. Then, the

archaeological evidence will be introduced.

3.2.4.1.1. Textual Evidence

(1) Biblical Texts

There are several references to imperial taxezia-Behemiah. The first appears in
Ezra 4:13. The text claims that opponents of gtarnees’ rebuilding Jerusalem sent a
letter concerning Jerusalem to King Artaxerxes @&EZ). In that letter, presented in Ezra
4:11-16, the opponents argued that if Jerusalenreaslt and its walls were completed,
the people of Jerusalem would not pay tributexf), poll-tax (>2), or land-tax(75m)
(Ezr 4:13)°*° Here, the payment of the imperial taxes is takergfanted, if we take the

text at face value.Artaxerxes’ reply is presented in Ezra 4:17-22. isTletter also

528 M. Heltzer argues that taxation inside the proginould have been organized according to the desisi
of the local governor (as in the case of Nehemidtje central authorities of the Empire were irdtsd in
obtaining the tax in the amount due, but were corext neither with how it was levied inside the pnoce
nor which group of the population paid it (M. Heltz“The Provincial Taxation in the Achaemenid Erapi
and ‘Forty Shekels of Silver’ (Neh 5:15Michmanim6 [1992]: 15). See also, M. Heltzer, “The Social
and Fiscal Reforms of Nehemiah in Judah and thieud# of the Achaemenid Kings to the Internal Affai
of the Autonomous Provinces,” iThe Province Judah and Jews in Persian Tinfgsl Aviv:
Archaeological Center Publications, 2008), 71-93.

291t is still debatable what these three Aramaimexactly mean. A brief survey on Akkadian cogsat
to these three Aramaic terns will be presentedvibelo
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confirms that the Judeans, under Achaemenid ralie, foibute, poll-tax, and land-tax to
the Persian kings (Ezra 4:20Fkurthermore, according to Ezfaarius issued a decree
allowing the returnees to resume rebuilding the fglenn Jerusalem (Ezra 6:8-12). In
this decree, Darius commands that the cost forildthg the Temple should be paid from
‘the tribute of the province Beyond the Rivernf 22y nn) (Ezra 6:8). This text
confirms that royal tribute was imposed on the proe “Beyond the River,” to which
the province of Yehud belonge@n the other hand, Artaxerxes’ decree, addressatl to
the treasurerss(han 5o) of the satrapy Abar-nahara (Ezra 7:21-24), grantexemption
from tribute, poll tax, or land tax for the cultersonnel of the Jerusalem Tempfe.
Regardless of the historical authenticity of thiscrée®’ the authors of these texts
assume that the payment of imperial taxes wasnmeuati that time.

Other texts also indicate that the people Yehud paid imperial tax levies.
According to Neh 5:4 people in Yehud had to bormmaney to pay the royal tax+»
7). Neh 9:37 also describes people’s regret over ttethat their riches flew to the
kings.

These texts assume that the people in Yehidl theee different types of imperial

taxes: tributer{Tn), poll-tax ¢52), or land-tax(7>m7). All three terms are Aramaic. The

839t is questionable whether this text reflects Historical reality. H. Niehr argues that Ezra 7282
originates in the Hellenistic period, so that EZr@4 cannot be a portrayal of the Achaemenid period
(Niehr, “Abgaben an den Tempel im Yehud der Achaiidenzeit,” 146).

83! Exemption of temple officials from taxation anibtrte is attested to in several documents origiggiti
the Persian period. For instance, Darius’s letigbadatas mentions the exemption to the priestgoflo
from tribute and corvée labor. However, the auticéy of this letter has been questioned from the
beginning when the inscription was found (Friékhe Priest and the Great Kingl08-119). The
authenticity of Ezra 7:21-24 has also been questiorFor instance, Lester L. Grabbe asserts: “EZ&-

26 is not the decree of a Persian king, but théfwighinking of a Jewish apologist” (L. L. Grabb&he
“Persian Documents in the Book of Ezra: Are Theyh&mtic?” in Judah and Judeans in the Persian
Period 555). Nevertheless, such scholarly debates ®mudthenticity of Ezra 7:21-24 do not eliminate the
fact that the author of Ezra-Nehemiah assumedghkat taxes are being paid.
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Aramaic termman or 1 is the equivalent of Akkadiamandattuor maddatt,®*? which
has a wide semantic field: ‘tribute, work assigntnerent, endowment capital,
compensation for slaves paid by slaves or theirleyeps to their owners® J. N.
Postgate, based on his studies of the Assyriannelogy for taxes, claims thatandattu
is applied strictly only to compulsory payments generally designates tribute, by which
is meant the payment imposed by his overlord upsubgect®* Neh 5:4 implies that the
nn could be paid in silver and in kit

On the other hand, the second Aramaic té&mmis probably equivalent to Akkadian
biltu, whose semantic field is quite widBiltu could designate ‘burden,’ ‘yield of a field,
a garden, or a flock,” ‘tax,” ‘rent payable to thessor of a field or a garden,” or
‘tribute.’®® It is not clear what the termz exactly designated in the Persian period. M.

Heltzer suggests that it could be ‘the natural povdax.®*” Based on the usages of the

832) Eph‘al, “Syria-Palestine under Achaemenid Ruile, The Cambridge Ancient History Second Edition
Vol. IV: Persia, Greece and the Western Meditereane. 525 to 479 BCEd. John Boardman et al; New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 158-15%] &chaper, “The Jerusalem Temple,” 535-536.

833CADM 1:13-16. The old Persian wotzhzi or the Iranian wordsazis andbarra, which correspond to
the Akkadianmandatty are used to designate tribute in the Behistunahdr Achaemenid inscriptions.
See, Dandamaev and Lukonirhe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ira8.

3% J. N. PostgateTaxation and Conscription in the Assyrian Emp{fome: Biblical Institute Press,
1974), 119.

835 Schaper, “The Jerusalem Temple,” 535.

83 CAD B:229-237. Cf. Stephen Kaufmafihe Akkadian Influence on AramaidS 19; Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1974), 44. Kaufmaguas that®2a is a corruption obaru, a loanword from
Old Persian*bhara rather than Akkadiamiltu. According to Kaufmanbaru designates one kind of
Persian taxes along witltku and nadi/anitu. However, his proposal does not offer much help t
comprehend whaba designates in the Persian period.

537 Heltzer, “The Provincial Taxation,” 21.
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Akkadian wordbiltu, it is likely to be a type of tax levied upon thendowners in
proportion to yearly produce of their fielef$.

The third term>n appears to be equivalent to Akkadidku, which means, in
general, ‘services performed for a higher authadrityeturn for land held®®® For this
reasonjlku is often translated as ‘corvée servit®.’J. N. Postgate sums the usage of
ilku in the Neo-Assyrian period as followstkti was either the performance of military
or civilian service for the state, or the paymeintantributions as a commuted version of
that service®! Dandamaev and Lukonin also assert that the imtéaning of the word
ilku was “service from the land,” but this term is usedst frequently in Babylonia to
designate royal taxes from the I&i@l. For this reason, several scholars interpretehma t
151 as “land tax.**®* No detail is known about how thfn tax was levied in Yehud
during the Persian period. Perhaps, thfist tax could have been used to supply

conscript forces or to pay mercenaries for theiBeEmpire®**

638 3. Schaper, following 1. Eph‘al, claims that tleen152 is a kind of poll tax, which is levied based on a
person’s capacity for work, but Schaper does notige any basis for his claim.

839 CADI-J:73.

640 Heltzer, “The Provincial Taxation,” 16.

84! postgateTaxation and Conscription in the Assyrian EmpBé.

%42 Dandamaev and Lukonifthe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient lra@8-179.

843|. Eph‘al and J. Schaper consider the tefrm as a land tax (Eph‘al, “Syria-Palestine under Achanid
Rule,” 158-159; and Schaper, “The Jerusalem Teiin38;536).

844 Dandamaev and Lukonin point out that in the fiféntury BCE, the military obligations of the royal
colonists were usually replaced by taxes. Thisitatermed by the wordku. This fact implies the
possibility that theilku tax would have been used for the upkeep of garrisoops (Dandamaev and
Lukonin, The Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Irati79). The studies of Yehud stamp
impressions by O. Lipschits and D. Vanderhooft algpport the possibility of local consumption‘;’:vfn

tax. According to them, the jars dated to the tothird centuries BCE, which point to “practices
connected with collecting agricultural productsthaps as taxes,” were found almost exclusively iwith
small radius in the heart of Yehud (Lipschits arahWerhooft, “Yehud Stamp Impressions in the Fourth
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Our brief survey on the three Akkadian loandgofor the imperial taxes sheds some
light on what these terms could have designatedwener, it is still not known how
these taxes were levied. Nor does, one find ret&®in the biblical texts for how these
taxes were paid to the Persian Empire by YeéttudAramaic ostraca dated to the fourth
century BCE may provide insight on this issue, Whigll be discussed below.

Not only the imperial taxes, but also the gawe's salary and all the expenses for the
maintenance of the province were defrayed by thapleein the province of Yehud
according to Neh 5:14-18. 1t is reported that gogernors before Nehemiah took food
and wine from people besides the forty shekelsleérsas theimman onb. M. Heltzer
argues that forty shekels of silver was the tax dosingle peasant household to pay
annually to their local govern8t® Neh 5:17-18 suggests the scale of the daily esgpen
for the governor’s food: one ox and six choice ghefewl, abundant wine for one
hundred fifty people who sat at the governor'se&bi

To sum up, the aforementioned texts suggedtttie people in Yehud paid imperial
taxes to both the Persian kings and their locabgowrs even though it is not clear what,

when and how they paid. This picture corresponitis @andamaev and Lukonin’s and

Century BCE: A Time of Administrative Consolidat®nin Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century
BCE 90). This observation implies the high posdipitif the local consumption of tax in Yehud.

845 C. E. CarterThe Emergence of Yehud in the Persian Pei2&6.

646 Heltzer, “The Provincial Taxation,” 17-25.

647 p, Briant points out how heavy the burden of h@dipy would be for the province which had to htst
king and his entourage or the satrap and his retivlen they visited. To prepare the royal dinréethe
Satrap’s Table’ was the most ponderous duty ofwvatighty obligations (Herodotus, VII1.118-120;

Xenophon, Hellenica I11.1.12; Plutarch,Alcibiades 12; AthenaeuspPeipnosophistsXIil.534c-d). See,
Briant, From Cyrus to Alexander02-403.
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P. Briant’s reconstruction of the administrationtafation in the Achaemenid Empf&.
Provinces under the Empire had to pay imperialdaa® to provide for the satraps and
governors, although remarkable levels of diversitpractices on the matter of taxation

among the provinces existed within the Achaememigpike **°

(2) Extra-Biblical Texts

Although no economic documents are extant fié@econd Temple Yehud, several
documents seem to confirm that the province of Ydepaid the heavy tribute to the
Achaemenid Empire just as the other local provirtids Chapters 90-94 of the Book IlI
of Herodotus provides a list of the taxes and gfft the satrapies paid to the Empite.
The fifth satrapy, that is, the whole of Phoenigral Syria, is said to have paid a total of
350 talent$>* The historical authenticity of Herodotus' rep@dnnot be taken for
de,ssz

grante but Herodotus’ description of the satrapial oliiga to pay tribute to the

648 Dandamaev and Lukoniffhe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Irai77-195; and Briant,
From Cyrus and Alexande888-421.

649 bandamaev and Lukoniithe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient [r86-97, 192.

80 Dandamaev and Lukonirthe Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ilrat84; Helzter, “The
Provincial Taxation,” 15-16; and Briarffrom Cyrus to AlexandeB88-398.

%1 M. Heltzer conjectures that this amount of silveas paid only as the royal tribute, which did not
include the local payments on the satrapial andipeotal level of the regions (Helzter, “The Provialc
Taxation,” 15-16).

%2p_ Briant evaluates Herodotus’ passage on triamtetaxes as follows:
This text poses many difficult interpretive probkeriue to Herodotus’ main focus on the
immediate relationship between tribute levying amgberial dominion. However this
text offers a wealth of information, even on theeleof accounting practices, despite the
fact that Herodotus himself is no expert in fisostters. ... Even though Herodotus
made some arithmetic errors in converting to taléiné amounts that had been furnished
him in darics, it is apparent that the numericébimation he gives must be considered
reliable. The precision suggest quite strongly tiehad access to official documents,
such as, for example, quotations from the archiV@awdis and elsewhere. (Briak,om
Cyrus to Alexander388, 392)

On the other hand, Herodotus mentioned that theidter were exempted from taxes since they were the
ruling people (lll, 97). However, the Persepolistification tablets (henceforth PF) indicate ajgpely
that the Persians were not exempt from taxes id king, PF 443, 451, 567, 2025, and 2070). This
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Persian Empire cannot be simply dismissed sinestupported by other archaeological
findings >3

Josephus also states that Artaxerxes (Il Iprifiposed tribute on the Jews, so that
they had to pay fifty shekels for every lamb whighs offered for the daily sacrifices

(Ant.11.297)>>*

3.2.4.1.2. Archaeological Findings Concerning thedyment of Imperial Taxes
One looks for three different types of mateteaprovide evidence for the practices of
taxation in a region during a certain perfGd(1) a list of taxable persons and property,

which is necessary to assess the taxes and tatcthllam; (2) a record of assessment and

contradiction shows that Herodotus’ statement cafeoaccepted without reservation (Dandamaev and
Lukonin, The Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ir&79). For the cited texts, refer to Richard T.
Hallock, Persepolis Fortification Tablet&Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1969).

53p, Briant asserts that the tribute system didundiergo any revolutionary modifications throughthnet
Achaemenid empire except the variations in extemt aumber of satrapies (Briarferom Cyrus to
Alexander 389).

854H. G. M. Williamson suggests that the Artaxerxesntioned inAnt11.297 would be Artaxerxus Il
Ochus (358-338 BCE) in his article, (“The Histotis&lue of Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities xi. 297-301

in Studies in Persian Period History and Historiogrgpii4-89). However, James C. VanderKam argues
that this incident happened during the reign ofakerxes Il (404-358 BCE), refuting Williamson’s
argument (James C. VanderKaRrom Joshua to Caiapha$0-63). Regardless of the debate on which
Artaxerxes was intended in this story, it was citede since it underscores the probability thatJies in

the province of Yehud paid imperial taxes.

8% postgateTaxation and Conscription in the Assyrian Empit86-198.
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collection of taxe$>® and (3) any findings related to storage citiegranaries, where the
taxes were depositéd’

The first category encompasses items suchla@sdaregistr”® or a census list, which
might have been used for taxation. No documeni@ngeng to the first category that
date to the Persian period have been found fronpttreince of Yehud. But, a copious
amount of material that belonged to the secondgoageis now available. They are the
Persian-period Aramaic ostr&ca excavated from several places in the province of
Idumea, to the immediate south of the province eftyd®®® Although they are not from
Yehud itself, those ostraca shed some insight aotiges of the taxation of Yehud during

the Persian period.

858 The following Aramaic documents found in Egyptdogd to the second categorJAD C 3.11 dated to

c. 416 BCE is a record of tax payments by varimelfprocessors. FromAD D 8.4 toTAD D 8.8 there
are five accounts concerning silver. Especiallp\D D 8.7 is an account about silver ‘paid in(to) the
treasury. TAD D 8.13 is a unique receipt for salt tax. For thet C 3.11, see Bezalel Porten and Ada
Yardeni, eds.Literature, Accounts and Listd/ol. lll of Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient
Egypt Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 209-210. FertéxtsTAD D 8.4; D 8.5; D 8.6; D 8.7; D 8.8;
and D 8.13, see B. Porten and A.Yardeni, edstraca and Assorted Inscriptioifgol. 1V of Textbook of
Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egyjtinona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1999), 197-201.

%7 For exampleTAD C 3.7, the Aramaic document from Elephantine, leray list of monthly customs
duty and tithe paid into the royal treasury dated 75 BCE. For the text and its translation, sesecand
Yardeni,Literature, Accounts and List82-193.

®8TAD D 8.3 is a land registry, which records a dozegpfign names and one Hebrew name with their
properties. For the text and its translation,Regen and YardenQstraca and Assorted Inscriptionk96.

5% Gerald A. Klingbeil provides a semantic analysfsttte Persian-period Aramaic ostraca for Syria-
Palestine. Although he does not include Aramatcaca found in Maggedah (Khirbet ebi), his study
gives a good introduction to Aramaic ostraca. Adegy to Klingbeil, the genre of Persian-period duaic
ostraca is classified as business administratixts,tevhich comprise lists of persons, receipts arder
forms (Gerald A. Klingbeil, “A Semantic Analysis &ramaic Ostraca of Syria-Palestine During the
Persian Period AUSS35/1 [1997]: 33-46).

89 concerning the border of Idumea during the Pens@iod, see, Amos Kloner and lan Stern, “ldumea in
the Late Persian Period (Fourth Century B.C.En,Judah and Judeans in the Fourth Century B.C.E.
139-141.
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At Tel Beer-sheva more than eighty Aramiagaxst were found in the strata of the
Persian perio@® These Aramaic ostraca are dockets mentioningtedates, specific
amounts of wheat and barley and names of persoms pssumably supplied these
provisions. J. Naveh suggests that those ostraca probably used as tags, attached to
grain-sacks, which were brought as taxes to Beelpafi* Therefore, the excavators at
Tel Beer-sheba conclude that Beer-sheba must hega Bn administrative center to
which grain was brought as taxX&3. John W. Betlyon also argues that Tel Beer-sheba
was a local collection point for the payment ofiagjtural taxes$®*

Some 100 Aramaic ostraca from the fourth agnBCE were unearthed at Tel Arad
on the eastern side of the Beer-sheba Valley, wtiereexistence of the fortress during
the Persian period is also proved by archaeolodicds®®® Most of these ostraca are
notes instructing the recipient to provide suppleeshe bearer. The supplies are various

types of food for men and animals (horses, donlkeays camels). The food mentioned

%! Twenty-six Aramaic ostraca were found in the fastl second seasons of excavation at Tel Beer-Sheba
all in refuse pits of the Persian period. All thesstraca were dated within the fourth century BtoBhe
reigns of Artaxerxes Il (404-359 BCE) and ArtaxexXd (359-338 BCE). An additional 54 Aramaic
ostraca were discovered during the excavations lmgldharoni at Tell Beer-Sheba. These ostraca were
found in silos. J. Naveh, “The Aramaic Ostraca,Beer-Sheba |, Excavations at Tel Beer-Sheba 1969-
1971 (ed. Y. Aharoni; Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University-Irtgute of Archaeology, 1973), 79-82; idem, “The
Aramaic Ostraca from Tell Beer Sheba (Seasons 1978),” Tel Aviv6 (1979): 182-198; and also Hanan
Eshel, “Hellenism in the Land of Israel from thdtlrito the Second Centuries BCE in Light of Semitic
Epigraphy,” inA Time of Change: Judah and its Neighbors in thesiBa and Early Hellenistic Periods
(ed. Yigal Levin; New York: T&T Clark, 2007), 11624.

%62 Naveh, “The Aramaic Ostraca,” 82.

%83 Naveh, “The Aramaic Ostraca,” 82; and also E.r§trchaeology of the Land of the Bible Vol. II: The
Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian Period (732-38Hp(New York: Doubleday, 2001), 446.

84 John W. Betlyon, “A People Transformed: Palesiinghe Persian PeriodNEA68 (2005): 4-60.

6% 3. Naveh, “The Aramaic Ostraca from Tel Arad,”¥in Aharoni, Arad Inscriptions(Jerusalem: Israel
Exploration Society, 1981), 153-176; and also, HaBahel and Boaz Zissu, “Two Notes on the History
and Archaeology of Judea in the Persian Period,”liwVill Speak the Riddle of Ancient Things”:
Archaeological and Historical Studies in Honor ahihai Mazar on the Occasion of his Sixtieth Birthda
(ed. A. M. Maeir and P. de Miroschedji; Winona Lakgsenbrauns, 2006), 830; and Ste&xrghaeology of
the Land of the Bible372.
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includes flour, barley, grain, oil, and wine. Thecipients of these supplies were
horsemen and donkey-drivers serving in the Persiany or administration. The
following three officials are also mentioned asip@mts: a commander of ten, the
ganzabar(treasurer)Agabiah, who was in charge of ten donkey drivemns,‘Anani, who
seems to have been in charge of a graffiryMost of the names of recipients were
Jewish®® but most taxpayers were Arabs and Idumé&&hsThe Jewish involvement in
taxation in the province of Iduamea underscorespitodability that the Judean taxes
were similar to the Idumean tax®s. The Arad ostraca indicate that Tel Arad probably
functioned as a way station where barley was segpto horsemen, horses and
donkeys’’® These ostraca also imply that most of the impésiees were consumed in
the local provinces or satrapies instead of detigd¢o the central government.

In about 1,000 unprovenanced Aramaic ostraea lhave recently emerged on the

antiquities market, Makkedah is the place that @smcommonly mentionet! For this

86 £ SternArchaeology of the Land of the Bibk6, 452.

87 According to Esther Eshel, the majority of namesorded on the Arad Aramaic ostraca are Jewish
names with the —YH theophoric element. For thiseeashe asserts that in Arad most of the soldiers
Jews. See, Esther Eshel, “The Onomasticon of Maltes the Persian and Hellenistic Periods,Judah
and Judeans in the Fourth Century B.C.E50.

868 A. Kloner and |. Stern examined the ethnic backgds of about 1,300 names recorded on the Aramaic
ostraca from late-Persian-period Idumea, and peavithe following result: “The enthnic breakdown
reflected by the ostraca reveals a very mixed paijmud: approximately 32% Arab names, 27% ldumean
names, 25% West Semitic names, 10% Judean namesPHs#nician names and 1% other minor
ethnicities.” The divergence of ethnicity in Aradafnaic ostraca, however, reveals an interestingifea
61.22% the Judahites, 14.29% Ildumeans, 12.25% st Bemites, and 12.24% Arabs. See, Kloner and
Stern, “Idumea in the Late Persian Period,” 141-143

89 André Lemaire, “New Aramaic Ostraca from Idumed @heir Historical Interpretation,” idudah and
the Judeans in the Persian Perjet5.

670 Stern,Archaeology of the Land of the Bibtet6.

71 For example, the following ostraca contain theglaame, Makkedah: ostraca Nos. 2, 9, 15, 34,88, 4
54, 81, 108, 124, 131, 150, 151from |. Eph‘al antldveh,Aramaic Ostraca of the Fourth Century BCE
from ldumea(Jerusalem:, 1996); ostracon No. 5, from A. LemaNouvelles inscriptions araméens
d'ldumée au Musée d’Isra@Paris: Gabalda, 1996); and Nos. 4 and 5 from Eacbmeur and A. Lemaire,
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reason, scholars assume that the provenance ef tisesca is probably in the vicinity of
Khirbet el-kom, the probable site of biblical Makkedah. Thesakkédah ostraca
provide direct evidence of tax-collection in th@yince of Idumea between 362 and 312
BCE®" Scholars suggest that these ostraca were usegj@sttached to sacks or jars
with agricultural produce that were submitted te@ tRersian authority as tax&s.
According to A. Lemaire, most of them are connectdtth a land-tax paid in kind and
collected in the Makkedah storeroonmsi{y» moon). Evidence for a poll-tax paid in
silver is also found in a few ostraca. A. Lemaitates:

The Aramaic ostraca from Idumea probably revealetkistence of a poll
tax, because a few ostraca manifest a list of patseames followed by
“R II” (= ‘2 qu[arters of a shekel] = half a shdke a didrachm) or a
multiple of half a shekel. This is particularlyetisase in ostracon AL 255
(= EN 184) with a list of 8 personal names followsd“R 11/2 qu(arters
of a shekel),” and of the Arad ostracon no. 41 \aitist of the names of 6
people “who brought silver,” each one: “R 11/2 quéas of a shekel)®”*

“Nouveaux ostraca araméens d'ldumée (Collection Bbussaieff),” Semitica 46 (1996): 123-142.
Concerning the origin of these Aramaic ostracaerréd Shmuel Ahituv, “An Edomite Ostracon,” in
Michael: Historical, Epigraphical and Biblical Sties in Honor of Prof. Michael Heltzgled. Yitzhak
Avishur and Robert Deutsch; Tel Aviv-Jaffa: Archagital Center Publication, 1999), 3; and also André
Lemaire, “Another Temple to the Israelite God: AemHoard Documents Life in Fourth Century BCE,”
BAR30/4 (2004): 41.

872 A, Lemaire, “Taxes et impots dans le sud de l@ftale (I\fs.av. J.-C.)," Transpeuphratén&8 (2004):
133-142; H. Lozchmeur and A. Lemaire, “Nouveauxarst araméens d'ldumée,” 123-142; S. Ahituv and
A. Yardeni, “Seventeen Aramaic Texts on Ostracanftdumea: The Late Persian to the Early Hellemisti
Periods,”Maarav 11/1 (2004): 7-23; and B. Porten and A. Yardefipc¢ial, Economic, and Onomastic
Issues in the Aramaic Ostraca of the Fourth CenBufy.E.,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Persian
Period 457-488.

673 Eshel, “Hellenism in the Land of Israel,” 121-122.

674 A. Lemaire, “Administration in Fourth-Century BEE.Judah in Light of Epigraphy and Numismatics,”
in Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B,C5B. Oren Tal notices that quarters are more
common than half-shekels in many of the Edomiteagst, and suggests that a common coin denomination
in the fourth century BCE Edom was thleekelformed the basic weight standard, equal to folarigus,
whereas the quarter was equivalent tors&ehs. Oren Tal, “Coin Denominations and Weight Standards
in Fourth-Century BCE Palestindsrael Numismatic Resear¢h(2007): 17-28.
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Some ostraca apprear to be drafts of a lagidtrg, such as the ostracon published by
Shmuel Aituv.®”® There is evidence that taxes on trade and madeteell as on
craftsmen were also paid in the Persian petiddsome ostraca mention ‘a tributegix)’
and ‘a tax collector*$1).”®”" These cases lead some scholars to conclude Hbat t
Aramaic ostraca found at Makkedah are connectetl miaictices of taxation in the
province of Iduemea during the Persian period.

However, other scholars deny any connectictmede ostraca with the taxation by the
Persian Empire due to the lack of references tortlyal treasury or storehouse, or
references to standard Persian measures. Fomnaestan several fifth-century BCE
Elephantine papyri, the referencessmbn 23w ‘treasury of the kind’® or o5 ma
‘house of the kind”® are found. But the Aramaic ostraca from Makkedamadt contain
such references. Moreover, no standard Persiaghtvenits were found, such as a unit
for gold or silverkarsh(1 karsh = 10 shekel8J° and a unit for grainardab (37x). For

this reason, B. Porten and A. Yardeni dispute amnection of the Aramaic ostraca from

675 Ahituv, “An Edomite Ostracon,” 33-34; and also,nh@ire, “New Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea,” 414.
According to I. Eph‘al and J. Naveh, ostraca EN-188 are registrations of fields and orchards. ther
texts and their translations, see, Eph‘al and Nayeamaic Ostraca of the Fourth Century BCE from
[dumea 13.

676 | emaire, “Taxes et impdts,” 133.

77 For example, ostraca EN 98 and 168 have the mmist which means ‘tax’ or ‘tribute.’ See Eph‘al and
Naveh,Aramaic Ostraca of the Fourth Century BCE from |dwe® 54, footnote no. 98; and A. Lemaire,
“Another Temple to the Israelite God: Aramaic Ho@rdcuments Life in Fourth Century BCEBAR30/4
(2004): 44. The Aramaic wortbux is a loanword from Akkadiaiskaru which is well attested in the
Neo-Babylonian period to mean “delivery (of good¢Mankowski, Akkadian Loanwords in Biblical
Hebrew 42 andCAD 1-J:244-249).

678 See, the texts OFAD B 3.4:9 (437 BCE); 3.7:7 (420 BCE); 3.11:4 (402H; 3.13:4 (402 BCE) from
B. Porten and A. Yardeni, edS€pntracts(Vol. Il of Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1989).

579 See, the texts GFAD B 4.3:13; 4.4:12, 14, 16; 5.5:8 from Porten anddéai, eds.Contracts

%89 Ada Yardeni, “Maritime Trade and Royal Accountarniecyan Erased Customs Account from 475 B. C.
E. on the Aiqgar Scroll from ElephantineBASOR293 (1994): 70.
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Makkedah with imperial taxe§¥' Considering the general purposes for public
storehouses or granary cities in antiquity, howgitas hard to deny connection of the
storehouse in Makkedah with the Persian governmé&uch storehouses were used to
secure provisions for the military or for emerges® In the Persian period, the
province of Idumea was under the power of the Acteaed Empire. Thus, it is doubtful
that these storehouses were simply used only ®rdbal administration without any
supervision from the Achaemenid Empire.

To sum up, the Aramaic ostraca from Tel Beabsh Arad, and Makkedah indicate
that imperial taxes were paid by the province ain@a during the Persian period.
Although the Aramaic ostraca are not direct evigefor the payment of imperial taxes
by the province of Yehud, they do indicate thatemgl taxes were probably paid by the
province of Yehud®

Additional evidence from Ketef Y&o supports this possibility. A document
discovered in a cave of Ketef Ykoi is dated to the fourth century BCE. The document
consists of a list of names (23 names; mostly Yahe)i with a sum of money in shekels

(%), ribin (1) or ma‘at () noted next to each narffé. Each amount of money is mostly

%! porten and Yardeni, “Makkedah and the Storehausieei Idumean Ostraca,” A& Time of Changel42.
882 Mazar,Archaeology of the Land of the Bibk77.

%3 Our brief survey on imperial taxation in Egyptutdea, and Yehud during the Perisan period draws our
attention to the fact that the various terms foaten are used in the documents originated froeseh
three regions. For instance, in the Hebrew Bibtep, 153, or']'vn are used to designate imperial taxes,
while 9ouR is used in Aramaic ostraca (see footnote 675)Aramaic texts from ancient Egyptin and

oon are used. We do not know how these terms were aisedhy different terms were used in different
regions. An extensive study of the terminologytafation in the Achaemenid period is in great need,
although it is beyond the scope of the presentystuthe following article is related to this topiout it
does not include the Achaemenid period: Maria #8d#ik, “Taxation in Ancient Mesopotamia: the Hisgor

of the Termmiksy” JCS26 (1974): 211-250 (the Persian period is notuidet).

4 Hanan Eshel and Hagai Misgav, “A Fourth Centur¢.B. Document from Ketef Yém,” IEJ 38/3
(1988): 165. The shekel was equal to fpue-, and avan was equal to sixvn. See also, H. Eshel and
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either 1 or 2 shekels, or a half shekel. The psgpaf this document is not clear. H.
Eshel and H. Misgav conjecture that tleeto is probably a record of money lent to
various people, amounting to twenty-one shekels]ewthe verso lists the amount of
money received as repayment of these 18&h®ut this suggestion does not explain the
significance of a specific amount of money. Thesamount of money is mentioned in
a few ostraca from Makkedah, which preserve afigtersonal names followed by a half
shekel or a multiple of a half shekel. Thus, follog M. Heltzer, we may suggest that
the papyrus from Ketef Yéro is possibly connected with the taxes of the prowiof
Yehud®®

The third category of evidence for imperiakes paid by the province of Yehud
includes findings related to the storage citiegranaries, where the taxes were deposited.
In Palestine during the Persian period, there weaRy granary cities, such as Meggido,
Tell Jemmeh, Makkedah, and Beer-sh#/aMeggido was one of the major cities that
continued to serve as an important urban centerdsioved with several storehouses down
to the end of the Persian peridd. Tell Jemmeh also had a storehouse consistinyyef f
rectangular-shaped rooms with mud-brick walls, &dl ws some ten round granaries

(silos) in its latest stratum to the Persian pedated to as early as 460 BER. Four

H. Misgav, “Jericho papList of Loans ar,” ikliscellaneous Texts from the Judaean Deged. J.
Charlesworth et al; DJD 38; Oxford: Clarendon Pr26€0), 21.

8% Eshel and Misgav, “Jericho papList of Loans ag” 2
%8¢ Heltzer, “The Provincial Taxation,” 171.

%7 Morris Silver,Prophets and Markets: The Political Economy of &ntilsrael(Boston: Kluwer-Nijhoff
Publishing, 1983), 35-38.

%88 Stern,Archaeology of the Land of the BibR¥73.
%89 Stern,Archaeology of the Land of the Bib12.
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ostraca were found in this city. Two of them aoges instructing the recipient to provide
supplies to the bearer, similar to the Arad ostrhaathe other two are wine dockéts.

The inscribed seal impressions belonging te dificials of the local Persian
provincial administration are a valuable indicatbsuch storage cities. Recent studies of
O. Lipschits and D. Vanderhooft about Yehud segbréssions (abbreviated as YSI
hereafter) have shown that among the 570 stampessjuns of different types 80% of
the YSIs were found in Ramat i and Jerusalem. About 95% of the entire corpas w
found in a small circle between Tell endldah in the region of Benjamin and Ramat
Rahel ®** According to Lipschits and Vanderhooft, YSIs fouat Ramat Reel constitute
the largest and most varied group of impressiomsdoin one place from the Persian
period®® On the basis of this fact, excavators suggestithifne Persian period the seat
of the governor of the province was located in Bamat Rael®®® The fact that the
highest percentage of the jars were found in Rd&al¢l, can be explained in a different

way however. Ramat Ral could have been a major storage center, whergydlods

were collected and stored in the province of Yefitid.The official nature of YSls

899 3. Naveh, “Aramaic Ostraca and Jar InscriptionmfiTell Jemmeh,Atiqot 21 (1992): 49-53.
891 | ipschits and Vanderhooft, “Yehud Stamp Impressjoi5-94.

920, Lipschits, D. Vanderhooft, Y. Gadot, and M. Gegp “Twenty-Four NewYehudStamp Impressions
from the 2007 Excavation Season at RamateRaMaarav 15/1 (2008): 8. See also SteArchaeology of
the Land of the Bible436-437.

93See, Y.Aharoni et alExcavations at Ramat Rahel: Seasons 1959 and {R6fa: Centro di studi
semitici, 1962); ibidExcavations at Ramat Rahel: Seasons 1961and (Ré&a: Centro di studi semitici,
1964); SternArchaeology of the Land of the Bip#37; and also O. Lipschits et als, “Palace arlthy,
Paradise and Oblivion: Unraveling the Riddles offaaRa&el,” NEA74 (2011): 2-49.

94D. Vanderhooft comments on the fact that RamaieR& the only site where stamp impressions of all
threephw’types have appeared as such:
It would be hazardous to conclude that RamateRaand not Jerusalem, was the seat of
the governor of Yehud during the period when theesds were used. Nevertheless, it is
clear that the site played a key role in the distibn of the commodities associated with
the jars (O. Lipschits et al., “Twenty-Four N&ghudStamp Impressions,” 12).
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strongly suggests that the goods stored in RamhelRaere related to a process of
collecting goods (as taxes) within the provinc&’ehud®® These taxes could have been
consumed by the province of Yehud or delivered notl@er collection point in its
proximity. This conclusion contradicts J. Schapargument that the Jerusalem Temple
was the only tax-collection point in the Yehud prme *°

All in all, none of the evidence that we bBagxamined above proves that the
province of Yehud paid imperial taxes. Howeverspite of the dearth of direct evidence,
our study of biblical and extra-biblical materi@ancerning the payment of imperial taxes
in the Persian period strongly suggests that tlwvipce of Yehud did so, just as
neighboring provinces did. This suggestion, innfuleads us to conclude that the
Chronicler's silence about imperial taxes cannatvprthat such taxes were not being
paid in Yehud. Before proposing an explanation tfee Chronicler's silence on the
matter, we need to investigate whether the temgieir@stration was directly involved in

collecting and paying the imperial taxes.

3.2.4.2. The Temple Administration’s Involvement inCollecting Imperial Taxes
Scholars who agree that the province of Yepau imperial taxes to the Persian

Empire typically assert that the Jerusalem Tempdgea the central role in collecting

and paying those taxes. For instance, K. G. Haplangues that Jerusalem was

established by the Persian Empire as a locatiocotiect and store imperial revenue

See also, Melody D. Knowle€entrality Practiced 118-119. Knowles suggests that RamadieRavas
probably the economic center for the Persian etaudewhich was related to the collection of taxes i
kind. C. E. Carter also suggests that both RamaelRend Tell en-Ngbeh functioned as administrative
centers, perhaps for collecting of goods in-kinaibrer taxable items (Cartérhe Emergence of Yehud in
the Persian Period267).

9% 0. Lipschits et als, “Palace and Village, Paradise Oblivion,” 34.
89 Schaper, “The Temple Treasury Committee,” 205.
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during the time of Darius’ administrative restruing.®®’ Jon L. Berquist asserts that the
imperial government supervised the collection ofegathrough the Temple since the

d®?® These scholars

Temple functioned as the civic and political centdr Yehu
effectively challenged the view that the provinck Yeehud enjoyed socio-political
autonomy during the Achaemenid period, such as d8inbérg’s hypothesis of the
Citizen-Temple Community®® However, their views about the Jerusalem Temple’'s
crucial role in collecting imperial taxes need te bcrutinized. Since J. Schaper’s
arguments have served as the foundation of otheosfallowed, we will challenge his
assertions about the temple administration stedls with regard to imperial taxes.

J. Schaper argues: “The Jerusalem temple atraition acted as the interface
between the tax-paying population of Judah andPémsian government® In another
place, he also claims: “No other institution excty temple treasury committee could
have fulfilled the task of collecting and adminrstg the tithes or any other taxes, and
indeed no other institution would have receivednpssion from the Persians to do
s0.”%' The logical basis for his argument is rootedwo bbservations: (1) the roles of
the Babylonian temples in collecting taxes on biebiahe king; and (2) the presence of a

foundry in the Jerusalem Temple. First, J. ScHam@gument that the temples were the

sole agency for taxation or the only collectionrpdin the Achaemenid Empire is not

897 Hoglund,Achaemenid Imperial Administratip824.
%98 Berquist,Judaism in Persian’s shadow35.

%99 jJoel WeinbergThe Citizen-Temple Communityans. Daniel L. Smith-Christopher; Sheffield:effeld
Academic Press, 1992).

700 3. Schaper, “The Jerusalem Temple as an Instruofighe Achaemenid Fiscal Administratio®/T 45/4
(1995): 537.

0 Schaper, “The Temple Treasury Committee,” 205-206.
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tenable. Even in Babylon during the Achaemenidopertemples were neither the sole
collection point for imperial taxes nor the only perial taxation agency?> The
Achaemenid rulers recruited local entrepreneursh sas the Egibi® Iddin-Marduk/%*
and the Murasd?® into the upper ranks of their political adminisiva, and these
commercial houses became efficient agents for colig imperial taxes as well as an
effective means to suppress the power of influenBabylonian aristocrats®
Furthermore, many storehouses or local treasufigdkeoPersian period which are not
attached to the temples are known to us, apart ffmengranary cities that we have
mentioned abové’

Second, J. Schaper argues:

Throughout the Achaemenid Empire state taxes doellpaid in kind or in
precious metals. All over the empire, temples egras collection and
storage centers for these metals, and their foesdionveniently melted

%2 Concerning the techniques of the Persian Empirecétlecting state taxes, refer to Dandamaev and
Lukonin, The Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ir488-195.

"93K. Abraham’s work on the Egibi archive from Bahylshows how the Achaemenid Empire collected
their taxes through the collaboration of the Iqoaver. She collected more than 300 tablets fronEtibi
archive pertaining tdarduk-nisir-apli, a Babylonian entrepreneur, who led his familyibess from 521
BCE to 490 BCE (Kathleen Abrahamusiness and Politics Under the Persian EmpBethesda: CDL
Press, 2004]).

04 Cornelia WunschDie Urkunden des babylonischen Geschaftsmannes-Mdrduk: Zum Handel mit
Naturalien im 6. Jahrhundert v. CliGroningen: STYX, 1993).

%5 M. Stolper,Entrepreneurs and Empire: The Murashu Archive, Mheashu Firm, and Persian Rule in
Babylonia(Leiden: Nederlands Historische-Archaeologischitnst te Istanbul, 1985).

06 M. Stolper, “Mesopotamia, 482-330 B.C.,” the Cambridge Ancient Histotyol. VI: The Fourth
Century B.C(ed. D.M. Lewis et al;"? ed.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19249,

07 According to Peter R. Bedford, the Elamite adntiaive texts from Persepolis also identify about
nineteen local treasuries/storehouses, which areenaples (P. R. Bedford, “The Economic Role of the
Jerusalem Temple in Achaemenid Judah: ComparatvspBctives,” ifShai le-Sarah Japhet: Studies in
the Bible, its Exegesis and its Langua@ed. Mosheh Bar-Asher et al; Jerusalem: Bialikitate, 2007],

17; and see also, Dandamaev and Lukonire Culture and Social Institutions of Ancient Ir&®8-209;
and Briant,From Cyrus to Alexander428-429). According to Briant, these local trgées included
warehouses and a sizable staff, and their primanctfons were to collect, warehouse, and process
agricultural and animal products.
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down and recast them where necessary. In the Yeghadnce, the
Jerusalem Temple was the only institution which vted the
infrastructure needed for such an enterpfige.

As we have observed above, the Aramaic ostfagad in Idumea indicate that
imperial taxes were paid by agricultural producgsaell as silver in kind. If Yehud paid
imperial taxes by agricultural products, and thesess were sent to the granary cities
where Persian authorities were in charge, ther¢haesalem Temple need not have been
involved in collecting imperial taxes.

J. Schaper’s supposition, that the Jerusalemple had the only foundry in the
province of Yehud and had been used for recastlngr<ollected as taxes in order to
mint it into a standard denomination, seems redased®@ In the case of silver paid for
imperial taxes, the metal usually came in irregslaape and purity. Thus, it needed to
be standardized for further transactions or for plagment of tribute to the Persian
Empire. That process requires a facility to resser, such as foundries. However,
there is no evidence for the existence of foundinethe province of Yehud. Even in
Ramat Rael, no vestiges of foundries have been found irsthega of the Persian period.

The existence of the foundry in the Jerusalemple during the Persian period can
perhaps be inferred based on Zech 11:13. J. Sclmgawily relies on the termxy
(Zech 11:13) in order to support his argument thatTemple was the sole institution to

recast silver.23» can be rendered as “potter” (Ps 2:9; Jer 18:2),4ntaker,” or “caster”

%8 Schaper, “The Temple Treasury Committee,” 204;ibit “The Jerusalem Temple,” 531.

%9 Schaper, “The Jerusalem Temple,” 536.
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who melts down metal vessels and tools into ing8tsThe context of Zech 11:13
requires this term to be rendered as “caster” auritlry,” because the prophet was told to
throw his wages (thirty shekels of silver) into the" in the temple. Apart from Zech
11:13, 2 Kgs 12:11 may imply that the foundry mbate been a crucial part of the
temple administration since the precious metal twhias a part of the temple revenue
needed to be recast for further transaction.

On the other hand, evidence from the Yaduascdemonstrates the existence of the
minting facility in Yehud’** In the late Persian period, during the fourthtegnBCE,
there was extensive local minting of coins in tbastal cities of Gaza, Ashdod, Ascalon
and Dor as well as at Samaria and YeAddOur question is whether or not the existence
of Yadua coins in the late Persian period implieat tthe foundry of the Jerusalem
Temple was used for minting coins. Without furtegrdence, it is not possible to prove
that the foundry in the Temple of Jerusalem, e¥evei assume that it existed, was used

as a part of the minting facility.

"OHALOT, 429. The interpretation ofs» as ‘caster,’” or ‘founder’ was first suggested bya@és C.
Torrey (“The Foundry of the Second Temple at Jdemsd JBL 55 [1936]:247-260). See also C. C.
Torrey, “The Evolution of a Financier in the Ancidyear East, JINES2 (1943): 295-231, esp. 298-299.

" The Yehud coinage consists of a series of tinyesitoins which seem to have been minted in Judah,
most probably in Jerusalem during the fourth amditbenturies. The Yadua coin is one of the esirlgé

the Yehud coin series, which seems to be dated 36@BCE. See, L. Mildenberg, “On Fractional Silve
Issues in Palestine (Pls VIII-XI),Transeuphraten€0 (2000): 89-100; ibid, “Numismatic Evidence,”
Harvard Studies in Classical Philolog@l (1987): 381-395, esp. 388-389; Yigal Ronen, nigo
observations on the Coinage of Yehulsfael Numismatic Journal5 (2003): 28-31; Ya'akov Meshorer,
Ancient Jewish Coinag@ vols.; Dix Hills: Amphora Books, 1982).

"2ya'akov Meshorer and Shraga Qeddamarian CoinagéJerusalem: The Israel Numismatic Society,
1999); Haim Gitler and Oren Talhe Coinage of Philistia of the Fifth and Fourthr@gries BC: A Study
of the Earliest Coins of Palestiriilan; New York: Edizioni Ennerre, 2006); H. Gitl O.Tal, and Peter
Alfen, “Silver Dome-Shaped Coins from Persian-pgr8puthern Palestinelsrael Numismatic Researéh
(2007):47-62; O. Tal, “Coin Denomination and Wei@andards in Fourth-Century BCE PalestinR 2
(2007): 17-28; and Stephen N. Gerson, “Fractiomah€of Judea and Samaria in the Fourth Century,BCE
NEA64/3 (2001): 106-121.
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Furthermore, contrary to J. Schaper, the emc of the foundry in the Jerusalem
temple does not prove the Temple’s involvementitecting and sending imperial taxes
to the central treasuries in Persepolis and $tfsal. Schaper argues: “The treasury
committee instituted by Nehemiah oversaw the ctbdacand administration of both
‘holy’ and ‘secular’ taxes. This means that its nbens acted both as temple officials and
as Achaemenid tax collectors™ However, Neh 13:13 does not support Schaper's
contention. The treasury committee was organizathlynto distribute the proper share
to the temple personnel. Even though the foundy leen used for the secular tax, the
whole process of collecting and sending the impéaiees could have been supervised by
the local governor not by the temple administrasita#f. There is no direct evidence, for
the time being, that the Jerusalem Temple anddhwgle administration were directly

involved in collecting and paying imperial taxes.

3.2.4.3. Summary
As we have shown, the province of Yehud watsfreed from the duties of imperial
taxes that the Achaemenid Empire imposed. Howavas, not clear that the temple

administrative staff was involved in collecting gomalying them to the central government

133, Schaper's argument is followed by H. Niehr is &rticle, “Abgaben an den Tempel im Yehud der
Achaimenidenzeit,” 141-157.

"% Schaper, “The Temple Treasury Committee,” 205Schaper also argues that the priests and Levites
seem to have been given a regular stipend fromintiperial government since the central government
wanted a fiscal system to be operated efficierBlyh@per, “The Jerusalem Temple,” 539). Howevereth

is no evidence for his argument.

"% Melody D. Knowles also argues:
Evidence for the temple as a depot for taxes is tdsar. Although some of the tithe
money would ultimately be sent to the imperiumsihard to say whether all of Yehud
had to pay their taxes at the temple. Besides Z&clB3 there is no clear evidence for the
existence of a “king’s chest” at the Jerusalem femprhe= coins may point to the
relation of the temple with a foundry late in ther§tan period, but there is no necessary
connection (KnowlesCentrality Practiced 120).
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of the Empire. Thus, we conclude that the Chreniglsilence about imperial taxes, on
the one hand, does not reflect his own day conegrtiie payment of imperial taxes in

the province of Yehud. On the other hand, conogrtiie temple staff's involvement in

collecting imperial taxes, however, it is not pb#sito argue whether or not the
Chronicler’s silence about imperial taxes couldehbeen connected with practices of his
own time, mainly due to lack of evidence.

Nevertheless, the Chronicler’s total silenbeid the presence of Achaemenid control
except at the end of his book, 2 Chr 36:20, 22s28ms to be deliberate, and his silence
about imperial taxes should perhaps be understoadoroader context. The presence of
the Achaemenid Empire was not presupposed in then@ter's ideal world. Thus,
there was no need to mention imperial taxes. Thm@@cler’s silence about them, in fact,
says more about his ideal world. What the Chreniskems to present in his work by not
mentioning any circumstances related to the Em@Eran ideal system that could
effectively manage the Temple and its administratwithout the patronage of the
Empire. This issue will be developed in ChaptenrFoAt this moment, it suffices to say
that the Chronicler's silence about imperial taxssems to have been deliberately

intended.

279



3.3. Temple Staff

The Chronicler assumes the existence of agiall body of temple administrators
throughout the book, such as in 1 Chr 9:26-29; @22, 2 Chr 31:11-13 and 34:12-13,
although the constitution of the upper echelonheftemple administration is not always
the samé’® The bureaucratic system that the Chronicler dlessrhas been treated by
several scholars as a reflection of the practid@®bwn day’

The bureaucratic system in states as wel &mple administration is well known in
literary sources from the Persian period. B. Rogeints out that in the Persian period
the officials always appear in groups in biblicadaextra-biblical materidi*® Porten
asserts that the system was created to place chpoksthe absolute exercise of authority
by any single individual and to guard against uldwsurpation’*® We will present
several key examples which illustrate the burediecsystem of temple administration

from the documents dated to the Achaemenid péfibd.

18 Concerning the variability in the Chronicler's deptions about the temple treasurers, refer tdiGec
2.2.3 above.

173, Japhet's comments on 1 Chr 26:20-28 and 2 11313 (Japhet,& Il Chronicles, 454, 966); H. G.
M. Williamson’s comment on 2 Chr 34:12 (Williamsoh,and 2 Chronicles400-401); and also S. L.
McKenzie’s comments on 1 Chr 26:1-32 and 2 Chr B4McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles 198, 341).

"8 Bezalel PortenArchives from Elephantine: The Life of an Anciestvish Military Colony(Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1968), 46.

"9 porten,Archives from Elephantinet7. Several documents from ancient Near Eagt gitnesses to
such usurpation or a monopoly of power in a temptethe Neo-Assyrian period, for example, Letter. N
134, among the letters from priests to the kingarlimddon and Assurbanipal, mentions that Pulu, the
lamentation priest, ran the temple of Nab( arkltrdry appointing officials of his own and by coaoliing

all the treasuries under his supervision. Anotbter, No. 138, shows that the priest of Ea coradit.
theft in the Temple. For the texts of these Isttezfer to Steven W. Cole and Peter Machinhistiers from
Priests to the Kings Esarhaddon and Assurban{ptlsinki: Helsinki University Press, 1998), 102410
110. These letters indicate a possible backgrdanthe development of the bureaucratic systemhen t
temple administration.

20\, Jursa provides a succinct introduction to ttracsure of temple administrations of Neo-Babylania
temples (M. JursaNeo-Babylonian Legal and Administrative Documeniypology, Contents and
Archives[Munster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2005], 49-54).
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First, the archive of the Ebabbar temple gip&r (which was dedicated to the god
Samaj contains more than 35,000 tablets and fragmeois fhe Neo-Babylonian period
to the early Achaemenid peridt. These documents reflect the everyday practitbeof
temple administratioi’> The staff in the Ebabbar temple can be dividew ifive
categories: administrators, ritualists, food ofigripreparers, craftsman and temple

oblates’® Management of the Ebabbar was carried out byprimcipal officials, the

21 These texts are mostly kept in the British MuseuBippar Collections, and copied and publishedhby t
following scholars; however, there are still mamypublished tablets:

1) J. N. StrassmaieBabylonische Texte: von den Thontafeln des BriésdiluseumgLeipzig : E.
Pfeiffer, 1887-1897): Heft. 1-4. Inscriptions of IMmidus (555-538 BCE); Heft 5-6. Inscriptions
of Nebucadnezzar (604-561 BCE); Heft. 6B. Insooipsi of the reigns of Evil-Merodach (562-559
BCE), Neriglissar (559-555 BCE), and Laborosoarc{i&ib BCE); Heft. 7. Inscriptions of Cyrus
(538-529 BCE); Heft. 8-9. Inscriptions of Camby$829-521 BCE); Heft. 10-12. Inscriptions of
Darius (521-485 BCE).

2) 2727 texts of 82-7-14 series dating to the Neo-Babgn and Achaemenid periods form the
Sippar (Abu Habba) collection of the British Musewmre copied by T. G. Pinches@uneiform
Texts from Babylonian Tablets in the British Museupart 55-57: Neo-Babylonian and
Achaemenid Economic Texed. I. Finkel;, London: British Museum, 1982).

3) John MacGinnis|etter Orders from Sippar and the Administrationtleé Ebabbar in the Late-
Babylonian Period(Poznan: Bonami, 1995): In this book 187 lettedens from the Sippar
Collection of the British Museum are copied, tritasated and translated by J. MacGinnis.
Furthermore, MacGinnis copied, transliterated arashdlated 53 more texts, which are mainly
letters, from the same Sippar collection, and higld them in “Letters from the Neo-Babylonian
Ebabbara,Mesopotamie&81 (1996): 99-159.

4) 248 Late Babylonian letters, simultaneously puldiéhin CT # 22, were transliterated and
translated by R. Campbell Thompson, and publishdchte Babylonian Letters: Transliterations
and Translations of a Series of Letters WrittenBiabylonian Cuneiform, Chiefly During the
Reigns of Nabonidus, Cyrus, Cambyses, and Ddtiosidon: Luzac & Co., 1906; repr. New
York: AMS Press, 1976).

5) Ronald H. Sack also transliterated and translaB&ippar contract texts dating to the reign of
Neriglissar, and published them NMerglissar-King of Babylor(Neukirchen-Viuyn: Butzon &
Bercker, 1994).

6) M. Jursa has dealt with land lease texts from tpea® collections in the British Museum ie
Landwirtschaft in Sippar in neubabylonischer Z@fienna : Instituts fUr Orientalistik der Univ
Wien, 1995). A. C. V. M. Bongenaar’'s bodije Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sippar: Its
Administration and its Prospographi.eiden: Nederlands Historisch-Archaelogisch st te
Istanbul, 1997), also includes the transliteratiand translations of some unpublished Sippar texts.

22 BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipfia2.

2 MacGinnis,Letter Orders from SippaB. MacGinnis names the second category of i@l staff as
“priests,” but the definition of priests based be Western culture, “the title of the principal ftionaries
at divine service,” does not properly apply to treious cultic functionaries, such &anggd passu
gudapsy aSipy, kald and the like, in the Ancient Near Eastern religionThus we name the second
category as “ritualists” who participate in divieervices in various ways. Concerning the debingi of
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‘resident’ @ipu) of Ebabbar and the ‘temple administratofarigd) of Sippar with

24 \Whereas these

collaboration of the ‘scribes of Ebabbarugsarii Sa Ebabbay.
individuals belonged to the upper echelon of thaple administration in the Ebabbar
temple, the middle echelon of the temple admirntistnaconsisted of overseersipiri)
and chiefsabatu).”?

Bongenaar divides the administrative tasks ofStneglof Sippar into three categories:
(1) management of the property of the temple ofldBhaa consisting of farm land, cattle
outside the city and houses in the city; (2) sugem of temple personnel; (3) control
over the movements of goods, i.e. the issue aneipteof commodities?® It is not
always clear whether there was an explicit disiimcbetween the role &anguof Sippar

and that ofgrpu of Ebabbar as the top administrators in the Ebat#yaple. It appears

that thegipu of Ebabbar was considered superior to&aeglof Sippar during the Neo-

these terms, see also R. A. HenshBemale and Male: The Cultic Personnel: The Biblel éime Rest of
the Ancient Near EagPrinceton Theological Monographs 31; Allison Pdk;: Pickwick, 1994), 24-25.
G. van Driel also uses the term “ritualisEl{sive Silver: In Search of a Role for a Marketam Agrarian

Environment Aspects of Mesopotamia’s Socjegiden: Nederlands Instituut Voor Het Nebije Gost
2002]).

24 BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipgaf. The termsipu, $ang() andzup$arni

Sa Ebabbarhave been translated in various ways by diffesaftolars. Here we follow Bongenaar’'s
translation of these terms except fopSarrz Sa Ebabbarfor which Bongenaar prefers to translate “College
scribes” instead of “scribes of Ebabbar.” We preéfeuse the latter sicne it is a more literal station of
tupSarni Sa Ebabbar See also, M. A. Dandamayev, “Neo-Babylonian ahchaemenid State
Administration in Mesopotamia,” idudah and Judeans in the Persian Peri@88-395. In the cited
article, Dandamayev gives various usages of thites of officials.

2> BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipfa2. From the third millennium onwards
certain groups of institutional personnel acquiséatus and income by performing a specific role¢hia
cult. Their ultimate successors were the prebemtitds of the Neo-Babylonian towns of the First
Millennium. Some high-ranking temple officials atfte groups of brewers, bakers, butchers, fishermen
and herdsmen owned the prebendal right which waxipally heritable, but could be leased, sold, or
transmitted through adoption. Royal officials aheé temple scribes were not regarded as prebesdarie
through their roles in the temple administratiomesn they acquired a prebendal right by other me&os

the prebendal right, see, G. van Driglusive Silver 64-86. According to Bongenaar, such a prebendal
system continued to exist until the end of Hellgaiperiod. The main source of the prebendal incovas

the remnants of the sacrifices offered to the egiti

26 BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipga:
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Babylonian period?” From the beginning of the reign of Cambyses, thisking is
reversed?®

The rupSarii Ebabbar (the scribes of Ebabbdfy actively engaged in temple
administration as the assistants or executivebefiijpu andSangld The five scribes of
Ebabbar were first installed and introduced tortteagement of the Ebabbar temple by
Nabonidus™® By installing the scribes in the Ebabbar tempberfa new power group, it
seems that Nabonidus attempted to counterbalamc@dtver of the prominent Sippar
families who owned important prebendal rights arefevrunning the temple almost
autonomously. The many ‘letter orders’ from theaBlvar archives prove that the scribes
of Ebabbar could order the issue of commoditieshauit any perceptible sign of
authorization by the temple administrator or theident, such as their seafs. This fact

shows that the temple scribes played a significaletin the temple administration.

2" MacGinnis, Letter Orders from Sippatl17.

28 MacGinnis, Letter Orders from Sipparl17 and Bongenaafhe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at
Sippar, 6-7.

22 The mup8arni Ebabbaris written as"UMBISAG.MES §a) E.BABBAR.RA or ""DUB.SAR.MES §3)
E.BABBAR.RA. According to MacGinnis, during the di@abylonian period, the tempkepru (the
scribe who wrote in Aramaic)ywho was subject to theipu, did not have any authority to issue
commodities on his own as scribes of Ebabbar ditha@sy letter orders indicate. Later in the Achaeiche
period, this templeepru was included into the upper echelon of the teragi@inistration with the same
rank of the scribes of EbabbaugSarn: Ebabba) (MacGinnis,Letter Orders From Sipparl22-123, and
BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipé).

3% Bongenaar summarizes Nabonidus’ reforms of thepkenadministration as including three major
changes: (1) the installation of a nefpu in Nabonidus’ first year; (2) the installation afnew3angd
between Nabonidus’ first and second year; (3) theoduction of the five scribes into the temple
administration in the first half of Nabonidus’ raig After the five scribes of Ebabbar entered the
management of the temple in the first half of Nabos' reign, they continued to be involved in tbenple
management until the end of the Sippar archive erx&s’ second year. Later, during the reign of
Cambyses, an Aramaic scribe joined the ranks okthies of Ebabbar (Bongena@he Neo-Babylonian
Ebabbar Temple at Sippab8-59)

3! BongenaarThe Neo-Babylonian Ebabbar Temple at Sipjs&59.
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The administration of the Ebabbar temple ie thchaemenid period followed a
similar pattern that of Neo-Babylonian period, witbme minor modification§? The
upper echelon of the temple administration condistetheSangdof Sippar, thegipu of
Ebabbar, and the five scribes of Ebabbar plus aamAic scribe gepru).  The
Achaemenid kings respected the basic structureeoEbabbar temple administration, but
they attempted to hold the real power of the teraglministration in their own hands, by
appointing a local elite, who would work for thengis benefit, to the position of top
administration of the temple.

A second example of temple administration fiddesopotamia proper in these periods
is reflected in the archives of the Eanna templé&Jiok, the sanctuary of the goddess
Ishtar, which contains over 8,000 tablets. Theonitgj of these tablets date to the Neo-
Babylonian and early Achaemenid periods (626-52EB& In the Eanna temple in
Uruk, thegipu Sa Eannaand theSatammu Sa Eannform the top echelon of the temple
administration. Their management was executed lasec collaborations with the
rupSarniz biti and thesepru (the Aramaic scribe}®® In the case of the Eanna temple,
however, the involvement of tikin remi Uruk (the governor of Uruk) and thiés Sarri

bel piqitti Sa muai quppi [makkir] Eanna(the royal courtier in charge of the cash box of

32 Briant, From Cyrus to Alexande#1-72.

33 paul-Alain Beaulieu,Late Babylonian Texts in the Nies Babylonian Caitec (Bethesda: CDL
Press, 1994), 6; and M. Jurbieo-Babylonian Legal and Administrative Documeh88-139.

34M. A. Dandamayev, “State and Temple in Babyloni&he First Millennium B.C.” irState and Temple
Economy in the Ancient Near Egsid. Edward Lipinski; Leuven: Department Oriérstiik, 1979), 590.

L. S. Fried includegazakkwand&akin femi Urukin the list of the Eanna temple personnel, butzdmakku
(DUB.SAR.ZAG.GA) was a high royal official in chagf the national tax system and thin femi
Uruk belonged to the city bureaucracy as the goverimen though they had a strong influence over the
temple, we do not include them as the temple stdffied,The Priest and the Great King-13.
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Eanna) in the temple administration was much moaséle than in the case of the
Ebabbar temple.

To sum up, the upper echelon of the administrain these two Babylonian temples
consisted of the two top administrators and thdeg@l body of scribes which was
composed of five or six scribes (including an Araszribe).

A third example for the bureaucratic system tefmple administration in the
Achaemeid period can be found in the Elephantiokiee. The archive, dating from the
fifth century BCE, was found in the first decadetloé twentieth century CE in a Jewsih
colony on the island of Elephantine at the soutthenmler of Egypf>® The Elephantine
texts shed some light on the administrative stmectaf the Yahweh Temple in
Elephantine. In several letters, Jedaniah thesp(e>rt) and his colleagues the priests
(@m1on) appear as either senders or recipients. Thelssdc“Passover Letter" TAD
A4.1 or C 21) was sent to “Jedaniah and his colleag™am )" (TAD A4.1:1, 10
or C 21:1, 10) by Hananidf® It was “Jedaniah and his colleagues the priests®(
owmsn 1mam)” who wrote letters to Bagohi governor of JudaD A4.7 or C 30;TAD
A4.8 or C 31), and to Delaiah and Shelemiah sonSasfballat, governor of Samaria
(TAD A4.7: 29)"*" The archive of Jedaniah ben Gemariah indicaisJédaniah was a
chief officer in the temple of Elephantifi&. It is not clear how many colleagues assisted

Jedaniah. IMTAD A4.2 or C 37, ‘Jedaniah, Mauziah, Uriah and theigan’ appear as

3% porten and Yardini, edd.etters(Vol. | of TAD; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1986), 54-55.

37 porten and Yardini, edd.etters 68-71 and 72-75.

38 This archive contains ten documents dealing wilmmunal affairs. Most of them concerned the
relations between Jews and Egyptians and the désmuof the Jewish Temple. Portefrchives from

Elephanting 278.
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recipients of the letter sent by someone who intced himself as their servafit. TAD
A4.3 or C 38 is a letter that Mauziah son of Natkant to his lords Jedaniah, Uriah and
“the priests of YHW the god">§&m 171 21m2), Mattan and Berechiali® TAD A4.10 or C
33 contains an offer of payment for reconstructwbrihe temple, which was written by
five representatives: Jedaniah, Mauzi, Shemaiake&lson of Jathom, and Hosea son of
Nattun/** In these papyri, Jedaniah, Mauzi or Mauziah aridHiJoften appear together,
but other names are not all the same. It seemditieaor six officials represented the
Elephantine Jewish garrison, whose chief offices Wadaniah in the late fifth century
BCE. The majority of them appear to have beenstsjebut the possibility that non-
priestly members could have been involved in theiastration cannot be excluded.
These important leaders of the garrison seem te baen involved in the administration
of the temple.

On the other han@AD A4.7:18-19 or C 30:18-19 mentions a letter thakahéah and
his colleagues in Elephantine sent to Bagohi theegwr of Judah, and to Jehohanan the
high priest and his colleagues the priests in deus and to Ostanes brother of Anani
and the nobles of the JeWs. This reference sheds light on the temple admmatisn in
the province of Yehud in the late fifth century BCHE implies that Jehohanan the high
priest and his colleagues (priests) representedahesalem Temple at that time. Several
biblical passages dated to the Persian periodpt®dde various pictures of the temple

administration, especially about the upper echedérnthe Jerusalem Temple. The

3% porten and Yardeni, edetters 56-57.
"%porten and Yardeni, edetters 58-59.
"!porten and Yardeni, edetters 78-79.
"2 porten and Yardini, edd.etters 68-71.
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following table contains information about the tdenptaff, drawn from various sources

including the Hebrew Bible.

Table 22. Temple Staff

Texts The composition of The function of the temple staff
the temple staff

Ezra 8:3-34 Two priests and tw To weigh out the gold and silver and the ves

Levites that Ezra brought from Babylon and to record
them.

Neh 13:1. A priest, a scribe, To distributethe tithes to their kinsme
Levite and one
officer®

1 Chr 9:2+-29 The four chief To guard the utensils of service and the furni
gatekeepers (the four | and all the holy utensils; and to supply flour, in
Levites) oil, incense, and spices for daily sacrificial sees.

TAD A4.7:1¢&-1S | Jehohanan the hig
priest and his
colleagues the priests

m. Seqa. 5:2 The three treasuret To manage the finances and property of
together with the seven Temple; to keep the holy vessels and priestly
administrators vestments; to distribute funds, flour for meal

offerings and wine for libations; to handle any
donations; and to supply wood, animals, flour and
oil to make offerings. Many of these tasks were
divided among fifteen officers, whose names |are
listed inm. Seqal5:1./*

Except folTAD A4.7, none of the sources listed above mentiorckhef executive(s)
in the temple administration. The temple stafinse¢o be an administrative body, which

ran the Temple in a practical sense. In Ezra-Nédieisnd Chronicles, the four members

433, Schaper argues that the scribe in Neh 13:1ghpslto the Zadokites since his name is Zadok, and
another layman to the Levites because of his geggal Thus, according to J. Schaper, the treasurers
committee is composed of two priests and two Levitgchaper, “The Temple Treasury Committee,” 201-
202).

4% evine, Jerusalem 243. Although Mishnah was written in c. 200 Clen the Temple no longer
existed,m. Seqal5:2 is included in Table 22 since it provides dethiinformation about the temple
administration (though it is not certain which perithe information refers to) and at the same tiine,
indicates that the temple administration graduddlyeloped into a sophisticated bureaucratic system.
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constitute the temple staff although its compositghows slight differenced> The
Chronicler's picture differs from the one of Ezratmiah in that it consists of all
Levites, and its duties are wider than in Ezra-Maehfé. The Mishnah’s description of
the temple staff and their duties seems to refletibre sophisticated bureaucratic system
than the ones from Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicleee Mishnah’s description must
have been related to practices of a much lateogehan the Chronicler’s time, if it is
meant to reflect realities of a certain time. Thet thatm. Segal. 5:1 could recall the
names of the fifteen officers who performed sped#isks in the Temple implies that the
descriptions must derive from recent memories ranfthe fourth century BCEThus,
the Chronicler’s overall description of the temptaff belongs to somewhere in the line
of the development of the bureaucratic system eftéimple administration from the one
of Ezra-Nehemiah to that of Mishnah.

Nonetheless, the Chronicler’'s descriptionieshple staff needs to be examined since
the Chronicler portrays it as consisting of onlyites, unlike Ezra-Nehemiah. We need
to ask the following two sets of questions: (1) Badée Chronicler’'s pro-Levitical
tendency pair with his negative treatment of thghhpriesthood? How does the
Chronicler describe the relationship between thgh lgriest or the chief priest and the
other temple staff? Is the Chronicler's descriptiparmonious with those of other

authors’ in the same period? (2) Could the Chrenflpartiality to the Levites be found

"% A possible relationship between the treasurieshef Temple in Ezra 8:33 and in Neh 13:13 is still
debated among scholars. Williamson argues that &éne two different ones, but J. Schaper contends,
against Williamson, that Nehemiah set up the trsasommittee as a permanent one, and the committee
mentioned in Ezra 8:33 was the same one that Nelfeinstalled. Both arguments are closely related to
each scholar’'s opinion on whether Ezra precededeMéth or not. For this debate, refer to H. G. M.
Williamson, Ezra, NehemiaiWBC 16; Waco: Word Books), 388-389 and SchapehegTemple Treasury
Committee,” 200-206.

288



in later treatments of the Levites from the Helitici and Hasmonean periods? If not,

how could we explain the Chronicler’s favoritismtbé Levites?

3.3.1. The Chronicler’s Treatment of the High Priethood
The Chronicler’'s treatment with the high ptieed during the Persian era does not
deviate much from those in Ezra-Nehemiah or in glosg’ Antiquities First of all, the

746

majority of the references to the title ‘high ptieg>mam jm2m) ™ or ‘chief priest’

(xan jom),”in fact, appear in the texts written after thesiRer period. The title
‘high priest’ is used only once in Chronicles (2r@4:9) for Hilkiah during the reign of
Josiah. It is likely to be a simple repetitionitsf source 2 Kgs 22:4. Interestingly, the
Chronicler omits Hilkiah’s title in the other twortes when his source refers to Hilkiah
with this title (see 2 Kgs 22:8//2 Chr 34:15 andKgds 23:4 which is omitted in
Chronicles). Moreover, in section 2.3.2, we obsdrthat the Chronicler gives Hilkiah a
lesser role in the account of Josiah’s reforms thahfound in Kings.

The Chronicler seems to prefer another title fa kigh priestgix=m 3721, which

appears five times in Chronicles. There are foigsts termed ‘chief priestiiga 172m)

%®The references to the tithean 17om: Num 35:25, 28 ; Josh 20:6; 2 Kgs 22:4, 8; 23:GH2 34:9; Neh
3:1, 20; 13:28; Hag 1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 4; Zech 8;16:11. The titléman 1127 is translated intd iepedg 6
uéyag in the LXX of all the cited passages except f@hla0:6 (the title does not appear in the LXX).

" The title xam =11 appears in 2 Kgs 25:18; Jer 52:24; Ezra 7:5; L Z0h5; 2 Chr 19:11; 24:11;
26:20; 31:10. Unlike the titlea 17127, the titlewxan 1= is translated in various ways in the LXX.
For instanceyxan 1121 is translated intd iepevg 6 mpdtog (in LXX 2 Kgs 25:18; Jer 52:24; Ezra 7:5; 2
Chr 26:20);6 iepevg 6 Gpywv (in LXX 1 Chr 27:5; 2 Chr 31:10) igpedg fyyoduevog (in LXX 2 Chr
19:11); oro iepevg 6 péyag (in LXX 2 Chr 24:11). However, the most frequgntised title for the high
priest in the Greek texts ésapyepevc: see 1 Macc 10:20, 32, 38, 69; 12:3, 6, 7; 13426,14:17, 23, 27,
30, 35, 41, 47, 15:17, 21, 24; 16:12, 24; 2 Mads 8; 9, 10, 16, 21, 32, 33; 4:13; 14:3, 13; 151 Esd
5:40; 9:39, 40, 49; 3 Macc 1:11; 2:1; 4 Macc 418, 18. The tithl® iepedg 0 péyac also appears in the
following Greek texts: Jdt 4:6, 8, 14; 15:8; SirB01 Macc 12:20; 14:20; 15:2. These data indithaas
more than 66%of the occurences of the title ‘higkgt’ or ‘chief priest’ appear in the texts whiatginate
from the Hellenistic period. The frequent appeeeanf the high priest in literature could imply the
significance of his role in the community.
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in Chronicles: Amariah under Jehoshaphat (2 Cht1)9:Jehoiada under King Joash (1
Chr 27:5; 2 Chr 24:6, 11); Azariah under UzzialC{ 26:20); and Azariah of the house
of Zadok under Hezekiah (2 Chr 31:76J. In other cases, he uses a different title for the
chief priestp nbxm-mea 1, for Azariah during the reign of Hezekiah (1 Cht®and 2
Chr 31:12)"*°

First, Amariah the chief priest, during thereof King Jehoshaphat, appears only in
Chronicles (2 Chr 19:11). In the Chronicler’s aéiire, Jehoshaphat appoints him over
the religious mattersn{-2271 525) and Zebadiah over the king’'s mattersag 525
Tonm).  According to the Chronicler, the chief priestshthe highest authority only in
cultic matters, but has no power in civic mattefSuch distinction between spheres of
sacerdotal and political responsibility is alsorfdun 1 Chr 26:30 and 32, where the
royal administrationoni 127) is distinguished from the religious mattersibxri 227).
For this reason, several commentators consider @teonicler's narrative of
Jehoshaphat’s judiciary reform as the Chroniclems work in which he retrojected
circumstances of his own day into the time of Jahphat’>°

The Chronicler’s perspective on this issuerise again identified in his treatment of
Azariah during the reign of King Uzziah (2 Chr 282 The mention of an Azariah under
Uzziah appears only in the book of Chronicles. e Thronicler describes King Uzziah’s

leprosy as God’s punishment for his violation o griestly privilege of offering incense

%8 Steven James Schweitzer, “The High Priest in Gblest An Anomaly in a Detailed Description of the
Temple Cult,"Biblica 84 (2003): 393.

"9 This title is used once by Jeremiah in a slighifferent formula,;117* m°a2 7™ PRI Jan (Jer
20:1).

0paul K. HookerFirst and Second Chroniclggouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001));20
and Gary N. Knoppers, “Jehoshaphat’s Judiciary,” 80
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(2 Chr 26:16-17). At that time, Azariah, as a esentative of the priests, defended their
prerogatives against the king. In this narratitae, Chronicler presents the chief priest as
one who has authority over cultic matters.

In section 2.3.1, we discussed the Chronglspecific treatment of his source 2 Kgs
12:5-11. In the Chronicler’s version (2 Chr 24By1the chief priest Jehoiada’s role for
securing the fund for repair of the Temple is ladit but the Levites’ involvement in
guarding and handling the chest is emphasized. edery Jehoiada is portrayed as being
responsible for the Levites’s failure to impleméra king’s command.

The fourth chief priest mentioned in Chronécippears in the narrative of Hezekiah’s
provisioning for the priests and Levites (2 Chr221; and see section 2.2.3). Azariah
the chief priest is portrayed by the Chroniclettas one in charge of the priests and the
Levites. Azariah exercises his administrative arti over the cultic matters by
participating in the appointment of officials oktstorerooms along with King Hezekiah.

All these observations indicate that in Chetes, the high priest or the chief priest is
presented as being responsible in the cultic dogrjadging cultic matters, by defending
priestly privilege, or by being accountable for thetions of all the temple personnel
including the Levites. However, the chief priesshiever portrayed as being independent
of the king, or having any authority over civicaifs.*

The Chronicler’s distinction between culticttees and civic matters can be found in
other biblical authors during the Persian peffdThe differentiation between the office

of the governor and the office of high priest isrid in Haggai and Zechariah as well as

S schweitzer, “The High Priest in Chronicles,” 4@eborah W. RookeZadok’s Heirs: The Role and
Development of the High Priesthood in Ancient Ibri@dew York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 238-
239; and also Kleinl Chronicles212-213.

52K noppers, “Jehoshaphat’s Judiciary,” 80.
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Ezra-Nehemiah. For instance, the diarchic leadeshthe governor and the high priest
is expressed with the phrase “Zerubbabel the goveshJudah 1 nm2) and Joshua
the high priest*¢mam j7om)” in Hag 1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 4; Ezra 3:8; and 5% .Such
leadership is also portrayed in Zechariah, butgusififerent expressions, such as “two
olive trees” (Zech 4:11); “two branches of the elitrees,” (Zech 4:12) and “the two
anointed ones™ s ™2 W) (Zech 4:14). In Ezekiel's program for the futdremple,
the careful distinction between the office of parnend the one of priests is also found
(Ezek 37:24-28; 44:1-3; 45:4-5, 7-25; 46:1-10, 18,18; 48:21-22§>*

According to Ezra 4:1, it was ‘Zerubbabel ati heads of families’ that the
adversaries of Judah and Benjamin approached tdoaghrticipate in rebuilding the
Temple. Joshua the high priest was not mentioned éhough he was in charge of the
construction work itself (Ezra 3:9). This omissiowlicates that Zerubbabel acted as a
representative in civil matters. The answer t@ tieiquest was given by “Zerubbabel,
Jeshua, and the rest of the heads of fathers' fandsrael” (Ezra 4:3). Evidently there
was a certain agreed boundary between the resjpldreskthat the two leaders assumed,
but this boundary seems to have shifted over theseoof time. For instance, the edict of
Artaxerxes (Ezra 5:12-26) clearly indicates that thsks of Ezra are bound to cultic
matters, but Ezra’s involvement in excommunicatiagsimilationists due to their
exogamic status (Ezra 10) cannot be a solely coiatter. Furthermore, according to

Neh 7:1, it was Nehemiah the governor, not Eliashéhigh priest, who appointed the

531t is worth noting that Joshua is always mentiorssstond after Zerubbabel in these references.
VanderKamFrom Joshua to Caiaphagl.

> G. N. Knoppers, “An Achaemenid Imperial Authoripat of Torah in Yehud?” irPersia and Torah:
The Theory of Imperial Authorization of the Pentate(ed. James W. Watts; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2001), 128.
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cultic personnel, such as gatekeepers, singerstlad_evites although, clearly, the
appointment of cultic personnel is related to cuitiatters>° All these facts indicate that
during the Persian period there was a differemtabetween the cultic sphere and the
civic sphere although there was fluctuation of Hmindary between the two spheres
depending on the balance of power at each time. thism sense, the Chronicler's
distinction between cultic matters and civic matteonforms to the circumstances of the
Persian period.

The Chronicler’s treatment of the high priestti does not deviate significantly from
the ones found in other post-exilic texts. Throttgg 1:1, 12, 14; 2:2, 4; Zech 3:1, 8, we
know that Joshua was the high priest, but he iemealled the high priest in the book of
Ezra. His priestly status is only known from h&rpnym and from his association with
other priests>® The list of priests in Neh 12:10-11, 22-23, 26balieved, based on
Josephus’ list of the high priestdnt 11.121, 297, and 302), to be a list of the naaies
high priests in the Persian €rd. However, the names on the list in Nehemiah 1hate
identified there explicitly as high priests. Thalyoone called high priest in the book of
Nehemiah is Eliashib the high priest (Neh 3:1). iagllib and his fellow priests

participated in Nehemiah’s task to rebuild the vadlDerusalem. This Eliashib was the

5% 3. W. Cataldo interprets Nehemiah's reformatior gmlitical move, by which Nehemiah solidified his
power over the religious administration. Accordity Cataldo, Nehemiah's measures to secure the
positions and income of the Levites were intenaeddunterbalance the priestly pursuit of power &kt

A Theocratic Yehud203).

56 yvanderKamFrom Joshua to Caiaphag9-20.

57 Levine, Jerusalem 35, Our concern is not to reconstruct the genealodjicalof the high priests in the
post-exilic period, but to examine how the higrepthood is treated in the post-exilic texts. FRerformer
issue, refer to F. M. Cross, “A Reconstructionhs# Judean Restoration]BL 94 (1975): 4-18; J. Betlyon,
“The Provincial Government of Persian Period Jualed the Yehud CoinsJBL 15 (1986): 633-642; and
also VanderKamkFrom Joshua to Caiaphag4-99. VanderKam concludes, unlike F. M. Crdbaf the
extant list of high priests for the Persian peliodNehemiah 12 anAntiquitiesis likely to be complete, so
that there is no need to insert several new namds See also Jan Bek, Les manuscritearaméens du
Wadi Daliyeh et la Samarie vers 450-332 av. J(t@iden: Brill, 2007), 549-599.
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high priest when Nehemiah came to Jerusalem intwleatieth year of Artaxerxes I
(=445 BCE; Neh 1:1; 2:1). When Tobiah’s explotatof the temple revenue is reported
in Neh 13:4-9, the one who appointed Tobiah over storerooms of the Temple is
named as ‘the priest Eliashib’ (Neh 13:4), not tiigh priest Eliashii®® According to
TAD A4.7=C 30, Johanan was the high prigsth(x:>) of the Jerusalem Temple in the
year 401 BCE. This Johanan seems to be the sgome fivho appears in the list of Neh
12:22. He was one of the recipients of the letiet the Jews of Elephantine wrote
asking for his support in rebuilding their templ&his fact implies that the office of the
high priest in Jerusalem was highly regarded by ibes in Elephantine. In stark
contrast, the significance of the high priest ie tommunity of Yehud can hardly be
found in Nehemiah.

On the other hand, Josephus tells us thahitdfe priest Johanan killed his brother
Jesus in the Templégt 11.297-301). It is not clear whether this Jolmattee high priest
was the same as Johanan the high priesAiD A4.7.”%° Regardless of whether they are
the same individual or not, Josephus’ story imptiest the office of high priest was
subject to intervention by Persian officials, sashBagoses, the general of Artaxerxes’
army (Ant 11.298-301). On the other hand, Josephus’ stbout Alexander’'s meeting

with Jaddua the high priesfift 11.329-39) shows that the high priest had atthsre

8 vanderKamFrom Joshua to Caiaphas0-51.

9H. G. M. Williamson argues that they are not tams individuals by suggesting Josephus’ Johanan as
later priest paired with Bagoses, a Persian gerddrértaxerxes Il (358-338 BCE) (Williamson, “The
Historical Value of Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities 207-301,” 80-88). However, L. S. Fried arguest th
the high priest imAnt. 11.297 and Johanan iAD A4.7 are the same individual as another Johanam wh
minted his coins between 378-368BCE (Fri€de Priest and the Great Kin@29-230). In other words,
this Johanan had been in office of a high prieséifbyears. The identity of Johanan referred tihvénthree
different sources is still debated, and it is Hardeach a scholarly consensus without any furthétence.
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exalted status by the close of the Persian péffodaddua seems to have been a leader
not only in cultic affairs, but also in politicahnd even military ones. However, in
general, the office of high priest appears to Hasen limited to the cultic area and never
incorporated autonomous authority in the provint&'ehud during the Persian period.
This fact is corroborated by studies of bullaeseand coins from the Persian period,
which provide valuable data for the names of Jevgshiernors’® Apart from three
officials, Sheshbazzar, Zerubbabel and Nehemiakwiere styled with the titler= (in
Ezr 5:14; Hag 1:1 and Neh 12:26, respectively)dence from bullae, seals, and coins
from the province of Yehud during the Persian perpyoves the presence of other
governors who preceded Nehemiah and succeeded Hecording to N. Avigad,
“Bagohi, governor of Judah” is mentioned in the ®eac Elephantine Papyri, of thd'5
century BCE, and “Ykezqgiyah the Governor” appears in coins found ah&et and

n763

Tell JemmeH® Two other governors’ names, “Yeho‘ezer” antAhiab,”"®* are found

8% yyanderKamFrom Joshua to Caiapa$7.

81 Concerning this issue, refer to Nahman AvigBd|lae and Seals from a Post-Exilic Judean Archive
(Jerusalem: The Institute of Archaeology, The Hebtiiversity of Jerusalem, 1976); E. Stektaterial
Culture of the Land of the Bible in the PersianiBdr538-332 BCEJerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
1982); D. Barag, ‘Some Notes on a Silver Coin dfalmn the High PriestBA 48 (1985): 166-168. For
the governors who served in the province of Yehudng the Persian period, refer to H. G. M. Willisom,
“The Governors of Judah under the PersiaygyiB39 (1988): 59-82; C. Tuplin, “The Administratiof o
the Achaemenid Empire,” iBoinage and Administration in the Athenian and Rer€Empires: The Ninth
Oxford Symposium on Coinage and Monetary His{@dg. lan Carradice; BAR International Series 343;
Oxford: B.A.R., 1987), 109-66; D. M. Lewis, “Therg’s Dinner (Polyaenus IV 3,32),” iAchaemenid
History Il: The Greek Sources Proceedings of the Groninb@84 Achaemenid History Worksh¢gd. H
Sancisi-Weerdenburg and A. Kuhrt; Leiden: Nedersamdtituut voor het Nabije Oostet987), 79-87.

%2 Nahman AvigadBullae and Seals from a Post-Exilic Judean Archi¥erusalem: The Institute of
Archaeology, 1976), 6. Concerning Yehud coins,ase, SternMaterial Culture of the Land of the Bible
in the Persian Period 538-332 BCE24-227.

%30, Lipschits and D. Vanderhooft, et al, suggeatlireg this naméAhiab not Ahzai (Avigad's reading)
with certainty, based on their studies on the stampressions from Ramat Ral (O. Lipschits et al,
“Twenty-Four NewY ehudStamp Impressions,” 9-10).
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with their title in the unusual Aramaic forsane on the jar-impressions from Ramat-
Rahel.

These records of the governors’ names indicate ahgdvernor was present in the
province of Yehud as a civic ruler in almost ak years of Persian contrSf: Recently,
O. Lipschits et al. also argue: “The wide distribatof the several YSI types that include
the termphw’ (X12)” and “the existence of a stamp type with the neggthwdp/iw’, but
no personal name, strongly suggests that thereowaslone governor of Yehud [at a
given time] and the office was widely recognizé&."All these facts indicate that the
high priest could not have been the only authavitatuler in the provincé®®

However, the coins minted in the namejobn prv, i.e., “ Yohanan the priest,”
seem to challenge this conclusion. The fact thatgriest could mint the coins in the
mid-fourth century BCE has been interpreted in ssveays’®’ either as evidence for
the involvement of Judea in the Tennes rebelliothef 340s BCE® or as a concrete
example for the high priest’s control over the $@cgovernment® These hypothetical

interpretations are also open to criticism. Fo$tall, the Jews are never listed as

64 3. W. Cataldo also argues that governors contitmiéanction in the province of Yehud after Nehemia
through almost the entirety of the Persian periaseld on the testimony of the extra-biblical eviderstich
as bullae and seals which have either or phthandp/h signs (CataldoA Theocratic Yehud®0-93, 103,
117; and see also, Friethe Priest and the Great King84-187).

85| ipschits et al, “Twenty-Four NeWehudStamp Impressions,” 11.

%8 yvanderKamFrom Joshua to Caiaphag11.

87 Barag, “Some Notes on a Silver Coin of JohanarHilgé Priest,” 166-168.

88D, Barag, “The Effects of the Tennes RebellionRajestine,"BASOR183 (1966): 6-12; M. Smith,
Palestinian Parties and Politics that Shaped thel ®estamen{New York: Columbia University Press,
1971), 60; and also, John Wilson Betlyon, “The Rrolal Government of Persian Period Judea and the
Yehud Coins,”JBL 105 (1986): 637.

% The following scholars have interpreted the caihgchanan more or less in this way: Betlyon, “The
Provincial Government,” 641; and H. G. M. Willianmso*'Judah and the Jews,” Btudies in Persian

Period History and Historiographyi4-45.
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participants in either the Great Satrapal Revol8@® BCE or the Tennes Revolt of the
340s BCE in the ancient sourcd@$. Archaeological evidence also does not support the
involvement of Judah in these revolts. Moreoviee, toins of Jeanan were minted on
the Persian shekel standard, not on the Attic stahdvhich most provinces adopted, and
the coins are twgerah (1/20" of the Persian shekel) pieces. B. W. Root suggbstt
this fact may indicate that the one who minteddbi@s of Jhanan was on friendly terms
with the Persian king’* Thus, the hypothesis that the coins dfalmn would have been
related to the involvement of Judah in the Tenesslt is not sound’?

Second, the existence of the coins oheagiyah the governor, which can hardly
antedate the mid-fourth century BCE attenuates the merit of the argument that the high
priest assumed power over the civic matters as agethe cultic matters in the later part
of the Persian period? The fact that the governor minted his coinagi@@lmost same
time as the high priest implies that the governaswstill in charge of the civil

administration whatever power the high priest hagueed at that tim&> Thus, the

7% Concerning the Great Satrapal Revolt of 360 BGI, BiodorusHistory 4:92; Nepos, “Chabrias”;
Plutarch, “Agesilaus.” And for the Tennes Revetie DiodorusHistory 16:40-52 (Barag, “The Effects of
the Tennes Rebellion on Palestine,” 7-8).

" Bradley W. Root, “Coinage, War, and Peace in Feentury Yehud,Near Eastern Archaeolod3g/3
(2005): 134. L. S. Fried also argues thahafman could mint some coins with his name on thely with
Persian permission (Friefihe Priest and the Great King27-231).

21, G. M. Williamson, “Early Post-Exilic Judaeansitiry,” in Studies in Persian Period History and
Historiography 22-23.

"3 For the date of these coins, see Barag, “SomesNute Silver Coin of Johanan the High Priest,”;168
and H. Gitler and C. Lorber, “A New Chronology tbe Ptolemaic Coins of JudatAJIN 18 (2006): 1-41.

" Barag, “Some Notes on a Silver Coin of JohanarHilgé Priest,” 168.

"> Rooke,Zadok’s Heirs 237; and also Lisbeth S. Fried, “A Silver CoinYafhanan Hak&han (Pls I1-V),”
Transeuphraten6 (2003): 85. Fried’s conclusion in this artiellso supports our interpretation. She
concludes her studies with the following argument:
“If Yo hanan obtained secular control for the priesthobdid not outlast himself. He
may have seized power while Bagavahya was awayiffighin the campaigns against
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governor’s authority over the civic administratiseems to have remained separate from
the high priest’s authority over the cultic mattérsoughout the Persian period although
oscillations in the balance of power must have beevitable.

All'in all, we conclude that the Chronicledgferentiation between cultic matters and
civic matters and his treatment of the high priesthreflect practices of his own time.
His description of the temple staff (priests, gaegers and treasurers) also fits situations
in the Persian period that other biblical authoesatibe, with the sole exception of its
claim that the staff was all Levites.

We have observed that the Chronicler's treatnué the Levites is rather unusual
when it is compared with treatment of the Levitasother post-exilic texts. Is the
Chronicler’s picture of the Levites also a prodathis own time, or a reflection of his
ideological view of the world? In order to answérs question, we will examine
references to the Levites in writings of the Secdmanple period, after the time of
Chronicles. If the Levites have the same statasetthat the Chronicler granted to them,
it is probable that the Chronicler’'s picture of tieenple staff was related to the actual

changes in the Second Temple period.

3.3.2. The Levites in the Writings of the Second Teple Period
In this section, we will examine the texts ttliginated in the Hellenistic and
Hasmonean period, including Deutero-canonical aselg@epigraphic works as well as

the Dead Sea Scrolls.

Egypt, and demonstrated it both by murdering hatHar, Bagavahya's favorite, and by
minting some coins with his name on it. His auitiyovas short-lived and illusory. The
coins of Yerizgiyah happelih indicate that Yhizgiyah became governor after
Bagavahya, also sometime between 378-368 BCE, ahdl ih until the advent of
Alexander the Great. Secular control quickly résgiinto the hands of Persia.”

298



3.3.2.1. The Levites in Deutero-canonical Works

The Levites are hardly mentioned in Deutenoecagcal works, such as Ben Sira and 1
and 2 Maccabeéd® The only two occurrences of the Levites are foimdrob 1:7
(which we have already mentioned above) and in LE3ther 10:3 where a certain
Dositheus is introduced as a priest and a Levite.

Ben Sira’s silence about the Levites is palady significant given the author’s
strong concern about the priesthood. Sir 7:29t8tes that fearing God means treating
his priesthood as holy, and loving God means nagefiting one’s relationship with the

priesthood.””’

Sir 46:6-25 describes the priestly covenant wiharon and his
descendants. This passage emphasizes that Aamesshpod is eternal (vv. 7, 15, and
24) and exclusive (vv. 18-19). It also presents gmiestly duties, such as to offer
sacrifices, to make atonement for Israel, to gw@and teach the Torah (vv. 16-17), but is
completely silent about the Levites’ teaching raldjch 2 Chr 17:7-8; 35:3; Neh 8:7, 9
explicitly mention’”® Furthermore, Sir 45:18-19, by alluding to theelébn of Korah,
Dathan and Abiram of Numbers 16, underscores tlotusixity of Aaron’s priesthood

and defines other priestly claims by different grewas illegitimate. Ben Sira’s silence

about the Levites should be understood in thisecdntlt does not necessarily indicate an

7% |evine,Jerusalem244; and Cana Werman, “Levi and Levites in theod Temple Period Dead Sea
Discoveries4/2 (1997): 214.

" Saul M. Olyan, “Ben Sira’s Relationship to theeBthood, HTR 80 (1987): 263.

""81n 2 Chr 35:3, the Chronicler uses a specific woodn 'instructors,” to designate the Levites’ teaching
role (see also Neh 8:7 and 9). For this reasomredeCody argues that the Levites’ teaching role is
distinguished from the priests’ one, which is oftlrsignated by a Hiphil participle of venh®, such as in

2 Chr 15:3 (a teaching priestymn 1712). However, in 2 Chr 26:5, Zechariah the priegtrdythe time of
Uzziah is described as the king's “instructgritn. Furthermore, Ezr 8:16 also mentions a certadmigr

of people ag"an. These are not definitely Levites since they thee people whom Ezra sent to fetch
some Levites from Casiphia. Thus, the warthi cannot be limited to designate the Levites’ specifi
role, and at the same time, this term cannot be asea supporting evidence for the argument that th
Levites’ teaching role is distinguished from theepts’ one. Cf. Aelred Cody History of Old Testament
Priesthood(Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1969), 1884
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absence of the Levites in the second century B€®Vhat is worth noting is the fact that
Ben Sira ignores not only the Levites, but also &0sole as a priest (Exod 6:16-25), as
well as Zadok and his descendants, and the Zadstitee Ezrd®® Thus, S. M. Olyan
rightly concludes that Ben Sira’s silence about tlewites reflects his own tactic of
attacking rival group(s) by completely ignoring tihas if they did not exit® In other
words, the Levites could have existed as a rivaugy which competed with Ben Sira’s
pan-Aaronide ideology.

1 and 2 Maccabees do not contain any refegetaé¢he Levites though both books
clearly indicate that the priests as well as thghhpriests had prominent roles in the
second century BCE®? The silence about the Levites can be explaineskireral ways:
(1) as an indication of the disappearance of thatég (2) as evidence that the Levites
had been integrated into the priestly group, ot tha author understood the category
“priests” to include all temple personnel; or (3 avidence of ignorance about the
existence of the Levites. Since the two books therent perspectives on the history of

the Maccabean revdlt? we will treat each book separately.

7% C. Werman argues that there were no Levites irS#mnd Temple period, and Ben Sira’s silence about
the Levites serves for her as supporting evideMgerihan, “Levi and Levites in the Second Temple
Period,” 214-215).

89 Olyan, “Ben Sira’s Relationship to the Priesthd@¥5.
81 Olyan, “Ben Sira’s Relationship to the Priesth@¥5.

82The book of 1 Maccabees is dated to sometime leetwree rule of John Hyrcanus | (134-104 BCE),
who is introduced at the end of the book and Porspaynquest of Jerusalem in 63 BCE. The book of 2
Maccabees was written in Greek sometime betweenatiZ¥63 BCE (John R. Bartlett, Maccabees
[Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998],33-Bébert Doran;Temple Propaganda: The Purpose and
Character of 2 Maccabed®ashington: The Catholic Biblical AssociationAfnerica, 1981], 1; Daniel J.
Harrington, The Maccabean Revolt: Anatomy of a Biblical Revafu{Wilmington: Michael Glazier,
1988], 36-39, 57-59; and also Daniel R. Schwartrlaccabee$Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008], 10-15).

83 Concerning the differences between 1 Maccabee® ataccabees, refer to J. R. Bartlétiylaccabees
45-49, 66-67, 73-74. Due to these differenceR. Bartlett suggests reading the two books as aratp
work as such: “It is unlikely that the historian bfMaccabees knew the work of the Epitomist (théh@u
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In 1 Maccabees, there are several referercesi¢sts’™ These references can be
categorized into two groups. The first categomgiudes references to priestly activities
in the Temple. For instance, in the rededicatidnthe Temple (4:36-61), Judas
Maccabeus chose ‘blameless priests’ and made theifly the sanctuary (4:42-43). The
author also mentions ‘the chambers of the priestdescribing the restored places in the
Temple (4:57). The activities of the Levites ie fhemple are not mentioned.

The second category comprises the referenuats present priests as one of the
representative parties of the Jews. When Nicahergeneral of Demetrius I, came to
kill Judas Maccabeus, the ones who welcomed himpréoent a worse situation were
‘some priests and the elders’ (7:33). When Jomatisited Demetrius 1l to win his favor,
he chose ‘some elders of Israel and some priestactompany him (11:23-24). The
representatives of people fall into only two graupe elders of Israel and the prieSts.
This categorization is also found in a letter afiaban to the Spartans (12:6) and a letter
that the Spartans sent to Simon (14:20). In bettieds, the eldersi( mpeopitepol) or the
senate of the natiom (yepouvoie tod €6vouc) and the priests appear with the high priest as
a representative of the people. Moreover, thedigmy high priesthood in Simon’s
family was confirmed by the Jews and their pri¢$ts41, 44, and 47). There is one case

in which the priests are not mentioned as a reptasee of people. In 1 Macc 13:36,

of 2 Maccabees) or of his source, Jason of Cyrame it is important to try to understand the pietgiven
by 1 Maccabees without confusion from 2 Maccabé¢Baitlett,1 Maccabeesl02).

841 Macc 4:42-43, 57; 7:33; 11:23-24; 12:6; 14:2D, 44, and 47.

8% This categorization of the representatives of pe®ple certainly contrasts with the Chronicler's
categorization, such as 1 Chr 9:2 (Israelites sfsie_evites, and temple servants); 23:2 (all tiears of
Israel and the priests and the Levites); 2 Chr 3Q&ll the congregation of Judah and the priestd the
Levites and all the congregation that came froradBr 35:18 (by the priests and the Levites, bylatah
and Israel). See also Ezr 3:12; 8:29 (many ofphests and Levites and heads of fathemliseholdg
6:16 (the people of Israel, the priests and thdtesyand the rest of the returned exiles); 1thg (eading
priests, the Levites, and all Israel); and Neh 4@tBe priests, the Levites, and the people).
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Demetrius Il sent a letter to the high priest (Sanand to the elders, but the priests are
not included as addressees. These observationsod@nable one to construe the
author’'s stance on the Levites. Examination of #wthor's treatment of the high
priesthood may provide a vantage point to judge tbsue. 1 Maccabees shows some
peculiarities in his treatment with the high priesid’2®

1. The author of 1 Maccabees simply ignorem§rlason and Menela{f$ There is
no reference to Onias Il although the book begiith the accession of Antiochus
Epiphanes (175 BCEJ® There is no explicit reference to Jason, but sathsions to
Jason and his followers, the so-called pro-Heltsnigor instance, the term ‘lawless men’
(viol mapavopol) in 1 Macc 1:11 alludes to Jason and his followefdie term is used
throughout 1 Maccabees to describe the Hellen{Z8rs.

2. The high priest Alcimus was vehementlyicized. He had never been high priest
before Demetrius | appointed him high priest (Rp, This is contradictory to 2 Macc

14:3, where Alcimus was introduced as a former lpgbst. D. R. Schwartz comments

on 1 Macc 7:5 as “a pro-Hasmonean author's way nfleumining Alcimus’

8% Joan Annandale-Potgieter, “The High Priests in dcéhbees and in the Writings of Josephus¥lin
Congress of the International Organization for Segfint and Cognate Studiged. Clause E. Cox;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 393-429.

87 gchwartz2 Maccabeest69.

88 |nterestingly, Onias Ill is praised in 2 Maccahe@hanks to Onias’ piety and his hatred of wickesin
the holy city enjoyed peace and the laws were thtricbserved (3:1). Furthermore, the kings (the
Ptolemies of Egypt and Antiochus Ill) and even 8eles IV Philopater, son of Antiochus IIl (187-175)
honored the Temple of Jerusalem with votive offgsimnd gifts (3:2-3). He was praised as ‘a nobtk a
good man, of modest bearing and gentle manner,wdre spoke fittingly and had been trained from
childhood in all that belongs to excellence, waayprg with outstretched hands for the whole bodyhef
Jews’ in 15:12. Schwart2,Maccabeesl188-189.

89 John R. BartlettThe First and Second Books of the Maccab@smmbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1973), 22.
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legitimacy.”®® Even though the author admits Alcimus’ descentnfrthe Aaronide
family (7:14), he does not restrain himself frorspgdiraging Alcimus as a leader of ‘all
the lawless and ungodly men of Israettiftec avdpec dvopor kol aoeBelg €€ Iopani)
(7:5). Furthermore, Alcimus himself is designagsdungodly doepric) (7:9). The author
denounces Alcimus and his followers for damagimgdkgreatly ‘more than the Gentiles
had done’ (7:23). Alcimus’ death is described asvine punishment for his sacrilegious
activity to tear down the wall of the inner coufttioe Temple (9:53-56).

3. The high priesthood of Jonathan is legiedi with triple confirmation by the
Seleucid kings. Jonathan was appointed as higistpoly Alexander Balas in 152 BCE
(10:20-21), and his high priesthood was confirmgdhe subsequent kings, Demetrius I
(11:27) and Antiochus VI Epiphanes (145-142 BCE):%¥). The author’s intentional
emphasis on the foreign kings’ confirmation on tingh priesthood of Jonathan does not
seem to be harmonized with his anti-Hellenizing tiseent. Perhaps, it is being
employed to underline the fact that Jonathan didtaiee the high priesthood of his own
will.

4. The high priesthood of Simon is legitimizgdmultiple confirmations from various
authorities, such as Demetrius Il (13:36; 14:38-8% Spartans (14:20), the Jews (14:35,
41-43) and Antiochus VII (138-129 BCE), who gaven8nh permission to mint his own
coinage (15:6). The Jews and their priests dedid@dake the high priesthood of Simon
hereditary (14:41-43) and publicized this decisoyna decree (14:44-49). In addition,

Simon’s membership in a priestly family is undestinwith genealogical information

0 gchwartz2 Maccabeest69.
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(14:29). Simon’s father, Mattathias is claimed#wve been a priest of the sons of Joarib
(cf. 2:1, which indicates that the family movedrfrderusalem and settled in Modeift)).
Clearly the author of 1 Maccabees is proritagean since his main focus is on
ascertaining the legitimacy of the Hasmoneans'isgizhe high priesthoo®? The
priesthood itself or temple administration is no¢ tauthor's concerff> Thus, silence
about the Levites cannot prove the absence of égwat that time just as his silence about
Onias, Jason and Menelaus does not mean their xisteiece. The paucity of
information about the temple administration canmsiblve the question of whether the
Levites were included into the category of the gise or were ignored intentionally.
Could the Levites have been opponents of the Hasammnbecause of their unlawful
possession of both the high priesthood and thelareauthority, and their untraditional

religious practices?*

91| Mattathias was a priest of the sons of Jodlib,Hasmoneans belonged to the first division anfshg
priestly courses as 1 Chr 24:7 shows. Thus, thengwf the line of Aaron. Rook&adok’s Heirs 280.
However, the Hasmoneans’ claim to have been praggtse order of Joarib is doubtful in two points &
Scwartz argues. First, their ties to Jerusalenmseet to have been strong since they were inflaénti
mainly in Modein. The additional information abduattathias’ family’s relocation from Jerusalem to
Modein in 1 Macc 2:1 seems to be rather tendentio®econd, the Hasmoneans behaved in very
untraditional ways to the extent that the tradiilists could not imagine. For instance, they ditlsother
much with the fact that their constant exposuredgse impurity was not compatible with the purity
requirement for the high priest. Moreover, thategration of the gentiles in their conquered teryi into
Jews by means of forcible circumcision produceddewange of skepticism about the Hasmoneans among
many Judean traditionalists (S. Schwahtzperialism and Jewish Society 200 BCE to 640[Bhceton:
Princeton University Press, 2001], 33-36).

®2Rooke,Zadok’s Heirs 266-267.

93 Bartlett,1 Maccabees33.
"9 There is evidence for strong opposition to the Haseans and their claims to the high priesthoode Th
Qumran Habbakkuk Commentary (1QpHab) implies thatTeacher of Righteousness was the legitimate
claimant to the high priesthood after Alcimus’ deand before the accession of Jonathan to thateoffi
The Wicked Priest’s illegitimate claim to the highesthood seems to have been a deciding factahéor
Teacher of Righteousness to split himself from ekisting religious institutions and to find the Quam
community (Harrington,The Maccabean Revpli20-121). On the other hand, Aloson Schofield an
James C. Vanderkam have recently argued that tsenblaeans were a Zadokite family, based on the
phrases ‘a priest of the family of Joarib’ in 1 M&:1 and ‘Phinehas our ancestor’ in 1 Macc 2:34iciv
have been regarded as a pro-Hasmonean propagastidgirjg their assumption of the high priesthood.
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2 Maccabees is mainly a history of Jerusaleamfthe beginning of Hellenization
under the high priest Jason around 175 BCE up @@asliMaccabeus’ victory over the
Seleucid general Nicanor in 161 BCE. In 2 Maccabees, the priesthood itself is not of
much concerri®® For instance, according to 2 Macc 10:1-9, tho$® \purified the
Temple were not the priests, but ‘Maccabeus andolimvers.” The high priest Jason’s
adoption of Hellenistic trends affected priestsht® extent that they did not want to serve
at the altar any more (4:14). Moreover, the psiese not a separate category in the
phrases which designate the whole nation, suchna® Macc 1:10 (‘the people of
Jerusalem and of Judea and the senate and Juddakl)6 (‘Maccabeus and his men and
all the people’), and in 11:27 (‘to the senatehaf dews and to the other Jews’).

On the other hand, in 2 Macc 1:23; 3:15; 1431, those who prayed before the altar
or offered sacrifices are always designated as fifiests” 6L lepeic); no Levites are
mentioned. Even the hymn singers are the priastghe Levites in 2 Macc 1:30, unlike
Chronicles and Josephuant 20.216-218). Does this omission confirm the abseof
the Levites at that time? D. R. Schwartz suggastther possibility to explain the
absence of the Levites in 2 Maccabees. Schwaatesst“Note that it is difficult to
render “Levites” in Greek; indeed, Antiquities20.216 Josephus felt the need to gloss

“the Levites” and explain to his readers that they “a tribe.” Accordingly, it would be

The argument that Schofield and Vanderkam suggeest dot nullify successfully this traditional vieuf.

the Hasmoneans were Zadokites as they argue, ritssé® be very strange not to have revealed their
Zadokite descent explicitly since such disclosureld have eliminated all the potential opposititmsheir
claim to the high priesthood (Aloson Schofield ad@mes C. VanderKam, “Were the Hasmoneans
Zadokites?"JBL 124 [2005]: 73-87).

®5D. R. Schwartz2 Maccabees3.
62 Macc 1:10, 23, 30; 3:15; 4:14; 14:31 and 34.
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understandable if some references to Levites weneered by the word “priests” in
Greek texts, such as 2 Maccab&¥s.

Consequently 1 and 2 Maccabees do not resolveutgtiqn of whether the silence of
the authors about the Levites was deliberatelynoteed or the category of ‘the priests’
was meant to be inclusive of all the temple persbnnNevertheless, we have good
reason to conclude that the lack of the refererioethe Levites does not prove the
disappearance of the Levites at the authors’ time.

Unlike 1 and 2 Maccabees and Ben Sira, Josedars to the Levites iAntiquities
The following is a brief sketch of Jesephus’ treztinof the Levites especially in the

post-biblical period?®

3.3.2.2. The Levites irAntiquities

Christopher T. Begg’s studies of the termsvil’e“Levite(s),” and “Levitical” in
Antiquities provide a comprehensive view of Josephus’ portr@fathe Levites’®®
According to Begg, the Levites iantiquitiesare clearly distinguished from the priests
and subordinate to them. Josephus consistentlidavwbe term “Levitical priests,”
transfers certain Levitical roles to the priestsd & silent about the Levites’ prophetic

role 8%

7D, R. Schwartz2 Maccabeesl57.

98 Josephus covers the post-biblical period in Aritigsi 11.297-20.268 (Christopher T. Begg, “The
Levites in JosephusHUCA 75 [ 2004]: 19).

°Begg, “The Levites in Josephus,” 1-22. AccordingC.T. Begg, the term s “Levi,” “Levite(s),” and
“Levitical” occurs some 93 times iAntiquitieswith the following distributionAnouig, Aevig (the proper

name of Jacob’s son Levi, 5/6 timeshovitng, wt, Acuitfig, i (the collective noun, “Levite(s),” 82/83
times); Aevoutikdg (the adjective “levitical,” 1 time), andnouitig, Acvitic (another adjectival form,
“levitical,” 5/6 times).

800Begg, “The Levites in Josephus,” 20-21.
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Since our concern lies in the Levites in tlestgbiblical period, two pericopae from
Antiquitieswhich mention the Levites in that period will redted:Ant 13.62-73 and
Ant 20.216-218. The first text is Josephus’ accaeinthe construction of a Jewish
temple at Leontopolis in Egypt sometime in the secoentury BCE® According to
Ant 13.63, Onias (probably Onias IV, the son of OniBsasked permission from King
Ptolemy and Queen Cleopatra to build a temple iypEo order to “ordain Levites and
priests out of their own family.” Then Onias foutiee priests and Levites who would
perform divine service at the tempkent 13.73)8%

Josephus comments on the Levitical singerénn 20.216-218. The Levites are
explained as a tribe iAnt 20.216. InAnt 20.218, this tribe is presented as ‘the one who
performs a religious service in the Temple.” Jbsspstates that many of the singers of
hymns persuaded King Agrippa to get a permissiortifiem from the Sanhedrin to wear
linen robes “on equal terms with the priestsfti¢nc toic iepedoiv) which the king
granted Ant. 20.217)8%  Furthermore, he also permitted some of them tnle
thoroughly those hymn#A(t 20.218). Thus, the references to the LeviteAritiquities
presume the existence of the Levites as templeopeet in the First and Second

Centuries BCE.

81 Concerning a Jewish Temple at Leontopolis, refevt Delcor, “Le temple d'Onias en Egypt&B 75
(1968): 88-203;Robert Hayward, “The Jewish Temple at LeontopolisReconsideration,’JJS 33
(1982): 429-443; Boulos Ayad Ayad, “The Temple loé tGod Yahweh in Leontopolis (Tell el-Yahudiya)
East of the Nile Delta,"Coptic Church Reviewld (1993): 99-108; and David Noy, “The Jewish
Communities of Leontopolis and Venosa,” $tudies in Early Jewish Epigraph(ed. Jan Willem van
Henten and Pieter Willem van der Horst; LeidenlIBtR94), 162-182.

802\vjith regard to the matter of Leontopolis, Josepyiues somewhat contradictory information about the
identity of Onias who built the temple and his dgsions about the temple int. 13.62-73 and itWar
7.422-432. Furthermore, War 7.422-432 Josephus does not mention the Levitesonly refers to the
priests inWar 7.430. Hayward, “The Jewish Temple at Leontapdh Reconsideration,” 430 and Begg,
“The Levites in Josephus,” 20.

803 Begg, “The Levites in Josephus,” 1.
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3.3.2.3. The Levites in Dead Sea Scroll Texts

Several Dead Sea Scrolls texts also referettés®™ The references to the Levites
are found in the Damascus Document (EBthe Community Rule (1Q$Y¢the Rule
for the Congregation (1QSHY the War Scroll (1QM)°® and the Temple Scroll
(11QT)3%° These references prove that the Chronicler washeosole promoter of the
status of the Levites in the Second Temple peri@kfore proving this point, we need to
classify the references to the Levites in thesestsixce some of the aforementioned texts
are not meant to reflect contemporary practice® WM divide the texts into two groups
and treat them separately: (1) the texts that &ettal life within the Qumran sect; and (2)
the texts that portray a restored, eschatologsrakl and its temple. While the Damascus

Document (CD) and the Community Rule (1QS) belanghe first group, the Rule for

804 Several scholars have published studies aboutetites in the Qumran corpus. Among them, Robert
C. Stallman’s studies are most extensive. He kasmed all the references to Levi and the Levites
throughout the Dead Sea Scrolls corpus. The nefeseto the Levites that we have examined in this
section are mostly taken from his lists (RoberS@lliman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SeaBf
JSP 10 [1992]: 163-189). The following works were alsonsulted: Jacob Milgrom, “Studies in the
Temple Scroll,”JBL 97 (1978): 501-523; ibid, “The Qumran Cult: Itsefgetical Principles,” infemple
Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at the InternaioBymposium on the Temple Scroll, Manchester,
December 1987(ed. George J. Brooke; JSPSup 7; Sheffield: JB@FEs, 1989), 165-180; C. G. Kruse,
“Community Functionaries in the Rule of the Comntyrand the Damascus Document: A Test of
Chronological RelationshipRevQ10 (1981): 543-551; Barbara E. ThierinlyJé¢baqqerandEpiskoposn

the Light of the Temple Scroll JBL 100 (1981): 59-74; Terry L. Donaldson, “Levitiddessianology in
Late Judaism: Origins, Development and Declid& TS24 (1981): 193-207; and George J. Brooke, “Levi
and the Levites in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Nestament,” irMogilany 1989: Papers on the Dead
Sea Scrolls offered in Memory of Jean Carmignact PaGeneral Research on the Dead Sea Scrolls
Qumran and the New Testament the Present Statemfapology(ed. Zdzislaw J. Kapera; Krakow: The
Enigma Press, 1993), 105-129.

805CD 3:1-4:4; 10:4-10; 12:23-13:7; 14:3-4. Thesd following references to the Levites are takemfro
Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SeaBsi 172-188.

8061QS 1:19; 1:21-2:1; 2:5; 2:19-20.
8071QSa 1:22-24.
808 1QM 1:3; 2:2-5; 3:13-4:17; 5:1; 7:13-14; 8:9-16;1-2; 15:4; 16:3-9; 17:12-13; 18:5.

80911QT 21:2-6; 44:4-45:2; 60:6-9.
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the Congregation (1QSa), the War Scroll (1QM) dreTemple Scroll (11QT) belong to
the second group. To investigate what role dustthat the Levites took in the actual
life of the sect, we will examine the first grouptexts®*°

The Damascus Document (CD) includes congregaltiand disciplinary rules which
regulated the actual life of the sect. Scholaggysest that this document may have been
produced around 100 BCE! CD has four different sections in which Levite® a
mentioned: CD 3:21-4:4; 10:4-10; 12:23-13:7; 14:3-4

First, the role of the Levites in the Rule the Camps should be noticed (CD 12:22b-
13:7a). In these statutes, an educated priesgisired to preside over gatherings of ten
or more men. If a learned priest is not availabldearned Levite can take his place.
Thus, the Rule for the Camps presupposes the mesét.evites in the Camps?

Second, the Rule for mustering the assemblthefCamps (CD 14) states that the

Levites are enrolled after the priests and follovegdhe Israelites and the proselytes at

810 Since 4Q MMT is considered a key text about thdas@sy community’s history and identity, the

absence of references to the Levites in AQMMT néede addressed. 4QMMT presents twenty two laws
regarding sacrificial law, priestly gifts, ritualipty, and other matters over which the writersagigee with

the Jerusalem authorities (VanderKarhe Dead Sea Scrolls Tod&8; Albert L. A. Hogeterp, “4QMMT
and Paradigms of Second Temple Jewish NomBBL[) 15 [2008]: 359-379; Azzan Yadin, “4QMMT,
Rabbi Ishmael, and the Origins of Legal Midradd3D 10 [2003]: 130-149; and Lawrence H. Schiffman,
“The New Halakhic Letter (4QMMT) and the Origins ofhe Dead Sea SectBA 53 [1990]: 64).
Considering the fragmentary nature of the text gmedfact that the main focus of the text is notwdro
performs sacrifices, the lack of references toltbétes in 4QMMT does not negate our argument thet
references of the Levites in the corpus of Dead Sealls indicate that the Levites were considered
significant in the late Second Temple period.

811 Joseph M. Baumgarten, Ada Yardeni and StephenfahnPeds Qumran Cave 4. V. XlIl: The
Damascus Document (4Q266-27@)JD 18; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 1-2, @6-Blartmut
StegemannThe Library of Qumran: On the Essenes, Qumran, lbkrBaptist and Jesy§&rand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998), 117; and Charlotte HempbEe Damascus Tex{Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
2000), 21-24.

812 Nevertheless, the issue of Levites’ presence aledis not clear when the immediately followingerul
(CD 13:4-7) is considered. CD 13:4-7 governs & @dsa skin disease: If a member of a Camp hasna sk
disease, a priest must come into the Camp to ih$pédicthe priest does not know the law of skisehse,
the Examiner, not a learned Levite, must explaia dw and its application to the case. Since the
Examiner’s levitical lineage is never addresseduphout CD, the role of Levites in the Camp remains
obscure.
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the annual assembly which a priest presides over X€4-6). Such hierarchy, priests-
Levites-Israelites, is also found in 1QS 2:21-22ichhstates rules for the idealized
assemblie§™

Third, the Levites are presented along with phiests and the sons of Zadok as ‘the
converts of Israel,” and as ‘the first men of hes whom God forgave’ in CD 3.21-4.4.
CD 3.21-4.4 is an allegorical interpretation of EZe:15 wherep1s 3 ombn oansn
designates ‘the levitical priests descended fromioKawho maintained the service of the
sanctuary even when the people of Israel wentyaftwan God and will minister to God
in the future Temple. The phrageys "2 om51 ownsn, is interpreted as three different
groups in CD 3:21-4.4: ‘the priests’ who founded Hect, ‘the Levites’ who joined them,
and ‘the sons of Zadok’ who were the members ofs#et. However, it is not clear that
such interpretation is meant to reflect actual te=vin the sect.

Lastly, in CD 10:4-10, the Levites are presdrds members of the judicial committee
of the congregation, which consists of four frora thbe of Levi and Aaron and six from
Israel. Considering the phrasgrxy % menb’ in CD 10:5, the tribe of Levi seems
undifferentiated from the sons of Aaron. Such parmakes one speculate that Levites
and priests were not always differentiated withia sect'*

All these references to the Levites in CD sdemndicate that the Levites hold

leadership and judicial positions in the Camps t@ir overall status is just below the

813 The idealized nature of 1QS 2:21-22 will be dedih below.

84 1n the Testimonia (4Q175) the distinction betwéenites and priests is also obscured. The tektsta
that an eschatological priests will come from LE@175 2:14-20) based on Deut 33:8-11.
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priesthood™ Nevertheless, it still remains difficult to deténe to what extent these
references should be interpreted as a reflecti@cifal status of the Levites in the sect.
Another document which regulates the lifehsd sect is the Community Rule (1QS).
This document contains statues concerned withatioti into the sect and with its
common life, organization and discipline, and agbesode. All the five references to
Levites in the Community Rule occur within the sattdealing with entrance into the
covenant community (1:16-3:13° At this initiation ceremony, the Levites take a
leading role along with the priests. They blessl Gfong with the priests (1QS 1:19),
and recount the iniquities of Israel during thegneof Belial (1QS 1:21-2:1a). Then, the
priests will bless the men of the lot of God, ahd Levites will curse the men of the lot
of Belial (1QS 2:5) as regulated for the covenastemony at Mt. Gerizim in
Deuteronomy 27 and 28. This annual initiation wité be repeated until the dominion of
Belial ends (1QS 2:19). In this ceremony, thegtsavill always be ranked first, then the

Levites, and then all the people (1QS 2:19-20).usThhe liturgical section of the

815 Gtallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead Sem!8t” 180.

816 Al the references to the Levites in the Commurityle occur in its liturgical section (1QS 1:1-3112
This causes a problem in determining the statubel evites in the Qumran community. Twelve copies
of the Rule of the Community have been found fréwa Qumran caves. Apart from 1QS, there are ten
significant fragmentary manuscripts from Cave 4 on possibly two from Cave 5, and one additionat t
combining QS and the Damascus Document (4Q265)." 48 4Q$ are the practically identical
manuscripts and paleographically several decadestlaan 1QS, but 4@33loes not have any parallel to
columns 1QS 1-4. This fact leads to the seriousstipre of which manuscript of the Rule of the
Community, among several manuscripts, would refteet community’s ideology most accurately (J. C.
Vanderkam,The Dead Sea Scrolls Todf" ed.; Grand Rapids: Eedermans, 2Q70}-80; and Sarianna
Metso, “The Textual Traditions of the Qumran ComituiRule,” in Legal Texts and Legal Issufsd.
Moshe Bernstein et al; Leiden: Brill, 1997], 14MNevertheless, this question cannot be a big olestac
our study of the status of the Levites in the Qumzammunity since the references to the Levitesiocc
not only in 1 QS 1:1-3:12, but also in other seatartexts, such as CD, 1QSa, 1QM, and the like.
Moreover, all these references produce a relatiwehsistent portrayal of the Levites (Kruse, “Conmity
Functionaries,” 544-545).
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Community Rule (1QS 1:1-3:12) implies the existente¢he Levites as an identifiable
class in the communit}’

Nevertheless, it is important to draw attemtio the fact that 1QS 2 contains clearly
idealized components in anticipation of restoratasnisrael at the End of Days. For
instance, according to 1QS 2:21-22, the great dslyeisnto be organized by groups of
thousands, hundreds, fifties and tens at the cowerenewal rite. However, these
numbers are not likely meant to be actual. Forstémme token, CD 12:22-13:2, which
mentions rules for meeting of individual camps isirailar way, cannot be a reflection of
actual realities of the community.

All'in all, the first group of texts which teactual life of the sect, both the Damascus
Document (CD) and the Community Rule (1QS), presieatLevites as a separate class
in the community’s life. However, it should be edtthat the most frequent references to
the Levites in CD and 1QS appear in the very sestiwhich present rules for the
idealized assemblies. Thus, we may conclude hHeaséct idealized a division between
priets and Levites, with priests taking the supepiosition. While it is not possible to
know exactly what role the Levites played in actsattarian life, it is clear that the
Covenanters shared the Chronicler's ideal view ttites were distinct from and
subordinated to Aaronide priests, and should ptagial roles in cultic activity.

In the second group of texts which portrayeatared, eschatological Israel and its
temple, the presence of Levites is assumed. Vgé dieal with the references to the

Levites in the Rule for the Congregation or the 8f@sic Rule (1QSa) since it was

87The Levites’ role in reciting blessings and cursed QS is also mentioned in 1QM 13:1-2, 4; 18:5.
Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SealB;' 182.
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copied by the same scribe and sewn to the sam# asraQS**® This rule pertains to
restored Israel at the End of Days (1QSa 1:1), taecefore must be read as an ideal
portrait of Isrealite society, not a description tbé sect’'s own time. In this future,
eschatological Israel, the Levites shall hold @fa&s the leaders, judges, and officers,
‘under the authority of the sons of Aaron’ (1QSa2): Whenever the assembly of the
congregation is mustered either for a legal verdicouncil of the community, or for war,
the Levites will take responsibility to usher indaout all who attend certain assemblies
(1QSa 1:22-23). The Levites are also includedhmn ltst of officials (1QSa 1:27-2:3)
who are members of meetings that the Council ofadabonvenes. The Levites are
among those who attend these meetings, but amgecessarily members of the Yahad.
Second, the War Scroll (1QM) contains the madces for the future final battle to be
waged between the forces of light and darknessus,Tthis text reveals a more future-
oriented and idealistic view of the community thisnactual cultic and civic practic&s.
In the War Scroll, the Levites are elevated tol&aelership in both cult and combat. The
Levites, together with the sons of Judah, Benjaamd the exiles in the desert, will
participate in the future battle against the sdrdaokness (1QM 1:3). The name of Levi
is to be inscribed on the shield of the princehef tongregation in the order of ‘Israel and
Levi and Aaron,’ (1QM 5:1), then the names of thelve tribes will be followed.
According to 1QM 7:9-9:9, during the battle itseffie priests and Levites serve as
commanders who carry no weapons. The priests’ tetsrgpdvance, and then the Levites’

horns will follow (7:13-14). Here, the priestsummpet blasts function differently from

818 Geza VermesThe Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Engl{Bfev. ed.; London: Penguin Books, 2004),
159.

819 Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SemiBs” 176.
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the Levites’ horns (8:9-10; 16:3-9; 17:12-13). sbrch way, the superiority of the priests
to the Levites is emphasized. In the cultic aréna,Levites, ranked after the priests, are
to officiate as the gatekeepers of the sanctuadycaittic functionaries (1QM 2:2-5), to
pronounce blessings and curses (1QM 13:1-2; 1&8)ta offer prayers (1QM 15:4)
together with the priests.

Lastly, the Temple Scroll (11QT), which pretsea plan for an ideal sanctuary for the
restored twelve tribe®’ insists on the significance of the Levites in taeple culf?
The Temple Scroll describes cultic worship and Teample, based on an effort to
synthesize and reinterpret the biblical laws alsagtifices on Sabbaths and annual feasts,
the temple building and furniture, purity regulaiso the judicial system, specific
regulations for the preparation for the sacrificemiimals, regulations about vows,
stipulations for the tithes and the like. In tlegstematization, the Levites receive
attention along with the priests. In several pdadbe tribe of Levi is prominent. For
instance, the tribe of Levi is assigned to the reérgate on the eastern side in the naming

of the gates of the middle and outer courts (11QT3and 40:14** Furthermore, the

820 johann Maier, “The Architectural History of therfgle in Jerusalem in the Light of the Temple
Scroll,” in Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at therat®nal Symposium on the Temple Scroll,
Manchester, December 1983d. George J. Brooke; JSPSup 7; Sheffield: SHdffA\cademic Press, 1989),

23.

8! The Qumran sectarian origin of the Temple Screls lbeen debated. Y. Yadin argues that it was
composed as a ‘sectarian Torah in the Qumran contyriuout several scholars point out that thereds
specific connection between the Qumran communitytae composition of the Temple Scroll. However,
the question of whether or not the Temple Scrodl gectarian text does not affect our discussiocesbur
concern is to examine how the Levites are portraiyedhe texts from the Second Temple period.
Concerning scholarly arguments for the sectariagiroiof 11QM, see Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll (3
vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 19983), 1:393-399; Barbara Thiering, “The Date of
Composition of the Temple Scroll,” ilemple Scroll Studies01-106. For the opposite opinions, see
Hartmut Stegemann, “The Literary Composition of Treanple Scroll and its Status at Qumran, Temple
Scroll Studies123-148; Lawrence H. Schiffman, “The Enigma o themple Scroll,” inReclaiming the
Dead Sea ScrollSABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1995), 257-271; andrzh A. Levine, “The Temple
Scroll: Aspects of its Historical Provenance aneitdary Character BASOR232 (1978): 12.

822 Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SemiBs” 166.
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sacrifices of the tribe of Levi will be offered dir before any of the other tribes.
According to 11QT 23:9-10, 12, when the high priefé¢rs the sacrifices for the twelve
tribes for six consecutive days, he will offer gerifices of Levi and Judah on the first
day®® Nevertheless, the Levites are not superior toptiests. The shares that the
Levites receive from the offerings are less thaam phiests’ portions, but the Levites’
shares are more expanded in the Temple ScrollsT21U@-6; 60:6-9) than in any other
biblical sources (see above, section 3.%2)During the feast of the new wine, the
Levites will drink the new wine after the priests1QT 21:4). The function of the
Levites in the Temple cult is distinguished fronattiof the priests. According to 11QT
22:4, the Levites perform the slaughteringt{) of the animal for the well-being
offerings, while the priests sprinkle the bloodtba altar, burn the fat, and the Ii&2. In
biblical texts, Levitical involvement in the slaughng is also mentioned such as in Ezek
44:11; 2 Chr 30:17; 35, 6, 10-f4° The Levites are also mentioned along with the
priests and judges as court members (11QT 61:89akko Deut 21:5 and 2 Chr 19:8),

as well as members of the royal cabinet along witblve priests and twelve leaders

822R. C. Stallman mentions 11QT 44:4-45:2 as anagkample for the special treatment of the Levites in
the Temple Scroll. This section deals with theégasaent of chambers in the Temple. Stallman it
that the Levites were given more sections tharptiests, but his interpretation is not correct.fdaot, the
priests, ‘the sons of Aaron,” were allotted 108rabars with their rooms in the sections to the narid
south of Levi's gate (11QT 44:3-7). To the Levjtespecially to the sons of Kohath, however, ontice
from the gate of Joseph to the gate of Benjamassgned (11QT 44:14) (Stallman, “Levi and the tevi

in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 166).

824 According to 11QT 21:2-5, the Levites will receitiee shoulder from the well-being offerings. Deut
18:13 defines the shoulder of the offered animalstree priestly share. For this reason, J. Milgrom
comments on 11QT 21:2-5 as ‘the most radical intiomain the Temple Scroll (Jacob Milgrom, “Studies
in the Temple Scroll,JBL 97 [1978]:502-503). On the other hand, 11QT 5&&8&ls with the allotment of
booty. The Levitical portion will be a hundredthtbe booty, but the priestly portion will be a tlsandth

of booty. This stipulation follows exactly the onoé Num 31:28, 30, and 47 (Stallman, “Levi and the
Levites in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 167).

825 Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SemiBs” 170.
826 Milgrom, “Studies in the Temple Scroll,” 503.

315



(11QT 57:11-13)To sum up, the Levites are distinguished from thesgs in the Temple
Scroll®” Although the Levites play a significant role in thelt and court, their role is
subordinate to the priests, and their cultic fusrctis not the sanf&® R. C. Stallman
views the Temple Scroll's treatment of the Levitsselevating their status above that
assigned in the Pentateuchal material or in thelpkitic Chronicler's work®°
However, except for the allotment of shoulder frbra sacrificed animal to the Levites,
the treatment of the Levites in the Temple Screé#ms not to be unusual, compared to
the Chronicler’s descriptions of the Levites. Ratthan an intentional elevation of the
Levites, 11QT may reflect the author's exegeticdfores to harmonizé®® or
homogeniz&* the various biblical laws in order to present péfal portrait of an ideal
system that will be implemented when God restosesel®*

This prominent presence of the Levites in tiree texts indicates that the Levites

were considered significant to this community asnaportant part of their eschatological

827 Barbara E. Thiering argues that in the Temple Idiwere are two kinds of members of the Levitical
class: Levitical priests (sons of Levi, sons of tiewites) and Levites (ThieringMebaqqgerandEpiskopos

in the Light of the Temple Scroll,” 61). Howevdhiering's argument is not tenable. First, theepts are
identified with sons of Aaron in 11QT 22:5; 34:1&%econd, in the Temple Scroll, the expression, ‘the
priests, the sons of Levi’ which is the main bdsisher argument, appears only one time in 11QB.63:
This expression is more likely influenced by itsus® Deut 21:5, rather than the author’s intentiona
addition. For a critical view on Thiering’s argunterefer to S. M. Oylan, “Ben Sira’s Relationshipthe
Priesthood,” 277.

828 Oylan, “Ben Sira’s Relationship to the Priesthd&Y7.
829 Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SemiBx” 171.

80y, Yadin suggests that harmonization, that is,ftiséon of the various laws on a single subjeat e
law, is one of the main organizing features of$leeoll (Yadin,The Temple Scrolll:74-77).

81 According to J. Milgrom, another exegetical priiei that the author of the Temple Scroll uses és th
technique of homogenization, which means that awémich applies to specific objects, animals, orspas

is extended to other members of the same spedtigs.the forerunner of rabbinibinyan 'ab (Milgrom,
“The Qumran Cult: Its Exegetical Principles,” 1686).

832 3. Milgrom reaches the same conclusion even thbegtioes not deny the possible existence of temsion
between priests and the Levites in the Second Tengpld R. C. Stallman also follows Milgrom’s view

(Milgrom, “The Qumran Cult,” 177-178; and Stallmdievi and the Levites in the Dead Sea Scrolls,”
172).
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view although the references to the Levites ind¢heschatological texts cannot be taken
as evidence for the actual existence of the Lewtdhis community. It is possible that
the descriptions of the Levites presented in theeethtexts reflect the authors’
interpretation about the biblical portrayals of ttevites. However, the references to the
Levites in these eschatological texts do not ptbeethe Levites were absent in sectarian
life or in general Judean life in the late Secomunple period. The opposite seems true
especially considering the references to the Lsvitethe Damascus Document and the
Community Rule, which regulate the actual life loé sect.

Scholarly evaluations of the references toLintes in the Qumran sectarian texts are
quite diverse as is the construction of the seetchatology in general. We will quote
two scholars who represent divergent perspectitast, C. Werman argues:

The assumption that the Levites’ absence was thg&uof controversy
can be strengthened by the observation that otbeurdents from the
Second Temple period that represent the priestiwyinamely the
Qumran Scrolls also struggle to explain the lack efites. The scrolls,
however, give another solution. The writers of tQamran literature
create a fictive existence for the Levites, a dtgrcreation designed to
camouflage their scarcity. For example, in Colutnof the Rule of the
Community, the Levites appear in the ceremony efdbvenant but not in
the description of the ordering of the Yaffad.

On the contrary, R. C. Stallman reaches the oppasiiclusion:

The very fact that the Levites surface so ofterthim literature and that
they are afforded such esteem is evidence thatribes was both highly
respected and the subject of extensive theologredlection. This

observation fortifies the conclusion that such gr@nce in eschatological
or otherwise future-oriented material parallele@ tbxalted stature of
Levites who were involved at the center of the Idé the Qumran

community®3*

833 \Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templadegt 212.
834 Stallman, “Levi and the Levites in the Dead SemiBs” 189.
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In this manner, scholars’ interpretations \aaged, but we conclude this section that
all the references to the Levites in the texts fittva corpus of the Dead Sea Scrolls, at
least, prove that the Levites were consideredsagraficant group, though subordinate to

the priests, in the late Second Temple period.

3.3.2.4. The Levites in the Apocryphal Levi-Priesyl Tradition

The status of the Levites in the late Secoathgle period is also illuminated in the
apocryphal Levi-Priestly Tradition, attested Aramaic Levj Jubilees30:1-32:9 and
Testament of Ledf° In this tradition, Levi, the third son of Jacidportrayed as the one
who was chosen by God for the priestly office beeaof his zeal for Israel’s purif§® R.
Kugler traces this tradition back to a synopticdiag of four passages in the Pentateuch,
Gen 34; Exod 32:25-29; Num 25:6-13; and Deut 32:8%1 A comparable synoptic
reading is first witnessed in Mal 2:4-7, where thpassages, more noticeably Num 25:6-

13 and Deut 33:8-11, were integrated into Malacpéstrait of the ideal prieSt® Julia

8% Concerning the Levi-Priestly Tradition, refer toliert A. Kugler,From Patriarch to Priest: The Levi-
Priestly Tradition from Aramaic Levi to TestameifitLevi (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996); James Kugel,
“Levi's Elevation to the Priesthood in Second TeenpWritings,” HTR 86 (1993): 1-64; and also C.
Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templedkti211-225.

836 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest2-3.

87Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest9-16. Although each of the four passages cammuk alone as a
cornerstone for the Levi-Priestly Tradition, laexegetes could have built such tradition basedaon
common denominator of these four scriptural passdgevi's zeal revealed through his ferocious &ttac
Shechem in Gen 34, the Levites’ involvement in phimg the participants in the act of apostasy and
Moses’ instruction for them to fill their hands>{ w53) in Exod 32:25-29, Phinehas’ zeal for God, and
God’s granting him ‘the covenant of peace’ and ‘towenant of eternal priesthood’ in Num 25:6-13 and
Moses’ blessing for Levi to give him the prerogatwf the priesthood (to keep Thummim and Urim, to
teach the Torah, and to officiate at the altarpeut 33:8-11 (cf. Deut 10:8, where God chose théteés

for their future priestly role). Deut 33:8-11 is@quoted in 4QTestimonia (4Q175), which is aeaxibn

of messianic proof-texts. This quotation indicates community’s anticipation of the Priest-Mess{gh
Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in EnglEd7-528).

838 Kugel, “Levi's Elevation to the Priesthood in SadoTemple Writings,” 60; and also Kugldfrom
Patriarch to Priest17-18.
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M. O’Brien points out that Malachi uses severahgin his description of the priesthood,
such as ‘the priestsb(ron), “the sons of Levi” ¥512), and ‘the covenant of Levi’
(m5n mm2), but never uses the terms: “sons of Aaron,” “soingadok,” or “the Levitical
priests.®* In Malachi, the Levites are not treated as stibatd to the priests, because
there is no distinction of functions between théegis and the Levit€¥° Malachi’s
reference to ‘the covenant with Levi’ is interpktas an alternative to the incumbent
priests, who failed to adhere to the Pentateuctiahs for sacrifice and teaching. Since
the observance of the Mosaic law is considered esequisite for the priesthood in
Malachi, a strong emphasis is given to the teactotegof the priests (Mal 2:5-7).

The author ofAramaic Levifurthers Malachi’s covenant with Levi to the exter
promoting Levi as a proper model of the priesth®dd Levi's priesthood is confirmed in
three ways: through his own vision; by Jacob’s matlon of Levi to the priesthood with
paying tithes to Levi; and with Isaac’s instrucsdior the priesthood given to Levi. This
triple confirmation affirms an ideal for the pribebd inAramaic Levj which appears to
have been a polemic against another form of thestirood. An ideal priesthood should

have the following qualities: (1) Levi’s passiomn the purity for cult and community; (2)

839 julia M. O’Brien,Priest and Levite in MalachAtlanta: Scholar Press, 1990), xiv.
840 O'Brien, Priest and Levite in Malach#7.

841 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest224. The fragments dframaic Leviwere discovered in the Cairo
Geniza, as well as in the Qumran caves. All tHemgments evidence kinship witfestament of Lexdand
with Jubilees For the reconstruction of the textArfamaic Leviand its date and relationship withbilees
and Testament of Leyive follow R. A. Kugler. Some scholars sugges$tedent opinions about its date
and its literary dependence from Kugler's, but tdeynot affect our discussion. For the referenoabe
Levites in the texts of the late Second Templequkrsee KuglerFrom Patriarch to Priest23-138; and
also H.C. Kee, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriart®scond Century BCE): A New Translation and
Introduction,” in The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha Vol. I: Apocalyptierature & Testamentged.
James H. Charlesworth; New York: Doubleday, 1983}.
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strict observance of priestly regulations; and i(&tructional functions (to teach the
Torah) and the roles of the sage and scéfibe.

C. Werman argues thAtamaic Levi48-49 denies the existence of the non-priestly
descendants of Ledf? It states: “And now, my child, listen to my wordsd pay heed to
my commandments, and let not these my words leave lyeart all your days, for you
are a holy priest of the Lord, and your seed weéllgriests.®** However, the weight that
Werman places on this verse appears to be corteddin Levi's testament to his
children:

[ And you will] be leaders, judges, and magisfisa} and workers
(works?) [ ] Also priests and kings you will tefa ] (Aramaic Levi99-
100)34°

This reference to the Levites’ instructionaler does not assume that those who
engage in teaching are necessarily priestly. Tistence of priestly and non-priestly
Levites appears also flubilees30:1-32:9, where Levi is presented as the modest5f*°
We will quote several verses fralabilees30:1-32:9, which refer to Levi and his sons.

And the seed of Levi was chosen for the priesthardl levitical (orders)
to minister before the Lord always just as we ftbst of angels] do. And
Levi and his sons will be blessed forever becalwesevas zealous to do
righteousness and judgment and vengeance agdimgtalose up against
Israel Qubilees30:18)34

842 K ugler, From Patriarch to Priest223 and Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Secoechle Period,”
218.

843\Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templddeit 211.

844 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest98.

845 K ugler, From Patriarch to Priest121.

846 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest169; and Kugel, “Levi’s Elevation to the Priestid,” 5-7.

87 The quotation is taken from O. S. Wintermute, fleés (Second Century BCE): A New Translation
and Introduction,” inThe Old Testament Pseudepigrafed. James H. Charlesworth; 2 vols.; New York:

Doubleday, 1985), 2:113.
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In this quotation, non-priestly Levites (‘léeal orders’ in the text) are mentioned as a
separate group from those with priestly status, laad is the father of both Levites and
priests®® The following quotations also reflect this tramfit

And a spirit of prophecy came down his [Isaac’s]utho And he took
Levi in his right hand and Judah in his left hand.“May the Lord give
you and your seed very great honor. May he drawaya your seed near
to him from all flesh to serve in his sanctuartes angels of the presence
and the holy ones. May your sons’ seed be likethth respect to honor
and greatness and sanctification. And may he niak@ great in every
age. And they will become judges and rulers amadides for all of the
seed of the sons of Jacalubilees31:12, 14-15§*

And he stayed that night in Bethel. And Levi dreanthat he had been
appointed and ordained priest of the Most High Goel,and his sons
forever (ubilees32:1)%*°

The Levi-Priestly Tradition also shows upTiestament of LeviR. C. Kugler argues
that one concern of this text was to legitimate jihiat assumption of military and
sacerdotal power during the Hamsmonean petibdHowever, there is no explicit
reference to any of the Maccabean priest-kingastament of LeviTestament of Levi
18 is a hymn anticipating the glorious epoch of ésehatological priest. Nothing there
connects “a new priest” that God will raise in fo&ure (Testament of Levi8:1) to any
of the Hasmonean rulers. What is certain is Tresttament of Lealso defends Levi's
priesthood and his offspring’s possession of thesfly office. The following quotation

proves this point.

848\Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templddekt 221-222.
849 \Wintermute, “Jubilees (Second Century BCE),” 115.

80 \vintermute, “Jubilees (Second Century BCE),” 116-1

81 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest224.

321



And | saw seven men in white clothing, who wereirsgyo me, ‘Arise,
put on the vestments of the priesthood, .... ‘Fromv oo be a priest, you
and all your posterity.” ... ‘From among them will peests, judges, and
scribes, and by their word the sanctuary will bataaled’ (Testament of
Levi8:2, 3, 17)°?

This quotation also notes the existence of norspyielescendants of Levi.

To sum up the Levi-Priestly TraditionAmamaic Levj JubileesandTestament of Leyi
holds that Levi himself was ordained as a priestignlife time, and his descendants were
also blessed, through Levi, to serve before Gogreests, judges, scribes and leaders.
Thus Levi’s offspring includes the priests as vasinon-priestly Levites. One may ask
who would have created this tradition. We willroduce four scholars who take very
different positions on this question.

First, C. Werman asserts that the Levi-Piyes$tadition grew out of ‘a priestly need
to explain, in the course of a dispute with thgiponents, the dearth of Levités® She
argues that the potential opponents of the prietsdpd were the sages, who could
employ the dearth of Levites to their advantage.other words, the sages could have
guoted Jacob’s curse of Levi in Genesis 49 to giveason for the disappearance of the
Levites and at the same time, to reject the priesésm to powe®™* However, this
reasoning is principally based on an incorrect nta®n that the tradition denies the
existence of non-priestly descendants of Levi.

Second, R. C. Kugler states that the LevidlgeTradition could have been produced

by ‘a wide range of opponents of the incumbent gpheod,” or by ‘some of the

82The quotation is taken from H.C. Kee, “Testamafithe Twelve Patriarchs,” 791.
83\Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templadeit 212.
84\Werman, “Levi and Levites in the Second Templédeit 213.
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occupants of the officé> The latter case is closely related to Kuglerteripretation of
Testament of Lewvas a text designed to defend the double assumpfianilitary and
priestly roles.

Third, J. Kugel suggests two different cantbda (1) Levites in the Second Temple
period who felt themselves disenfranchised by tireetit Aaronide priests’ monopoly; or
(2) A priest who wished to trace his own priesthtmthis ancestor Levi. J. Kugel seems
to be more inclined to the second hypothesis, leutltes not clarify what would have
been this priest’s reason to create such tradffion.

Lastly, S. M. Oylan argues that the Levi-Rfie§radition was produced by non-
Aaronide Levitic circles to oppose to the Zadolkitel Aaronide ideologues who sought
to exclude the rest of Levi from the priesthood.is Firgument is based on his
interpretation about the polemics against the cpredsts Testament of Levi4:2) and
the corrupt priesthoodréstament of Levi4:4-8)%>" However, it is not obvious whether
the polemics were against the Zadokite priestsher Aaronide priests. H. C. Kee
suggests thafestament Levil4 could reflect disillusionment with the increagy
secularized Maccabean prieSts.

All these opinions about the producers ofltbei-Priestly Tradition, in spite of their
differences, point to the fact that the conflict®othe legitimate priesthood known from
the exilic and post-exilic periods continued to tate Second Temple period, and the

Levites had been participants of those conflictsis point leads us to conclude that the

8% Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest225.

86 Kugel, “Levi’s Elevation to the Priesthood,” 43-44

857 Oylan, “Ben Sira’s Relationship to the Preisthod?i79-280.

858 Kee, “Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” 793.
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Chronicler's description about the temple staff Idobhave been a product of the
Chronicler's engagement in a dynamic conversatioth the various parties which
defended their own right for the service in the pén Certainly, the Chronicler has his
supporters among those who defended the Levi-Briéstdition.

In the next section, we will go back to ther@ficler's unique description of the
temple personnel and offer our proposal for thegeavhy the Chronicler took pains to

describe all the non-priestly temple personnelastes.

3.3.3. The Chronicler’s Incorporation of Cultic Personnel among the Levites

In the previous sections, we have raised gquresof why the Chronicler incorporated
all the non-priestly temple personnel into one gatg, that is, the Levites; why he
singled out the Korahites to claim the continuitly tbe office of the gatekeepers
throughout the history of Israel; and why he exmmhdhe Levitical involvement in
certain cultic duties, even though he would havevkmthat such expansion brought out
deviations from Priestly traditions which he comsegtl authoritative. We will now
propose our understanding of these three issues.m#intain, in fact, that these issues
are not separable from one another; rather theylesggned to support collectively the
Chronicler's views on the temple administration. or Rhis reason, our proposal
concerning these issues is also designed to adthessaltogether.

The Chronicler’'s incorporation of the non-gtlg temple personnel into the Levites
has been a subject of scholarly speculation. [Istance, scholars who devoted

themselves to reconstructing the development otthitgc hierarchy between the priests
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and Levites in the Jerusalem Temple, such as A. Bunnewe§® Risto Numel&*® and

J. Schape¥! although proposals differ, agree that the Chrenislassimilation of the
other ranks of lower clergy into the Levites isaatual reflection of the final stage of the
historical development of the cultic hierarchy. dther words, these scholars do not
consider the incorporation of the entire minor gjeinto the Levites as the Chronicler’s
formulation. Thus they do not question the Chriamis intention behind that

formulation.

89 A, H. J. Gunnewegleviten und Priester: Hauptlinien der Traditionshing und Geschichte des
israelitisch-judischen Kultpersonal&ottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965). Guregwoncludes
his study of the history of cultic personnels irakd with this comment:
So theoretisch diese Levitisierung ist, sie wirihkevon Chr erfundene Theorie sein —
dieser Prozeld fangt ja schon in vorexilischer Zegit -, sondern dem tatsachlichen
Selbstverstandnis dieser Gruppen entsprochen h@bmiiten und Priester218).

80 R. Numela,The Levites: Their Emergence as a Second-ClassstRded (Atlanta, Scholars Press,
1998). Numela identifies the Levites with ‘formeyal priests of the Northern Kingdom, living under
impoverished circumstances in the South,” and difféates them from the priests of the high places.
According to Numela, these two groups were assigdlanto one category as the Levites in Chronicles.
Numela comments:
The Chronicler reflects the latest stage of thisettgpment, as he includes them (the
singers and gatekeepers who might have originated the priests of the high places)
into the LevitesThe Levitesl75).

81 joachim SchapePriester und Leviten im achamenidischen Juda: tudur Kult-und Sozialgeschichte
Israels in persischer ZeifTubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000). Unlike Numela,Sthaper identifies the
Levites as a small group of priests of the highcgga who were enfranchised as minor clergy in the
Jerusalem Temple during the reforms of Josiah. oAting to Schaper, Nehemiah promoted Levites in
order to create a balance with the strong pridatiyilies, and this promotion of the Levites congduo be
strengthened by Ezra, who came to Jerusalem aétbeiNiah. Thus, J. Schaper considers the Chrosicler
assimilation of the non-priestly temple personmethe Levites a natural result of this promotionttoé
Levites by Nehemiah and Ezra. He states:
Die Vereinigung zwischen Leviten, Sangern und Tahtérn kann erst nach Esra
eingetreten sein, mithin nach dem Jahre 398. Dmiriténstand war bereits durch
Nehemia und Esra gestarkt und mit zusatzlichen #udg versehen worden, ... Die
Betrauung der Leviten mit dem religibsen LehramictuEsra fihrte diese Entwicklung
auf die Spitz: Der Levitenstand war nun, nebenRiggsterschaft, die zweite Saule des
religibsen Lebens Judas. Seine Lehrtatigkeit ist Keimzelle, aus der #ger die
pharisdische Bewegung wuchs; mit der Ubernahmeadligiosen Lehraufgaben wurde
der Levitenstand zu einem immer bedeutenderen @egeoht zum Priesterstand. Mit
den neuen Aufgaben wuchs aber auch die Arbeitslastauf den Schultern der Leviten
ruhte. Und genau hierin dirfte der Grund fur dier&fhigung mit den Sangern und
Torwachtern gelegen haben: Nicht aus machtpoliéisdiiotiven, sondern aus praktisch-
organisatorischen Erwagungen heraus schlossenligiairei Gruppierungen zusammen”
(Priester und Leviten300).
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Gabriele Boccaccini, in contrast, interprete tChronicler's assimiliation of nun-
priestly cultic personnel to the Levites as theegtty aristocracy’'s response to the
shortage of Levites in the post-exilic period. Aing to Boccaccini, the priests of the
Jerusalem Temple during the post-exilic periodoiiticed a series of measures to
respond to the shortage of the Levites, such agriog the age of admission to the
Levitical rank, broadening the definition of thevites to include temple personnel, and
securing separate financial support for the Leyités

Other scholars have interpreted the Chroriglarcorporation of the non-priestly
cultic personnel into the Levites either as a letjitation of contemporary realiti€&® an
apologia pro Levites® or as a part of the Chronicler's plan to establésimore

legitimate YHWH cult according to Pentateuchal itiads 2°°

82 G, Boccaccini,Roots of Rabbinic Judaism: An Intellectual Histofsgm Ezekiel to Danie(Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 69-70.

83 5ee, Timothy D. Goltz, “The Chronicler as Elitest&blishing an Atmosphere of Perpetuity in Jerusale
Yehud,” in The Function of Ancient Historiography in Biblicahd Cognate Studieged. Patricia G.
Kirkpatrick and Timothy Goltz; LHBOTS 489; New Yark & T Clark, 2008), 97; Mark J. Boda, “Identity
and Empire, Reality and Hope in the Chroniclersrspective,” in Community Identity in Judean
Historiography: Biblical and Comparative Perspeetsv(ed. G. N. Knoppers and Kenneth A. Ristau;
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 251, 256; andiAathto, “The Levitical Genealogies in 1 Chronicles
5-6 and the Formation of Levitical Ideology in Restlic Judah,”JSOT62 (1994): 77-99.

84 Some scholars argue that the Chronicler, as orteeofevites in the Persian period, tried to defend
rights of the Levites to participate in the Templdt through his work (Von Rad)as Geschichtsbild des
chronistischen Werke81-119; P. R. Ackroyd, “The Theology of the Chiober,” LTQ 8 [1973] 111-112;
Williamson,1 and 2 Chroniclesl6-17; Paul D. Hanson, “1 Chronicles 15-16 arGhronicler’s View on
the Levites,” in“Sha‘arei Talmon” Studies in the Bibl&9-77; Kalimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his own
Historical Context,” 190; De Vries, “Moses and Da&vas Cult Founders in Chronicles,” 636; and
McKenzie,1-2 Chronicles 28-29).

8% gee, among others: Kalimi, “Placing the Chroniahehis own Historical Context,” 185-189; Fishbane,
Biblical Interpretation, 385-387, 394, 401; Kenneih Ristau, “Reading and Rereading Josiah: The
Chronicler's Representation of Josiah for the BdalsteCommunity,” in Community Identity in Judean
Historiography 219-247; Antti Laato, “The Levitical Genealogi@sl Chronicles 5-6,” 88; and Thomas
Willi, “Leviten, Priester und Kult in vorhellenistther Zeit: Die Chronistische Optik in ihrem
geschichtlichen Kontext,” iGemeinde ohne Tempel = Community without TempleS@bstituierung und
Transformation des Jerusalemer Tempels und seindts Kn Alten Testament, antiken Judentum und
frihen Christentum(ed. Beate Ego, Armin Lange, und Peter Pilhofet)NW 118; Tibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 1999), 75-98.
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Before presenting our own view about the Clulens descriptions of temple
personnel, we will first examine the Chronicler'geaall plan for his work, and try to
comprehend the Chronicler’'s attempt to make all plenpersonnel Levites in the
overarching plan of his work. Prevailiregholarly consensus is that the Chronicler's
principal agenda is to emphasize the value of #drasdlem Temple as the cultic center
for all Israel’®® although scholars’ interpretations of his motigatiare various, such as,
to encourage the inhabitants of the province ofudeass well as Jews from the Diaspora
to move to Jerusalem and live in the &Jto highlight the holiness as well as the
significance of his own contemporary small, podsbyjlt and furnished Tempf&? or to
ensure the authoritative centrality of the Jerumaléemple among several Jewish
sanctuaries in neighboring regions in the fifthfourth century BCE®®® such as the

Samaritan templ&’® a Jewish sanctuary at Elephantfiéa Persian-period Judean

sanctuary at LachisH?and a sanctuary of “Yaho” in Idumé&3%.

86 5ee, Kalimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his ownsHirical Context,” 189-191; ibid, “Jerusalem — The
Divine City: The Representation of Jerusalem in ddisles Compared with Earlier and Later Jewish
Compositions,” inThe Chronicler as Theologiai89-205; Kenneth A. Ristau, “Reading and Remgdi
Josiah,” 241; Jonathan E. DycKye Theocratic Ideology of the Chronicl@66; Gary N. Knoppers, “ ‘The
City Yhwh Has Chosen’,” 307, 313-316.

867 See, Kalimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his ownsHirical Context,” 189-190; Knowle&entrality
Practiced 91.

868 Kalimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his own Histoal Context,” 189.

869 K alimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his own Histodl Context,” 189-191; Knoppers, “ ‘The City Yhwh
Has Chosen’,” 319-320; ibid, “Mt. Gerizim and MtioA: A Study in the Early History of the Samaritans
and Jews,"SR 34/3-4 (2005): 320, 322, 325-326; ibid, “Revigitithe Samarian Question in the Persian
Period,” inJudah and Judeans in the Persian Peyi@@9; and KnowlesCentrality Practiced 127; Jorg
Frey, “Temple and Rival Temple — The Case of Elatiha, Mt. Gerizim, and Leontopolis,” B@emeinde
ohne Tempel = Community without Temdl@1-203.

870 For the Samaritan Temple at Mt. Gerizim in thesRer period, refer to: Yizhak Magen, Haggai Misgav
and Levana TsfanidMount Gerizim Excavationgol. |: The Aramaic, Hebrew and Samaritan Inscriptions
(Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2004)31ingrid Hjelm,Jerusalem’s Rise to Sovereignty: Zion
and Gerizim in CompetitiofLondon: T& T Clark, 2004), 215; Bob Becking, “Rbe Earliest Samaritan

Inscriptions Already Indicate a Parting of the Walym Judah and Judeans in the Fourth Century B.C.E.
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Undoubtedly, a variety of both internal andeemal challenges that the Jerusalem
Temple encountered in the Chronicler’s time arateel to the Chronicler’'s emphasis on
the legitimacy of the Jerusalem Temple. His desions of the temple administration
emerge in this larger context. Then, the Chroriglencorporation of all the minor
clergy into the Levites can be seen as part obieiws on the ideal temple administration.
This ideal was fully supported by cultic traditiomghich were solidly grounded in
Pentateuchal regulations of cultic practices, &% Jtan Seters states:

The nature of Chronicler’s historiography is reorsst, reading into the
past all the necessary structures and institutioasg ideological

legitimation to support the later religious commuyni The Priestly Code
had already laid down the foundation for this rielig constitution. What
was lacking was the specific continuity from thi®daic law through the
political and religious authority of Jerusalem. eT&amaritan community
or their predecessors could and did claim that icaity through the

sanctuary of Gerizim. The Chronicler's history ise Jerusalem
community’s attempt to establish the continuitytiod Pentateuchal law in
final form through Jerusalefi?

However, in the process of his rewriting thistdry of Israel in light of the

Pentateuchal traditions, the Chronicler does nophi follow the traditions. He freely

220; Knoppers, “Revisiting the Samarian Questiorthi@ Persian Period,” idudah and Judeans in the
Persian Periogd265-289.

871 Concerning the Jewish Temple at Elephantine adeitgious practices, see, Stephen G. Rosenberg,
“The Jewish Temple at Elephantiné&fEA 67 (2004): 4-13; Paul-Eugéne Dion, “La religiors gepyrus
d’Eléphantine: un reflet du Juda d’avant I'exili’ Kein Land fir sich alleir(ed. Ulrich Hiibner und Ernst
Axel Knauf; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2@23-254; and Thomas MRolin, “The Temple of

11 at Elephantine and Persian Religious Policy, The Triumph of Elohim: From Yahwism to Judaisms
(ed. Diana Vikander Edelman; Grand Rapids: EerdimE986), 127-142.

872 Ephraim Stern, “The Religious Revolution in Pemsieriod Judah,” inludah and Judeans in the
Persian Period200.

873 A. Lemaire, “New Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea arteif Historical Interpretation,” idudah and
Judeans in the Persian Peripdi16-417.

87% John Van Seters, “The Chronicler's Account of Swm’'s Temple-Building: A Continuity Theme,” in
The Chronicler as Historiar300.
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harmonizes the different legal traditions about Hzme matter; presents a creative
interpretation of certain traditions from his owergpective; and sometimes deviates
from the Priestly tradition to make his own pointsicerning a specific matter. We see
the Chronicler’s presentation of the non-priestijtic personnel as Levites as a fruit of
such dialectic approaches to the traditions. Fmstance, according to the Priestly
tradition, the Levites, except for the priests, carty approach the temple precinct to
minister. Moreover, only the priests and Levitas be paid with people’s donations and
contributions for the Temple, which are mainly gatézed into ‘the priestly gifts’ and
‘the tithes.” Thus, in the cultic system as defina the Priestly tradition, the cultic
personnel should consist of the priests and thatéev This is the picture that the
Chronicler proposes in his description of the tesrgadministratiof’> In Chronicles, the
Levites are portrayed as well-trained cultic prefesals, who are faithful to the
traditions. By emphasizing the eligibility of thee\ites to various cultic duties, and by
providing the non-priestly cultic personnel withetlievitical lineage, the Chronicler
formulates the legal ground for the payment of ¢héic personnel of the Jerusalem
Temple, which is, in the Persian period, left withany royal sponsorship. During the
Persian period, the main source of income for #reshlem Temple was the people’s
donations and contributions including the tithesiioch would cover all the expenses
necessary to run the Temple. In other words, the@cler put the non-priestly cultic
personnel on the payroll by making them Levites.

On the other hand, the Chronicler chose theakKites to establish the continuity of the

office of gatekeepers throughout the history ohdsr The Chronicler could have chosen

875 Antti Laato also argues that the Chronicler attesnip establish a legitimate YHWH cult according to
the ancient model (Laato, “The Levitical Genealsgiel Chronicles 5-6,” 88).
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a different, and a less controversial branch oflieetes, such as the Gershonites or the
Merarites. The Chronicler’s special interest ia Korahites may imply a certain polemic
against a priestly opponent group that used trditiva of Korah's rebellion (Numbers
16) as an argument against any attempt to redreit.evites as cultic personriéf. The
Chronicler's deviations from the Priestly traditiom his descriptions of specific cultic
duties could be understood in the context of cotsflbetween the various groups that
presented different interpretations of cultic piged. By projecting his own ideal for the
cultic practices into David’s institutions of thentple cult, the Chronicler attempts not
only to justify his own perspective, but also tsthuct his own generation to follow his

ideal®”’

876 R. Numela also interprets the story of Korah'settn in Numbers 16 in a similar way. He suggests
The story might also have been in harmony withphestly writer’s intention to portray
the Levites’ opposition against the Aaronites as\alt against Moses, as Moses is the
mediator in P of the divine regulations concernthg division of the priesthood into
different ranks. If we so suppose an older P-stdigut a revolt of the people against the
priests, we should also ask which historical situasuch an account might reflect. This
interpretation would imply that the distinction Wveen priests and laymen as such had
been challenged by some group in the post-exiliige It is not historically feasible to
assume that the prerogative of the priests conagithie cultic duties could be contested
in the post-exilic period, when the division intiffekent ranks within the priesthood was
given its final legitimation, though there were fimts as regards it (Numelalhe
Levites 132).

On the other hand, J. Schaper suggests thaKadhahites were the most important group among the
class of the minor clergy of the Jerusalem Templehe late Achaemenid era (Schaperiester und

Leviten 218).

877 Mark J. Boda also comments that the book of Cletesinot only justifies present reality but also
project future hope (Boda, “ldentity and Empire alRg and Hope in the Chronicler's Perspective,’1R5
However, some scholars asserts that the Chrorsohasik is an attempt to justify the power of theegtly
elite in Yehud. See, Timothy D. Goltz, “The Chrder as Elite: Establishing an Atmosphere of Pelipet
in Jerusalem Yehud,” 97.
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Chapter Four Conclusion

In this dissertation we have aimed to get ttebeinderstanding of the Chronicler’s
presentation of the administration of the Jerusaleemple during the Achaemenid
period. For this purpose, in Chapter 1, we setetite three sets of texts from Chronicles
which present the Chronicler’s distinctive viewstloé temple administration, especially
about the gatekeepers (1 Chr 9:17-32; 26:1-19%stners (1 Chr 9:26-28; 26:20-32), and
tax collectors (2 Chr 24:5-11; 34:8-13).

The first two selected texts are part of wiat label “David’s Installation Block,”
which functions as a programmatic section for there book of Chronicles. We have
demonstrated in section 1.1 that the third seéxist concerning tax collectors, is also the
work of the Chronicler, who composed David’s Insttabn Block. David’s Installation
Block underlines the literary unity of Chroniclegea if some inconsistencies appear in
it.”® Thus, we read the book of Chronicles as a liyeuait following its own structure
without assuming different redactional layers adidedifferent periods.

We asked in section 1.3 if the Chronicler lollately marked his contemporary time
period. By examining the evidence that scholaggest for the hypothesis of the fourth-
century BCE date for Chronicles, we came to a amich that that the genealogy of
Jehoiachin (1 Chr 3:17-24) and the genealogicabrd=cof the restored community (1
Chronicles 9) are the chronological markers that @hronicler deliberately put in his
work. Although it cannot be proven, these marlsssm to point to the fourth-century
BCE. At the very least, these two chronologicakkees indicate that the Chronicler's
temporal setting is sometime later than the sihtary BCE and earlier than the third

century BCE.

878 See section 1.2.
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In Chapter 2, we analyzed the three seleatatt tto identify how the Chronicler
depicts the function of each group of temple pemsband how he deviates from other
biblical authors. Our analyses of the texts haeenahstrated how the Chronicler
portrayed gatekeepers, temple treasurers and tdbectoos, and uncovered the
Chronicler’s particular methods for retrojecting lmwn ideals into the pre-exilic past.
To identify the Chronicler's methods is very img@ot for understanding his descriptions
of the temple administration, since his methodsmihate how the Chronicler sought to
encode elements of the temple administration obhis day in his narrative of the past,
whether those elements were ideal or not. WhileFidhban&®and I. Kalimf® have
extensively studied the Chronicler's exegeticahtégues and literary metho&%,they
have not treated the texts at the core of the ptetady. Thus, our study develops what

they have already done. A summary of our conchssabout these methods follows.

4.1. The Chronicler’s Methods

We have encountered various literary methods ttie Chronicler applied to present
his own views on temple personnel. These methad$e summarized according to ten
different categories. What follows is a concisesgntation of each method and

representative examples in Chronicles.

87% FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 380-440.
80 K alimi, The Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histot$-403.

81 See, also William M. Schniedewind, “The Chronicheran Interpreter of Scripture,” ithe Chronicler
as Author 158-180.
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(1) To create or to highlight a particular geneatagconnection:

Shallum is one of the gatekeepers in the ®ergieriod (1 Chr 9:17§%2 By
highlighting (inventing?) his genealogical connectito Korah (a Levite in the
wilderness period: 1 Chr 9:19) and to ZechariaKdeahite gatekeeper during the reign
of David: 1 Chr 9:22-23 and 1 Chr 26:1, 14), thediicler establishes the continuity of
the office of gatekeepers throughout the historyispéel, and also confirms that the
gatekeepers are Levites. However, other biblisgistindicate that the Levitical status of
gatekeepers was not confirmed until late in thécear the post-exilic period, as we have
shown in section 2.1.1.3. Thus, Shallum’s Levititaeage reflects the Chronicler’s

intention to claim the Levitical status of gatekeesin his own time.

(2) To coin a new term:

The Chronicler coins a new term by combinirgjlsknown phrases taken from earlier
biblical texts to convey a specific message. Fangle, the Chronicler uses a new term
to connect the office of gatekeepers of his own tathat of the wilderness period, and
to that of the First Temple, such &sxb ovpon »mw (1 Chr 9:19)mm-5y xiann »wnu
mm (1 Chr 9:19). These two phrases are coined b¢tivenicler, as we have examined
in Section 2.1.1.1. The first term is used to eagie that the First Temple is the

continuation of the Tent of Meetirf§® and at the same time, the office of gatekeepers in

882 See section 2.1.1.2.

83 The connection between the Temple and the TenMegéting is once again emphasized by the
Chronicler’s equation of ‘the house of the Lordddthe house of the Tent’' in 1 Chr 9:23 (see alght
6:33, where the Tabernacle is combined with the flerin a phrase*>xm ma 1own). James T. Sparks
succinctly points out the Chronicler’'s attempt &iablish continuity of the cult by creating suchwvne
phrases as follows:
The Chronicler sought to combine all of the ternaigy he found in his sources into his
text as synonyms for the temple of Yahweh in Jdemsa In doing so he seeks to
illustrate continuity in the worship of the peogtem the beginning of Israel’s history
until his own day. The Chronicler appears to hee®ognized the need for all of the
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the First Temple is a continuation of the one & Trent of Meeting. The second term,
Mm-Sy xiann sy, serves to highlight the Korahites' role as gaggkes in the

wilderness period. Since the Priestly traditiorsloot specify the Korahites’ office of
gatekeepers (it only mentions their general rolegagarding the Tabernacle), the
Chronicler traces the office of gatekeepers tovifiderness period by coining this new

term.

(3) To highlight Levite office holders:

To highlight the Levitical status of gatekeepethe Chronicler makes a Levite
gatekeeper a frequent character in his work, sscheghariah, a Korahite gatekeeper at
the time of David (1 Chr 9:21); the Korahites gatgers (1 Chr 26:1-19); and Kore, a
Korahite gatekeeper during the reign of HezekiaBli2 31:14).

The Levitical status of the temple treasurgdso underlined by multiple attestations.
According to 1 Chr 9:20-26, the four chief gatekeyspvho supervised the chambers and
treasuries of the Temple were Levites. This facbmce again emphasized in 1 Chr
26:20-28, where David instituted the temple tre@suand appointed those who were to

be in charge of the treasuries of the Temple. Wene all Levites.

(4) To insert an explicit statement of what is eodmphasized:
To confirm the gatekeepers’ Levitical lineaghe Chronicler explicitly adds a
statement that the gatekeepers are Levites, such as narmb omwen (1 Chr 9:18)

ando»n o (1 Chr 9:26)°%

cultic life of the postexilic community to be in mrmity with the Torah (James T.
Sparks,The Chronicler's Genealogies: Towards an Understagdf 1 Chronicles 1-9
[Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008], &%

84 3See section 2.1.1.2.
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The Chronicler also adds three referencekdd_evites (1 Chr 24:5, 6, 11) not found
in his source (2 Kgs 12:5-11), which instead reters=n>, to highlight the Leuvitical
involvement in the process of collecting fundsdpair the Templ&%°

In 2 Chr 34:8-13, the Chronicler changes loigree (2 Kgs 22:3-7) to highlight the
Levitical involvement in the repair work of the Tpla, by specifying the guardians of
the threshold as Levites and by adding the listhef Levites who participated in the
repair of the Temple, either in the supervisionlaifor or in the administration of the

proces$®

(5) To legitimize his contemporary situation byrnanizing it with older traditions:

As we have shown in Section 2.1.2.1, the Chllenremoves a contradiction between
his contemporary practice in regard to the agéefievites at their initiation into service
and the Priestly regulation for %/ The difference between the initiation age of the
Levites of his own day (twenty) and of the Priedilggdition (thirty) is attributed to
David’'s organization of cultic matters. Accorditggl Chr 23:24, 27, it is David who
changed the Levites’ initiation age from thirty tawenty when he instituted new

assignments for the Levites.

885 See section 2.3.1.
886 See section 2.3.2.

87 The Priestly traditions show two different regidas for the initiation age of the Levites: (1) thge of
thirty: Num 4:3, 23, 30, 35, 39; 43, 47; (2) theeag twenty-five: Num 8:24. The Chronicler seens to
have considered the regulation of Num 8:24 asrifgignt divergence from the first regulation (thge of
thirty), since he did not mention the regulation\afm 8:24 (the age of twenty-five) in 1 Chr 23:Bor a
more detailed discussion of this topic, see se@iar.1.
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(6) To retroject his contemporary situation inte ffast:

According to 1 Chronicles 23-26, David orgaaizhe temple personnel in the pattern
of twenty four division§®® Since the evidence for the twenty four priestlyisions is
only found in the post-exilic period and afterwatitis system evidently originated in or
just before the Chronicler’'s own time. Moreovéere is no reference to the twenty four
divisions for either gatekeepers (1 Chronicles @6)emple musicians (1 Chronicles 25)
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. Even in 1 Chr B27where the office of gatekeepers
in the Persian period is briefly presented, thexend reference to the twenty four
divisions among the families of gatekeepers. Rath€hr 9:17-32 presents a somewhat
different organization of the gatekeepers (locaékgeepers and the chief gatekeepers).

Thus, we may conclude that the Chronicler iappthe contemporary system of
twenty four priestly divisions to the organizatiaf the other cultic personnel, and
retrojected his ideal for the cultic organizatiomoi the time of David. By doing so, the
Chronicler seems to have intended to shape thie quictices in his own time based on

his ideal, which is laid out in 1 Chronicles 23-26.

(7) To exemplify figures for a didactic purp8%e

In 1 Chr 26:26-28, the Chronicler highlightavid’s magnanimous donations to the
Temple, and the generous acts of Israelite leasdkosfollowed David’'s example. The
Chronicler specifically states that the chiefs loé tlans, the officers of thousands and
hundreds, and the other army officers (1 Chr 26f28pwed David’s exemplary act.

Furthermore, the Chronicler adds that Samuel, Ssarer and Joab (1 Chr 26:28) also

888 See section 2.1.2.1.

89 Kalimi deals with the same kind of methodolotpat the Chronicler applies here but he did not
mention 1 Chronicles 26 (KalimiThe Reshaping of Ancient Israelite Histord66-174). See, also
FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 401.
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dedicated some of the booty of war as David didosanaintain the sanctuary, even
though there is no explicit report about their dation of the booty in the Hebrew
Bible 8° By adding the names of Israelite leaders toiteof dedicators, the Chronicler
seems to emphasize that the maintenance of thel&esng duty of political and military

leaders, and thereby instructs the contemporargrgéion to follow their great ancestors’

examples.

(8) To resolve a contradiction between its souraRentateuchal Traditions:

The Chronicler changes Joash’s command (21Rds), which contradicts the Priestly
tradition, into a non-contradictory one in 2 Chr®24as we have shown in Section 2.3.1.
In 2 Kgs 12:5, Joash commands that a certain amountoney be set aside, which
originally belonged to the temple treasuries, touse the fund for the repairs of the
Temple. But this command violates the priestlyrpgative®* Thus the Chronicler
changes the command into a neutral one: to go mit@ collect money from people in
the cities of Judah and Israel. Scholars haveectunjed that the Chronicler, through this
change, retrojected contemporary practices intontle@archic period. However, the
Chronicler's change does not alter the originalagibn in his source where the king's
first command was not carried out (2 Kgs 12:7)kelwise, the king’s command, though
it was changed into a neutral one, was not caoigdn 2 Chr 24:5-6. It is likely that the

Chronicler’'s alteration of the king’s command wagended to correct its contradiction

890 K noppers, “Treasures Won and Lost,” 196.

891 See section 2.3.1. In 2 Kgs 12:5, Joash dirbetptiests to separate the money for the votiverioigs
and the voluntary offerings to finance the resiorabf the Temple. However, according to Pentatalic
tradition (Lev 22:2-16; Num 18:8-10, 19), the moméyhe sacred donation is to be given to the tmies
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with the priestly tradition well known to the Chioler, not to make it something
relevant to his own tim&?

The Chronicler's emphasis on Obed-edom’s famd Levitical gatekeepers in 1 Chr
26:4-8 can be considered another case of resoévountradiction between its source and
Pentateuchal traditions. In 1 Chronicles 15-16,@ronicler tried to rationalize David’'s
temporary transfer of the Ark to Obed-edom’s holigenaking Obed-edom eligible to
accompany the Ark either as a Levitical musicianasera Levitical gatekeeper. By
endowing Obed-edom with the Levitical lineage (Olkédm son of Jeduthun), the
Chronicler intends to harmonize the earlier textv¢@-edom, a foreigner in 2 Sam 6:10-
12) with the Pentateuchal legislation which stales only the Levites can carry the Ark
(Num 4:15-20; 7:9; Deut 10:8° Nevertheless, the Chronicler's attempt to justify
David’s transfer of the Ark to a foreigner’s houseot entirely successfti?

These two cases indicate that the Chronicéad rhis earlier texts in light of
Pentateuchal traditions and reworked his sourcasake them reflect his own beliefs

and ideals based on those traditidis.

892 Thus, we have argued that 2 Chr 24:5-6 does mpstithe existence of the itinerant tax colleciars
the Chronicler’s time.

893 Cf. Kalimi, The Shaping of Ancient Israelite Histpfy49-150, 382.
894 See section 2.1.2.2, esp. our exegesis of 1 CB743B.

89% Kalimi, The Shaping of Ancient Israelite Historg41. Similarly, M. Fishbane comments on the

Chronicler’s transformation of his sources as fwfo
The Books of Chronicles provide an interestingesenf parallels and variations on the
foregoing aggadic transformations. Of one typethose instances where those kings
who are favorably assessed in the Book of Kingsradescribed by the Chronicler in
terms of having fostered or promoted Torah obseman. Such transformations serve
to highlight the post-exilic ideal of Israelite pig an ideal which repeatedly promoted
that type of religious person who is ceaselesshcemed with the Torah, its study and
its observance (Fishbariiblical Interpretation 385-386).
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(9) To provide a legal basis for a specific issue:

The Chronicler provides a legal basis for Joash’sasuee to collect the people’s
contribution especially for the purpose of repajrithe Temple in 2 Chr 24:6, 9, by
connecting it to the historical precedent of whatdds did in the wilderness period (Exod
30:12-16). At the same time, by eliminating therte denoting the atonememti®y 5>
andoe>i fp2), the Chronicler attempted to dissociate the mor@iected by Joash
from the atonement money which was paid out onlyean one’s life time at the census.
Due to this dissociationyun nxis can be collected annually without violating the
Mosaic regulation of Exod 30:12-78° The Chronicler's effort to justify Joash’'s
measure to collect money to repair the Temple nestelated to his contemporary
problem that the Jerusalem Temple was without amyalr sponsorship after the
monarchic period. The upkeep of the Temple hadrecthe people’s responsibility in
the Persian period.

This example shows that the Chronicler usasslources as well as Pentateuchal
traditions to make it applicable to his own tim& few more examples which indicate the
Chronicler's deviation from Priestly traditions catso be seen in the following texts

where the Chronicler interprets them from his ownrspectives.

(10) To deviate from the Priestly traditions comieg a specific cultic practice:
In 1 Chr 9:28-32, the Chronicler describegaerduties of gatekeepers. Some of
them, such as the responsibilities for the utemditservice mavn *52-5v) (1 Chr 9:28),

the furniture §*>>11 Sv) and all the holy utensilifpn *5=-5> Sv) (1 Chr 9:29), flour,

89\We have challenged the traditional interpretatb® Chr 25:5-11 as a reflection of the actualaitn

in the Chronicler's own time, especially with regi@o a yearly collection of tax (one-third of a kbg. We

have argued thatin nxin is not a compulsory tax but people’s voluntary tdbutions, collected
especially for the repair work on the Temple.
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wine, incense and spices (1 Chr 9:29), and theapagipn of the flat cakes and the
showbread, are assigned to the priests in Priésttitions. However, the Chronicler
describes them as part of the Levites’ respongésl(1 Chr 9:31-32; 1 Chr 23:28-32).

The Chronicler's emphasis on the Korahitessifian as gatekeepers also deviates
from Priestly tradition which dishonors Korah witiie account of his rebellion against
the Aaronide priesthood in the wilderness (NumkiEss The Chronicler’'s effort to
establish the continuity of the office of the Koitehgatekeepers from the wilderness
period through the reign of David to his own tinmilkd have been intended to support
the Korahites against the tradition depicted in Kars 16.

These two cases show that the Chroniclersagmh to Pentateuchal traditions are
much more sophisticated than they may at firstggaappear to be. On the one hand, the
Pentateuchal traditions were considered authargdt the Chronicler to the extent that
he reinterpreted his sources by means of Pentatkachic traditions. On the other hand,
he did not hesitate to deviate from Priestly tiadd when he needed to make his point in

a certain cultic mattet’

897 Rolf Rendtorff also concludes his examinationtwf Chronicler’s ideas about the sacrificial culd 4is

use of cultic language in 2 Chronicler 29-31 ahsuc
The Chronicler has a good knowledge of the sa@ilfigervice in the Temple, more or
less in accordance with the Priestly texts of that&euch. In at least one case, however,
he mentions a detail not recorded in the Priesttyst the receiving of the blood. On the
other hand, he usually does not seem to quotetljireom Pentateuchal texts or to be
too eager to use exact cultic terminology. In oage he shows a totally non-Priestly use
of a central Priestly word, namekypper. Thus the relations to the Priestly texts of the
Pentateuch are not in terms of literary dependémnten terms of personal knowledge
and experience with the cultic reality of his owme (“Chronicles and the Priestly
Torah,” in Texts, Temples and Traditions: A Tribute to MenaHhdaran [ed. Fox,
Michael V. et al; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 19268).
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4.2. The Chronicler’s Description of the Temple Adrmistration in Relation to
Economic Activities

Using the above-mentioned methods, the Chiemmsade his claims about the temple
administration, especially with regard to econoagtivities in the Temple. Here we will
highlight his claims.

According to the Chronicler, the Aaronide ptgeare in charge of cultic matters in the
temple administration. Under their supervisione tbultic personnel, involved in
economic activities in the Temple, consists of gaépers and treasurers. First, the
Chronicler's claims about the gatekeepers contnasit traditions he inherited in the
following ways: The Chronicler demonstrates that tfatekeepers are Levites, and their
Levitical lineage is traced back to Korah, a Lewitéhe wilderness period. The office of
gatekeepers in the Persian period is a continuatidhe one from the wilderness period
and the one that David instituted. David instalilee Levitical gatekeepers to guard the
four sides of the Temple, and also organized thiekgapers into the twenty-four
divisions according to their families. It seematthhe Chronicler creates David’'s
installation of the twenty-four divisions in thenfdies of gatekeepers to advocate for
structuring the practice of his own day in the sanamner, not simply as a reflection of
the actual organization of the gatekeepers fantitidrim in reality.

Second, the Chronicler made the following ckifar Levitical involvement in the
temple treasuries. According to the Chronicleg, fibur chief gatekeepers were in charge
of the chambers and treasuries of the Temple dah@dPersian period (1 Chr 9:26). The
Levitical involvement in the temple treasuriesraced back to the times of David’s reign.
It is David who appointed the Levites to supentlstemple treasuries that he instituted.

Thus, the temple treasurers are Levites as wel@rding to the Chronicler.
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Third, the Chronicler presents a much more expanisaxitical involvement in cultic
practices than stipulated by the Priestly legistati

Fourth, one of the Chronicler's most innovatolaims in cultic matters appears in his
presentation about how the cultic personnel ateetpaid: The priests and Levites were
to be paid with the priestly gifts and tithes ttia people offered. This claim is different
from the one presented in Priestly traditi6tfs.

Sixth, the Chronicler proffers his view of hdte upkeep of the Temple should be
supported. According to the Chronicler, the upkeéphe Temple was funded by the
people’s donations, and the Levitical gatekeeperd a@easurers were involved in
retrieving and storing this money during the reighdoash and Josiah. These two cases
were probably presented by the Chronicler eitheedtablish a historical precedent for
the contemporary practice or out of need to colleetpeople’s donation to maintain the
cultic activities in the Temple, which did not haneyal sponsorship any more. For this
reason, the people’s generous donations for theleeare highlighted by the Chronicler
on several occasions.

Furthermore, the Chronicler presents his iddalsevites’ age of initiation for their
office and of the terms of their office. According David’'s Installation Block, the
Levites initiate their service at the age of twe(ityChr 23:24; 2 Chr 31:17), and their
guarding posts are hereditary in a specific gatgdetamily. Their guarding posts were
decided during the reign of David by casting lots.

Based on these observations, we raised segestions about the Chronicler's
descriptions of the Levitical involvement in theni@le administration, such as: (1) Why

did the Chronicler make such an effort to legitienthe office of gatekeepers by tracing

898 See section 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.
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their office and their Levitical lineage to the dérness period and to the time of David?
(2) Why did the Chronicler take pains to confirne tiiatekeepers’ Levitical lineage? (3)
How can we explain the Chronicler’'s deviation fr@mestly tradition in his descriptions
of certain cultic duties that the Korahites perfed®@ How is it related to the
Chronicler's emphasis on the continuity of the adfiof gatekeepers throughout the
history of Israel? (4) If the Chronicler’s claimsr fthe gatekeepers in 1 Chr 9:17-32 were
intended to reflect realties in his own time, thelems imply that the gatekeepers were
deeply engaged in the temple economy, especiallgdogrolling access to the Temple
and by supervising inventory control of the storetes in the Temple. Did the
Chronicler's effort to establish the continuity tfe office of gatekeepers have any
relation to his claims for the gatekeepers’ invahesmt in economic undertakings in the
Temple?

In order to answer these questions, one sh&olmv whether the Chronicler’s
descriptions were intended to reflect realitiebisfown day. If that was the Chronicler’s
intention, his claims about the temple administrativere probably for defending
practices of his own day based on his interpretatiothe Pentateuchal tradition. But, if
it was not so, one should ask again why the Chlemtook pains to make such claims
for the Levitical involvement in the temple adminggion. For this purpose, in Chapter
Three, we chose the following three topics frora hronicler’'s descriptions of the
temple administration to examine whether the Cluleris presentations are harmonious
with the ones that other biblical and extra-bildlitexts, as well as material data that
originated from the Persian period, present conoegrthe three topics: (1) The temple

gates and treasuries as the maii of economic activities in the Temple; (2) the téenp
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revenue; and (3) the temple staff. We comparetivenicler’s presentation about these
three topics with the ones that our comparativeenddt provides. This comparative
approach enabled us to conclude that the Chrotsdescriptions deviate from the other

biblical and extra-biblical data. A summary ofglsiomparison follows.
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4.3. The Chronicler’s Deviation from Other Biblical and Extra-Biblical Data

In Chapter Three, we demonstrated that theoi@tler deviates from other biblical
and extra-biblical sources in his descriptions lé temple gate complexes, temple
revenue and temple staff.

First, in section 3.1, we concluded that the Chulenis descriptions of the temple
gates appeared to be comparable to the circumstaridbde late monarchic period (the
eighth or seventh century BCE}. However, it cannot be determined whether or het t
Chronicler's gate complexes also reflect thoseisfdwn time because of the dearth of
data about such complexes in the Persian periduds donclusion, therefore, makes it
difficult to ascertain what the Chronicler is trgito accomplish in his work.

On the other hand, our study of gate compleresntiquity, based on biblical and
non-biblical source€® has shown the importance of the temple gates @nasic
activities as a kind of check point where peoplé teir offerings were screened and the
income was collected before it was transferrecheodtore-chambers and treasuries. In
other words, to have control over the temple gatgdies significant control in the
temple economy. In this sense, the Chronicler'scgp emphasis on the Levitical
supervision of the temple gates draws our attentibhe Chronicler’s strong interest in
temple treasuries and store-chambers should bersiodd in the same vein. The
Chronicler’'s treatment of these two institutionsi@d greatly different from Ezekiel’'s and
Nehemiah’s in that all of them exhibit growing irgst in those institutions. However,
the Chronicler's descriptions are distinctive frdmekiel’'s and Nehemiah’s, since the

Chronicler shows strong interest in advocating lfevitical involvement in these two

899 See section 3.1.2.
90 5ee section 3.1.
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institutions. Our examination of biblical and nbiflical sources about the temple gates,
treasuries and store-chambers enabled us to cenchat there is no textual and

archaeological evidence to prove that the Chrorigcldescriptions of temple gates,

treasuries and store-chambers reflect realitiedisfown time. Rather, we should

approach the Chronicler’'s treatment of these umstihs as yet another opportunity for
him to promote his ideals and concerns.

Second, our studies of the temple revenueti@®e3.2) have shown that the
Chronicler’s descriptions of it deviate from thadfeother biblical sources. What follows
is a summary of the Chronicler's unique descriggiof the tithes, priestly gifts, temple
tax and imperial taxes.

(1) The Chronicler’s description of the institutiof the tithe in 2 Chr 31:5-12 deviates
from other biblical texts on two key points. Firt¢te tithes are assigned to the priests and
the Levites with other kinds of donations in 2 (tr4-6, whereas they are assigned to
the Levites in the post-exilic texts and in Numb&8s Second, the Chronicler does not
mention ‘the tithe of the tithes’ in 2 Chronicle$ Bnlike in Numbers 18 and Neh 10:39;
12:47. Rather, by coining a new term ‘the tithesatred things’ofu=p -wwn), the
Chronicler makes everyone, including the Levited #me priests, obliged to pay the
tithes.

(2) The Chronicler’'s descriptions about priestlftgydiffer significantly from Priestly
regulations in that he makes the Levites eligilWed share in the priestly gifts (2 Chr
31:12-19). For this purpose, the Chronicler albalss the distinction of the sanctity
between the two categories of the priestly gifteviticus 10 and Numbers 18), and

elevates the degree of sanctity of the LevitesusTlccording to the Chronicler’s claims
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about the tithes and priestly gifts, the priestd tre Levites, both receive payment with
the tithes and priestly gifts without any classtidigion in their payment. This
description is historically unprecedented.

(3) The annual monetary payment of the temple tak rbt become an established
institution in Chronicles, contrary to the claimsseveral scholar®' Our analyses of 2
Chr 24:5-11 and 2 Chr 34:8-13 have shown that th&eetexts do not provide explicit
evidence for the temple tax or for the presencdiérant tax collectors. Rather, the
Chronicler uses these two historical cases to deolagal precedents for the collection of
the people’s contribution for the management of Theple and for indicating who was
eligible to handle it.

(4) Unlike the case of the temple tax, there areersé archaeological indications that
imperial taxes had been paid by Yehud during thesi&e period. However, the
Chronicler does not make any explicit comment opdrral taxes.

The comparison of the Chronicler’'s descripgiaf the temple revenue with other
biblical and non-biblical data shows that the Clclen portrays a very independent
picture of the institutions of the tithes and piliegifts. Whereas his description of the
temple tax reflects circumstances of his own tihie,silence about imperial taxes does

not.®> This observation indicates that the Chronicleesdmot simply retroject his

91 5ee section 3.2.3.

2 The Chronicler’s treatment of treasury despoliaiby Asa (2 Chr 16:2), Amaziah (2 Chr 25:24), Ahaz
(2 Chr 28:21) and other Judihite monarchs implreat his silence about imperial taxes was intentiona
Gary N. Knoppers proffers a valuable survey on tbgc (Knoppers, “Treasures Won and Lost,” 192-
208). According to Knoppers, the Chronicler does areny the history of exploitation of the templeda
royal treasuries to pay tribute to foreign kingst be reworked his sources, either by disclaimitigkage
between despoliation and the alleviation of foreligmdage (see esp. 2 Chr 28:21) or by omitting some
recordes about the despoliations in the Deuterostioridistory (such as, no report of Hezekiah's ilogt

the silver in the temple and royal treasuries fciKgs 18:15]). Knoppers argues that the Chrorigler
treatment of the treasuries presents both an idéalonstruction, devotion and endowments, which
contributes to the nation’s well-being, and a pattef destruction, failure and plunder, which cdnites to
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contemporary situations into the pre-exilic pasRather, he projects his ideal of how
things ought to be in regards to cultic practicestloe basis of his interpretations of
Pentateuchal traditions. His goal was evidentlyirtftuence or persuade his own
generation that his interpretations were proper.

In section 3.3, we also pointed out the Cholenis characteristic perspective by
comparing the Chronicler's descriptions of the temptaff with the ones that are
portrayed in other biblical and extra-biblical sces. This comparison showed that the
Chronicler’s descriptions of temple staff contaia &rgument for an ideal constitution of
temple personnel, and yet this argument reflects dontemporary circumstances in
which cultic affairs were dealt with separatelynfreivic affairs, and conflicts over the
legitimate priesthood were not resolved.

Unlike the monarchic period when the king heliiimate authority over civic matters
and perhaps cultic matters, it seems that theccajihere was differentiated from the
civic sphere in Yehud during the Persian periothaalgh there was a fluctuation of the
boundary between the two spheres depending onalhad® of power at any given time.
In this sense, the Chronicler’s distinction betweettic matters and civic matters may
reflect his own time. According to the Chronickedescriptions, the chief priest had the
highest authority in cultic matters either by ex&rg a judicial role in cultic affairs, by
defending priestly privilege, or by being accoutgator the actions of all the temple
personnel including the Levites. However, the Q@fuler never portrays the chief priest

independent from the king, or having any authauitgr civic affairs.

the nation’s decline (Knoppers, “Treasures Won bost, 205). The Chronicler’s silence about imperia
taxes can be understood as a reflection of the saaé
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Nevertheless, the Chronicler's descriptiortevhple staff deviates from that of Ezra-
Nehemiah. The temple staff, which ran the Templamadministrative body under the
supervision of the chief priest, consisted of feading Levites in Chronicles, unlike in
Ezra-Nehemiah. We compared this rather unusuakiteam shown to the Levites with
the absence of the references to the Levites iaclirl and 2 Maccabees, with the
Levitical priesthood in Malachi, and with the LeRiiestly traditions inAramaic Levj
JubileesandTestament of LeviThis comparison enabled us to see the Chronigtain
the context of ongoing conflicts over the legitimatiesthood, which continued from the
exilic and post-exilic periods to the late Secomdriple period.

Finally, based on the results of our literayalyses of the texts in which the
Chronicler describes the temple administration &inch our comparison of them with
other biblical and non-biblical sources, we coneldliis dissertation with a proposal for
the reason why the Chronicler took pains to desaibthe non-priestly temple personnel
as Levites®®

As we have shown in section 3.4, scholars ludfexed various hypotheses about the
Chronicler’s incorporation of non-priestly templergponnel among the Levites. We
pointed out the inadequacy of three dominant sclylanterpretations of such
incorporation: 1) as a reflection of the final stagf the development of the cultic
hierarchy?®* 2) the priestly aristocracy’s response to the tsiyer of Levites in the post-

exilic period®® or 3) a legitimization of contemporary realitf@8. While we agree with

93 See section 3.4.

%4 The view held by Genneweg, Numela, and Schapemmieoe detailed information, see section 3.4.
99 BoccacciniRoots of Rabbinic Judaisr@9-70.

98 E g., Goltz, Boda, Laato and the like. For maetaided information, see section 3.4.
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scholars who argue that the Chronicler’s incorponatvas a part of his plan to establish
a legitimate YHWH culf®” we conclude that the Chronicler's incorporationatif the
minor clergy into the Levites can be seen to coletie his idealistic view of the temple
administration, which he supported by his dialedtiterpretations of Pentateuchal
regulations for cultic practices.

The Chronicler formulated the legal ground for glagment of the cultic personnel of
the Jerusalem Temple, which was left without angak@ponsorship during the Persian
period. For this purpose, the Chronicler emphalsibe eligibility of the Levites for
various cultic duties, and provided the non-pnestlitic personnel with Levitical lineage.
This was because, according to Priestly traditiomby the priests and Levites could be
paid with the temple revenue. By doing so, theoGlnler made non-priestly cultic
personnel, along with priests, payees from the lemgvenue which included people’s
contributions as well as tithes. The Chronicler&sv formulation was a product of his
creative interpretation of Priestly traditions, wiirested on the particular literary
methods we have shown above.

Our analyses of the Chronicler's descriptiafsthe temple administration also
illuminate situations of conflict among various gps that upheld different
interpretations about cultic practices during thstgexilic perio®® For this reason, we
proposed that the Chronicler’s distinctive viewstba temple administration should be
read in the context of conflicts between variousrpretations about cultic practices. For
example, the Chronicler’s choice of the Korahitegstablish the continuity of the office

of gatekeepers throughout the history of Israellmaminderstood as an argument against

97 such as, Kalimi, Fishbane, Ristau, and Willi.
908 See section 3.3.2.
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a priestly opponent group that used the traditibKarah'’s rebellion (Numbers 16) as a
polemic against the Levites. Likewise, the Chrlaris deviations from Priestly
traditions in his descriptions of specific cultistets could be understood in the context of
conflicts between the various groups that presedierent interpretations about cultic
practices, which continued to appear in later wahles Chronicles.

Thus, we argue that the Chronicler's desaiiof the temple administration are a
product of his dialectic approach not only to Pentehal traditions but also to his
contemporary circumstances in which various inttgirons about cultic practices were
produced. In other words, the Chronicler's desmms of the temple administration
were formulated in the context of the post-exileripd, but they were not intended to
present “what really happened” in regards to tmepte administration of his own time.
Rather, the Chronicler attempts to present his siewwho should run the Temple, and
how the Temple is supposed to be administered.le@bimize his own views on the
temple administration, the Chronicler provides kagal bases for it from Pentateuchal
traditions and also gives several historical preogsl for it in his own version of the
historical narratives of the exemplary kings, esgcDavid, Hezekiah and Josiah. The
Chronicler's descriptions of the temple administnatare part of his larger project to
legitimize his particular view of the Jerusalem Pdenand cult. By presenting his
idealistic temple administration as deeply rooted ancient cultic traditions, the

Chronicler proposes that his own generation implenigs plans’® In this sense,

99 Kenneth A. Ristau’s study of the Chronicler’s teipretation of Josiah reaches a similar view @n th
Chronicler’s intention. Ristau comments: “Histalidmpulses of the text constitute an ideologia r
presentation of the community’s historical tradigowith the purpose of making them (intellectualhd/or
pragmatically) relevant to the community’s presemd text such as this, then, aims to inscribe its
ideological re-presentation on its audience in ptdgersuade them to a certain world view andctdas
that reflect that world view.” (Ristau, “ReadingdaRereading Josiah: The Chronicler's Representatfon
Josiah for the Postexilic Community,” @ommunity Identity in Judean Historiography: Bilalicand
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following I. Kalimi, we can say that the Chroniclpresents his view on the temple
administration “to make it applicable to his timedageneration, rather than [as] an

accurate representation” of the temple adminismasif his own day°

Comparative Perspectivdsd. G. N. Knoppers and Kenneth A. Ristau; Winbake: Eisenbrauns, 2009],
240).

919 K alimi, “Placing the Chronicler in his own Histoal Context,” 189.
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4.4. Summary and Avenues of Further Research

The present study of the Chronicler's desmig of the temple administration
challenged several hypotheses for the redactiois#riy of Chronicles which assume
various redactional layers produced by differerdastors at different times. By
proposing a new way to perceive David’'s Installat®Block as a programmatic section,
we emphasized the literary unity of Chronicles,ahhin turn provided a vantage point to
look into the Chronicler’s overall plan for his wor For instance, redactional critics
have argued for different redactional layers tohes several longstanding problems:
confusion between Shallum (1 Chr 9:17, 19) and Mkshiah (1 Chr 9:21; 26:2, 1)
exegetical problems including redundancy and aramgmp grammatical error in 1 Chr
26:21-22°2 and the peculiarity of the section on Obed-edonCHt 26:4-7), whose
Levitical origin is dubious*® However, we demonstrated that these problematitoms
could be explained in a better way when we congtaketiterary unity of Chronicles. As
such, the recognition of the essential unity indDicles opens a new avenue to appraise
properly the Chronicler’s literary tactics and aitoesbuild a monumental work which
covers the history of ancient Israel from the doeato his own day.

We challenged commentators’ customary interpretatiof the Chronicler's two
passages, 1 Chr 24:5-11 and 34:8-13, as evidendbdaollection of a temple tax and
for the existence of itinerant tax collectors dgrthe Persian periodt? By pointing out

the apparent differences between Joash’s comma@thi(24:6), Nehemiah’s regulation

11 See section 2.1.1.2.
12 5ee section 2.2.2.1.
13 3ee section 2.1.2.2.
%14 see section 2.3.
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for the temple tax (Neh 10:33), and the regulatiohExod 30:12-16, we argued against
the hypothesis that the Chronicler's modificati@fisis source (2 Kgs 12:5-11) in 2 Chr
24:5-11 reflect the actual situation in his owndimThis argument is also supported by
our further studies about later texts which prdw the annual monetary payment of the
temple tax did not become an established institutiotil the end of Hasmonean rdfe.
We also showed that several commentators’ arguntbats2 Chr 31:11-13 reflect the
Chronicler's contemporary practices in administnatiof the tithes cannot be proved.
Rather, that passage should be viewed as a praésardathe Chronicler’'s creative view
concerning the tithe. Our approach to 2 Chr 3192also opens a way to see the
Chronicler's remarkable ability to deal with varstraditions to justify the eligibility of
the Levites to the priestly gifts which were assidnonly to the priests in Priestly
traditions.

Thus, our critical analysis of the Chronicler's dgstions of the temple
administration opens a door to look into the Chelamis revisionary ways of treating
earlier traditions as well as his contemporaryessu

In this dissertation, we suggested a new wamtErpret several difficult or unusual
phrases, such a5 =ww (1 Chr 26:16);15wn nbona (1 Chr 26:16)pm o (1 Chr
26:17),712725 (1 Chr 26:18)"°cp =wwn (2 Chr 31:6),'" based on our text-critical
and lexical studies. The proper understandinghete terms provides a new vantage

point to discern what the Chronicler attempts guarin these passages.

915 See section 3.2.2.
916 See section 2.1.2.2.
917 See section 3.2.1.
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Our study also opens for us important avemorekirther research. Although we have
only briefly addressed them, the following topieed to be studied further: the process
of the historical development of the various cufiersonnel; the conflicts between the
competing priestly and non-priestly cultic groupsthe exilic or the post-exilic period;
different views on the Jerusalem Temple in theeadic period and its relationship with
the other Jewish Temples in the fourth and fifthtaey BCE; the Pentateuchal traditions’
authority in Persian-era Yehud; and the architecmd structural dimensions of the
Second Temple in the post-exilic period. The presanalysis of the Chronicler's
distinctive methods and views concerning temple iathtnation promises to open new

possibilities in the analysis of such fundamentabfems.
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