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Preface

This book is the result of the collaboration of two scholars on a research topic
of common interest. Jaeyoung Jeon of the Université de Lausanne, Switzerland,
through a grant from the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF) for a project
titled “A Bible born out of conflict” initiated the idea of bringing scholarship on the
Priestly literature and Chronicles together in a critical and creative interaction. He
approached Louis Jonker of Stellenbosch University, South Africa, who has called
for interaction between Chronicles and Pentateuchal scholarship in the past, and
who specializes in Chronicles to jointly organize a project on this research idea.

After identifying scholars working in these two related fields, they jointly
organized an in-person meeting of participants where specialists on Priestly liter-
ature and on Chronicles respectively, could test their ideas in dialogue with one
another. Thereafter, participants in the dialogue were requested to formulate their
ideas on paper, in the wake of the oral in-person interaction. The papers were
submitted to Jeon and Jonker who acted as editors of this volume that documents
the outcome of the project group’s joint deliberations.

After receiving the submissions, the editors submitted each contribution to
two independent reviewers who did not participate in the in-person dialogue. They
also invited two more contributions on aspects that were not sufficiently covered
in the initial round of dialogue. The last-mentioned contributions were also, like
the former, submitted to the double-blind peer reviewing process. The feedback of
this process was communicated to each author who had the task of revising her/
his contribution in light of the critical engagements of the peer reviewers.

This volume is thus the result not only of collaboration between two fields
of Hebrew Bible specialization, but also of the scholarly engagement within the
wider project team, as well as with a group of independent peer reviewers. As
editors and contributors, we want to thank the following persons who acted
in this capacity: Erhard Blum, Mark Brett, Christian Frevel, Sara Japhet, Jurie
le Roux, Yigal Levin, Reinhard Miiller, Manfred Oeming, Eckart Otto, Thomas
Romer, Konrad Schmid, Dalit Rom-Shiloni, Jeffrey Stackert, Hermann-Josef Stipp,
Ian Wilson, and Jacob Wright. There critical engagements certainly contribute to
the scientific quality of this book.

As editors, we also want to thank the series editors of BZAW, John Barton,
Reinhard G. Kratz, Nathan MacDonald, Sara Milstein and Markus Witte, for
accepting our volume in this prestigious series. As always, it was a great pleasure
to work with the publishing team of De Gruyter, in particular Sophie Wagenhofer.

Jaeyoung Jeon and Louis C. Jonker
July 2021

3 Open Access. © 2021 Jaeyoung Jeon and Louis C. Jonker, published by De Gruyter. This
work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-201
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Introduction

The biblical traditions of the Yahwistic cult, especially concerning temples, sanc-
tuaries, ritual, and cultic personnel, are among the major cornerstones for recon-
structing the literary history of the Hebrew Bible and the history of Israelite religion.
While most of the biblical texts are somehow related to those issues, three texts (or
text groups) deal with them extensively: the “Priestly” text within the Pentateuch
(“P”), Ezekiel 40-48, and Chronicles. These three texts address these issues from
three different cultic centers of different periods. P establishes the cultic institu-
tions and regulations for the wilderness sanctuary — the Tent of Meeting (Taber-
nacle) — in the formative period of biblical Israel. The fundamental regulations of
sacrificial rituals, priesthood, and other clerical duties center around this mobile
tent-sanctuary. The high priest Aaron and his sons are the central figures in this
cultic system and their exclusive prerogatives are secured across the various liter-
ary layers of P. The major cultic site of Chronicles is the “Solomonic” temple of Jeru-
salem during the monarchic period. Chronicles extensively describes the establish-
ment of the temple cult by King David, depicting his reign as another, or even the,
formative period for Israel’s cult. David’s temple cult both recognizes and imple-
ments the P regulations while also modifying the “old” system and inventing a new
system of cult. Though the priestly prerogatives are not denied, they are much less
present, and a considerable emphasis is laid on the roles of the Levites. The third
text, Ezekiel 40-48, projects a new cultic program to an envisioned future temple.
The new temple and its structure and system are the center of an imaginary reor-
ganization of the entire land of Israel under hierarchical clerical and tribal systems.
The vision of the new temple exhibits a close affinity to P in its language and hierar-
chical concepts of holiness and clergy. In this vision, however, neither a high priest
nor the “Aaronite” priests are mentioned, but the Zadokite priests are introduced
as the privileged party in contrast to the rest of the Levites.

The three texts not only share similar subject matter; recent studies indicate
that they were composed or reworked in an overlapping time period of the mid-/
late Persian period, most likely in Yehud, and Jerusalem in particular. The earli-
est “Priestly Source” (P°) in the Pentateuch has recently been thought to extend
only to the Sinai pericope, so that the texts previously regarded as “Priestly” in
(Leviticus-) Numbers are assigned to later generations of priestly scribes during
the mid-/late Persian period.’ The final section of Ezekiel (chs. 40-48) is also

1 For further, see, e.g., Reinhard Achenbach, Die Vollendung der Tora: Studien zur Redaktions-

3 Open Access. © 2021 Jaeyoung Jeon and Louis C. Jonker, published by De Gruyter. This
work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
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2 —— |Introduction

regarded as a late addition to Ezekiel, expanded through multiple stages during,
as many scholars agree, the mid-/late Persian period.? For Chronicles, the major-
ity of scholars assume the mid-/late Persian period or late Persian and early
Greek period. If we were to attempt a dating of the three biblical texts, it could
be reasonably conjectured that the texts were composed temporally close to each
other, or even simultaneously: for some sections, during the mid-/late Persian
period. Since we may posit the existence of several scribal circles rather than a
great number of literate elites in Yehud in this period, these scribes were probably
well acquainted with important religious texts and traditions from other circles or
families. The priestly authors and redactors especially of the late strata of P, the
tradents of the “Ezekiel school,” and the Chronicler were likely among this rela-
tively small number of literate elites. Living and working in temporal and spatial
proximity to one another, they would have been familiar with each other’s literary
works, which were becoming and/or had already become common religious and
intellectual assets of the community. Consequently, when these scribal groups
wrote on similar subject matters from different perspectives, they were likely
engaged in a dialogical relationship — either unidirectional or multidirectional,
consciously or unconsciously reflecting and responding to the others’ voices.
Research on the possible interactions between them would therefore provide us
not only with insights on their literary history but also with clues for reconstruct-
ing the socio-historical circumstances around them.

Nonetheless, while the literary relationship between P and Ezekiel has
been much discussed, the possible interactions between Chronicles and these
“priestly” literary works in a broader sense have thus far not received appropri-
ate scholarly attention. The studies of the Pentateuch, Ezekiel, and Chronicles
have been conducted rather separately to one degree or another; particularly, the
priestly literature (P and Ezekiel) and Chronicles have been regarded as though
they are from different fields of study. Comparative approaches for Chronicles
have mainly focused on Samuel and Kings or the Deuteronomistic History.>

geschichte des Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pentateuch. Beihefte Zur Zeitschrift
fiir Altorientalische und Biblische Rechtsgeschichte, Bd. 3. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2003;
Jaeyoung Jeon, “The Promise of the Land and the Extent of P.” ZAW 130 (2018): 513-28.

2 For further details with references, see Jaeyoung Jeon, “The Levites and Idolatry: A Scribal
Debate in Ezekiel 44 and Chronicles” in this volume.

3 See Jonker’s plea that Chronicles and Pentateuh scholarship should be brought within hearing
distance of one another: Louis C. Jonker, “From Paraleipomenon to Early Reader. The Implica-
tions of Recent Chronicles Studies for Pentateuchal Criticism,” in Congress Volume Munich 2013,
ed. Christl Maier, VTS 177 (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 217-54.
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This volume has been organized against this backdrop. In order to initiate
in-depth discussions on this important but thus-far neglected subject, this volume
raises two major questions: (1) Are Chronicles and the priestly literature conso-
nant with each other? (2) How may one interpret the agreement and/or dissonance
between them? The former question is discussed in Part I of the volume; the latter
is addressed in Part II. The first question should primarily be addressed in terms of
the literary relationship between them, which is a tricky task. To be sure, there are
explicit references to the Torah in Chronicles, especially in connection with cultic
regulations and the Mosaic wilderness sanctuary, though the latter is mentioned
only sporadically. The priesthood in Chronicles is anchored in and legitimized by
the P tradition of the Aaronite priests. On the contrary, Chronicles deliberately
skips the period of the exodus and wilderness wandering, which is the formative
period of the nation according to the Pentateuch, in its genealogical presentation
of the early history.* The cultic regulations often diverge from the P laws in the
Pentateuch. It is rather King David who stipulates new rules for the temple; these
rules and regulations are held in even higher regard. Furthermore, the exclusive
priestly prerogatives guaranteed in P are not always obvious in Chronicles and are
often diminished in favor of the kings, people, and, especially, the Levites. Such
ambivalence toward the Mosaic law and institutions provides us with diverse inter-
pretive possibilities concerning their literary relationship. For instance, one may
argue that Chronicles stands in accord with the P cultic regulations, harmoniously
complementing the latter for the new post-Mosaic sanctuary. This position is taken
by Reinhard Achenbach and Hans-Peter Mathys in this volume. One may, however,
also weight the dissonance more heavily, as do Kristin Weingart, Christophe Nihan,
and Esias Meyers and as Deirdre Fulton does for Ezra-Nehemiah. There is also the
important question of the direction of literary influences: Was there only unidi-
rectional influence from the priestly literature to Chronicles? Or did the influence
move in both directions? The contributions by Graeme Auld and Louis Jonker take
the latter position, while some others explicitly advocate for the former option.

Part II of this volume deals with other sets of questions. Since Gerhard von
Rad shifted the scholarly approaches to Chronicles from any historical reliabil-
ity to the Chronicler’s own interpretation of history and Tendenz, the book has
been perceived as a heavily ideological and theological scribal work.” This spe-

4 See further Thomas Willi, “Grundgeschichte und Chronik — Kontinuitit und Diskontinuitét in
Altisraels Geschichtsschreibung® in this volume.

5 Gerhard von Rad, Das Geschichtsbild des chronistischen Werkes, BWANT 54 (Stuttgart: Kohl-
hammer, 1930). For further, see the contribution by Jean-Louis Ska, “The Book of Chronicles
through the Ages: A Cinderella or a Sleeping Beauty?” in this volume.
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cific character of Chronicles enables interpreting the issue of literary consonance
and dissonance at levels of ideology and theology as well as the socio-historical
context in which they originated. For example, the priestly scribal works promote
a worldview centered on the sanctuary-temple, and especially the late layers of P
advance a theocratic ideology for priestly rule over the community. Chronicles is
also marked by its temple-centered view of history, yet the book does not appear
to be in complete agreement with priestly ideology. How, then, should one evalu-
ate the similarities and differences? Should the two (or three, including Ezekiel)
ideologies be understood as harmonious and complementary with each other? Or,
could one consider the two (or three) as conflicting positions? The contributions
of Lester L. Grabbe, Benjamin Giffone, Thomas Willi, and Lars Maskow take the
former position, while Joachim Schaper, Jiirg Hutzli, and Christine Mitchell are
more sympathetic to the latter.

Another critical issue to be discussed is the differing treatments of the Levites.
The priestly literature endeavors to perpetuate the division between the Aaronite
(P) or Zadokite (Ezek) priests and the second-tier Levites. The so-called Levitical
treaties in Numbers 3-4, 8 grant the Levites second-best, but still sacred, status;
the priestly scribes also levy harsh polemics against the Levites (e. g., Num 16; Ezek
44). The Chronicler, however, projects the voice of the Levites. While accepting the
distinction between the Levites and priests, Chronicles describes the status of the
Levites almost as equal to, or at times even better than, the priests. The priestly
right to serve in the inner sanctum and for the sacrificial ritual is secured; the
remaining temple service and management are governed by the Levites. The dif-
ferent attitudes towards the Levites raises another important question of whether
they reflect a socio-religious struggle between the priestly and Levitical scribal
circles. Jaeyoung Jeon advocates for this view, whereas Ehud Ben Zvi opposes
this possibility.

The structure of this volume and the contents of the contributions can briefly be
summarized as follows. The volume consists of two parts and five subsections.
The introduction is followed by a useful overview of research history of Chroni-
cles by Jean-Louis Ska, “The Book of Chronicles through the Ages: A Cinderella
or a Sleeping Beauty?” Ska traces the developments and changes of the views
on Chronicles from early rabbinic traditions to recent critical studies. He selects
major works that marked significant shifts in trends, such as Baruch Spinoza,
Wilhelm M.L. de Wette, Gerhard von Rad, and Martin Noth, in addition to more
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recent critics. For these major junctures, Ska provides the intellectual and social
backgrounds as well as the influences for important progressions in the study of
the Hebrew Bible.

As discussed above, Part I is divided into two subsections that focus on literary
relationships between Chronicles and the priestly literature. The first subsection
contains three articles examining literary harmony, continuity, and (mutual)
influence between the texts. In his article, “Theocratic Reworking in the Pen-
tateuch: Proto-Chronistic Features in the Late Priestly Layers of Numbers and
Their Reception in Chronicles,” Reinhard Achenbach presents his chronologi-
cal scheme of the formation of the Hexateuch and Pentateuch with three main
stages of reworkings: the Hexateuchal Redaction, the Pentateuchal Redaction,
and the Theocratic Revision (ThR). He then suggests that the ThR text especially
in Numbers, formulated during the fourth century BCE, exhibits close literary
affinities with Chronicles, which he defines as “proto-Chronistic” features. This
is a unidirectional model of literary influence from the Late P texts to Chronicles.

Hans-Peter Mathys takes a similar approach to the relationship between Chroni-
cles and, especially, the Late Priestly texts in Numbers. In his article, “Numbers
and Chronicles: Close Relatives 2,” which is a follow-up of his earlier work (2008),°
Mathys compares several common motifs found in both texts, such as the two
silver trumpets (Num 10; 2 Chr 13; 20; 29), Korah and his descendants (Num 16; 26;
1 Chr 9), the covenant of salt (Num 18; 2 Chr 13), artificial proper names (Num 11;
1 Chr 24; 25), exaggerated numbers (Num 1; 26; 1 Chr 5; 9, etc.), and the concerns
for families and women (Num 5; 12; 30; 2 Chr 11; 13; 21; etc.). Through these com-
parisons, Mathys highlights the common features between the two texts, which
are unique to them in the Hebrew Bible.

Graeme Auld, however, advises caution in defining the direction of literary influ-
ence between the texts. In his contribution, “0T8 w3 and the Associations of
1 Chronicles 5 in the Hebrew Bible,” Auld performs a detailed examination of the
usage of the term 07X wa1in Num 31, Josh 22, and 1 Chr 5. He concludes that (1) the
material in 1 Chr 5:1-26 is relatively early for Chronicles and that (2) the material
influenced both Num 31 and Josh 22. Auld then calls for not automatically giving
priority to Numbers and Joshua when studying similar materials in Chronicles

6 Hans-Peter Mathys, “Numeri und Chronik: nahe Verwandte,” in The Books of Leviticus and
Numbers, ed. Thomas Romer, BETL 215 (Leuven: Peters, 2008), 555-78.
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based on the familiar categories of the “Primary History” (Gen—-Kgs) and the “Sec-
ondary History” (Chr-Ezra—Neh).

The second subsection consists of three articles that underscore the discontinu-
ity and dissonance between Chronicles and the priestly literature. In his article,
“The High Priest in Chronicles and in the Priestly Traditions of the Pentateuch,”
Christophe Nihan examines the Chronicles passages that mention the high priests
(2 Chr 13; 19; 16; 23; 26; 31) and compares them with the descriptions of the pre-
rogatives and roles of high priest in the Priestly text of the Pentateuch. Although
Chronicles’ description of high priestly roles is largely based on priestly materials,
according to Nihan, there are significant differences between them as well. He
demonstrates that (1) extra-sanctuary roles for the high priest are significantly
limited in Chronicles compared to those in P and that (2) whereas the high priest
in P is solely responsible for maintenance of the sanctuary’s purity and sanctity,
cultic reforms and maintenance of the sanctuary in Chronicles are royal initiatives
made in cooperation with the Levites.

Kristin Weingart compares the tribal system in Ezek 47-48 and 1 Chr 1-9 in her
contribution, “The Tribes of Israel in Ezekiel and Chronicles.” She argues that
both texts utilize the traditional twelve-tribe system in order to communicate their
specific perspectives on Israel’s definition and identity. The Ezekiel and Chron-
icles texts equally emphasize the prominent status of three tribes, Judah, Levi,
and Benjamin, which are expressed through envisioned geography and geneal-
ogy, respectively. Nonetheless, Weingart finds a significant difference between
them in their treatment of the former Northern tribes and the Northern province of
Samaria in particular. Whereas Israel continues to exist in Samaria to the Chron-
icler, Samaria has nothing to do with the future of Israel in Ezek 47-48. In this
regard, she argues, the two texts represent opposing positions in a pressing issue
of their time: the status, or the “Israelite-ness,” of the Samarians.

Esias E. Meyer’s contribution, “Sacrifices in Chronicles: How Priestly Are They?”
examines the language of purity and cleansing, 21v and &nv (both in piel),
accompanying the sin offering and reparation offering in the Chronicles account
of the temple cleansings by Hezekiah (2 Chr 29) and Josiah (2 Chr 34). Compared
with the usage of the terms in Leviticus, Meyers observes that their uses in the
Chronicler’s accounts of Hezekiah and Josiah are not so clear about the kind of
impurity at stake and, therefore, are used imprecisely and inadequately from the
perspective of Leviticus. He concludes that although there might be some overlap
of the notions of purity and cleansing in Leviticus and Chronicles, there are also
some significant differences.
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Part II contains three subsections dealing with interpretation of the agree-
ment and dissonance in different ways. The first section includes four articles
that understand the agreement-dissonance issue in terms of Chronicles’ inclu-
sive reception and creative interpretation of priestly traditions. Firstly, Lester L.
Grabbe’s contribution, “Scribes in the Post-Exilic Temple: A Social Perspective,”
approaches the present issue from the perspective of priestly scribal culture.
Reviewing the scribal models from Egypt and Mesopotamia, he narrows the
focus to priestly scribes in Yehud; from Homeric studies, Grabbe finds a model
of transcribing oral traditions applicable to the formation of the biblical texts.
He concludes that P was produced during the Persian period by priestly scribes,
whereas Chronicles was written in the early Greek period, a century or two later
than P, by an individual or individuals close to the priesthood. For the relation-
ship between them, Grabbe argues that the Chronicler(s) inclusively used dif-
ferent sources — not only the P document, but also a version of Samuel-Kings,
oral forms of priestly and temple traditions, and a utopian vision of theocratic
paradise.

The contribution by Benjamin D. Giffone, “Atonement, Sacred Space and Ritual
Time: The Chronicler as Reader of Priestly Pentateuchal Narrative,” reads and
interprets accounts in Chronicles in light of the Priestly and Ezekiel texts. He
explains the motif of atonement and the extended period of the festival in the
Chronicles account of Hezekiah’s Passover (2 Chr 29) with a reading of Lev 8-10
immediately followed by Lev 16 as well as Ezek 43-45. Similarly, Giffone under-
stands the account of Uzziah’s incense (2 Chr 26:16-23) in connection with Lev 10
and Num 16, while he suggests a solution for the potential overlap between the
Day of Atonement and Solomon’s dedication of the temple (2 Chr 5-8) with the
appearance of the glory of Yhwh (Exod 40; 43). Giffone concludes that, as an early
interpreter of Torah, the Chronicler seems to have charted a path inclusive of both
Deuteronomistic and Priestly traditions (understood broadly), and of both Levites
and Zadokite priests in their own specific, necessary roles.

Thomas Willi’s contribution “Grundgeschichte und Chronik: Kontinuitdt und
Diskontinuitdt in Altisraels Geschichtsschreibung” argues for an innovation in
Chronicles according to the Torah of Moses. Willi claims that, on the one hand,
Chronicles — composed in the late fifth century BCE — views David’s Israel as a
critical period of cultic transition from the movable tent to the fixed house (e. g.,
1 Chr 17), with the tribe of Levi as a whole, rather than a specific priestly family,
holding the central position in this transition. On the other hand, Willi maintains
that David’s preparation of the new sanctuary somehow follows the Mosaic tra-
dition: For instance, the Levites’ physical activities are now spiritualized in their
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handling of the Torah. For Willi, therefore, the Pentateuchal (P) cultic system is
a measure for the new system of the temple of Jerusalem, which is the final desti-
nation of the wilderness sanctuary.

The contribution by Lars Maskow, “Conversational Implicatures in the Book of
Chronicles: The Pentateuch as Horizon of the Chronicler” suggests an interpretive
model for implicit references to the Torah in Chronicles based on the Grice-Rolf
theory of conversational implicature. Maskow examines the account of Uzziah’s
leprosy (2 Chr 26:16-21) as a test case and suggests that it is an implicit discourse
on leadership between the high priest and king. For him, this interpretation is
enabled by the relevant P accounts of incense offering and leprosy in Lev 10; 16;
Num 12; 16 as well as the symbolic importance of Aaron’s forehead (Exod 28:36—
38), which together diminish Uzziah’s authority. However, the Chronicler partic-
ipates in this discourse only implicitly, out of caution not to elevate the dispute
between king and priest. Maskow presents a case in which the Chronicler crea-
tively uses the P traditions for promoting his own agenda.

In his article, “Levites of Memory in Chronicles: And Some Considerations about
Historical Levites in Late-Persian Yehud,” Ehud Ben Zvi presents his view on the
Levites in Chronicles as the “complementary other” of the priests imagined by
the Chronicler, rather than as the conflicting counterpart in reality. He reviews
the biblical and post-biblical sources about the Levites, claiming that the Levites
(singers and gatekeepers) were never as influential of a group as the priests were.
Ben Zvi then interprets the Chronicler’s depiction of the Levites as a “normali-
zation” of social memory for social cohesion by the small group of literati in late
Persian-period Jerusalem. Namely, the Chronicler’s depictions reflect the lite-
rati’s expectation of how the Levites should have been seen in the monarchic
period according to their authoritative repertoire (including the Pentateuch and
Ezekiel).

The second subsection of Part II consists of four articles that find scribal conflicts
and ideological struggles in the relationship between Chronicles and the priestly
literature. Joachim Schaper’s contribution, “Genealogies as Tools: The Case of P
and Chronicles,” examines the function and purpose of the Levitical genealogy
in 1 Chr 5:27-41. He observes that the genealogy integrates the Zadokite priest-
hood into the “Levi”-construct and artificially unifies historically separate Juda-
hite priesthoods, while completely ignoring the distinction between priests and
second-rank functionaries, i. e., Levites. Schaper argues that the genealogy repre-
sents a struggle for interpretative supremacy between the priests and the Levites
conducted to a significant degree by means of scribal works — an attempt by one
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group of temple personnel to subtly subvert the power of another. The Levitical
(later Pharisaic) scribes, according to Schaper, were not entirely hostile towards
the priesthood but wary of the priests becoming too powerful.

Jiirg Hutzli’s contribution, “David in the Role of a Second Moses: The Revelation of
the Temple-model (tabnit) in 1 Chronicles 28” highlights similarities and contrasts
between the roles of David in the construction of the temple and Moses in the con-
struction of the Tabernacle. Chronicles describes David as a “new Moses” for this
task, in that he receives tabnit (n°3an) of the temple from Yhwh, which parallels
Moses (e. g., Exod 25:9, 40); however, David is also contrasted to Moses through
his own (very generous) tribute to the construction project and his appointments
of the Levites into highly esteemed positions. Hutzli interprets these features in
terms of ideological, theological, and political purposes aimed at providing better
legitimation for the temple and its novelties and claiming exclusive legitimacy of
the temple of Jerusalem vis-a-vis that of Gerizim.

Christine Mitchell compares the notion of righteousness in Ezek 44 and 2 Chr
29 in her article, “The Righteousness of the Levites in Chronicles and Ezekiel,”
and suggests that the two texts have a polemical relationship with each other.
The Chronicles text — the account of Hezekiah’s Passover — justifies Levitical
participation in the sacrificial ritual by praising them as opposed to the priests:
0InanA WIpnnY 215 W onHn 3 (2 Chr 29:34 bP). The term 7w (upright) is a pun
on the root N, with the “service” or “ministry” linked to Ezek 44:11-14, where
the root N7W occurs in the blunt polemic against the Levites. The term 2w is also
paired with tsedeqgah/tsadiq (or similar from the root p7%) in the scribal curricu-
lum of the Chronicler. By making use of a phrase 215 " (upright of heart) that
evokes the Zadokites’ name, the Chronicler polemicizes the Ezekielian distinction
between the Zadokites and Levites in favor of the former.

Jaeyoung Jeon’s contribution, “The Levites and Idolatry: A Scribal Debate in
Ezekiel 44 and Chronicles” also starts with the “Zadokite” accusation against
Levites’ idolatry in Ezek 44 and investigates the Chronicler’s response in favor of
the Levites. Jeon argues that the Levites are totally separated from the idolatrous
Northern cult (2 Chr 11:13-17); the Chronicler deliberately avoided the use of the
term 0" that invokes the Zadokite accusation (Ezek 44:11-14); in addition, the
account of Josiah’s reform (2 Chr 34:3-7) omits the motif of the local priests in
Jerusalem. Employing the social theory of Pierre Bourdieu, Jeon interprets the
Zadokite redaction in Ezekiel as an attempt to perpetuate their exclusive priestly
rights through a class distinction from the rest of the Levites; Chronicles repre-
sents a resistance by the Levitical scribal circle against the symbolic violence of
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the priestly scribes as well as Levitical attempts to accumulate their own symbolic
capital.

The final subsection of Part II examines interpretive possibilities that Ezra-Ne-
hemiah may provide in understanding the relationship between Chronicles and
the priestly literature. In “The Role of Priests and Levites in the Composition of
Ezra-Nehemiah: Some Points for Consideration,” Deirdre Fulton observes the
diminished roles of the priests and an improved treatment of the Levites. In Ezra
1 and Neh 13, for instance, the purification of the community is performed by
non-cultic officiants: Sheshbazzar and Nehemiah. Equally, Fulton observes,
priests are assigned certain communal roles, which is rather balanced with that
of the Levites (Ezra 7-8); whereas the account of the Festival of Booths in Ezra
3:1-6 depicts proper priestly cultic performance, the account in Neh 8 never
mentions sacrificial activity and downplays the role of the priests — the festival
is “democratized” by the roles of the Levites and the people. She further argues
that the accounts in Neh 13 diminish priestly power in favor of community power
or the authority of Nehemiah. As a conclusion, Fulton assigns the authorship of
Ezra-Nehemiah to the Judean literati in conversation with the Jerusalem temple
community consisting of Levites as well as priests.

The contribution by Louis Jonker, “Levites, Holiness and Late Achaemenid / Early
Hellenistic Literature Formation: Where Does Ezra-Nehemiah Fit into the Dis-
course?” diachronically aligns different literary strata in Ezra-Nehemiah in rela-
tion to Chronicles and (Late) Priestly texts. Jonker builds his argument upon his
earlier work, according to which Chronicles was contemporaneous with and in
interaction with the Late Priestly layers but earlier than Num 16-18 and Ezek
40-48." He argues that parts of Ezra-Nehemiah draw directly from the Holiness
legislation (“H”), while others seem to engage with the “democratizing” ten-
dency in H via Chronicles. Jonker distinguishes between three stages according
to this criterion: pre-Chronistic references (e.g., Neh 11-12*; second half of the
fifth century BCE), later references contemporaneous with Chronicles (e. g., Ezra
2; 6; 8*; 9%; Neh 7; fourth century BCE), and post-Chronistic references (Ezra 6:20;
Neh 10:29; 13; end of the fourth to middle of the third centuries BCE).

7 Louis C. Jonker, “Holiness and the Levites. Some Reflections on the Relationship between
Chronicles and Pentateuchal Traditions,” in Eigensinn und Entstehung der Hebrdischen Bibel.
Erhard Blum zum Siebzigsten Geburtstag, ed. Joachim J. Krause, Wolfgang Oswald, and Kristin
Weingart (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020), 457-74.
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As briefly presented above, the contributions in this volume represent different
positions on the major issue at hand. For instance, some authors emphasize the
similarity and literary continuity between the two texts, while others stress the
discontinuity and differences. While many authors posit a direction of influence
running from the priestly literature to Chronicles, some contributions presuppose
or argue for mutual interaction between Chronicles and certain priestly texts.
Some authors see a harmonious coexistence between the two texts/traditions as
well as between the priests and Levites, while others take more seriously conflict-
ing and polemical relations between them. Presumably, the present organization
of the volume - putting the contrasting voices together — is precisely the way our
source text manifests itself: a Bible born out of conflict.






Jean-Louis Ska
The Book of Chronicles through the Ages:
A Cinderella or a Sleeping Beauty?

1 Introduction

That Cinderella of the Hebrew Bible, Chronicles, has at last emerged from years of obscu-
rity and scorn. Early last century she was all the rage among scholars who used her quite
shamelessly in their battles over the reconstruction of Israelite history. But then, when the
conflict was over, Wellhausen turned on her in favour of her Deuteronomistic stepsister
and sent her packing for her unfashionable love of ritual and family ties, and for allegedly
playing fast and loose with the facts. How things have changed over the last decade! She
may not yet be the belle of the academic ball, but she has, at least, been noticed in her own
right once again and has received long overdue attention from the scholarly community.*

This quotation from John W. Kleinig (North Adelaide, Australia) captures in
expressive images the changes of attitude towards Chronicles that occurred in
the past fifty years. For a long time, the Book of Chronicles was never at the center

1 John W. Kleinig, “Recent Research in Chronicles,” Currents in Research. Biblical Studies 2 (1994):
43-76, here 43. Among recent works used for this short survey, we must mention, besides Klei-
nig’s article and, among others, some important studies and monographs by Dietmar Mathias,
Die Geschichte der Chronikforschung im 19. Jahrhundert unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der
exegetischen Behandlung der Prophetennachrichten des chronistischen Geschichtswerkes. Ein
problemgeschichtlicher und methodenkritischer Versuch auf der Basis ausgewdhlter Texte (Dis-
sertation zur Promotion A; Leipzig: Karl-Marx-Universitit, 1977); Sara Japhet, “The Historical
Reliability of Chronicles: The History of the Problem and its Place in Biblical Research,” JSOT 33
(1985): 83-107; Hugh G.M. Williamson, “Introduction,” in Martin Noth, The Chronicler’s History.
Translated by Hugh G.M. Williamson with an introduction, JSOT.S 50 (Sheffield: JSOTPress, 1987),
11-26; Kai Peltonen, History Debated: The Historical Reliability of Chronicles in Pre-Critical and
Critical Research 2. Vols. Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 64 (Helsinki: The Finnish
Exegetical Society, 1996); Thomas Willi, “Zwei Jahrzehnte Forschung an Chronik und Esra-Ne-
hemia,” Theologische Rundschau NF 67 (2002): 61-110; Rodney K. Duke, “Recent Research in
Chronicles,” Currents in Biblical Research 8 (2009): 10-50; Isaac Kalimi, The Retelling of Chroni-
cles in Jewish Tradition and Literature: A Historical Journey (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009);
Louis C. Jonker, “Within Hearing Distance? Recent Developments in Pentateuch and Chronicles
Research,” Old Testament Essays 27 (2014): 123-46; Louis C. Jonker, “From Paraleipomenon to
Early Reader: The Implications of Recent Chronicles Studies for Pentateuchal Criticism,” in Con-
gress Volume Munich 2013, VTSup 163, ed. Christl M. Maier (Leiden: Brill, 2014), 217-54.

Jean-Louis Ska, Pontifical Biblical Institute

3 Open Access. © 2021 Jean-Louis Ska, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-002
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of attention in biblical research. From the beginnings of exegesis, as early as the
Greek translation of the Septuagint (2 century BCE), Chronicles is something like
a stepchild since it receives the title Paralipoméndn (Greek: Iapaeimopevwy, lit.
‘things left on one side,” or something like ‘left overs’). This title suggests that the
Greek translators found in these books mainly materials not present elsewhere,
namely in the Pentateuch and especially in Samuel-Kings.

The usual title “Chronicles” goes back to Jerome’s translation into Latin in the
5% century. The title evokes the presence of archives, records, accounts classified
or organized in a chronological order - from the Greek word yp6vog, “time.”? The
temporal dimension of the Books was essential for Jerome. Chronicles begins with
Adam’s genealogy, and concludes with Cyrus the Great’s edict (ca. 539 BCE). In a
certain sense, we are invited to see in Chronicles a compilation of records about a
history beginning with Adam’s creation and ending with Cyrus the Great’s edict.
This is obviously just one way of characterizing the book that closes the third part
of the Hebrew canon in several manuscripts, but not in all of them.?

The Book of Chronicles is rarely treated in a positive way, and this is the case
already in rabbinical and patristic exegesis. There are several reasons for this state
of affairs. One aspect of the question may explain, to a certain extent, why this
book was often considered as a kind of second-class member of the canon. Chron-
icles, in fact, repeats several parts, or seems to re-use many elements present in
other biblical books, partly in the Pentateuch and more fully in Samuel-Kings.
These books were already considered as inspired and authoritative, especially the
Pentateuch. Now, there are noticeable differences between Chronicles and these
other writings. The tendency was, spontaneously, to give preference to the most
respected books of the Tanakh at the expense of Chronicles that was relegated
among the Ketithim. The history of exegesis will confirm this view and, in certain
cases, add some nuances.

My purpose, in this short essay, is not to supply the reader with a complete and
exhaustive history of research about Chronicles. This is impossible. On the other
hand, several studies or monographs mentioned in the footnotes will provide the
interested reader with all the pieces of information needed. Moreover, the numer-
ous recent commentaries on Chronicles contain excellent introductions and status

2 For more details on this point, see, among others, Gary N. Knoppers, 1 Chronicles 1-9, AB 12.1
(New York: Doubleday, 2003), 47.

3 See, for instance, Edmon L. Gallagher, “The End of the Bible? The Position of Chronicles in the
Canon,” Tyndale Bulletin 65 (2014): 181-99; see also Gary N. Knoppers, “Chronicles and Canon,”
in Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 135-7; Greg Goswell, “The Order of the Books in the Hebrew Bible,”
JETS 51/4 (2008): 673-88. In the Aleppo Codex and in the Saint-Petersburg Codex, the last book
is Ezra-Nehemiah.
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quaestionis (inter alia Japhet, Johnstone, Knoppers, Klein, Levin, Willi, Dirksen,
Tuell, Williamson). It is not necessary to repeat here what others have exposed
with much competence. My purpose is rather to explain what the major steps in
the exegesis of Chronicles are and to inquire about the main cultural and intellec-
tual factors that influenced it. Biblical studies do not develop within a vacuum,
they breathe the air of their time and hum the popular melodies of their age.

2 Early rabbinic exegesis

According to the Talmud, Chronicles forms only one book and its redaction is
attributed to Ezra, an attribution that would last for long (Baba Bathra 15a).* As
for its intrinsic value, Rabbinical and Talmudic authorities already distrusted
Chronicles’ historical accuracy. The reasons are twofold. First, they were of the
opinion that this book was meant for homiletic interpretation rather than for
other, more precise, purposes (Lev. R. i.3; Ruth R. ii., beginning; cf. Meg. 13a).
Second, the personal names were treated with great freedom, for instance in the
genealogies. In some cases, names which had clearly been ascribed to different
persons were declared, in other places, to designate one and the same man or
woman (Sotah 12a; Ex. R. i. 17, et passim).

We perceive here the first signs of a critical attitude towards Chronicles.
Rabbis compared Chronicles with the other books of the Tanakh or elements
present in different parts of Chronicles, detected tensions and contradictions, and
concluded that Chronicles was inaccurate.®

This may also explain the reason why Chronicles was rarely commented
in Antiquity. We have to wait until the time of Saadia Gaon (882-942), Rashi
(1040-1105) and David Kimhi (1160-1235) to have the first rabbinic commentar-
ies on Chronicles.” To be sure, the commentary ascribed to Rashi was written by
someone else, most probably in Germany, and therefore called Pseudo-Rashi’s

4 For more details on the place of Chronicles in Jewish tradition, see, for instance, Isaac Kalimi,
The Retelling of Chronicles in Jewish Tradition and Literature: A Historical Journey (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 141-54.

5 Jewish Encyclopedia http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/4371-chronicles-books-of —
consulted 07/09/2019.

6 Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles, 145-8.

7 See Eran Viezel, “The Anonymous Commentary on the Books of Chronicles Attributed to a
Student of Sa’adia Gaon: Its Status in the History of the Jewish Peshat Exegesis,” Tarbiz 76 (2007):
415-34; Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles, 193-7.
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commentary.® Another commentary, but preserved only in fragments, was written
by Joseph Kara (c. 1065-c. 1135), Rashi’s companion and colleague. Pseudo-Rashi
alludes to this work.® David Kimhi (Radak), following the Talmud’s opinion, con-
sidered that Chronicles was written by Ezra who used earlier sources in compos-
ing his work.'® Radak’s opinion is of a certain value because he takes the lead of
those exegetes who saw in Chronicles mainly a historian. This view was contra-
dicted some time later by Isaac Abravanel (1437-1508) who insisted more on the
theological flavour of the book.™ As we will see, views on Chronicles would oscil-
late frequently between these two positions, history or theology.*?

3 Negative opinions

Joseph Solomon del Medigo o Delmedigo (Candia, Crete, 16 June 1591 — Praga,
16 October 1655), a Jewish scholar, physician, astronomist and mathematician,
expresses an opinion about Chronicles which is representative of what most intel-
lectuals thought in that time.*® For him, the writer of Chronicles is fundamentally

8 See Eran Viezel, The Commentary on Chronicles Attributed to Rashi (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press, 2010) [Hebrew]. For the original text, see the site https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_I_
Chronicles?lang=bi — consulted 29/08/2019; Avraham Grossman, “Solomon Yishaqi/Rashi
(1040-1105),” in Hebrew Bible/0Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation. 1/2: The Middle
Ages [hereafter HBOT 1.2], ed. Magne Seaebg (G6ttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 2000), 332-46,
here 333. Cf. Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles, 199-209.

9 On this author, see https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/kara-joseph — consulted 29/08/2019.
See also Avraham Grossman, “Joseph Kara,” in HBOT 1.2, 346-56. Cf. Kalimi, The Retelling of
Chronicles, 238.

10 On David Kimhi/Radak, see Mordecai Cohen, “The Qimhi Family,” in HBOT 1.2, 388-415 —
espec. “David Qimhi (Radak),” 396-415. For his commentary on Chronicles, see Yitzhak Berger,
The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to Chronicles: A Translation with Introduction and Super-
commentary (Providence, RI: Brown University, 2007). Cf. Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles,
220-9.

11 The texts can be found in the Biblia rabbinica or Mikraot Gdolot (Venice: Daniele Bomberg,
1516-1517; reprinted in 1568); Biblia Rabbinica con Targums, Revised by Leon of Modena with a
foreword (Venice: Pietro e Lorenzo Bragadin, 1617-1619).

12 See Thomas Willi, Chronik: 1. Teilband 1. Chronik 1,1 — 10,14, BK XXIV/1 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchner, 2009), vii. On Isaac Abravanel, see Eric Lawee, “Isaac Abarbanel: From Medieval
to Renaissance Jewish Biblical Scholarship,” in Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its
Interpretation. 11: From Renaissance to Enlightenment [hereafter HBOT 1], ed. Magne Saebg (Got-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008), 190-214.

13 On del Medigo, see Isaac Barzilay, Yoseph Shlomo Delmedigo (Yashar of Candia): His Life,
Works and Times, Studia Post-biblica 25 (Leiden: Brill, 1974); Jacob Adler, “Joseph Solomon


https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_I_Chronicles?lang=bi
https://www.sefaria.org/Rashi_on_I_Chronicles?lang=bi
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unreliable for one main motive, namely that he lived a long time after the destruc-
tion of the First Temple. This is the reason why he was included into the Ketiibim
or Hagiographa. Moreover, there is much disagreement between the different ver-
sions of the same event in these late compositions. We may notice a critical spirit
in these remarks, a rational or rationalist spirit stemming from Greek historians
and philosophers.* Here is his opinion in a few sentences®:

[The writer of Chronicles] lived a long time after the first destruction [...] and therefore it
was included among the Hagiographa [...] and you should know these post-destruction
stories, how they vary, like most of the modern historiographies, where you will find no two
in agreement on one single event.

We find a similar reaction in Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677):

But about the two books of Chronicles I have nothing certain and worthwhile to say except
that — contrary to a tradition that makes Ezra their author — they were written long after
Ezra, and perhaps after Judas Maccabee restored the temple. [...] Nothing is apparent to me
about the true writer of these books, or about their authority, their utility or their doctrine.
In fact, I am amazed at their being accepted as sacred by the people who removed the Book
of Wisdom, Tobias, and the rest of the so-called apocrypha from the canon of sacred books.
But I am not trying to lessen their authority; everyone accepts them, so I leave it at that."”

Delmedigo: Student of Galileo, Teacher of Spinoza,” Intellectual History Review 23.1 (2013): 141-57.
Delmedigo was a great traveler. We count Venice, Alexandria and Cairo (Egypt), Istanbul, Wilna,
Hamburg, Amsterdam, Frankfort-on-the-Main, and Praga among the cities he visited.

14 See Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 83-4. Source: Yoseph Shelomo del Medigo, Matzref
Lahochma, ed. Sh. Ashkenazi (Basel: Ashkenazi, 1629), 29b. On the man and his works, see Issac
Barzilai, Yoseph Shlomo Delmedigo (Yashar of Candia), Studia Post-Biblica 25 (Leiden: Brill, 1974),
esp. 299-304; David Geffen, “Insights into the Life and Thought of Elijah Medigo Based on His
Published and Unpublished Works,” Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research
41/42 (1973-1974): 69-86. Cf. Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles, 294—6.

15 Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 83.

16 On Spinoza, see Rudolf Smend, “Baruch de Spinoza (1632-1677),” in Rudolf Smend, Kritiker
und Exegeten. Portrditskizzen zur vier Jahrhunderten alttestamentlicher Wissenschaft (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2017), 50—66. See also Steven Nadler (ed.), Spinoza and Medieval Jew-
ish Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014); Jeffrey L. Morrow, Three Skep-
tics and the Bible: La Peyrére, Hobbes, Spinoza, and the Reception of Modern Biblical Criticism
(Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2016). Cf. Kalimi, The Retelling of Chronicles, 296-302.

17 Baruch Spinoza, Tractatus theologico-politicus (Hamburg: Kithnrat, 1670), ch. 10. Quotation
from Baruch Spinoza from J. Israel and M. Silverthorne, Theological-Political Treatise, Cambridge
Texts in the History of Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), with some
slight modifications to clarify Spinoza’s thought. For a translation on the web, see https://www.
earlymoderntexts.com/assets/pdfs/spinozal669.pdf — consulted on 29/08/2019.
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Two points are of importance. First, Ezra is no longer considered the author of
Chronicles; second, the date of composition is pushed as late as the time of the
Maccabees, in the 2" century BCE. Of course, this statement undermines even
more the historical value of the book since there is a longer temporal distance
between Chronicles and the events recounted therein. Spinoza, as we know, was
condemned by the authorities of the Synagogue, by the Church and even by the
civil authorities of his city, Amsterdam. His ambivalent statement explains partly
why he had little effect on the exegesis of Chronicles in his time. Anyway, Chron-
icles was surely not at the center of attention either.

Spinoza’s doubts about the inspiration of Chronicles, however, were taken
seriously by some other scholars, among them Georg Ludwig Oeder (1694-1760)
who tried to prove that Chronicles was not divinely inspired and, therefore, had
no place in the canon of Scriptures.’® After being located to the bottom floor of
Scriptures, Chronicles was about to be expelled to the street.

4 Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette (1780-1849)

A major turn in the exegesis of Chronicles occurred with Wilhelm Martin Lebere-
cht de Wette who undoubtedly determined the study of the book for a long time."

De Wette published his Beitrdige zur Einleitung in das Alte Testament — Con-
tributions to the Introduction into the Old Testament in 1807.?° There were two
volumes, and the subtitles reveal the exact purpose of the work. The first volume
is entitled Kritischer Versuch iiber die Glaubwiirdigkeit der Biicher der Chronik
mit Hinsicht auf die Geschichte der Mosaischen Biicher und Gesetzgebung. Ein
Nachtrag zu den Vaterschen Untersuchungen iiber den Pentateuch — Critical Essay
on the Reliability of the Books of Chronicles with Respect to the History of the Mosaic
Books and Legislation: A Supplement to Vater’s Investigation on the Pentateuch
and the second, Kritik der Mosaischen Geschichte — Critique of the Mosaic History.

18 Georg Ludwig Oeder, Freye Untersuchungen tiber einige Biicher des Alten Testament (Hrsg.
Georg Johann Ludwig Vogel) (Halle: Hendel, 1771), 137-246; Rudolf Smend, Wilhelm Martin Lebe-
recht de Wettes Arbeit am Alten und am Neuen Testament (Basel: Helbing & Lichtenhahn, 1958),
41. Georg Ludwig Oeder was active in Heilbronn, Ansbach and Feuchtwangen.

19 On De Wette, see Rudolf Smend’s work cited in the previous note; John W. Rogerson, W.M.L.
de Wette, Founder of Modern Biblical Criticism: An Intellectual Biography (Sheffield: Academic
Press, 1992).

20 Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette, Beitrdge zur Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Halle:
Schimmelpfennig, 1807; Hildesheim: Georg Holms, 1971).
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The important word in the first subtitle is Glaubwiirdigkeit — Reliability. We are
dealing with a historical inquiry and de Wette’s endeavours to find out whether
we can rely on the Books of Chronicles, especially in what it says about the law
of Moses. There were many discussions at that time about the Mosaic authorship
of the Pentateuch, a problem connected with the authority and inspiration of
the Torah. This problem was hotly debated, as everyone knows. But why does de
Wette starts his inquiry with the Books of Chronicles? The reason is that the Old
Testament offers two parallel histories of ancient Israel, Samuel-Kings on the one
side and Chronicles on the other side. One of the main differences between the
two presentations is that Chronicles, contrary to Samuel-Kings, contains many
references to Moses’ law. This law is constantly presented as the blueprint for
the building of the temple and the organization of the cult. It is as if David and
Solomon were constantly consulting the law of Moses before taking any decision
in cultic matters. Every item in the building of the temple and every element in the
cult conform to the prescriptions found in Moses’ law.?* The allusions are moreo-
ver to ‘what is written in Moses’ Law.’*

This fact was used by many scholars to show the antiquity of Moses’ law
since, according to Chronicles, it must have been known at the time of David
and Solomon. On the other hand, it seems that Samuel-Kings ignore almost com-
pletely Moses’ Law, apart from a very few exceptions (cf. 2Kgs 14:6). De Wette, for
his part, opts for Samuel-Kings and undermines Chronicles radically, insisting on
its ideological and theological biases. Chronicles was also written much later than
the events described and is, for this reason, untrustworthy. Altogether, Chronicles
is a negligent, inaccurate, work that reveals patent tendentiousness, expressed
for instance in the author’s preference for the Levites, his predilection for the
temple and the cult, his fondness for Judah and his hostility towards Israel.

We may ask, however, why de Wette wanted to demonstrate that the Pen-
tateuch was written much later than Moses and was not a source of historical

21 Moses is mentioned in 1 Chr 6:34, 15:15, 21:29, 22:13, 23:15, 26:24, 2 Chr 1:3, 5:10, 8:13, 23:18,
24:6, 9, 25:4, 30:16, 33:8, 34:14, 35:6, 12 (18x). The legislation of Moses is mentioned explicitly in 2
Chr 8:13, 23:18, 25:4, 30:16, 33:8, 34:14, 35:6, 12.

22 2 Chr 23:18; 25:4; 30:5, 18; 31:3; 35:12, 26. For more details on this point, see Arthur Charles
Hervey, The Book of Chronicles in Relation to the Pentateuch and “Higher Criticism” (London:
Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge — New York: Brighton, 1892); Thomas Willi, “‘Wie
geschrieben steht’ — Schriftbezug und Schrift. Uberlegungen zur friihjiidischen Literaturwerdung
im perserzeitlichen Kontext,” in Thomas Willi, Israel und die Volker. Studien zur Literatur und
Geschichte Israels in der Perserzeit, SBAB 55 (Stuttgart: Verlag Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2012),
101-22; Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 123—6 (“As It Is Written: The Chronicler’s Source Citations™).
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information. Three elements in de Wette’s formation are essential for the under-
standing of his exegesis.

(1) First, de Wette was influenced much by Immanuel Kant’s philosophy that
he read during his studies in Jena.?? This was a major element in his education
although he also met with other great writers and philosophers in Weimar, for
instance Wolfgang Goethe, Friedrich Schiller and especially Johann Gottfried von
Herder?*, or in Jena where he was in touch with Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Friedrich Schelling and Jakob Friedrich Fries, the latter
being a disciple of Kant. After reading de Wette, one cannot avoid noticing the
parenthood between his ideas and Kant’s theory of a Die Religion innerhalb der
Grenzen der blofien Vernunft — Religion within the Boundaries of Mere Reason
(1793). This title expresses very well what was the intellectual atmosphere in that
time and also explains why there was a strong suspicion towards every supra-
natural phenomenon, either miracle or oracle, in academic circles. The tendency
was to look, first of all, for rational or natural explanations for such phenomena.

Other scholars may have had some influence on de Wette’s formation, as for
instance, still in Jena, Johann Jakob Griesbach (1745-1812), a disciple of Semmler,
Heinrich Eberhard Gottlob Paulus (1761-1851), Johann Philipp Gabler (1753-1826)
and Karl David Ilgen (1763-1834), a very critical spirit, who probably encouraged
de Wette to meet with Johann Severin Vater (1771-1826). Vater’s work duplicated
that of de Wette to a certain extent since de Wette was, for a while, a “fragmentist”
just as Vater.”

Paulus, to come back to this New Testament scholar, was another disciple of
Kant, and he applied theological rationalism to the Scriptures, eliminating for
instance any supranatural reference from the gospels. Gabler, for his part, is often
considered as the founder of biblical theology as a discipline independent from
dogmatic theology, in his writing De justo discrimine theologiae biblicae et dog-

23 For these pieces of information, see Rudolf Smend, “Wilhelm Martin Leberecht de Wette
(1780-1849),” in Kritiker und Exegeten, 192-206. See also Rogerson, W.M.L. de Wette, 19—-63. On
Kant’s influence on biblical interpretation, see, among others, Jan Rohls, “Historical, Cultural
and Philosophical Aspects of the Nineteenth Century with Special Regard to Biblical Interpre-
tation,” Hebrew Bible/Old Testament: The History of Its Interpretation. 111/1: The Nineteenth Cen-
tury — A Century of Modernism and Historicism [hereafter HBOT 111.1], ed. Magne Saebg (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 31-63, esp. 34-5.

24 On Herder, see, for instance, Thomas Willi, Herders Beitrag zum Verstehen des Alten Testa-
ments, Beitrdge zur Geschichte der biblischen Hermeneutik 8 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1971);
Henning Graf Reventlow, “Johann Gottfried Herder — Theologian, Promotor of Humanity, Histo-
rian,” in HBOT 11, 1041-50; Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten, 154-75.

25 De Wette mentions explicitly Ilgen and Vater among his predecessors and inspirers (Beitrdge,
iv).
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maticae regundisque recte utriusque finibus — On the Correct Distinction between
Dogmatic and Biblical Theology and the Right Definition of Their Goals (1787). All
these scholars helped de Wette sharpen his critical sensitivity in reading biblical
texts especially in historical matters.

(2) The second important element in de Wette’s formation is the idea of “myth”
which becomes central especially in his understanding of the Pentateuch.?® The
word “myth” in de Wette’s work has a precise meaning. “Myth” is a scenic, pictur-
esque expression of a worldview and of a self-understanding in a given culture.
This type of thinking is characteristic of ancient cultures, for instance in Greece
and in the Ancient Near East. The idea itself does not come from de Wette, but
from Christian Gottlob Heyne (1729-1812), a specialist of Homer. Once again,
we must admit that many leading ideas in biblical exegesis stem from classical
studies, especially Homeric studies.?” This was already the case in antiquity. We
may remember that Karl David Ilgen was also a specialist of Homer and taught
classical literature in Jena.

The concept of myth, developed by Christian Gottlob Heyne (1729-1812),
was first adopted by Johann Gottfried Eichhorn (1752-1827) who taught in Jena
and Gottingen.”® De Wette knew Eichhorn and was often in dialogue with him.
More concretely, de Wette disagreed with Eichhorn on the way of interpreting
the presence of “myths” in biblical literature. Eichhorn tried to trace a middle
path between supernaturalism and orthodoxy, on the one hand, and rationalism
and enlightenment on the other. More concretely, he tried to find some histori-
cal kernels in biblical narratives, especially in the Pentateuch. For de Wette, on
the contrary — and in a way like Ilgen and Paulus - it was impossible to find
history behind ancient myths. Under the mythical language, or under the myth-
ical varnish, we discover religion, not history. There are therefore two sides in
de Wette’s exegesis. The first is negative, and its purpose is to demonstrate the
absence of history — in the modern sense of the word — in the Pentateuch. The

26 “Was man vielleicht fiir zu kiihn erkennen wird, daf3 ich den ganzen Pentateuch von Anfang
bis zu Ende in mythischer Bedeutung nehme, ist doch weiter nichts als Konsequenz: denn wie
das Einzelne, so auch das Ganze” (Beitrdge, iv) — italics mine.

27 See, for instance, Margalit Finkelberg and Guy G. Stroumsa (eds.), Homer, the Bible, and
beyond: Literary and Religious Canons in the Ancient World, Jerusalem Studies in Religion and
Culture 2 (Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2003); Maren R. Niehoff (ed.), Homer and the Bible in the Eyes of
Ancient Interpreters, Jerusalem Studies in Religion and Culture 16 (Leiden: Brill, 2012). For earlier
essays in the field, see Cyrus Gordon, “Homer and the Bible,” HUCA 26 (1955): 43-108; Umberto
Cassuto, The Documentary Hypothesis and the Composition of the Pentateuch (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press — Hebrew University, 1961) (Hebrew: 1941), 10-1.

28 Cf. Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten, 186-7. On Eichhorn, see Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten, 176-91.
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more positive side is the exposition of the religious ideas and ideals in the texts.
This second part is perhaps not sufficiently developed in de Wette’s work, but this
aspect was essential to him.

To come back to classical studies and its influence on biblical exegesis, de
Wette considers the author of Genesis 24 as a “Canaanite Homer,” he compares
Jacob’s journey to that of Ulysses, and finds similarities between classical epics,
for instance Virgil’s Aeneid, and the Elohist (the future Priestly Writer).?® All this
means that we can hardly treat the Pentateuch as a historical document or as a
source of historical, accurate, information.

(3) This leads us to the third aspect of de Wette’s research. Along the same
line as Herder, after discussions with Friedrich Liicke (1791-1855) and especially
Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher (1768 — 1834) in Berlin, de Wette looked
for some new ways to solve the conflict between orthodoxy and rationalism.3° In
his choice, he was guided by Immanuel Kant’s third important work, Die Kritik
der Urtheilskraft — The Critique of the Judgement (1790) and found there the lin-
eaments of a conception of religion based on sensitivity (Gefiihl) and aesthetics.
This idea was also fostered by Jakob Friedrich Fries, Kant’s disciple and de Wette’s
colleague. To give only one example of this way of thinking, de Wette affirms that
there is no history in Genesis 22, but we should not forget the “beautiful meaning”
of this poetic narrative: “Diese Mythe ist eine der schonsten in der Genesis” —
“This myth is one of the most beautiful in Genesis.” And Abraham is “das Vorbild
hebréischer Frommigkeit” — “the model of Hebrew piety.”*! All in all, for de Wette,
the roots of authentic religion are not to be looked for in historical facts or in
rational arguments. Its roots are elsewhere, especially in the aesthetic and artistic
aspect of biblical narratives.

All this may help us understand the reason better why de Wette insisted force-
fully on the fact that Chronicles is no reliable source for Israel’s ancient history.
We have “myth” in the Pentateuch, we do not have history. The Pentateuch is
the expression of Israel’s religion, of Israel’s convictions, worldview and self-con-
sciousness. For this reason, it was essential for de Wette to demonstrate the unre-
liability of Chronicles, since these books affirmed, time and again, that the law of
Moses, the written law, was known as early as the reign of David and Solomon.
De Wette endeavored to free Israel’s religion from too close an association with
history and also, from some other forms of religion, such as legalism and ritual-
ism, as in Kant and in liberal Protestantism.

29 De Wette, Beitrdge, 116, 123, 32.

30 On Schleiermacher, see Jan Rohls, “F.E.D. Schleiermacher — His Criticism of the Old Testa-
ment,” in HBOT I11.1, 38-44.

31 De Wette, Beitrdige, 103.
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5 The Aftermath of de Wette’s Proposition:
Enthusiasm and Antagonism

Handbooks usually mention de Wette’s work as a turning-point in the exegesis of
Chronicles but ignore or pass over in silence all the negative reactions this posi-
tion provoked. Falsa est de Wettii de Pentateucho sententia is, to take just one
example, the first sentence of a thesis defended in Bonn in 1823 by Ernst Wilhelm
Hengstenberg (20 October 1802 — 28 May 1869).32 Other authors attacked de Wette
directly and tried by all means to save the validity of Chronicles as source for
a history of Israel.®® Among these authors, we may notice the names of Johann
Gottfried Eichhorn and of Carl Friedrich Keil, Franz Delitzsch’s disciple and col-
league. The main problem, at that time, was the historicity of Chronicles, fiercely
defended by all these authors who affirm that the book used reliable sources.**
Things change, eventually, with Karl Heinrich Graf*> and Julius Wellhausen.?®
Both picked up de Wette’s thesis and built their theories on it. For Wellhausen,

32 On Hengstenberg, see Matthias A. Deuschle, Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg. Ein Beitrag zur
Erforschung des kirchlichen Konservatismus im PreufSen des 19. Jahrhunderts, BHTh (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2013); Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten, 240-57.

33 Johann Gottfried Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Leipzig: Weidmann, 1780-1783,
41823), iii, 495-8; Johannes Georg Dahler, De Librorum Paralipomenon Auctoritate atque Fide
Histérica Disputatio (Strassburg und Leipzig: Gleditsch, 1819); J.M. Hertz, Sind in den Biichern
der Konige Spuren des Pentateuch und der Mosaischen Gesetze zu finden? Ein Versuch zur Verthei-
digung der Biicher der Chronik wie auch des Alterthums der Mosaischen Gesetze (Altona: Ham-
merich, 1822); Carl Peter Wilhelm Gramberg, Die Chronik nach ihren geschichtlichen Charakter
und ihrer Glaubwiirdigkeit neu gepriift (Halle: Eduard Anton, 1823; Florence: Nabu Press, 2012);
Carl Friedrich Keil, Apologetischer Versuch iiber die Biicher der Chronik und iiber die Integritdit des
Buches Ezra (Berlin: Oehmigke, 1833; Warsaw: Andesite Press, 2017).

34 See, on this point, besides the article by Sarah Japhet (note 1), M. Patrick Graham, The Uti-
lization of 1 and 2 Chronicles in the Reconstruction of Israelite History in the Nineteenth Century,
SBLDS 116 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1990); M. Patrick Graham, Kenneth G. Hoglund, and Ste-
ven L. McKenzie (eds.), The Chronicler as Historian, JSOT.S 238 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1997);
Thomas Willi, Israel und die Volker. Studien zur Literatur und Geschichte Israels in der Perserzeit.
Herausgegeben von Michael Pietsch, Stuttgarter biblische Aufsatzbinde 55 (Stuttgart: Katholi-
sches Bibelwerk, 2012).

35 Karl Heinrich Graf, “Das Buch der Chronik als Geschichtsquelle,” in Karl Heinrich Graf, Die
Geschichtlichen Biicher des Alten Testaments. Zwei historisch-kritische Untersuchungen (Leipzig:
T.0. Weigel, 1866), 114-247. [“Die Bestandteile der historischen Biicher von Genes. 1 bis 2 Reg. 25”
(“Pentateuch und Prophetae priores™)].

36 Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1878, 21883;
51899; de Gruyter Studienbuch; Berlin — New York: de Gruyter, 2001); English translation: Pro-
legomena to the History of Israel. Translated by S. Black and A. Menzies (Edinburgh: A. & C.
Black, 1885), 171-227. Here again, there was strong opposition to Wellhausen’s views. See, for
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it was crystal-clear that Chronicles cannot be used as reliable source for a recon-
struction of Israel’s past. His main reasons are the following: (1) In Chronicles,
Israel’s past is seen through a Judaic lense, i. e. Chronicles projects into the past
a picture of the Judaean post-exilic community; (2) The differences between
Chronicles and 1-2 Samuel/1-2 Kings are best explained by the influence of the
Priestly Code and its interest in cultic and legal matters; (3) It is not possible to
prove that Chronicles had made use of valid, ancient, and trustworthy sources.
All in all, Chronicles remained the Cinderella or the stepchild of biblical exegesis,
especially because of its historical biases in favor of Judah and Jerusalem, and its
predilection for the cult of the temple and all its paraphernalia. For Wellhausen,
Chronicles was a midrash that grows like a green ivy around a dead trunk, the
ivy being Chronicles and the dead trunk the old traditions.?” The word “midrash”
would have some success subsequently.

Wellhausen had several followers and his influence lasted for a long a time.
One question, however, received a different treatment and deserve some atten-
tion, namely the question of authorship. From the time of the Talmud (Baba
Bathra 15a), Ezra was supposed to have written Chronicles or, in other words,
the author of Ezra-Nehemiah composed Chronicles as well. This changed with
the Jewish scholar Leopold Zunz (1794-1886). Together with other young men,
among them the poet Heinrich Heine, alongside Joel Abraham List, Isaac Marcus
Jost, and Eduard Gans, Zunz founded the Verein fiir Kultur und Wissenschaft der
Juden (“The Society for the Culture and Science of the Jews”) in Berlin in 1819.
He was also the editor of the Zeitschrift fiir die Wissenschaft des Judenthums. For
Zunz, Ezra was not the author of Chronicles. On the contrary, the Chronicler was
the author of Ezra-Nehemiah.*® His main reason is that these books — and Zunz

instance, Wilhelm Mboller, Historisch-kritische Bedenken gegen die Graf-Wellhausensche Hypo-
these. Von einem friiheren Anhdnger den Studierenden der Theologie gewidmet. Mit einem Begleit-
wort versehen von C. von Dressi (Giitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1899); English translation: Are the
Critics Right? Historical & Critical Considerations against the Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis. With an
introduction by C. von Orelli; translated from the German by C.H. Irwin (London: The Religious
Tract Society, 1903).

On Graf, see Joachim Conrad, Karl Heinrich Grafs Arbeit am Alten Testament: Studien zu einer
wissenschaftlichen Biographie (BZAW 425; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011).

On Wellhausen, see, among many others, Rudolf Smend, Julius Wellhausen: Ein Bahnbrecher in
drei Disziplinen (Miinchen: Carl von Friedrich Siemens Stiftung, 2006).

37 Wellhausen, Prolegomena, 223: “Wie Efeu umgriint derselbe [der Midrasch der Chronik] den
abgestorbenen Stamm mit fremdartigen Leben, Altes und Neues in sonderbarer Vereinigung
mischend.”

38 Leopold Zunz, Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrdge der Juden, historisch entwickelt. Ein Beitrag zur
Alterthumskunde und biblischen Kritik, zur Literatur- und Religionsgeschichte (Berlin: A. Asher,
1832; Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1966). See Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 88-9.
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still considered them as one literary composition — describe a historical situation
from a distant viewpoint and are therefore written a long time after the events.
Therefore, they cannot have been written by Ezra who is contemporary with the
events. Hereby, we return, in a certain way, to Spinoza’s conclusion.*

Along the same line, and independently from Zunz, Franz Karl Movers (1806—
1856), a German Roman Catholic and Orientalist, reached similar conclusions.
However, he attributed only Ezra 1-10 to the Chronicler. Movers had studied theol-
ogy in Miinster and was then professor of Old Testament theology in the Catholic
faculty at Breslau (now Wroctaw) from 1839 to his death. He had interest in the
Phoenicians and in the two recensions of the Book of Jeremiah, the Masoretic text
and the Greek text of the Septuagint.*® Movers was at the same time concerned
with Ancient Near Eastern history, text criticism and comparative philology. All
these elements would play a role in his ensuing study of Chronicles.

Among Wellhausen’s followers who doubted the historical trustworthiness
of Chronicles, we must mention Charles C. Torrey, historian, orientalist, archae-
ologist and founder of the American School of Archaeology in Jerusalem in 1900—
1901, a very critical spirit. He taught Semitic languages at the Andover Theological
Seminary (1892-1900) and at Yale University (1900-1932). He was also a specialist
of the Koran.*! Here is a summary of his opinion on Chronicles:**

No fact of Old Testament criticism is more firmly established than this, that the Chronicler
as a historian is thoroughly untrustworthy. He distorts facts deliberately and habitually,
invents chapter after chapter with the greatest freedom, and what is most dangerous of
all, his history is not written for its own sake, but in the interest of an extremely one-sided
theory.

According to Torrey, and this was a common opinion at that time since Zunz, the
Chronicler was also the author of Ezra-Nehemiah, and these works were unrelia-
ble from the point of view of history. This led to the complete denial of the return
from the exile and the restoration of “Israel”:

39 Cf. Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 103, note 31.

40 Franz Karl Movers, Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die biblische Chronik. Ein Beitrag zur Ein-
leitung in das Alte Testament (Bonn: T. Habicht, 1834). See Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 103,
note 32.

41 Charles Cutler Torrey, The Composition and Historical Value of Ezra-Nehemiah, BZAW 2 (Gies-
sen: Ricker, 1896); Charles Cutler Torrey, The Chronicler’s History of Israel: Chronicles-Ezra-Nehe-
miah Restored to Its Original Order (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1954; Port Washington,
NY: Kennicat Press, 1973); Charles Cutler Torrey, Ezra-Studies (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press, 1910).

42 Torrey, Composition, 52; cf. Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 88.
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The exile was a limited phenomenon; there was no restoration at all; Ezra the Scribe is a
fictitious figure; the edict of Cyrus and the letter of Artaxerxes are later forgeries; the story
about the bringing of the Torah from Babylon is pure imagination; the expulsion of the
foreign wives is an unfounded invention; and so on.*?

This is probably one of the most scathing and disparaging opinions on Chronicles
that we meet in our history of research.

Other scholars were less radical in their conclusions, for instance, Albin
van Hoonacker (Bruges, 19 November 1857 — Bruges, 1 November 1933), a Roman
Catholic theologian, professor at the Faculty of Theology of the Catholic Univer-
sity of Leuven (Belgium).** He came to discuss the value of Chronicles in his dia-
logue with Abraham Kuenen, Graf and Wellhausen about the composition of the
Pentateuch, a debate that caused him some difficulties with the Church authori-
ties in Rome. Albin van Hoonacker raised doubts about the historical framework
of Ezra-Nehemiah and he placed Ezra after Nehemiah.** Albin van Hoonacker
is also one of the scholars who used the Elephantine papyri in his research, an
element of clear importance in the study of postexilic Israel.*®

43 Torrey, Composition, 49-50; cf. Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 90.

44 Albin van Hoonacker was appointed to a newly created chair, that of the Histoire critique
de Ancien Testament, due to his involvement in the debate on the origin and authorship of the
Pentateuch.

45 See Albin van Hoonacker, Néhémie et Esdras. Nouvelle hypothése sur la chronologie de lépo-
que de la restauration (Gand: H. Engelcke, 1890); Néhémie en lI'an 20 d’Artaxerxes I. Esdras en l'an
7 d’Artaxerxes II. Réponse a un mémoire de A. Kuenen (Gand: H. Engelcke, 1892); Zorobabel et le
second temple. Etude sur la chronologie des six premiers chapitres du Livre d’Esdras (Gand: H.
Engelcke, 1892); Nouvelles études sur la restauration juive aprés l'exil de Babylone (Paris: Leroux,
1896). See Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 103, note 37. On Albin van Hoonacher, see Joseph Cop-
pens, Le Chanoine Albin Van Hoonacker. Son enseignement, son ceuvre et sa méthode (Paris: Des-
clée de Brouwer, 1935); Johan Lust, “A. van Hoonacker and Deuteronomy,” in Norbert Lohfink
(ed.), Das Deuteronomium. Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, BETL 68 (Leuven: Peeters, 1985),
13-23. On the discussions in this period, see, among many others, Richard Jude Thompson, Moses
and the Law in a Century of Criticism since Graf, SVT 19 (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 89-90.

46 See Albin van Hoonacker, Une Communauté Judéo-Araméenne a Eléphantine, en Egypte aux
Ve et Ve siécles av. J.-C., The Schweich Lectures (London: British Academy, 1915). The discoveries
at Elephantine surely created a surprise among scholars. See, for instance, Arthur Cowley, Ara-
maic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: The Clarendon Press,1923; Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock
Publishers, 2005), xxiii: “So far as we learn from these texts Moses might never have existed,
there might have been no bondage in Egypt, no exodus, no monarchy, no prophets. There is no
mention of other tribes and no claim to any heritage in the land of Judah. Among the numerous
names of colonists, Abraham, Jacob, Joseph, Moses, Samuel, David, so common in later times,
never occur (nor in Nehemiah), nor any other name derived from their past history as recorded in
the Pentateuch and early literature. It is almost incredible, but it is true.”
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Along the same line and in a neighboring country, in the Netherlands, Willem
Hendrik Kosters (Enschede 1843 — Enscede 1897), a colleague of Kuenen in Leiden,
came to somewhat more radical conclusions. For instance, he questioned the his-
toricity of the restoration (cf. Torrey) and the reliability of Ezra 1-4.4

6 Change in Perspective: Archaeology and
Assyriology

With Charles Torrey, we may have reached a nadir in the exegesis of Chronicles.
The books are unreliable for the historian, disappointing for the theologian and
dreary for the literary critic. As several other cases, a change in perspective comes
both from internal developments and external factors. In the nineteenth century,
the main interest was more history than literature and theology. The study of both
the Pentateuch and Chronicles was guided by the search for reliable sources in
the reconstruction of a history of Israel. Wellhausen’s major work was entitled
Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, and this title is revelatory of his intention.

In the course of the nineteenth century, however, an important shift in per-
spective occurred because of the numerous archaeological discoveries, especially
in Israel, in Egypt and in Mesopotamia. Newly deciphered documents and new
architectural elements obliged scholars to revise and complement the pieces of
information coming from the Bible alone. As for the postexilic period, the discov-
ery of the Elephantine papyri around 1870 is of paramount importance.*® These
discoveries obliged scholars to revise their opinions on the postexilic period and,
consequently, on the value of Chronicles as witness of the spirit of that time. The

47 Willem Hendrik Kosters, Het herstel van Israél in het Perzische tijdvak. Eene studie (Leiden:
E.J. Brill, 1893) = Die Wiederherstellung Israels in der persischen Periode. Ubersetzt von A. Base-
dow (Heidelberg: Horning, 1895). See Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 103, note 37.

48 See, for instance, among the first publications on this topic, Martin Sprengling, Chronological
Notes from the Aramaic Papyri; the Jewish Calendar; Dates of the Achaemenians (Cyrus-Darius III),
Miscellanea papyrorum Elephantine 11 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1911); Eduard
Sachau, Aramdische Papyrus und Ostraka aus einer jiidischen Militdr-Kolonie zu Elephantine. Alt-
orientalische Sprachdenkmdiler des 5. Jahrhunderts vor Chr. (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1911); Stanley A.
Cook, “The Significance of the Elephantine Papyri for the History of Hebrew Religion,” The Amer-
ican Journal of Theology 19/3 (1915): 346-82; Albin van Hoonacker, Une Communauté Judéo-Ara-
méenne a Eléphantine, en Egypte aux Vle et Ve siécles av. J.-C. (London: Oxford University Press,
1915). For a more recent treatment of the documents, see Bezalel Porten, with J.J. Farber, C.J.
Martin, G. Vittman (eds.), The Elephantine Papyri in English: Three Millennia of Cross-Cultural
Continuity and Change, (Leiden: Brill, 1996; Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011).
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Elephantine papyri provided exegetes and orientalists with fresh information
about the Persian period and about a Jewish community of the diaspora. Until
then, the Bible was almost the only source of information about the postexilic
period. Now, documents were revealing important aspects of society, law, justice
and religion, and details about Jerusalem, the temple, the Persian authorities, and
the celebration of some liturgical feasts, for instance Passover. These papyri shed
new light on the content of Ezra-Nehemiah, and conversely also on Chronicles.

One of the first authors who is witness to this shift in perspective is proba-
bly the Assyriologist Hugo Winckler, professor at the University of Berlin.** He
is famous for having excavated the Hittite capital HattuSa, close to Bogazkdy, in
Turkey, from 1906 onward. He is also renowned for his translation of the Code of
Hammurabi and the letters from Tel-Amarna. As a specialist of cuneiform doc-
uments, he was persuaded that these materials would force historians to revise
their image of the history of the Ancient Near East.>® As for Chronicles, Winckler
remained cautious, but admitted that the negative views of his predecessors were
exaggerated in several aspects.

He acknowledged, however, the general view that Chronicles is prejudiced
and tendentious in most cases. He limited his inquiry, therefore, to a very restricted
number of texts, the sections unique to Chronicles, i. e. the material added to Sam-
uel-Kings. Even in this case, he put the texts under close scrutiny and used them
only when they proved to be free from historical biases. More importantly, Winck-
ler was convinced that the new discoveries in the Ancient Near East had a special
bearing on “historical reliability” or “historical probability” and that these new
elements had some consequences for the way of reading Chronicles as well.>* This
attitude brought about a change in mentality in the field and, in particular, schol-
ars ceased to disqualify Chronicles a priori as a source of information about the
postexilic period. Comparison with other sources and further inquiries became
indispensable.

49 Among Hugo Winckler’s chief publications, mention must be made of Keilinschriftliches Text-
buch zum Alten Testament, Hilfsbiicher zur Kunde des Alten Orients 1 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche
Buchhandlung, 1892, 31909); Die Gesetze Hammurabis in Umschrift und Ubersetzung, Der Alte
Orient 4 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1904).

50 See his significant work in the field, Der alte Orient und die Geschichtsforschung, Mitteilun-
gen der Vorderasiatischen Gesellschaft 11,1 (Berlin: Wolf Peiser, 1906). See also “Zur Geschichte
und Geographie Israels” in Altorientalische Forschungen (Helsingfors: Verlag von Eduard Pfeiffer,
1902), 249-73.

51 See Hugo Winckler, “Bemerkungen zur Chronik als Geschichtsquelle,” Alttestamentliche
Untersuchungen (Helsingfors: Verlag von Eduard Pfeiffer, 1891), 157-67; cf. Japhet, “Historical
Reliability,” 91.
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After Winckler, several scholars treated Chronicles with more sympathy, for
instance Immanuel Benzinger and Rudolf Kittel in Germany, or Edward Lewis
Curtis and Albert Alonzo Madsen in the United States.>? Archaeology had a defi-
nite place in these publications since Immanuel Benzinger (Stuttgart, 1865 — Riga,
1935), for instance, travelled to Palestine and taught in Jerusalem. He participated
in the revision of the Baedeker for Palestine and Syria. Rudolf Kittel (1853-1929),
active in Tiibingen, Breslau (Wroctaw), and Leipzig, also studied the archives of
El-Amarna and the Code of Hammurabi. He is more famous for his Biblia Hebra-
ica, but he also published on the history and the religion of Israel. He was rather
conservative and opposed to Wellhausen’s opinions.>

But things change slowly, and this is evident in the case of William Foxwell
Albright (1891-1971), to take just one example.’* He held the traditional view about
the unreliability of Chronicles, as it is confirmed by the following statement:

Up to the present no archaeological discoveries have confirmed the facts added by the
Chronicler to his liberal excerpts from the canonical books of the Old Testament. Some
of his statements, especially his lists of towns and clans, have doubtless historical value,
though their exact source remains unknown [...] It is still however too early for a categorical
denial of historical nuclei in these fantastic stories [...]**

52 See Immanuel Benzinger, Die Biicher der Chronik, KHAT (Tiibingen und Leipzig: J.C.B. Mohr
[Paul Siebeck], 1901), xxiii; Rudolf Kittel, Die Biicher der Chronik, HAT (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1902), x-xvi; English Translation: The Books of the Chronicles (Baltimore, MD: The
Johns Hopkins Press; London: David Nutt, 1895); Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo Madsen,
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1910, 1976), 14-6. Cf. Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 91 and 104, note 44.

53 See Rudolf Kittel, Geschichte der Hebrder. 2 vol. 1. Quellenkunde und Geschichte der Zeit bis
zum Tode Josuas. 2. Quellenkunde und Geschichte der Zeit bis zum babylonischen Exil (Gotha:
Perthes, 1888-1892; 21909-1912; 31922-1923); Geschichte des Volks Israel. Band 1. Paldstina in
der Urzeit, Das Werden des Volkes, Geschichte der Zeit bis zum Tode Josuas (Stuttgart: Kohlham-
mer, 1932); Band 2. Das Volk in Kanaan, Geschichte der Zeit bis zum babylonischen Exil (Stutt-
gart: Kohlhammer, 1925); Band 3. Die Zeit der Wegfiihrung nach Babel und die Aufrichtung der
neuen Gemeinde (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1929); Die Religion des Volkes Israel (Leipzig: Quelle
und Meyer, 1921).

54 On Albright, see, for instance, David Noel Freedman, Robert B. MacDonald, and Daniel L.
Mattson, The Published Works of William Foxwell Albright: A Comprehensive Bibliography (Cam-
bridge, MA: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1975); Gus W. van Beek, The Scholarship of
William Foxwell Albright: An Appraisal (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1989); Peter Douglas Feinman,
William Foxwell Albright and the Origins of Biblical Archaeology (Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews
University Press, 2004); Thomas Levy and David Noel Freedman, William Foxwell Albright 1891 —
1971: A Biographical Memoir (Washington, DC: National Academy of Sciences, 2008).

55 William Foxwell Albright, “The Date and Personality of the Chronicler,” JBL 40 (1921): 104-24,
here 104, note 1.
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Albright had access to the newly discovered and edited Elephantine documents.*®
For this reason, he was ready to revise his negative judgment in the hope of finding
new elements to confirm the validity of a research that would take Chronicles
into account as one of the key elements in a description of the postexilic Israel’s
worldview. We are now in a troubled and frantic period between the two World
Wars, mainly in Europe. This is also a time of heated discussions in political and
academic circles about radical and totalitarian ideologies. This atmosphere had
an impact on biblical exegesis as well.*” As for Chronicles, the main developments
took place in Germany with Gerhard von Rad and Martin Noth.

7 Change in perspective: History “wie es gewesen
war” or “wie es geschrieben ist”? — Gerhard
von Rad

[Die Chronik] schildert nicht “wie es gewesen,” sondern pragmatisch; die Logik der Ereig-
nisse, der Zusammenhang von Ursache und Wirkung wird unbedenklich zerschnitten, sei
es, daf3 die eigentlichen Wirkungen von Ereignissen fehlen, sei es, dal weitgehend fiir Wir-
kungen theoretisch Ursachen erdichtet werden.*®

Chronicles does not depict the events “as they happened,” but in a pragmatic way. The logic
of the events, the connection between cause and effect, is cut without much scruple, either
since the effects of the events are missing, or since causes are concocted, theoretically and
to a large extent, for the effects.

This reflection by Gerhard von Rad marks a turning-point in the history of research
on Chronicles.”® Everyone has noticed the quotation of Leopold von Ranke’s
famous saying that the historian should report the events “wie es eigentlich
gewesen war,” without introducing personal, moral or philosophical, considera-
tions into the presentation of the facts. Consciously or not, previous generations

56 Albright, “Date,” 107, 117-8.

57 See, among others, Horst Junginger, The Study of Religion under the Impact of Fascism, Numen
Book Series 117 (Leiden — Boston: Brill, 2008).

58 Gerhard von Rad, Das Geschichtsbild des chronistischen Werkes, BWANT 54 (Stuttgart: Kohl-
hammer, 1930), 2.

59 For more details, see, for instance, Gerhard von Rad, From Genesis to Chronicles: Explorations
in Old Testament Theology (ed. Kenneth C. Hanson), Fortress Classics in Biblical Studies (Minne-
apolis, MN: Fortress, 2005). On Gerhard von Rad, see especially Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten,
794-824.
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of exegetes condemned Chronicles for being biased, tendentious, ideological and
therefore for not corresponding to Ranke’s ideal of history writing. Gerhard von
Rad is aware of the problem, obviously, but he focuses his study precisely on
the Chronicler’s ethical and religious background that characterizes his work. He
speaks of the Chronicler’s “image of history” (Geschichtsbild) and of “tendency”
(Tendenz). Another quotation is of great significance:

Man weif3, dafl der Chronist den Ablauf der geschichtlichen Ereignisse nach eigenem Willen
weithin neu geformt hat, teils nach Maf3gabe vorhandener zeitgenossischer Verhéltnisse,
teils seinen eigenen noch nicht realisierten Tendenzen entsprechend.

One knows that the Chronicler reshaped the course of the historical events by and large
according to his own will, partly in relation to contemporaneous existing situations, partly
in correspondence with his tendencies that had not yet become reality.

Gerhard von Rad adds a final, concluding, reflection about the Chronicler’s way
of writing history:

[...] dann verschwimmt die von uns heutigen schérfer empfundene Grenze zwischen objekti-
ver historischer Tatsache und spéter eingetragener Deutung oder gar Korrektur.

[...] therefore, the borderline between objective historical fact and interpretation, later intro-
duced, or even correction, tends to disappear, a borderline which is perceived more acutely
by us today.

These quotations reveal von Rad’s sensitivity for a type of history that departs from
the tenets of an ideal, objective history that was dominant in the 19 century and
linked especially with the names of Leopold von Ranke (1795-1886) and Theodor
Mommsen (1817-1903), a history based not on ideas but on a rigorous examination
of documents.®® The Chronicler, on the contrary, rarely distinguishes facts from
interpretation, and this is the reason why the exegesis of the 19" century had little
appreciation for this kind of “history.” As we saw, von Rad is interested, instead,
precisely in what characterizes the Chronicler’s interpretation of history. For

60 On this, see, among others, Andreas D. Boldt, The Life and Work of the German Historian
Leopold von Ranke (1795-1886): An Assessment of His Achievements (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen
Press, 2015). On the evolution in the field of the history of Israel, see Richard S. Hess, “Introduc-
tion: Foundations for a History of Israel,” in Ancient Israel’s History: An Introduction to Issues
and Sources, eds. Bill T. Arnold and Richard S. Hess (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2014),
1-22; Jean Louis Ska, “Questions of the ‘History of Israel’ in Recent Research,” in Hebrew Bible/
Old Testament. The History of Its Interpretation. Volume III. From Modernism to Post-Modernism
(The Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries). Part 2. The Twentieth Century — From Modernism to
Post-Modernism [hereafter HBOT I11.2], ed. Magne Saebg (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2014), 391-432.
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instance, he inquires about the way the Chronicler speaks of God, the people of
Israel, the law, and how he retells Israel’s history from the beginning until David.

In this, von Rad is close to a new way of understanding historical research that
is aware of the fact that objective history does not exist as such since, on the one
side, facts are always documented facts, necessarily seen and interpreted through
the lens of the witnesses, and, on the other, that there is no history without the
positive contribution of the historian who unravels the connections between facts
and introduces a logic in the mere chronological succession of events. History is
a reconstruction, according to Wellhausen’s famous saying: “Konstruiren muf3
man bekanntlich die Geschichte immer [...]. Der Unterschied ist nur, ob man gut
oder schlecht konstruirt” — “But history, it is well known, should always be con-
structed [...]. The question is whether one constructs well or not.”*

This view of history is not completely new. Let me mention at least two names.
The first personality to be remembered is that of the Swiss historian Jacob Burck-
hardt (Basel, 1818-1897).%2 He had studied in Berlin under Leopold von Ranke,
but soon became interested in culture and civilization, especially in the history
of art, without neglecting economical and political developments, however. He is
famous for his history of the Italian Renaissance.®® Jacob Burckhart was in contact
with Wilhelm de Wette who started teaching theology in Basel in 1822, and was
appointed more than once as rector of the university. Actually, Jacob Burckhardt
who was studying theology decided to shift to history because de Wette’s esprit
critique shuddered the foundations of his religious convictions.®* What matters
for our topic is that Jacob Burckhardt is exemplary of a shift in historical research
that reconciles history with art and culture. This new spirit would suffuse the aca-
demic world especially after the First World War and would influence the studies
on Israel’s history in general and the Book of Chronicles in particular, and this in
a direct or indirect manner.

61 Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels (Berlin: Reimer 1883; repr. Berlin: de
Gruyter 2001), 365. English translation: Prolegomena to the History of Israel, Reprints and Trans-
lations (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press 1994), 367.

62 On Burckhardt, see, for instance, René Teuteberg, Wer war Jacob Burckhardt? (Basel: Drucke-
rei Ganzmann, 1997); Stefan Bauer, Polisbild und Demokratieverstdndnis in Jacob Burckhardts
«Griechischer Kulturgeschichte», Beitrdge zu Jacob Burckhardt 3 (Basel: Schwabe — Miinchen:
C. H. Beck, 2001).

63 Jacob Burckhardt, Die Cultur der Renaissance in Italien: Ein Versuch (Basel: Schweighauser,
1860); Geschichte der Renaissance in Italien (Stuttgart: Vlg. Ebner & Seubert, 1878).

64 On this point, see Thomas Albert Howard, Religion and the Rise of Historicism: W. M. L. de
Wette, Jacob Burckhardt, and the Theological Origins of Nineteenth-Century Historical Conscious-
ness (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, 2009).
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The second name is that of Karl Gotthard Lamprecht (25 February 1856 Jessen —
10 May 1915 Leipzig) who taught for a long time in Leizpig and published a History
of Germany in twelve tomes and nineteen books.®> He reacted strongly against
the Neo-Rankian historians who were too much interested in important events
of national and international politics. He developed his own vision of history in
several writings, enhancing the importance of society, culture and economy which
were for him more important than political and personal history.® Albrecht Alt and
Noth studied in Leipzig, and von Rad taught in this university as Privatdozent, from
1930 till 1934. Whether they came in touch with Lamprecht’s vision of history is dif-
ficult to determine with certainty. There is however a certain parenthood between,
for instance, von Rad’s interest in the main cultural and religious conceptions
underlying the Chronicler’s work and Lamprecht’s insistence on cultural history.

Burckhardt and Lamprecht were forerunners of a movement that took shape
in France after the end of the First World War, the well-known Ecole des Annales
(“The Annals School”). In a few words, the tragic experience of the First World War
showed that history is not only written by kings, emperors, or heads of states, in
royal courts or on battlefields. The real subject of history is the life of the peoples,
especially in its social and economic aspects. Developments, in this field, are much
slower than in a history focused on specific political or military events. The his-
torians belonging to this school distinguish therefore the histoire événementielle
(“history of events”) from the histoire de moyenne or longue durée (“medium or long
term history”). This second kind of history pays attention to slow evolutions linked
with changes in climate, techniques, economy, and society. The attention shifted
from the royal courts and battlegrounds to the mentalities and conditions of daily
life. These historians also introduced new quantitative methods to measure with
more precision the evolution of societies or human groups. The important names
are those of Marc Bloch (1886-1944), Lucien Fébvre (1878-1956), Fernand Braudel
(1902-1985), George Duby (1919-1996) and Jacques Le Goff (1924-2014). We may
add to this group the Belgian scholar Henri Pirenne (1862-1935).%

65 Karl Gotthard Lamprecht, Deutsche Geschichte. Zwolf Binde in neunzehn Biichern (Berlin:
Hermann Heyfelder & Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1906-1911).

66 Karl Gotthard Lamprecht, Alte und neue Richtungen in der Geschichtswissenschaft (Leipzig:
Gaertner, 1896); Die kulturhistorische Methode (Berlin: Gaertner, 1900).

67 On this school, see Peter Burke, The French Historical Revolution: The Annales School 1929-89
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1990); André Burguiére, L’Ecole des Annales. Une his-
toire intellectuelle (Paris: Odile Jacob, 2006); English translation: Annales School: An Intellectual
History (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2009); Francois Dosse, “ A ’école des Annales, une
régle: 'ouverture disciplinaire,” Hermés 67 (2013): 106-12. Among the precursors of this school,
we may count, in France, Voltaire, in his Nouvelles considérations sur Uhistoire (1744); Francois
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Naturally, it is difficult if not impossible to trace a direct influence of the
Annales School on the exegesis of Chronicles. Nonetheless we may safely affirm
that the academic atmosphere was different when Gerhard von Rad published
his pamphlet on these biblical books. As we could see, his viewpoint is less posi-
tivistic than that of the former generation and he is also less negative in his judg-
ment because, at that time, scholars were more sensitive to other aspects of his-
tory-writing. According to this new vision, ancient historians, and this holds true
for ancient Israelite “historians,” through their recording of the past present a way
of understanding the roots of the present and of shaping (or of trying to shape) it
accordingly. The cultural, moral, ideological, and theological background of both
the writers and the audience are essential elements of these “histories.”

All this was made partly possible because the discussions about the compo-
sition of the Pentateuch and the relative chronology of the different sources had
come to a — relative — rest. Hermann Gunkel, the formgeschichtliche Schule and
the Religionsgeschichtliche Schule had introduced new questions and opened new
areas of research, especially about the oral origins of ancient Israel’s traditions.®®
History or historical “truth” was no longer the major or the unique focus of inter-
est in biblical studies.

More importantly, perhaps, and easier to determine, is the impact of the polit-
ical situation on von Rad’s research. His monograph on Chronicles was published
in 1930 when he was Privatdozent at Leipzig, a university where he had studied
under the guidance of Albrecht Alt (1883-1956). Already at that time, von Rad was
concerned by the anti-Semitic and anti-Old Testament bias that began to creep in
among German scholars and he reacted in defending the vital significance of the
0ld Testament for Christian faith.®® As a disciple of Karl Barth and as an expert in
dialectic theology, he insisted on the religious value of every part of the Old Testa-
ment, and this is probably the reason why he wrote an essay on Chronicles, a book
that was often presented as a compendium of Jewish legalism and ritualism.”® He
did not look for “hard facts” in Chronicles, but for an expression of Israel’s deep
convictions.

Guizot, Histoire générale de la civilisation en Europe (1828) and Francois-René de Chateaubriand,
Etudes historiques (1832). All of them insist on the social and economic aspects of history.

68 See, for instance, Japhet, “Historical Reliability,” 96-7.

69 On this point, but more on Gerhard von Rad’s career in Jena (1934-1945), see Bernard M.
Levinson, “Reading the Bible in Nazi Germany: Gerhard von Rad’s Attempt to Reclaim the Old
Testament for the Church,” Interpretation: A Journal of Bible and Theology 62 (2008): 238-54. As
it is well-known, National-Socialism took power in 1933 in Germany.

70 On the influence on Karl Barth, see John Barton, “Karl Barth and the Canonical Approach,”
in HBOT 111.2, 101-8; Manfred Oeming, “Karl Barth,” HBOT II1.2, 174-81.
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All in all, the Chronicler has a theological, dogmatic and didactic purpose,
namely to legitimate the cult of the Second Temple trough a “David-Arch (of cove-
nant)-Levites-tradition.””* This cult is centered not on sacrifice and expiation, but
on praise and gratitude for God’s promised grace.”” Von Rad’s ideas were influ-
ential especially because they highlighted the positive side of the Chronicler’s
message.

8 Change in perspective: The Chronicler,
a historian “in his own right” according to
Martin Noth

We follow the same line when coming to Noth, the direct successor of von Rad.”
He went along with his predecessor in many respects. For instance, he insisted
on the necessity to judge the Chronicler “in his own right” and according to the
literary standards of his time. The following paragraph is telling in this regard:’*

In all the features of Chr.’s composition discussed so far, no so-called bias (Tendenz) is to
be perceived. They lead us, rather, to the conclusion that Chr. was always making an effort
to go beyond the Vorlagen at his disposal by enlivening and giving graphic portrayal to the
historical narrative. As is only to be expected, he sought to achieve this aim by making use
of the conceptual horizon and interests of his own day, for there was no possibility of his
giving a faithful historical picture of those older times which he had in view at any given
moment. However, in the interests of an accurate appraisal of Chr.’s work it is also impor-
tant to appreciate that he deserves recognition as an independent narrator in his own right.
His work manifestly displays a purely literary concern, and this concern has influenced the
content of his historical presentation in matters of detail. [...] His aim was not to entertain
but to give teaching about various specific consequences which could be drawn from past
history and which were of relevance to the present.

71 Von Rad, Geschichtsbild, 134.

72 Von Rad, Geschichtsbild, 136.

73 On Martin Noth, see Smend, Kritiker und Exegeten, 825—846.

74 Martin Noth, The Chronicler’s History. Translated by H.G.M. Williamson with an Introduction,
JSOT.S 50 (Sheffield: JSOTPress, 1987), 80. The German original is the second part of Die Uber-
lieferungsgeschichtliche Studien. Die sammelnden und bearbeitenden Geschichtswerke im Alten
Testament, SKGG 18,2 (Halle [Saale]: Niemeyer, 1943; Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1957; Darmstadt: Wis-
senschaftliche Buchgesellschaft: 21967) entitled Das chronistische Geschichtswerk.
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Noth’s appraisal of the Chronicler’s work is the exact opposite of that of Torrey
on two main points. First, Noth highlights the narrative and literary qualities of
his work, trying to understand its real purpose instead of looking only for “objec-
tive history.” Second, Noth emphasises the Chronicler’s didactic intention. The
Chronicler purports neither to entertain nor to inform about the past as such.
His intention is definitely to draw useful lessons from the past for his contem-
poraries.

Another point in Noth’s research may have importance, namely his attention
to the function of discourses in the Chronicler’s writings. Discourses by impor-
tant personalities were also determinative in the Deuteronomistic History. In this
respect, we find close parallels between biblical literature and ancient historical
works, especially in classical Greek and Roman histories.” Discourses were often
used by ancient historians to convey their own vision in specific fields.”®

Noth is more interested in historical and literary questions than von Rad.
He inquires about the original form of the text, its sources, and its dating before
coming to its literary characteristics, its historical presuppositions, its reworking
of its sources and, eventually, its theology. In his conclusion, he explicitly parts
ways with von Rad about the theology of the book. For Noth, the Chronicler’s work
was composed to defend Jerusalem as the unique legitimate cultic centre for all
Israel over against the claims of the Samaritans.”” Therefore, Chronicles is more
historical than merely theological. Noth insists on the Chronicler’s “clear intention
of giving information about what really happened” - “seine|...] offenkundige [...]
Intention, wirklich Geschehenes mitzuteilen.””® We hereby return to a vision of

75 On this point, see Kenneth G. Hoglund, “The Chronicler as Historian. A Comparative Per-
spective,” in The Chronicler as Historian, eds. M. Patrick Graham, Kenneth G. Hoglund and Ste-
ven L. McKenzie, JSOT.S 238 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 19-29, who explores the
elements common to Chronicles and Hellenistic historiography. On discourses in Chronicles as
such, see Mark A. Throntveit, “The Chronicler’s Speeches and Historical Reconstruction,” in The
Chronicler as Historian, 225—-45. For a short bibliography on the topic, see 227, note 9. On the role
of discourses in classical literature, see, among others, N.P. Miller, “Discourses. Dramatic Speech
in the Roman Historians,” Greece & Rome 22 (1975): 45-57; Cynthia Damon, “Rhetoric and His-
toriography,” in A Companion to Roman Rhetoric, ed. W. Dominik and J. Hall (Oxford: Blackwell
Publishers, 2006), 439-50; Cristina Pepe, The Genres of Rhetorical Speeches in Greek and Roman
Antiquity, International Studies in the History of Rhetoric 5 (Leiden: Brill, 2013). In the New Tes-
tament, see Martin Dibelius, “The Speeches in Acts and Ancient Historiography,” in Studies in the
Acts of the Apostles, ed. E. Greenwen (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1956), 138—45.

76 The most famous example is, probably, Pericles’ funeral oration in Thucydides’ History of the
Peloponnesian Wars, 2.35-46.

77 Noth, Chronicler’s History, 97-8.

78 Noth, Chronicler’s History, 98; German original: Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien, 172.
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Chronicles as a historical work and to a conception of history closer to that of von
Ranke, although surely not in the modern sense of the word, because Chronicles
“believed [...] that only in this way would he be able to serve the concerns of his
own time.””® History is the only valid way of authenticating the institutions of the
Second Temple period.

This discussion between von Rad and Noth is more than a typical example
of different attitudes or different temperaments. From the very beginning of the
exegesis of Chronicles, we find two main directions in the history of research.
On the one side, some scholars read more theology (or ideology) than history in
Chronicles, whereas others look at Chronicles as mainly a work of history. This
was already the case with David Qimhi (ca. 1160-1235) and Isaac ben Jehuda Abra-
vanel (1437-1508), as we saw earlier. This same contrast is observable in two more
recent collective publications, The Chronicler as Historian®® and The Chronicler as
Theologian®'.

It is perhaps of some interest to know that North published this short mon-
ograph in 1943. He served in the Wehrmacht (military) during the Second World
War from 1939 till 1941, and again from 1943 until 1945. He therefore wrote this
book in Kénigsberg (today Kaliningrad) between two periods of military service.

9 Change in Perspective: Literarkritik and Literary
Criticism — Source and Discourse

A second element contributed to a change in mentality, namely the growing
importance of literary studies on biblical texts. Already in 1938, in his well-known

79 Noth, Chronicler’s History, 98.

80 Patrick M. Graham, Kenneth G. Hoglund and Steven L. McKenzie (eds.), The Chronicler as
Historian, JSOT.S 238 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1997). See also Isaac Kalimi, An Ancient Isra-
elite Historian: Studies in the Chronicler, His Time, Place and Writing, Studia Semitica Neerland-
ica 46 (Assen: Van Gorcum, 2005); Sara Japhet, “Chronicles: A History,” in Das Alte Testament.
Ein Geschichtsbuch? Beitrdge des Symposiums “Das Alte Testament und die Kultur der Moderne,”
anldglich des 100. Geburtstag Gerhard von Rads, eds. Erhard Blum, William Johnstone and Chris-
toph Markschies, Altes Testament und die Kultur der Moderne 10 (Miinster: Lit Verlag, 2005),
129-46.

81 Patrick M. Graham, Steven L. McKenzie and Gary N. Knoppers (eds.), The Chronicler as The-
ologian: Essays in Honor of Ralph W. Klein, JSOT.S 371 (London: T&T Clark, 2003). See also John
Goldingay, “The Chronicler as a Theologian,” Biblical Theology Bulletin 5 (1975): 99-126.
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essay, Das formgeschichtliche Problem des Hexateuchs,®* von Rad stated that “So
far as the analysis of source documents is concerned, there are signs that the road
has come to a dead end.”®? This is the reason why he decided to ask central ques-
tions about the “final form [of the Hexateuch] as we have it”.®* We find a similar
reflection in his work on Chronicles, when he criticizes Wilhelm J. Rothstein’s
commentary because of an overstated interest in sources, layers, additions, etc.
that reduces the book to a “Unsumme von disjecta membra” — “a vast sum of
disjecta membra.”®* According to von Rad, the imperative of a theological inter-
pretation as well as of historical research is to supplement this analytical process
with an effort of understanding synthetically the biblical work (“das Bemiihen um
ein synthetisches Verstehen des Schriftwerkes).”%¢

The studies on the “final form” of the text had some forerunners, for instance
Richard G. Moulton, who specialized in the study of Shakespeare®” before pub-
lishing several monographs on a literary reading of the Bible.®® Gunkel also had
a strong influence since he shifted the attention from the genesis of the text to
its original, oral, form and its typical style. For Gunkel, we may note, “exegesis
is more an art than a science” and literary questions are much more important

82 Gerhard von Rad, Das formgeschichtliche Problem des Hexateuchs, BWANT 78 (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1938); reprinted in Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament, TB 8 (Miinchen: Kai-
ser Verlag, 1958), 9-86; English translation: “The Form-Critical Problem of the Hexateuch,” in
The Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Essays (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966; London: SCM,
1984), 1-78.

83 Von Rad, “Form-Critical Problem,” 1.

84 Von Rad, “Form-Critical Problem,” 1. The German expression for “final form” is Letztgestalt
or Endgestalt.

85 Von Rad, Geschichtsbild, 133. The commentary discussed is by Wilhelm J. Rothstein, Kommen-
tar zum ersten Buch der Chronik, KAT 18.2 (Leipzig: Deichert, 1927).

86 Von Rad, Geschichtswerk, 133.

87 Richard G. Moulton, Shakespeare as a Dramatic Artist: A Popular Illustration of the Principles
of Scientific Criticism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1885). See also The Ancient Classical Drama: A
Study in Literary Evolution Intended for Readers in English and in the Original (Oxford: The Clar-
endon Press. 1890).

88 Richard G. Moulton, The Literary Study of the Bible: An Account of the Leading Forms of Lit-
erature Represented in the Sacred Writings (London: Ibister and Company, 1896). See also Select
Masterpieces of Biblical Literature (New York: The Macmillan Company; London: Macmillan &
Co., 1901); A Short Introduction to the Literature of the Bible (Boston, MA: D. C. Heath & Co., 1901);
The Modern Reader’s Bible Translation (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1907); The Bible at
a Single View. With an Appendix, How to Read the Bible (New York: The Macmillan Company,
1918). On this author, see Sarah Lawall, “Richard Moulton and the ‘Perspective Attitude’ in World
Literature,” in The Routledge Companion to World Literature, eds. Theo D’haen, David Damrosch
and Djelal Kadir (London: Routledge, 2011), 32-40.
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than historical questions.®® Later on, in 1968, James Muilenburg delivered an
impressive presidential address at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical
Literature, at Berkeley, California, on December 18, 1968. The text was published
afterwards with the telling title: “Form Criticism and Beyond”.*° In a few words,
Muilenburg promoted a study of stylistic features and structural compositions of
biblical texts, especially poetic texts. He proposed to call this method — but this is
perhaps not the most felicitous appellation — “rhetorical criticism”. Here is a short
summary of his program:

Persistent and painstaking attention to the modes of Hebrew literary composition will
reveal that the pericopes exhibit linguistic patterns, word formations ordered or arranged
in particular ways, verbal sequences which move in fixed structures from beginning to end.
Clearly, they have been skillfully wrought in many ways, often with consummate skill and
artistry. It is also apparent that they have been influenced by conventional rhetorical prac-
tices.”

In the exegesis of Chronicles, the attention to its specific style is witnessed by
this outstanding remark found in Roddy Braun’s commentary on Chronicles pub-
lished in 1986: “[The Chronicler is] a person of much greater literary skill than
usually attributed to him”.*> Two important works developed this insight. The
first follows the path traced by James Muilenburg. The article stems from Leslie
C. Allen (Pasadena, CA) and is devoted to stylistic devices such as chiasm, inclu-
sion, and key words in structuring narrative units in Chronicles.”® The second, by
Rodney K. Duke (Appalachian State University, Boone, North Carolina), chooses a
different direction, namely Aristotle’s treatise on rhetoric and endeavors to apply
these Greek categories to Chronicles.** Classifying Chronicles as belonging to the
genre of deliberative rhetoric, he analyses the text according to Aristotle’s three
basic modes of persuasion, the rational, the ethical and the emotional. Despite
laudable efforts, it seems that this work was not entirely successful.’> We have

89 “Denn Exegese im h6échsten Sinne ist mehr eine Kunst als eine Wissenschaft” (Hermann Gun-
kel, “Ziele und Methoden der Erkldrung des Alten Testaments,” in Reden und Aufsditze [Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1913], 11-29, here 14).

90 James Muilenburg, “Form-Criticism and Beyond,” JBL 88 (1969): 1-18.

91 Muilenburg, “Form-Criticism,” 18.

92 Roddy Braun, 1 Chronicles, WBC 14 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1986), xxv, quoted by Kleinig,
“Current Research,” 49.

93 Leslie C. Allen, “Kerygmatic Units 1 & 2 Chronicles,” JSOT 41 (1988): 21-36.

94 Rodney K. Duke, The Persuasive Appeal of the Chronicler: A Rhetorical Analysis, JSOT.S 88
(Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1990).

95 See Kleinig, “Current Research,” 49; Duke, “Recent Research,” 33-6.
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here two of the chief directions in the field of stylistic analysis. On the one side,
scholars proceed intuitively and inductively, looking for devices and features
observed mainly in Hebrew and Semitic pieces of literature or, on the other side,
they adopt a more systematic and deductive method, consulting first handbooks
of ancient or more recent rhetoric, and applying these categories to biblical texts,
and to Chronicles in particular.”®

One of the main consequences of this new way of reading Chronicles is the
major attention to its techniques of composition. A significant title to be men-
tioned in this context is The Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text and Texture.””
The Chronicler is now an author, after being a historian and a theologian. To this
internal development, that is, a new or renewed literary sensibility, we must add
now another, external, factor, the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

10 Change in Perspective: Qumran and Scribal
Work

The impact of the Dead Sea Scrolls was progressive, but also impressive.”® Schol-
ars noticed, for instance, similarities between the biblical commentaries or bib-
lical interpretations found in the Dead Sea Scrolls and some biblical texts. This
was the case especially with Chronicles, and suddenly, the interest for these late
writings grew very fast. Chronicles became soon a field of research for all those
interested in scribal work, in Fortschreibung, and in “Rewritten Bible”. Let us give
some examples of these recent tendencies in research.

96 For more details on the literary approach to Chronicles, see Kleinig, “Current Research,”
49-51.

97 Patrick M. Graham and Steven L. McKenzie (eds.), The Chronicler as Author: Studies in Text
and Texture, JSOT.S 263 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1999).

98 See, for instance, George J. Brooke, “The Books of Chronicles and the Scrolls from Qumran,”
in Reflection and Refraction: Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme Auld, eds.
Robert Rezetko, Timothy H. Lim and W. Brian Aucker, SVT 113 (Leiden - Boston, MA: Brill, 2007),
35-48. See also Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 52-5.



The Book of Chronicles through the Ages =—— 43

10.1 Text criticism

Here is a statement by George Brooke that aptly summarizes the present situation:

[...] it seems as if the Chronicler worked from a text of Samuel other than that found in the
MT. Cross long ago suggested that ‘examination of the passages of the large Samuel manu-
script (4QSam?) which are paralleled in Chronicles gives direct evidence that the Chronicler
often utilized an edition of Samuel closer to the tradition of the Cave IV scroll than to that
which survived in the Masoretic recension.’®®

The Hebrew text of Chronicles is closer to the Qumran fragments and the Old
Greek in minor and major points.’°® The consequence is that we have here one
more example of the importance of some versions, concretely of the Old Greek.
Moreover, we have to admit that the differences between Samuel-Kings and
Chronicles can be explained otherwise than by attributing them all to a biased
and partisan work by the Chronicler. In the Pentateuch as well, we have some
examples where the Old Greek may have preserved a different form of the text, as
in Exodus 37-40.'°* Is it just a case that these chapters describe the construction
of the tent, Israel’s sanctuary?

These observations bring momentum to Graeme A. Auld’s mill who defends
the idea that Chronicles does not depend on or rework the actual text of Samu-
el-Kings, but a different source, common to Samuel-Kings and Chronicles.'®?

99 Brooke, “Chronicles and Qumran,” 36. The reference to Cross’ work is Frank Moore Cross,
The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical Studies (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1958;
The Biblical Seminar 30; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 31995), 141 (139 in Sheffield’s third
edition). Cf. also this reflection by F.M. Cross: “Among other things it means that we can control
better the Chronicler’s treatment of his sources. The usual picture painted of the Chronicler vio-
lently or willfully distorting Samuel and Kings to suit his fancy must be radically revised.” See
Frank Moore Cross, “The History of the Biblical Text in the Light of Discoveries in the Judaean
Desert,” HTR 57 (1964): 281-99, here 294, note 41.

100 See, among others, Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 52-65 (“The Relevance of Text Criticism”).
101 See the fundamental article by Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “L'importance de la Septante et
du ‘Monacensis’ de la Vetus latina pour 'exégése du livre de ’Exode (Chap. 35-40),” in Marc
Vervenne (ed.), Studies in the Book of Exodus. Redaction — Reception — Interpretation, BETL 126
(Leuven: Peeters, 1996): 399-428.

102 See, for instance, Graeme A. Auld, Life in Kings: Reshaping the Royal Story in the Hebrew
Bible, Ancient Israel and Its Literature (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2017).
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10.2 Rewritten Bible

The term “Rewritten Bible” — “umgeschriebene Bibel” — was introduced and pop-
ularized by Geza Vermes in 1961, in Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Hagga-
dic Studies.*® His point of departure was the Sefer ha-Jaschar, “The Book of the
Righteous,” an anonymous medieval, Jewish, book of circa the 11* century, which
retells the Pentateuch and the Book of Joshua, adding numerous midrashic and
folkloristic elements. There are several definitions of “Rewritten Bible”.'** Here is
what Gary Knoppers offers in his commentary on Chronicles:

[This category refers to works] that take as point of departure an earlier biblical book or
collection of books. They select from, interpret, comment on, and expand portions of a par-
ticular biblical book (or group of books), addressing obscurities, contradictions, and other
perceived problems with the source text. Rewritten Bible texts normally emulate the form
of the source and follow it sequentially. The major intention of such works seems to be to
provide a coherent interpretative reading of the biblical text.**

The examples most frequently proposed by specialists in the field are, (1) outside
of the Bible, Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities; Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Bibli-
carum (“Book of Biblical Antiquities”); Joseph and Aseneth; and the Book of Jubi-
lees; (2) in Qumran, Genesis Apocryphon; the Temple Scroll; Jeremiah Apocryphon;
and Pseudo-Ezechiel; (3) in the Bible itself, 1-2 Chronicles; and 2 Maccabees;
(4) in the New Testament, the Gospels of Matthew and Luke “rewriting” — to a
certain extent — the Gospel of Mark.

This concept is close, but not completely identical with that of Inner-biblical
exegesis, % since it applies to longer texts or longer portions of texts. Inner-biblical

103 Geza Vermés, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies, Studia Post-biblica 4
(Leiden: Brill, 1961, 21973).

104 For an overview on this term, see, for instance, George J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” in Law-
rence Schiffman and James C. VanderKam (eds.), The Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2000): 777-81; Moshe J. Bernstein, “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic
Category Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness,” Textus 22 (2005): 169-96; J6zsef Zsengellér (ed.),
Rewritten Bible after Fifty Years: Texts, Terms, or Techniques?]SJ.S 167 (Leiden: Brill, 2014); Daniel
Stokl Ben Ezra, Qumran: Die Texte vom Toten Meer und das antike Judentum, UTB 4681 (Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 216-23. About Chronicles as ‘Rewritten Bible,” see Knoppers, I Chronicles
1-9, 129-34 (“Chronicles: A Rewritten Bible?”). The answer is negative.

105 Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 130; quoted by Jonker, “From Paraleipomenon to Early Reader,”
224,

106 Concept popularized by Michael Fishbane, Biblical Exegesis in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clar-
endon Press, 1985). For some clarification about the vocabulary, see Russell L. Meek, “Intertex-
tuality, Inner-Biblical Exegesis, and Inner-Biblical Allusion: The Ethics of a Methodology,” Bib
95 (2014): 280-91.
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exegesis applies mostly to single elements or short sections. But there are zones
of overlapping, obviously. The idea, or a similar idea, is developed, by Thomas
Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung. Untersuchungen zur literarischen Gestaltung der
historischen Uberlieferung Israels.*”

Knoppers, among others, uses this concept in his commentary, but shows
some dissatisfaction with the term because there is no clear definition of it. More-
over, Chronicles cannot be a “Rewritten Bible” because there was no “Bible” by
the time Chronicles is put in writing. Besides this, Chronicles treats the Penta-
teuch and Samuel-Kings in a different way. The Pentateuch is already authorita-
tive Scripture, whereas Samuel-Kings has less weight. Moreover, the first part of 1
Chronicles does not rewrite the corresponding parts in the Pentateuch and there
are also important differences between Chronicles and its alleged “sources”. Ehud
ben Zvi discusses the problem of applying the concept of “Rewritten Bible” to
Chronicles at length and concludes in a negative way.'*®

A first quotation will clarify ben Zvi’s position:

In fact, I worry on the basis of my reading that before too long the field will be flooded with
references to Chronicles as “rewritten Bible” and this will become a cherished piece of our
“widely shared knowledge.” I suggest that we stop for a moment and reflect on the matter
before it is too late.'*®

And here is his conclusion on the matter:'*°

Incidentally, some aspects of the relation of the book of Chronicles to Samuel-Kings or the
Primary History in Persian Yehud may be heuristically approached by using an analogy of
the relation between Deuteronomy and other legal pentateuchal material (especially what
we call the Covenant Code) in the same Persian Yehud. In both cases, we are talking of
co-existing texts, each with its own linguistic voice, and above all of a textually centered
community of literati in which different ideological voices are seen as, and are meant to
be seen as, complementary rather than exclusive of each other. Instead of Rewritten Bible,
perhaps it is better to refer to texts as products of an ever evolving scripturing community.

107 Thomas Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung. Untersuchungen zur literarischen Gestaltung der
historischen Uberlieferung Israels, FRLANT 106 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972).
108 Ehud ben Zvi, “In Conversation and Appreciation of the Recent Commentaries by Steven L.
Mckenzie and Gary N. Knoppers,” in “New Studies in Chronicles: A Discussion of Two Recently
Published Commentaries,” ed. Melody D. Knowles, JHS 5 (2005): 21-45, esp. 31-36 (“The Matter
of the Rewritten Bible”). Sites: http://www.jhsonline.org and http://purl.org/jhs.

109 Ben Zvi, “Conversation and Appreciation,” 31.

110 Ben Zvi, “Conversation and Appreciation,” 35-6.
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In his answer, Knoppers agrees to a large extent with Ehud ben Zvi, saying,

Chronicles is much more than an exegesis, paraphrase, and elaboration of earlier writings.
I think that Ben Zvi and I are in essential agreement on this larger issue so I do not want to
belabour this point any further.**

One aspect of the problem is perhaps the question of the existence and use of
written texts in post-exilic period. Scholars already noticed differences between
the Masoretic Text of Chronicles and that of Samuel-Kings. We may ask, there-
fore, which text was used by the authors of Chronicles. More importantly, as some
studies in recent years have firmly established, scribes and copyists did often
work from memory rather than exclusively from written sources. People did not
work with word-processing programs or photocopy-machines, and we must avoid
several anachronistic views.'> Copying is not photocopying. In a few words, to
say it with Werner H. Kelber, concluding a review of seven books on orality in the
biblical world:**?

There is a palpable discrepancy between the dominantly print medium of modern schol-
arship and the oral-scribal communication world of its subject matter, with the former
encroaching upon the latter. The seven books under review challenge us to (re)consider
the Bible in its Jewish and Christian provenance, the biblical and the rabbinic tradition in
the media context of the ancient Near Eastern and Mediterranean communications history.

111 Gary N. Knoppers, “Of Rewritten Bibles, Archaeology, Peace, Kings, and Chronicles,” in Mel-
ody D. Knowles (ed.), “New Studies,” 69-93, here 75.

112 For a recent publication on the topic orality-literacy, see Brian B. Schmidt (ed.), Contextu-
alizing Israel’s Sacred Writings: Ancient Literacy, Orality, and Literary Production, Ancient Israel
and Its Literature 22 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2015). Some earlier and important
works are William A. Graham, Beyond the Written Word: Oral Aspects of Scripture in the History of
Religion (Cambridge: University Press, 1987); Susan Niditch, Oral World and Written Word: Ancient
Israelite Literature, Library of Ancient Israel (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996); William
M. Schniedewind, How the Bible Became a Book: The Textualization of Ancient Israel (Cambridge:
University Press, 2004); David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins of Scripture and
Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); Martin S. Jaffee, Torah in the Mouth: Writing and
Oral Tradition in Palestinian Judaism, 200 BCE-400 CE (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001);
Annette Weissenrieder and Robert B. Coote (eds.), The Interface of Orality and Writing: Speaking,
Seeing, Writing in the Shaping of New Genres, WUNT 260 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010). For
the history of research, the major works are Eduard Nielsen, Oral Tradition, Studies in Biblical
Theology 11 (London: SCM Press, 1954); Werner H. Kelber, “Orality and Biblical Studies: A Review
Essay,” RBL 12 (2007): http://www.bookreviews.org/pdf/2107_6748.pdf; Robert D. Miller II, Oral
Tradition in Ancient Israel, Biblical Performance Criticism Series 4 (Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2011).
113 Werner H. Kelber, “Orality and Biblical Studies: A Review Essay,” RBL 12 (2007): http://www.
bookreviews.org
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This conclusion may have some consequences in several fields, for instance when
speaking of “Rewritten Bible” or “innerbiblical exegesis”. To put it with Louis C.
Jonker,#

When one takes the simultaneity of oral and literate cultures in postexilic Israel seriously,
it follows that the Chronicler’s engagement with the Pentateuch most probably was not pri-
marily with written documents, but rather with fluid memories of those written documents,
which nevertheless had authority as transmitted traditions of the past.

10.3 Additions and Omissions in Chronicles - Juha Pakkala

The forty pages dedicated to Chronicles in a recent monograph by Juha Pakkala
are worth mentioning for their methodological and systematic approach.® The
subtitle of the book exposes its program, Omissions in the Tansmission of the
Hebrew Bible. Actually, the book’s purpose is wider since it discusses several ways
of copying, rewriting and transmitting biblical texts. At the outset of the section
dedicated to Chronicles, Juha Pakkala discusses previous attempts to define the
literary nature of Chronicles. He shows some dissatisfaction with proposals such
as “interpretation” (“Auslegung”),''® Midrash' or rewritten Bible''® because the
terminology is too vague. He prefers the theory of replacement, in the sense that
Chronicles intends to replace an earlier presentation of Israel’s past with a new
and more satisfactory one: “[...] the Chronicler wanted to provide a theologically
more correct account of Israel’s past and thereby replace at least 1-2 Kings as the
current and most authoritative account.” The Chronicler does more than interpret
or supplement his sources.*®

114 Jonker, “From Paraleipomenon to Early Reader,” 225.

115 Juha Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted: Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew Bible,
FRLANT 251 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), especially chapter VIII: “Chronicles as
a Witness to the Editorial Process,” 253-94.

116 Thomas Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung (see note 63). See Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted,
255-5.

117 Isaac Kalimi, An Ancient Israelite Historian: Studies in the Chronicler, His Time, Place and
Writing, SSN 46 (Leiden — Boston, MA: Brill, 2005), 22, observes the presence of midrashic ele-
ments in Chronicles, but refuses to call this book a Midrash. See Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted,
256, note 10. See also the authors quoted in note 11, Pancratius C. Beentjes, Simon De Vries, and
Stephen McKenzie.

118 Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted, 256, note 11. But, unfortunately, Pakkala does not seem to
know Gary N. Knoppers’ commentary on Chronicles.

119 Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted, 257.
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The Chronicler’s method in rewriting 1-2 Kings is variegated. He can repro-
duce very faithfully his sources, he can omit certain, often short, parts of the text,
or introduce new elements and rework entire sections to adapt them to his theol-
ogy and world-view: “The Chronicler’s position towards the source is somewhere
between what is assumed of a classical redactor who made mainly expansions
and an author of a new literary work.”**® For this reason, “A clear-cut division
between the redactors and the authors of a new composition is artificial and haz-
ardous.”' The cases studied by Juha Pakkala'** show that the Chronicler did
not proceed exactly as the redactors of more ancient parts of the Hebrew Bible:
“[...] the principle of preservation seems to have been repeatedly challenged in
Chronicles, while the text-critical evidence of the Pentateuch, 1-2 Samuel, and 1-2
Kings shows only isolated instances of such cases and they are more limited in the
number of words that are omitted.”**

Pakkala’s conclusion draws our attention on some dangers in applying too
quickly the Chronicles’ model to other parts of the Hebrew Bible:'**

It should be stressed that Chronicles cannot be used slavishly as a model in the sense that
each fundamental change in the society would necessarily cause radical changes in all the
texts. It provides an example that fundamental changes must be considered a possibility in
the transmission of the Hebrew scriptures, especially in those situations where the funda-
ments of the society were shaken. Chronicles should thus be included in the construction of
amodel for the transmission of the Hebrew scriptures and should certainly not be neglected
as irrelevant.

10.4 Importance of the cult, of the monarchy and of Moses’
Law

For several scholars, we find in Chronicles a double attempt of justifying a postex-
ilic form of cult and religion.'®® First, the organization of the cult goes back to the
origin of Israel’s united monarchy, to David even more than to Solomon, the latter

120 Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 260.

121 Pakkala, God’s Word Omitted, 289.

122 1 Kgs 22:51 and 2 Kgs 8:16-24 // 2 Chr 21:1-20; 2 Kgs 11:1-18 // 2 Chr 22:11-23:18; 2 Kgs 12 // 2
Chr 24.

123 Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted, 289.

124 Pakkala, God’s Words Omitted, 294.

125 Cf. the seminal article by Simon J. De Vries, “Moses and David as Cult Founders in Chroni-
cles,” JBL 107 (1988): 619-39. See also Benjamin D. Giffone, “According to Which ‘Law of Moses’?
Cult Centralization in Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles,” VT 67 (2017): 432—47.



The Book of Chronicles through the Ages =—— 49

carrying out David’s project. Second, David himself did not invent the organiza-
tion of the cult. He found its blueprint in Moses’ Torah, and followed exactly the
prescriptions as they are written in this Torah. This supposes that, for Chronicles,
the monarchy is subordinated to Moses’ law and that there is already some form
of written Pentateuch at the writer’s disposal. This opens the questions of the
relationship between Chronicles and the cultic, religious, texts in the Pentateuch.
Does the Chronicler refer to existing texts when describing the temple’s construc-
tion and the temple’s service? Or, were some sections of the Pentateuch composed
to legitimate the postexilic religion in the Second Temple period? Or, do we have
to deal with a simultaneous process of using, reinterpreting and completing cultic
traditions and/or texts in the Pentateuch when Chronicles was composed? The
palpable differences between Exodus 37-40 in the Masoretic Text and in the Old
Greek (and Old Latin) could be explained in this context.

11 Conclusion

Let me summarize this short history of research in three main points, knowing
that much more could be said.

(1) “The older, the better”. Chronicles is a witness of an exegetical activity of
reinterpreting the past in the Second Temple period, when the Pentateuch slowly
became authoritative.'?® Chronicles refers to several legal traditions as foundation
and the legitimation of the cult and religious institutions it describes, subordinat-
ing both the monarchy and the cult itself to Moses’ Torah. This means that, in this
time, Israel looks towards the past to justify and shape its present. “The older is
better,” to put it with Luke’s Gospel (5:39). But one cannot but notice the major
importance of David in this re-reading or rewriting of the origins of the Jerusalem
cult: “Even though Moses and the Mosaic tradition would continue in honor, it is
David who ordained the Levites to their office who brought the worship of Yahweh
to its highest perfection and its true fulfillment,” according to Simon J. De Vries.'*”

(2) Text criticism and literary criticism are twins. We noticed that the border-
line between text criticism and literary criticism is difficult to trace with precision.
This was already noticed by Wellhausen in his work on the Books of Samuel.*?® It

126 On this very point, see now Lars Maskow, Tora in der Chronik. Studien zur Rezeption des
Pentateuchs in den Chronikbiichern, FRLANT 274 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019).
127 De Vries, “Moses and David,” 639.

128 Julius Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1871), xi: “[...] es ist schwierig, die Grenze zu finden, wo die Literarkritik aufhort und die Textkri-
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was repeated by Dominique Barthélemy more recently. This means that we prob-
ably have to revise some of our presuppositions when trying to identify sources,
redactions, additions and omissions in biblical texts. The importance of old ver-
sions, such as the LXX and the Old Latin is growing in many exegetical circles.

(3) Copying is not photocopying. Again, recent discoveries, as for instance
the Elephantine papyri and the Dead Sea Scrolls, oblige us to revise traditional
opinions about the dividing line between orality and literacy. Some problems in
the Pentateuch as in Chronicles could find more satisfactory explanations if we
take into account the importance of collective memory and oral transmission in
ancient times. What is called intertextuality is perhaps to be revised too. A text
does not refer necessarily to another text, but perhaps more simply to a collective
memory and shared oral traditions.

All in all, we may say that we have more questions than answers and that
there is still a lot to be done. Nonetheless, our Cinderella may have met her Fairy
Godmother and Sleeping Beauty may also hear from afar the sound of a galloping
horse and the voice of her Prince Charming.

tik beginnt.” Dominique Barthélemy, “Critique textuelle et critique littéraire,” in Dominique
Barthélemy, Découvrir I’Ecriture, LD hors série (Paris: Le Cerf, 2000), 141-5; Dominique
Barthélemy, “L'enchevétrement de I’histoire textuelle et 'histoire littéraire dans les relations
entre la Septante et le Texte Massorétique,” in Barthélemy, Découvrir PEcriture, 161-83; Emanuel
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2012), 313—49.



Reinhard Achenbach
Theocratic Reworking in the Pentateuch

Proto-Chronistic Features in the Late Priestly Layers of Numbers
and Their Reception in Chronicles

1 oY 75n° min Exodus 15:18

1 Introduction

The idea of Yhwh’s kingship roots in preexilic mythical concepts of the weather—
god, Yhwh, as a divine warior (Ps 24:7-10) who is proclaimed as king (Ps 93:1-5;
97:1-7), paid hommage by the gods (Ps 29:1-10; 97:7), and acclaimed by the whole
cosmos (Ps 98:4-9). He erected his throne above the flood (Ps 29:10). He receives
the king and the congregation in an audience at his temple. He protects and
nourishes gods, humankind, and the creation (Ps 36:7-10; 104:1-4, 10-11, 27-28,
30-33).! In the royal cult, the king’s position and role were legitimated and con-
firmed by Yhwh, the divine king. The royal accession to the throne mirrors a
divine accession, probably in a regular festival at new year (cf. Ps 97:1-7; 98:4-9).
In the postexilic period, when the Judean monarchy was not reinstated, the con-
gregation of Zion worshipped Yhwh in the Second Temple as the divine and uni-
versal king, the only God and ruler of the nations (Ps 47:9-11; 48:10-12; 98:1-3).
Regarding these verses, therefore, Reinhard Miiller has applied the term “theo-
cratic reworkings.”?

Flavius Josephus, in his writing Contra Apionem 11, 164-165, introduced the
term theocracy:

1 Reinhard Miiller, Jahwe als Wettergott. Studien zur althebrdischen Kultlyrik anhand ausge-
wadhlter Psalmen, BZAW 387 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2008), 244.

2 Miiller, Jahwe als Wettergott, 178-180, continuing from Sigmund Mowinckel, The Psalms in
Israel’s Worship I-II (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962), 1,122; John Day, Psalms, OTG (Sheffield: Shef-
field Academic Press, 1990), 67-85. See also Corinna Korting, Der Schall des Schofar. Israels Feste
im Herbst, BZAW 285 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1999).

3 Miiller, Jahwe als Wettergott, 169-172, 191-192. The weather-god has become the ruler of the
whole world, the “Weltenherrscher” (227-234).

Reinhard Achenbach, Miinster

3 Open Access. © 2021 Reinhard Achenbach, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed
under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-003
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Some peoples have entrusted the supreme political power (exousia) to monarchies (monar-
chia), others to oligarchies (oligon dynasteia), yet others to the masses. Our lawgiver (nomo-
thetes), however, was attracted by non of these forms of polity, but gave to his constitution
(politeuma) the form of what — if a forced expression be permitted — may be termed a “theoc-
racy” (theokratia), placing all sovereignty (arche) and authority (kratos) in the hands of God.*

Josephus stressed the advantage of a hierocratic system that was independent of
any other political superiority; cf. Contra Apionem II, 184-187:

For us, with our conviction that the original institution of the Law was in accordance with
the will of God, it would be rank impiety not to observe it. What could one alter in it? [...]
Could there be a finer or more equitable polity than one which sets God at the head of the
universe (hegemén ton holén), which asigns the administration of its highest affairs to the
whole body of priests, and entrusts to the supreme high-priest (archhieros) the direction of
the other priests? These men, moreover, woed their original promotion by the legislator to
their high office, not to any superiority in wealth of other accidental advantages. No; of all
his companions, the men to whom he entrusted the ordering of divine worship as their first
charge were those who were pre-eminently gifted with persuasive eloquence and discretion.
But this charge further embraced a strict superintendence of the Law and oft he pursuits of
everyday life; for the appointed duties of the priests included general supervision, the trial
of cases of litigation, and the punishment of condemned persons.’

Josephus suggests that the order described in the torah of the Pentateuch had
been established in Jewish institutions as part of a social and political consti-
tutional reality. However, these primary texts to which Josephus refers present
the results of an iterative conceptual development, symbolically represented by

4 Henry S. J. Thackeray, trans., Josephus. I The Life — Against Apion, LCL (Cambridge Mass.: Har-
vard University Press — London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1926 [repr. 1961]), 359.

5 Cf. Thackeray, trans., Josephus, 369. The hierocratic features are also described by Hecataeus
(Diod. Sic. XL). For problems related to the term theocracy cf. Reinhard Achenbach, Die Vollendung
der Tora: Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pen-
tateuch, BZAR 3 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2003), 130-140, “Uberlegungen zu den Urspriingen
der jlidischen Theokratie”; Hubert Cancik, “Theokratie und Priesterherrschaft. Die mosaische
Verfassung bei Flavius Josephus, contra Apionem 2,157-198,” in Hubert Cancik and Hildegard
Cancik-Lindemeyer, Religionsgeschichten. Romer, Juden und Christen im rémischen Reich. Gesam-
melte Aufsdtze II, 2 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1987), 72; Bernhard Lang, “Theokratie: Geschichte
und Bedeutung eines Begriffs in Soziologie und Ethnologie,” Taubes (1987), 12; Jan Assmann,
Herrschaft und Heil: Politische Theorie in Altdgypten, Israel und Europa (Darmstadt: Wissenschaft-
liche Buchgesellschaft, 2000), 28; Jan Assmann, Agypten. Eine Sinngeschichte, Miinchen: Carl
Hanser, 1996, 332-334; Reinhard Kratz, Translatio imperii: Untersuchungen zu den aramdischen
Danielerzihlungen und ihrem theologiegeschichtlichen Umfeld, WMANT 63 (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1987), 284; Markus Saur, Die Konigspsalmen. Studien zur Entstehung und
Theologie, BZAW 340 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004), 275-77.
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Israel in the desert. Thus, they arose more in a virtual than in a political reality.
Such development can be traced in a diachronic analysis of the Pentateuch when
comparison with other biblical texts.

2 Divine Kingship in the Postexilic Composition
of the Hexateuch

In the postexilic period after the transfer of the Babylonian Province of Yehud to
Persian jurisdiction, the Achaemenids did not allow the restoration of the king-
doms of Israel or Judah. Under the first administrator (paehah nna), named Shesh-
bazzar, some of the exiled Judeans probably returned from Babylon (Ezra 1:5-8;
5:14). Another group seems to have returned together with a Jewish paehah Zerub-
babel at the time of Darius I (Ezra 2:2; Neh 7:7). According to Haggai 1:1 Zerubbabel
ben Shealtiel, as governor of Yehud, and Joshua ben Jehozadak, as high priest,
initiated the building of the Second Temple (Hag 1:7-15; 2:4). In later rewritings,
Zerubbabel was described as Yhwh’s signet (onin), as chosen, and as servant of
God (Hag 2:23), and thus connoted with royal Davidic symbols, in a messianic
perspective (Hag 2:20-23; Zech 4:6-14; 6:9-14).°

Samaria and Yehud each remained governmental districts (medinah) under
Persian jurisdiction. The rebuilding of the Yhwh temple in Jerusalem was per-
mitted only at the end of the 6™ century BCE. Recent archaeological work has
documented the later edification of a sanctuary for Yhwh on Mount Garizim in the
middle of the 5% century BCE. As everywhere else, the Persians did not interfere
in local religious issues or even local jurisprudence. Leading families cooperating
with the authorities made sure that taxes were collected, a modest, rather poor
local economy could develop, and young men were regularly mustered to serve
in the Persian army.”

6 Ralf Rothenbusch, “Serubbabel im Haggai- und im Protosacharja-Buch. Konzepte der Gemein-
deleitung im frithnachexilischen Juda,” in Literatur- und sprachwissenschaftliche Beitrige zu
alttestamentlichen Texten. Symposion in Hélar i Hjaltadal, 16.—-19. Mai 2005, FS W. Richter, ed.
Sigurdur 0. Steingrimsson et al., ATSAT 83 (St. Ottilien: Eos Verlag, 2007), 219-64; Reinhard G.
Kratz, “Serubbabel und Joschua,” in Reinhard G. Kratz, Das Judentum im Zeitalter des Zweiten
Tempels. Kleine Schriften 1, FAT 42 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 22013), 79-92.

7 Material culture and archaeological evidence show that the positive picture of the economic
and social situation of Jerusalem and its temple as reported in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah
is not very realistic; cf. Oded Lipschits, “Materialkultur, Verwaltung und Wirtschaft in Juda
wahrend der Perserzeit und die Rolle des Jerusalemer Tempels,” in Persische Reichspolitik und
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The community that generated collection oracles collected in Isaiah 40-55
(“Deutero-Isaiah”) believed that Yhwh had chosen the Achaemenid King in order
to rebuild Jerusalem (Isa 44:24-45:8). Yet, the traditional function of the Davidic
Kings as “servants of Yhwh” (‘Ebed Yhwh) was transfered to a representative of
the people of Jacob-Israel. They believed that this representative could assume
responsibility to claim the fundamental right for Jews to settle in their original
realms and to establish a religiously independent ethnic unit (Isa 42:1-8). When
this representative failed, the title of ‘Ebed Yhwh (7n* 7ap) was transferred to
the community itself (Isa 44:1-5; 52:13-53:12). Their members reestablished them-
selves as a community of Zion, considering themselves witnesses to the kingdom
of Yhwh, the only God (Isa 44:6-8; 54).

If the Deuteronomists who wrote the history of Samuel and Kings had hoped,
based on the oracle of Nathan (2 Sam 7:16), for the reinstitution of Davidic kings
after Jehoiachin’s release (2 Kgs 25:27-30), their hope remained unfulfilled. In a
further concept of the Deuteronomists the scribes propagated the legend that God
had already revealed the Decalogue and the Deuteronomic Law on Mount Horeb,
and thus described the condition of a broken and renewed Covenant (Horeb-Cove-
nant Legend: Deut 5; 9-10) as a precursor to the settlement and life of all Israelites
in the former promised land (Moab-Covenant Legend: Deut 1-3; 28:69*; 31%, 34).
As a text written for the late exilic and postexilic generations, the Deuteronomistic
Covenant Theology formed one of the persisting foundations for the restitution
of Jewish religious life and society in the early postexilic period. According to
Deuteronomy 12*, the rebuilt sanctuary in Jerusalem was believed to be the place
that Yhwh had chosen to let his name dwell (Deut 12:10-11; cf. Josh 1; 13; 21:44;
1 Kgs 5:5; 8:20).8

lokale Heiligtiimer. Beitrige einer Tagung des Exzellenzclusters “Religion und Politik in den Kul-
turen der Vormoderne und Moderne“ vom 24.—26.Februar 2016 in Miinster, BZAR 25, ed. Reinhard
Achenbach (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2019), 185-208.

8 A literary-critical differentiation must be observed between Urdeuteronomium (preexilic, not
in the style of a sermon of Moses), late-exilic deuteronomistic frames that introduce the fiction
of a Mosaic parenesis (Horeb-Covenant Deut 5:9-10, Moab-Covenant Deut 1-3*, 31*, 34*), late-dtr
“historical commandments” (Deut 6-8; 11*) and a post-dtr introduction into the composition
of Gen-Josh* (Hexateuch-Redaction: Deut 31:9-13), a late postexilic priestly Pentateuch-Redac-
tion (Deut 31:14-15, 23; 32:48-52; 34:10-12) and later additions (Deut 32:33); cf. Eckard Otto, Das
Deuteronomium im Pentateuch und Hexateuch. Studien zur Literaturgeschichte von Pentateuch
und Hexateuch im Lichte des Deuteronomiumrahmens, FAT 20 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000);
Eckard Otto, Deuteronomium, HThKAT, 4 vols. (Freiburg — Basel — Wien: Herder, 2012-2017). One
of the painstaking achievements of Otto’s commentaries is the insight that the (postexilic) deu-
teronomistically framed Deuteronomy can even be observed in post-deuteronomistic contexts
and with post-deuteronomistic layers that are younger than the Priestly Code “Grundschrift” (Ps).
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The Priestly Code developed a foundation myth for the belief that Yhwh had
chosen to dwell in the midst of Israel (Gen 1-Exod 29, 40* [Lev 9]),° and introduced
the legend that the ancient Ark of God (o758 117R) had its origin already in the
time of Moses (Exod 25:10-16*). They held that the Ancient Israelite priesthood
had its origin in the family of Aaron, whose members were anointed and ordained
(Exod 29:29). Attempts to promote the position of the high priest in the sense of
an early hierocratic system by a coronation were not completed (cf. Zech 6:9-15).%°

From the reconstructed literary-historical development observed in the lit-
erary layers of the Pentateuch, it seems that scribes, having reestablished them-
selves at the Second Temple in the fifth century BCE, combined the Priestly and
the Deuteronomistic foundation myths, together with pre-exilic narrative cycles,
into a Hexateuchal composition. They modified the priestly claim to leadership
in the Aaronite Legend of P when they combined it with the deuteronomistic nar-
rative of violation and restoration of the covenant in Exodus 32-34* and Deuter-
onomy 9-10 (cf. Exod 32:21-25; Deut 9:20). Moses’s relatives, the Levites, proved
themselves to be the most dedicated to Yhwh and, therefore, were ordained and
assigned the task of priesthood (Exod 32:26-29) — to carry the Ark that Moses had
built (Deut 10:1-5, 9-10) — and to keep the tablets of the Decalogue and to preserve
the scrolls of the Mosaic Torah (Deut 31:9).1

9 For the debate about the reconstruction and the place of the Priestly Code in the context of
Pentateuch redactions cf. Christian Frevel, Mit Blick auf das Land die Schopfung erinnern. Zum
Ende der Priestergrundschrift, HBS 23 (Freiburg — Basel — Wien: Herder, 2000); Christoph Nihan,
From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch: A Study in the Composition of the Book of Leviticus, FAT 11/25
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007); Thomas Romer, “Der Pentateuch,” in Die Entstehung des Alten
Testaments, ThW 1, ed. Walter Dietrich et al. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2014), 53-93, especially
90-93; Reinhard Achenbach, “Priestly Law,” in The Oxford Handbook of Biblical Law, ed. Pamela
Barmash (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 177-98.

10 Thomas Pola, Das Priestertum bei Sacharja. Historische und traditionsgeschichtliche Unter-
suchungen zur friihnachexilischen Herrschererwartung, FAT 35 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003),
224-64.

11 Reinhard Achenbach, “Das Exodusbuch als Teil des Hexateuch und des Pentateuch,” in Wege
der Freiheit. Zur Entstehung und Theologie des Exodusbuches. Die Beitrige eines Symposions zum
70. Geburtstag von Rainer Albertz (Miinster, 10.—11. Mai 2013), AThANT 104, ed. Reinhard Achen-
bach, Ruth Ebach and Jakob Wohrle (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag Ziirich, 2014), 51-72; Reinhard
Achenbach, “Grundlinien redaktioneller Arbeit in der Sinai-Perikope,” in Das Deuteronomium
zwischen Pentateuch und Deuteronomistischem Geschichtswerk, FRLANT 206, ed. Eckard Otto and
Reinhard Achenbach (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 56-80; Reinhard Achenbach,
“The Story of the Revelation at the Mountain of God and the Redactional Editions of the Hexa-
teuch and the Pentateuch,” in A Critical Study of the Pentateuch. An Encounter Between Europe
and Africa, ATM 20, ed. Eckard Otto and Jurie le Roux (Miinster: Litt-Verlag, 2005), 126-151.
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According to the original form of Deuteronomy (the preexilic Urdeuterono-
mium) the priest at the central century — together with a judge — had the task of
maintaining justice, even by divine ordeal in cases of unsolvable lawsuits and
conflicts in the local courts (Deut 17:8, 9b, 10-13*). In the postexilic reworking
of this text in the contexts of the Hexateuchal Redaction and Deuteronomistic
history, these priests were called “levitical priests” (27 o157, Deut 17:9a*).
Within their domain, they claimed to have an exemplary text for the reproduction
of further copies of the Torah (Deut 17:18), they kept the right of priesthood (Deut
18:1-8), and it was believed that they had taken care of the ark, the symbol of
the central sanctuary (Num 10:35-36; 14:44; Josh 8:33). Aaron — as the brother of
Moses (Exod 7:1-2 P*) — is believed thus to be of Levitical origin too. Moses took
on the role of the ‘Ebed Yhwh (Deut 34:5; Josh 1:1), who saved Israel from divine
wrath by his intercessory prayers (Exod 32:7-14; Num 14:13-20). He became the
first prophetic mediator of God’s will, to be followed by Yhwh’s chosen prophets
(Deut 18:15-22). The concept of Second Isaiah, to accept the Achaemenid king as
Messiah (Isa 45:1), was rejected: no foreigner could be king in Israel, only one of
their brothers (Deut 17:14-15). Yet, the critical experiences with the historic kings
deemed having a king unnecessary, unless he would strictly keep to the Torah of
the Levitical priests (Deut 17:16-20).

The so-called “Law of the King” was formulated with respect to the late-dtr
story of 1 Samuel 8, a text already critical towards kingship. The law was formu-
lated as if it were destined to warn against the sins of Solomon (Deut 17:17//1 Kgs
11:1-13). It also reflects the warnings of Isaiah not to go down to Egypt for help and
rely upon horses (Deut 16:16//Isa 31:1). According to the oracle in 1 Samuel 8:7, the
wish to install a king responsible for the law according to the constitution of other
nations (23n1-522 1VAWY THn uH-NRY, 1 Sam 8:5) is itself even an iniquity, as the
demand implies the rejection of Yhwh’s kingship: oy Tonn 1oxn Nk (“it is me
they have despised as their king!”). Installing a king in the future could only mean
that this king obeys the Torah administrated by the levitical priests and, thereby,
acknowledges the exclusive kingship of Yhwh.*

12 Reinhard Miiller, Kénigtum und Gottesherrschaft. Untersuchungen zur alttestamentlichen Mon-
archiekritik, FAT 11/3 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004), 119-47 and 177-96; for the secondary, post-
dtr character of the Law of the King in Deut 17:14-20, cf. Reinhard Achenbach, “Das sogenannte
Konigsgesetz in Deuteronomium 17,14-20,” ZAR 15 (2009): 216-33. The Law of the King reflects
the collapse of the historical institution of kingship, accepts that it is not a necessary institution
for Israel, and marks out conditions for a renewal in the context of the Hexateuch Composition.
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3 Divine Kingship, a Holy Nation, and a Kingdom
of Priests in Late-Postexilic Layers of the
Pentateuch

As the process of Fortschreibung of the Hexateuch Composition continued, a new
concept of divine presence was introduced, possibly around 400 BCE. This new
concept was, namely, the idea of kabéd yhwh independent from any sanctuary —
or even the ark. This kabdd yhwh appeared as a pillar of fire veiled by a pillar of
cloud (Exod 13:21-22). The legend says that, after the covenant had been broken
at Mount Sinai, Moses left the contaminated camp and pitched a tent outside
the camp as a “Tent of Meeting” (7911 51K, Exod 33:7-11). Yhwh descended in
the pillar of cloud and spoke to Moses face to face (218-5% 0p, v. 11). In a later
account, Yhwh confirms Moses’s exceptional position as a mediator of Yhwh’s
word and will (Num 12:6-8). When leading authorities of the people (o'8'1)
and a group of Levites around Korah question the priestly authority of the Aar-
onides, the kabdd appears before the Tent of Meeting, and the rebels are pun-
ished (Num 16:19-24). At the end of Moses’s life, Yhwh appears again in a pillar of
cloud before the Tent of Meeting and installs Joshua as Moses’s successor (Deut
31:14-15, 23). The scribes who introduced these motifs into the Pentateuch con-
cluded the composition of Genesis to Deuteronomy in Deuteronomy 34:10-12 and
affirmed, that “never again did there arise in Israel a prophet like Moses — whom
Yhwh singled out face to face” (v. 10).

Whereas the earlier Hexateuch Composition had been open to the idea of a
continous prophetic Torah in addition to the canonised Mosaic Law of the Cov-
enant Code and Deuteronomy (cf. Deut 18:15-22), the priestly scribes who filled
up the Pentateuch with priestly Torah drew a line between prophetic scribal rev-
elation and Moses’s Torah revelation. They stressed Aaron’s central position as
the keeper of the kehunnah and relegated the other Levitical clans to the role of
clerus minor (Num 16:8-10). The narrative of Num 16* seems to be part of the new
structure focusing on the Holiness Code given to the narrative strand of Genesis
to Deuteronomy, so it seems apropriate to identify this group of scribes with the
Pentateuch Composition. These scribes sought to establish Israel not only as a
holy people (w175 o, Deut 7:6), but as a holy nation (W1Tp "13). As such, priests
would take the foremost responsibility for the administration of the covenantal
law - including its sacral laws (27712 nabnn, Exod 19:6). This conception of a holy
nation reconstructed the holy people into a congregational society of all Israel-
ites (589" 132 nTY Y, Lev 19:2a), with its whole oriented around the sacred. The
formula “You shall be holy, for I, Yhwh, your God, am holy!” (Wv7p *3 vnn owTp
DR M IR, Lev 19:2) implies a process of the sacralisation of everyday life
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in the midst of a community that gathers regularly around a permanent sanctu-
ary. Whereas the administration of the Mosaic Torah was in the purview of these
Levitical priests (Deut 17-18), the concept of Deuteronomy’s scribal reworkings
and additions in the Holiness Code® can be called hierocratic.

When the Holiness Code was introduced into the Pentateuch — probably in
the late fifth century BCE — the whole composition was integrated into a new her-
meneutic framework. The narrative connects to the older layers of the Priestly
Code (= Ps*, Lev 9:22-24*) in Lev 10 and 16. The narrative in Lev 10 about the sin
and death of Aaron’s firstborn sons — Nadab and Abihu - altered and expanded
the foundation myth of P*'* and provided the reason for constituting a series of
sacral laws of atonement (Lev 16), sanctification and sacralisation (Lev 17-26 +
27), supplemented by ritual obligations on offerings (Lev 1-7) and rules of purity
(Lev 11-15). The book of Leviticus barely mentions Levites; the focus is rather on
the central role of an Aaronide priesthood. According to this teaching, Aaron’s
main responsibility is maintaining his purity (Lev 10:9; cf. Ezek 44:21) so that he
will be able “to distinguish between the sacred and the profane, and between the
unclean and the clean” (17107 P21 KAV 1721 5N P2 WIPA 172 572051 Lev 10:10).
And so that he will be able “to teach the Israelites all the laws which Yhwh has
imparted to them through Moses” (7177 927 WK D'prn-52 R SR 120Kk 0
WA 0K, Lev 10:11).

The rule of Leviticus 10:8-11 has a parallel in the Zadokite tradition of Ezekiel
44, where it is preserved in an older and more extended version (Ezek 44:15-31).
The scribes of the school of Ezekiel clearly rejected the idea that all Levitical
priests should have priestly rights. For them only the descendants of Zadok are
allowed to serve the sanctuary, “to teach the people of God to distinguish between
holy and profane, and impart the knowledge about what is clean and what is
unclean” (Ezek 44:23)."

13 Cf. Christophe Nihan, “The Holiness Code between D and P. Some Comments on the Function
and Significance of Leviticus 17-26 in the Composition of the Torah,” in Das Deuteronomium
zwischen Pentateuch und Deuteronomistischem Geschichtswerk, FRLANT 206, ed. Eckard Otto and
Reinhard Achenbach (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004), 81-122.

14 Nihan, From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 576-607; Achenbach, Vollendung, 93-97; Reinhard
Achenbach, “Ursprungsmythen des Priestertums in der Hebrdischen Bibel als Camouflage kleri-
kaler Machtkdmpfe,” in Sukzession in Religionen. Autorisierung, Legitimierung, Wissenstransfer,
ed. Almut-Barbara von Renger and Markus Witte, (Berlin: DeGruyter, 2017), 113-32; Lars Maskow,
Tora in der Chronik: Studien zur Rezeption des Pentateuchs in den Chronikbtichern, FRLANT 274
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 296-299.

15 Nihan, From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, 590-93 has shown that Lev 10:10 represents a
younger version compared to Ezek 44:23; cf. also Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 169-70; see for
further alternative positions with respect to the relation between Lev 10, Numb 18 and Ezek 44
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The Zadokite rule in Ezekiel 44:24 demands the following in the form of a
divine prescription:

“Presiding in lawsuits (21 5p) it is they who stand (y7ap* 1) to act as judges (VawWY) in
accordance with my law ("vawna), and they shall decide them (30avh); they shall preserve
all my torot and my rules and all my holy days (1w ™11 533 'npn nRY NN DR, and
they shall maintain the sanctity of my Sabbaths (Wp* *ninaw-nx).”

The high priest should not only have the central position in the cult, but also
at the central court. Ezekiel 44 thus tends to emend the rules of Deuteronomy
17:8-9: the judge of the central court, who had to obey the oracle of a priestly
ordeal should be replaced by the high priest himself. And this person may only
be of Zadokite origin. Not Levitical priests in general, but the leading high priest
should maintain the text and the scroll of the Torah, and — beyond the concep-
tion of Deuteronomy — administrate the cultic calendar and the sanctity of the
Sabbath.

It seems that the legitimation legend of Leviticus 10 met — at least in part —
these claims and demands. It demanded that Aaron enter the sanctuary in a state
of purity (Lev 10:9//Ezek 44:21). His task is to teach holiness and purity (Lev 10:10//
Ezek 44:23), and he had to teach Israel all the orders and rules of Yhwh in general
(Lev 10:11//Ezek 44:24). However, Lev 10:11 only implies any clear demand that the
high priest should preside over the central court. Within this new hermeneutical
frame, the Mosaic speeches of Deuteronomy are understood as an explication
of the Torah (Deut 1:5). Therefore — within this context — the older tradition of
Deuteronomy 17:8-9 is preserved and not changed according the more radical
intentions of Ezekiel 44.

4 The Proto-Chronistic and Chronistic Genealogy
of the Zadokites in the Theocratic Reworkings
of the Pentateuch

Why, though, does Leviticus 10 report that these rules were proclaimed after the
death of Aaron’s two older sons? The reason must be that the priestly scribes

Michael D. Konkel, Architektonik des Heiligen: Studien zur Zweiten Tempelvision Ezechiels (Ez
40-48) (BBB 129 - Berlin: Philo, 2001); Nathan MacDonald, Priestly Rule: Polemic and Biblical
Interpretation in Ezekiel 44 (BZAW 476 — Berlin: de Gruyter, 2015).
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wanted to prepare a genealogical rationale for the demand that a Zadokite should
occupy the position of high priest. Zadok’s genealogical origin was unclear in
1 Kings2:35, where it is reported that Solomon installed Zadok and rejected the
ancient Israelite priest Abjatar (1 Kgs 2:26-27). It is only in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41
that the scribes maintain firmly that Zadok was a descendant of Aaron’s third son
Eleazar and grandson Pinehas — and an ancestor of Jehozadak, the father of the
first high priest after the exile, Joshua.®

This genealogical line is introduced into the Pentateuch in Exodus 6:16,
20" and explained in Leviticus 10:1-5 and Numbers 20:26-28, the narrative on
Eleazar’s succession.®

1Chr5:27-34 References

M AP w3 M 1327 Sons of Levi: Gen 46:11; Exod 6:16; Num 3:17; 10:17;
26:57-62; Josh 21:1-41

SR Nam 90w 0y nnp 2128 Qohat: Gen 46:11; Exod 6:16, 18; Num 3:17, 19, 27,
29; 4:2, 4,15; 7:9; 16:1; 27:57-58; Josh 21:5, 20, 26;
1Chré6:1, 3,7, 23, 46, 51, 55; 23:6, 12

o™ AWM AR 0IAY 131 29 Amram: Exod 6:18, 20; Num 3:19, 27; 26:58-59;
1Chr5:28, 29; 6:3; 23:12-13; 24:20; 26:23

KI8T 1708 131 Nadab and Abihu: Exod 24:1, 9; 28:1; Lev 10:1; Num 3:2,
45 26:61;1Chr 5:29; 24:1

16 It is not possible to discuss every detail of the composite text of Chronicles. For an orientation
to this, cf. Gary N. Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9: A New Translation with Introduction and Commen-
tary, AB (New York — London - Toronto — Sydney — Auckland: Doubleday, 2003), 400-15; Thomas
Willi, Chronik. 1 Chr 1-10, BK XXIV/1 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2009), 188-240, on
1 Chr 5:27-7:5. The impression that these texts contain a series of additions is due to the scribal
technique of rewriting given texts (sources) and filling them up with explanations (lat. adiectio),
but also leaving out things (lat. detractio), changing sequences (lat. transmutatio) or even replac-
ing parts of them (lat. immutatio); cf. Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 43-50.

17 On the late dating and the assignment to Theocratic Reworking (ThR), cf. Achenbach, Voll-
endung, 110-24; the late dating was confirmed by Christoph Berner, Die Exoduserzihlung. Das
literarische Werden einer Ursprungslegende Israels, FAT 73 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 153—
67, and Rainer Albertz, Exodus, Band I: Exodus 1-18, ZBK (Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag Ziirich,
2012), 116-32; for the correlation with Chronicles cf. Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 289-96.

18 Num 20:22-29 traditionally is ascribed to P*, cf. Frevel, Mit dem Blick auf das Land, 237-48;
for the late priestly and redactional origin, cf. Christoph Levin, Der Jahwist, FRLANT 157 (Gottin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), 379; Achenbach, Vollendung, 318-34.
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Eleazar: Exod 6:23, 25; 28:1; Lev 10:6, 12, 16; Num 3:2, 4,
32; 4:16;17:2, 4;19:3-4; 20:25-26, 28; 25:7, 11; 26:1, 3,
60, 63; 27:2, 19, 21-22; 31:6-54; 32:2, 28; 34:17; Deut
10:6; Josh 14:1; 17:4; 19:51; 21:1; 22:13, 31-32; 24:33;
Ezra 7:5; 1 Chr 5:29-30; 6:35; 9,20; 24:1-6

Itamar: Exod 6:23; 28:1; 38:21; Lev 10:6, 12; Num 3:2, 4;
4:28, 33;7:8; 26:60; Ezra 8:2; 1 Chr 5:29; 24:1-6

Pinehas: Exod 6:25; Num 25:7, 11; 31:6; Josh 22:13,
30-32; 24:33; Judg 20:28; Ps 106:30; Ezra 7:5;
8:2;1 Chr5:30; 6:35; 9:20

Abishua: Ezra 7:5; 1 Chr 5:30-31; 6:35

Bukki: Ezra 7:4; 1 Chr 5:31; 6:36

Uzzi: Ezra 7:4; 1 Chr 5:31-32; 6:36

Zeahiah: Ezra 7:4; 1 Chr 5:31-32; 6:36

Meraioth: Ezra 7:3; 1 Chr 5:32-33; 6:37

AR DR TN NN 33 Amariah: Ezra 7:3; 1 Chr 5:33,37; 6:37

Ahitub: 2 Sam 8:17; Ezra 7:2; 1 Chr 5:33-34, 37-38; 6:37;
18:16

MR OR THN AR

P1TR NR TN 2w nRi 34 Zadok: 2 Sam 8:17

PYRIR NR TN p1Tw1 Ahimaaz: 2 Sam 15:27, 36; 17:20; 18:19-28;

1Chr5:34-35; 6:36.

The passage renders the genealogy of Aaron’s successors. First Chronicles 6:35-38
repeats the special geneology of Aaron’s descendants because here the different
roles of the high-priestly family and the other priestly Levitical families is reported
according to the structure that is worked out in Numbers, cf. 1 Chronicles 6:33-38:

3 And their brothers, the Levites (011 ni'nR), were assigned (22103) to all the service of
the Tabernacle of the house of God (2°19&1 "2 19w NTaY HaH). 3 As for Aaron and his
sons, they were sacrificing upon the altar of burnt offering and upon the incense altar, for
every work of the Holy of Holies, to atone for Israel according to all that Moses the servant
of God had commanded. * And these are the sons of Aaron: Eleazar his son, Phineas his
son, Abishua his son, * Buqgqi his son, Uzzi his son, Zerahiah his son, * Meraioth his son,
Amariah his son, Ahitub his son, 3 Zadoq his son, Ahimaaz his son.
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In Genesis—Numbers the genealogy serves to introduce the genealogies of Levites
and of Aaronides. Its roots are traced back to Genesis 46:11. In the context of
the Exodus account, it is introduced in Exodus 6:16 after the priestly account
on Moses’s mission, the reception of the Holy Name (Exod 6:2-8), and the first
appearance of Moses and Aaron before the Pharaoh (6:13), when both represent
political and religious leadership of the Israelites. The narrative of the priestly
reworked Pentateuch continued, after the introduction of the Holiness Code, in
Numbers 1-10. Only at this point were priestly and Levitical tasks delineated in
a detailed structure. The priestly reworking here creates a new legend about the
Tabernacle. It does not remain in the desert, but — in addition to the symbol of
the Ark of the Covenant, the Tent of Meeting, and the Cloud of Divine Presence
in the fiery kabéd — now the Tent of Meeting is identified with the mishkan, the
sanctuary built at Mount Sinai. And this mishkan is transported together with the
Ark and other sacred precincts by Priests and Levites during their wandering in
the wilderness and brought into the promised land (Num 3-4; 9:15-23; Josh 18:1;
19:51; 1 Kgs 8:4).* Numbers 10:17 mentions Levi’s genealogy again with respect to
the tasks of the Levites as clerus minor. Numbers 26:57 mentions it with respect to
the mustering before the conquest. Again, Joshua 21:6, 27 presents it with respect
to the Levitical towns, though it never appears in any deuteronomistic or priestly
layer of other biblical books. But then it appears again in 1 Chronicles 5:27 and in
the Davidic census of the Levites in 1 Chronicles 23:6. Thus Exodus 6:16 stands in
the line of late priestly reworkings of the Pentateuch, which included some nec-
essary Fortschreibung in the scrolls of the Enneateuch and a systematic reception
in Chronicles. In this way, the late priestly reworkings in Numbers 3-4, 9-10, and
26 can be described as proto-Chronistic reworkings.?®

The same literary level as the list of the three sons of Levi can be observed in
continuity with the list on Kohath and his descendants. As Aaron is derived from
this ancestor and his son Amram, the Kohathites are allowed to serve at the Most

19 The book of Joshua underwent a reworking from ThR, cf. Reinhard Achenbach, “Der Penta-
teuch, seine theokratischen Bearbeitungen und Josua — 2 Kénige,” in Les derniéres rédactions du
Pentateuque, de 'Hexateuque et de l'ennéateuque, BEThL CCIII, ed. Thomas Romer and Konrad
Schmid (Leuven - Paris: Peeters, 2007), 225-54; for the late priestly reworking see also Rainer
Albertz, “Die kanonische Anpassung des Josuabuches: Eine Neubewertung seiner sogenannten
‘priesterschriftlichen Texte’”, in Les derniéres rédactions du Pentateuque, de ’Hexateuque et de
l'ennéateuque, BEThL CCIII, ed. Thomas Rémer and Konrad Schmid (Leuven — Paris: Peeters,
2007), 199-216. References to these late priestly additions are found only a few times in Sam-Kgs,
but their concepts are reflected in Chr.

20 That the late layers in Numbers are proto-Chronistic also was seen by Hans-Peter Mathys,
“Numeri und Chronik: Nahe Verwandte,” in The Books of Leviticus and Numbers, BEThL 215, ed.
Thomas Romer (Leuven — Paris — Deudley MA: Peeters, 2008), 555-78.



Theocratic Reworking in the Pentateuch =—— 65

Holy (o"wTpn wp, Num 4:4),%! which is now identified with the Tent of Meeting
(Tvn 5nR). It remains the privilege of Aaron to touch the holy devices and the
Tabernacle itself (Num 4:5, 15).

Amram is listed as the husband of Jochebed, a daughter of Levi, and as the
father of Moses, Aaron, and Miriam (Exod 6:20; Num 26:59; 1 Chr 5:29). Even when
compared with his brother Moses, the high-priestly privilege is reserved for Aaron
alone (1 Chr 23:13):

The sons of Amram: Aaron and Moses. Aaron was set apart (57a"), he and his sons, forever,
to be consecrated as most holy (2"wTp WP W TpnY), to burn incense ("vpnh)? to Yhwh
and serve Him and pronounce blessings in His name (1nwa 712%1 10wb) forever (o9 ).

The assignment of the priestly service to the tribe of Levi (Exod 32:29), as
well as their performing cultic worship and blessings (Deut 10:8 — mn 57an
nYa 71325 nwh M 1eh TPy .. 15 vawnR), is — according to this priestly
reworking — exclusively assigned to Aaron and his progeny as a permanent privi-
lege, not merely for a limited period (cf. Deut 10:8b rri1 07 Tv). The daily burning
of incense is a privilege reserved for the high priest that brings him closest to
the holiest precinct in the sanctuary and, thus, to God’s presence. This ancestral
lineage serves to secure the exclusivity of the high-priestly family’s position.
Interestingly enough, the construct of a pure Levitical geneaology for Aaron’s
sons is supplemented in Exodus 6:23. Here, Aaron’s wife is identified as Elisheba
the daughter of Aminadab and the sister of Nachshon, a Judean leader (Num 1:7;
2:3; 10:14). Thus, the concept of priestly leadership and political leadership is
intertwined and harmonised by means of a construct of putative kinship.?* Chron-
icles seems to correspond to this concept when it states that Zadok was anointed
as high priest at the same time that Solomon was anointed as king (1 Chr 29:22).2*

21 The godesh ha-qodashim is mentioned only in Exod 26:33-34; Num 4:4, 19; and 18:9 in connec-
tion with the desert shrine, and in 1 Chr 6:34 in connection with the Aaronide privilege of priestly
accession to it. In 1 Kgs 6:16; 7:50; 8:6 (1 Chr 3:8, 10; 4:22; 5:7), in connection with the Solomonic
temple; in Ezek 41:4 and Ezra 2:63; Neh 7:65 with the Second Temple.

22 Exod 29:13, 15; 30:7-8, 20; Num 17:5; 18:17.

23 Cf. Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 257-59 and 293-95.

24 Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 545-46. The Judean concept of leadership as documented in
Num 2, 7, and 10 is transfered to the priestly lineage. Maskow has clearly seen the connection
between the two leadership concepts: “Es gibt im nachexilischen Juda zwei miteinander inter-
agierende Herrschaftsdiskurse, den des aktuellen Hohenpriester und den des (reminiszenten)
juddischen Konigtums. Der juddische Herrschaftsdiskurs liefert dem hierokratischen Diskurs
gewissermafien die institutionelle Grundlage, wobei sich dieser nicht mehr personaliter reali-
siert, sondern durch die Ubernahme in die priesterliche Konstruktion Geltung verschafft und die



66 —— Reinhard Achenbach

The mother of Eleazar, Elisheba (Gr. Elisabeth), is not mentioned again anywhere
in Chronicles, whether in the LXX or the MT.

Nadab and Abihu are regarded as the two elder sons of Aaron. According
to Exodus 24:1, 9-11 — together with Moses, their father Aaron, and seventy
elders of Israel — they have the privilege of partaking in the covenant ceremony
at Mount Sinai. These verses are generally considered secondary priestly addi-
tions, although they have no further connection with P because — according to
this layer — Moses was alone when he ascended the mountain to approach the
divine (Exod 24:15-18). The narrative points out that when Moses approached the
Most Holy during the first revelation, the designated high priest Aaron and his
sons shared this privilege together with seventy representatives of the seventy
descendants of Jacob (Gen 46:27; Exod 1:5; Deut 10:22).% They even were hon-
oured by sharing in the vision of God on his throne from beneath his footrest. This
footrest consisted of a pavement of lapislazuli coloured sapphire, like the very sky
in terms of purity (Exod 24:10), a metaphorical description of the heavenly dwell-
ing that is attested only in the (Zadokite) Ezekiel tradition (Ezek 1:26-28; 10:1-2).
They partook in the first cultic meal together with God (Exod 24:11).

Aaron’s other sons Eleazar and Itamar did not take part in the ceremony,
maybe because they were considered younger. However, when Aaron is assigned
his office, the four sons are mentioned at his installation (Exod 28:1). The legend
about Nadab and Abihu continues in Leviticus 10:1-3, which reports that they died
after using foreign (impure) fire when offering incense to Yhwh. This legend has
the function of justifying why Aaron’s third son, Eleazar, becomes his successor.
So all other references to the firstborn mention this event (Num 3:2, 4; 26:61).
Neither Nadab nor Abihu is mentioned elsewhere in Chronicles (1 Chr 5:29; 24:1-2).
Thus, it seems at least plausible to assume that Exodus 24:1, 9-11; Leviticus 10*;
and Numbers 3; 26 are part of a reworking of the Pentateuch that is younger than
P, D, HC, and is proto-Chronistic. Because the function of this legitimating con-

Hohenpriester durch genealogische Ableitung zu einem Gesalbten und hochsten Vertreter der
Rechtsinstanz als de facto zum nachexilischen Kénig macht.” When Nachshon became David’s
ancestor (Ruth 4:20; 1 Chr 2:10-11), the anointed high priest and the Messiah became relatives
(Exod 6:23); Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 295 n. 10.

25 The concept that Israel could be represented by seventy elders was not reflected anywhere
else in dtr or prophetic literature, except in Ezek 8:11, where a group of seventy elders is blamed
for idolatry in the temple during the time after 597 BCE. The Pentateuch Composition invented
an institutional group of seventy elders in Num 11:16, 24-25, but the institution of the gerousia is
attested only in the Hellenistic era. This underlines and confirms the assumption that Exod 24:1,
9-11is a Fortschreibung from late priestly reworking.
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struct is to confirm hierocratic leadership in the context of the Mosaic Torah, this
layer can be called a theocratic reworking (ThR).2

Exodus 6:25 already expounds Eleazar’s lineage, mentioning his marriage
with a daughter of Putiel and the birth of Phineas. Putiel is not mentioned any-
where else. Itamar’s marriage and children are not mentioned in Exodus 6 because
their lineage is not important for the genealogy of the high priest. The divine torah
on the priestly duties after the death of Nadab and Abihu is addressed to Aaron,
Eleasar, and Itamar (Lev 10:6, 16), and they have to share the cultic meal of the
high priest (Lev 10:12). Consequently, in Num 3:2, 4 the scribe asserts that “Eleazar
and Itamar served as priests in the lifetime of their father Aaron” and that Eleazar
was the leading chieftain of Levi (571 "®*w3 83, Num 3:32). His task is described
as the oversight of those attending to the duties of the sanctuary ("“nw nTpa
WTpn nnwn). Before his father, he is responsible for assuring that the high priest
is able to perform all his central duties (Num 4:16): He must take care that there is
enough oil for the Menorah (M&nn AW, cf. Exod 27:20-21), aromatic incense for
the daily incense offering (om0 nvp, Exod 30:7), bread for the Tamid of the meal
offering (7°ann AN, Exod 29:38-41), anointing oil ("rnwnn 0w, Exod 30:22-33),
and for all other devices and vessels of the sanctuary (1521 W12 12 WK 531).

The text of Numbers thus has the function of canonising the special respon-
sibilities and tasks of the high priest’s eldest son. The narrative of Numbers 17:1-5
then wants to show that this son is empowered to handle sacred vessels and holy
fire. Thus, it reports that Eleazar removed the copper fire pans of the community
following Korah after they had sanctified by the holy fire. They are hammered
into plating for the altar as a reminder that no outsider, only Aaron and his off-
spring, is qualified and permitted to offer incense. Only Aaron or his offspring is
also allowed to slaughter the red cow and thus prepare the material to produce
the cleansing water that purifies those who have come into contact with the dead
(Num 19:3). After the death of his father, Eleazar is invested with Aaron’s vest-
ments and becomes his successor (Num 20:25-29). The narrative about the zeal of
Pinehas functions to confirm that Eleazar’s son was also fit to take over the role
of the high priest’s eldest son and to succeed him in the holy office (Num 25:7, 11).
Eleazar then stands at the side of Moses when Moses mandates the new census

26 The character of this reworking that adds a legend to the tabernacle in the wilderness, the
order of priests, Levites, the congregation of Israel, and the division of land (ThR I, Num 1-4*;
10:11, 13-28, 34; [additions in Num 13-14; 16-18], 26-27; 32*; 33:50-56; 34-35; 36:13); later adds
further rules on purity and rituals (ThR II, Num 5-6; 15; 19; 28-30*); and adds diverse legends
on the origins of vessels and rules for the Second Temple congregation (ThR III, Num 3:11-13,
40-51; 7-9; 10:1-10; 30:2-27; 31; 33; 36), has been described in Achenbach, Vollendung, 37-172
and 443-638.
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before the conquest of the land (Num 26:1, 3). Together with Moses he presides
over the assembly of the Israelite comunity and their chieftains (531 ox*wan 125
n7vn) in front of the Tent of Meeting (7911 1% Nna) in the case of Zelophehad’s
daughters regarding the law of inheritance (Num 27:2). When Joshua is designated
and commissioned as Moses’s successor, Moses lays his hands upon him in the
sight of Eleazar and the whole community (Num 27:18-23). He — as a political
leader - is instructed that the high priest had the task to examine all fundamen-
tal decisions through the oracles of Urim and Tummim from God (v. 23). In ques-
tions of the highest legal authority and of war and peace (Num 31:6), the high
priest now holds the ultimate authority. He, together with Joshua, apportions the
land (Num 34:17). Other short additions also mark this leading role: Josh 14:1; 17:4;
19:51; 21:1; 22:31-32; 24:33. Judges 20:28 mentions Phineas as Eleazar’s successor;
cf. Josh 24:332 LXX.

After that, only the genealogies in Ezra 7:5; 1 Chronicles 5:29-30; and 9:20, as
well as the narrative about the priestly obligations of the descendants of Eleazar
and his brother Itamar (1 Chr 24:1-6) mention Eleazar again. Again, the Numbers
narrative arc on the duties of the high priest’s sons continues only in Chronicles.

Itamar, as Eleazar’s younger brother, is named in the genealogies (Exod 6:23;
28:1; etc.) and has priestly duties (Lev 10:6, 12). In addition, his task is the over-
sight of the sanctuary’s financial affairs (Exod 38:21; Num 7:8). The legend of
1 Chronicles 24 maintains that David divided the priestly offices among his sons,
together with the Zadokite sons of Eleazar. Again, Chronicles takes up the line
drawn from the priestly reworking of Numbers.

Phineas first appears in Exodus 6:25. Eleasar took a daughter of a certain Puti-El
(5%-119) as a wife, and she bore him Phineas. The hybrid name is only mentioned
in this context. In analogy to the Egyptian name Poti-phera, Poti-phar (P3-dj-
p3-r[‘] - “He whome Ra has given”) the name means “He-whom-El has given”, con-
taining both an Egyptian and a West-Semitic name element. At least the name of
Phineas’s grandfather suggests an Egyptian cultural background. However, there
is no further information about the scribes’ intention in mentioning this name.*”

The Hexateuch Composition narrative in Exodus 32:26-28 proves that the
sons of Levi stand behind Yhwh without any doubt as to their loyalty. They are
prepared to punish idolatry without compromise, and slay brother, neighbour,
and kin (Exod 32:27).%8 Therefore, they are qualified for priesthood (cf. Exod 32:28;

27 Potiphera is known as priest from On (Heliopolis) and father-in-law of Joseph (Gen 41:45, 50;
46:20), Potiphar was the official who bought Joseph (Gen 37:36; 39:1). Rabbinic interpretation
associates the name with Hebr 705 — someone who seperated and emancipated himself from
idolatry and wrong passion (cf. Sot 43a; Mekh., Amalek 1).

28 Cf. Deut 13:7; 33:9.
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Deut 10:8-9). This tradition is confirmed in the Pentateuch Composition in the
Blessing of Moses, Deuteronomy 33:9.2° The hierocratic legend of Aaron’s sons and
grandsons in the priestly reworking of Numbers adds a tradition about the zeal of
Phineas (Num 25:6-15): The Moabites and Midianites try to seduce the Israelites
to sexual intercourse and idolatry. Yhawh punishes the people with an epidemic.
When the people gather before the sanctuary in rites of repentance and mourn-
ing, a Midianite woman and an Israelite man meet in a certain tent that may be
associated with both sexual intercourse and pagan worship (qubbah). Phinehas
stabs both through the belly (gebah) and thus stops the plague, profanation, and
fornication (Num 25:1, 8). The priestly reworking of Numbers has its climax in the
narrative on the Covenant of Peace (o'W n1a) and a Covenant of Eternal Priest-
hood (@5 nina n3) with Phineas ben Eleazar ben Aaron and all his descend-
ants (Num 25:10-13*). This covenantal relationship is affirmed because Pinehas
had proven himself passionate enough to turn back God’s wrath and was able to
expiate (192) the Israelites’ transgressions. The legend thus establishes a perma-
nent genealogical measure for the legacy and legitimacy of Zadokite priesthood
in the Pentateuch. A covenant of peace (219w n"31) is mentioned in Isa 54:10 in
parallel with the covenant of Noah (Gen 9:11-17): Yhwh promises not to bring a
disatrous catastrophy over Israel again after the exile. Ezekiel 34:23-31 connects
the promise of a covenant of peace (v. 25) with the promise to renew the Davidic
kingdom, permanent blessing, welfare, and peace under the divine kingship of
the shepherd Yhwh (v. 31). Ezekiel 37:25-27 connects the promise of the covenant
of peace with the promise that this covenant will be permanent, an everlasting
covenant (09 n™M3, v. 26), refering to the renewal of the Second Temple and an
eternal presence of Yhwh, who sanctifies Israel (v. 27-28). Numbers 25:12-13 states
that the promise of a covenant of peace has roots reaching back to the time of
Phineas: By his zeal for holiness and purity he effects a divine covenant of peace
for Israel in connection with an eternal covenant of priesthood (% nina n™3)
with the descendants of Aaron, Eleazar, and Phineas. As priest, Phineas leads the
war of retaliation against the Midianites, giving the divine signals with the holy
trumpets (Num 31:6).3° He leads the negotiations of the ‘edah with the Reubenites,

29 Cf. Eckard Otto, Deuteronomium 12-34. Zweiter Teilband: 23,16-34,12, HThK (Freiburg —
Basel — Wien: Herder, 2017), 2204260, especially 2245-248.

30 Num 10:1-10. The priestly trumpets are furthermore only mentioned in Ezra 3:10; Neh 12:35,
41; and in Chronicles (1 Chr 13:8; 15:24, 28; 16:6, 42; 2 Chr 5:12-13; 13:12, 14; 15:14; 20:28; 23:13;
29:26-28), where the motif has found its most marked reception; cf. Maskow, Tora in der Chronik,
373-76. Most significant is the connection between Num 10:10 and 1 Chr 15:24: “Was Mose auf-
getragen wurde, namlich am Tag der Freude (oonnniy o»ay) die Trompete zu blasen, wird in
1 Chr 15:24 umgesetzt, wo nach V. 16.25.28 ausdriicklich ein Tag der Freude annonciert wird.”
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never to build an altar for offerings (Josh 22:13-14, 30-34 — presumably a legend
directed against the sanctuary of the Samaritans). He is Eleazar’s successor (Josh
24:33) at the the Sanctuary of the Ark (Judg 20:27b-28). Again, Phineas is not
mentioned in any other scripture beyond the genealogies in Ezra 7:5; 8:2, 33; and
in 1 Chronicles 6:4, 50; 9:20, and in Psalm 106:30 reflecting Numbers 25:8.

The lineage between Phineas and Zadok continues only in the same chronis-
tic contexts, about Abishua: Ezra 7:5; 1 Chronicles 5:30-31; 6:35; about Bukki: Ezra
7:4; 1 Chronicles 5:31; 6:36; about Uzzi: Ezra 7:4; 1 Chronicles 5:31-32; 6:36; about
Zeahiah: Ezra 7:4; 1 Chronicles 5:31-32; 6:36; about Meraioth: Ezra 7:3; 1 Chronicles
5:32-33; 6:37; and about Amariah: Ezra 7:3; 1 Chronicles 5:33, 37; 6:37. Simply no
other evidence exists for this lineage beyond these late contexts.

Ahitub is known as the father of Zadok in 2 Sam 8:17, a text which still men-
tions the lineage of the ancient Israelite priesthood of Ahimelekh ben Abiatar, too.
Therefore, this name continues the traditional lineage in Chronicles (1 Chr 5:33-
34, 37-38; 6:37; 9:11; Ezra 7:2).

It has long been observed that Zadok’s background seems to place his roots
in the ancient Jerusalemite priesthood. But he and his descendants remained the
leading priests from Solomon’s reign onwards after Abiatar’s removal from his
office and banishing (1 Kgs 2:26-27; 4:2). Zadok was therefore integrated into the
legend of the Ark and described as being close to it from the beginning of David’s
reign (2 Sam 15:24-36). He was believed to have been the priest who was admitted
to get the oil from the tent of the Ark and anointed Solomon together with Nathan
the prophet (1 Kgs 1:32, 34, 39). His son Ahimaaz is associated with Jonathan,
the son of Saul, the first king of Israel, and David’s closest friend and favourite
(2 Sam 15:27, 36; 17:20; 18:19-28; 1 Chr 5:34-35; 6:36).

The circle of scribes who developed the book of Ezekiel and its program-
matic order for the Second Temple clearly favoured an exclusively Zadokite right
to the priesthood against all other Levitical priestly lineages (Ezek 44:15; 48:11).
The scribes of the Pentateuch canonised their choice in Exodus 6 and the late
priestly layers of Numbers, whereupon a few additions in Joshua, Judges, and
Kings, together with a clear choice in Chronicles for the Zadokites followed. As
this program was introduced in the final stage of the Pentateuch’s formation, we
should assume that this was a post-dtr, post-P, and post-H proto-Chronistic stage
in the fourth century BCE, possibly after Ezra’s reforms.

The Levitical lineage described in Numbers 3:14-39 is not only important for
identifying Levitical undertakings at the tabernacle (Num 4), but also for taking up
(Num 35:16-34) the dtr rule of determining the cities of refuge for asylum seekers
(Deut 19:1-13; 4:41-43). It is then connected with the instruction to allocate land
from the tribal holdings for the Levites for dwelling and pasture (Num 35:1-15).
The ThR thus introduces rules for the subsistence of the increasing number of
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Levitical and priestly personnel at the Second Temple. ThR accordingly supple-
mented the dtr account in Joshua 21 with the account that settlements had been
distributed to the Kohathite Aaronides (Josh 21:1-19), the other Kohathites (Josh
21:20-26), the Gershonites (Josh 21:27-33), and the Merarites (Josh 21:34-45).
This connection is reflected, in addition, in the Aaronite genealogy in 1 Chroni-
cles 6:39-66 (vv. 35-38), generally affirming the Aaronides’ right to priestly pos-
sessions (Josh 21:1-4, 10-19//1 Chr 6:39-45), as well as that of all other Levitical
clans (Josh 21:5-9//1 Chr 6:46-50), the Kohatites (1 Chr 6:51-55), the Gershonites
(1 Chr 6:56-61), and the Merarites (1 Chr 6:62-66).3' Again, the concepts of the ThR
are incorporated into Chronicles and not recorded before.

5 The Hierocratic Institution of the High Priest in
the Theocratic Reworking of the Pentateuch

In the latest texts of the Pentateuch, Moses’s position as the preeminent mediator
of Divine Torah and Prophecy is illustrated in the Song at the Sea (Exod 15:1-18)
and in the Song of Moses (Deut 32:1-43).3* Moses proclaims Yhwh'’s kingship and
uniqueness as God:

Exodus 15:11 “Who is like You, Yhwh, among the gods, who is like You, majestic in holi-
ness, awesome in splendour, working wonders! ... 17 You bring them [your people] and plant
them in the mountain of your heritage, the place You made to dwell in, Yhwh! The sanctu-
ary, o Lord, which your hands established. 18 Yhwh will reign as king for ever and ever!”

When this prophetic hymn was placed before the song of the prophetess Miriam,
the shorter prophetic version remains only as a repetition of what Moses has
already envisioned and pronounced. At the end of his life as presented in the
Pentateuch, Moses announces in his prophetic hymn the eschatological legal pro-
ceedings of Yhwh, the sole God, the creator, and the highest ruler over the world
and over the nations, who proclaims himself as lord of the universe, ruling on life
and death, Deuteronomy 32:39:

31 Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 430-50.
32 John W. Watts, Psalm and Story. Inset Hymns in Hebrew Narrative, JSOTS 139 (Sheffield: Shef-
field Academic Press, 1992).
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“See now, that I, I am He, and there is no god beside me, I deal death and give life, I have
wounded and I will heal, and none can deliver from My hand!”*

When, in the latest phase of reworking, priestly scribes introduced a new priestly
hierarchical order into the narrative of the Pentateuch in connection with the intro-
duction of priestly torot, they also introduced a legend about Aaron as Moses’s
successor in the task of Torah mediator. This meant his authority exceeded all
other priestly, Levitical, prophetic, and scribal authority. The authorisation of
Aaron superceded the authorisation of the prophets following Moses.

According to the Hexateuch Composition in Deuteronomy 18:15-22, prophetic
authority was rooted in the legend about the covenant on Mount Horeb, which
included the divine promise to raise a prophet like Moses for Israel and to put his
words into the prophet’s mouth (Deut 18:18; Jer 1:9; cf. also Isa 6:6-9; Ezek 3:1-4).
When, according to the Pentateuchal reworking, the legend of the tent of meeting
introduced a new perspective, it was believed that Moses’s word directly deliv-
ered God’s revelation, so that the Torah of Moses surpassed the prophetic word
(Deut 34:10-12). The word of Moses became itself divine. In the theocratic priestly
reworking of the Pentateuch, the narrative of Moses’s call (Exod 3) therefore was
supplemented in Exodus 4:10-17 with the assignment of Aaron the Levite, brother
of Moses. Moses received the commandment from the beginning of his work,
“speak to him and put the words in his mouth” (a3 0™a7A N8 DRI YO8 N,
v. 15). God promised to be with the mouth of Moses as well as with the mouth of
Aaron and instruct them both (v. 15). So when Aaron speaks to the people, he will
be the mouth of Moses, and Moses will be for him a mediator in a divine position
(o 15RY W an anRY 8% 15 1 RI0, . 16). Before God promised to send the
prophets, Aaron already had been assigned to be the first and most high authority
to proclaim God’s word through Moses. Thus, all torot of the Pentateuch, including
the priestly torot on offerings and purity were also determined to supercede any
further Torah proclaimed in the prophetic scrolls.

The priestly reworking of the Pentateuch effected scribal discourse between
the prophetic and Pentateuchal scriptures. As an example, one may have a look
at Jer 7:22-23, where it is denied that God commanded anything about burnt
offerings or sacrifices on the way from Egypt to the promised land (cf. also Mic

33 Deuteronomy 32 is probably the latest text in Deuteronomy. The Song of Moses is a canonical
and hermeneutical bridge between Torah, Prophets, Psalms, and Wisdom, announcing Yhwh’s
judgment over the nations and Israel’s eschatological salvation. Cf. Otto, Deuteronomium 23,16—
34,12, 2130-203; for a close reading cf. Petra Schmidtkunz, Das Moselied des Deuteronomium.
Untersuchungen zu Text und Theologie von 32,1-43, FAT 11/124 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2020).
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6:6-8; Amos 5:25). The admission of foreigners to the cult was heavily disputed
(Isa 56:3—-8; Deut 23:2-9; Exod 12:48-49) and served as a reason to reject a general
admission of Levites for worship at the center of the sanctuary and to degrade
their majority to clerus minor (Ezek 44:9-11).

In the expansions of the priestly legends in Numbers, foundational legends
serve to subsequently endow the hierocratic position of the high priest. They
confirm that Aaron and his descendants have the highest priestly authority among
the descendants of Levi and among all other tribes and chieftains of Israel.
Numbers 16 reports about a rebellion of Korah the Levite, who claims the right
of the priesthood to the assembly (‘edah) and is rejected immediately (Num 16:1a,
3-5, 8-11, 16, 19-24, 28-34).3* Thereby Aaron’s preeminent position in the ‘edah
is confirmed. When the ‘edah rails against Moses and Aaron in an assembly
(Num 17:6-7), only Aaron is able to expiate their wrongdoing on their behalf and
calm the wrath of Yhwh by the incense ritual (Num 17:8-15).

Numbers 16:2-3 reports about a rebellion of 250 chieftains (o'&'w31) of the
congregation (77Y), chosen by the assembly (7113 *®™p), against Moses and
Aaron. With reference to the account of the Sinai covenant in Exodus 19:6 (onx
WP 13 ... " ¥n) and the program of the Holiness Code (Lev 19:2 n7p-52-5x 937
DGR M IR WITH D PAN DWIR DAYR NORR1 9RI13) the laity doubt the
privileged position of Moses and Aaron over the gahal, the Assembly of the people
(M 5np-Sy wann Y1, Num 16:3). In an ordeal, these laity try to offer incense,
but - as in Leviticus 10:2 — “a fire went forth from Yhwh and consumed the 250
men” (Num 16:35). The legend proves that only Aaron and his descendants have
the right to offer incense (Num 17:1-5). It is only he who is able to sanctify Israel
before God by offering purifying incense. It is the Aaronide high priest alone who
is allowed to come close to the adytum of the sanctuary every morning when he
tends to the Menorah and offers incense (Exod 37:1-10).

The two legends are intertwined, and thus they make clear that Aaron is the
head of the religious assembly (‘edah) as well as over the subordinate political
assembley (gahal). So he also represents the highest political authority of all
Israelites. When the chieftains of Israel representing the twelve tribes lay down
their staffs and the document of covenantal law (n17y7, Num 17:19) before the ark

34 For literary-critical analysis, cf. Achenbach, Vollendung, 37-123; recent research tends to
assume that the motif of Korah’s rebellion was intertwined with the narrative on a rebellion of
250 nesi’im; cf. Christoph Berner, “Vom Aufstand Datans und Abirams zum Aufbegehren der
250 Médnner. Eine redaktionsgeschichtliche Studie zu den Anfangen der literarischen Genese von
Num 16-17,” BN 150 (2012): 9-33; Katharina Pyschny, Verhandelte Fiihrung. Eine Analyse von Num
16-17 im Kontext der neueren Pentateuchforschung, HBS 88 (Freiburg — Basel — Wien: Herder,
2017).
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as a symbol of their authority, Aaron’s staff brings forth sprouts and blossoms
of Almonds (o™TpW, v. 18). From Jeremiah 1:11-12 the symbol of the blossoming
almond branch is a traditional symbol for Yhwh watching his people (Tpw); it
seems that the prophetic connotation and the political context have been trans-
ferred to the Aaronide high priest in the legend of Numbers 17: He represents the
highest authority in the assembly of Israel in religious and in political perspective;
he represents Yhwh’s watchfulness even over the prophetic tradition.

The Aaron legend of the older layers of the Priestly Code was worked out to
confirm the high priest in his succession as the highest legal authority in the con-
gregation of Israel (‘edah, n7Y). The general assembly of the people (gahal, 51p)*
was subordinate to the assembly of the people as a religious community (‘edah).
Since there is no annointed king (n*wn), the high priest is the highest and only
anointed authority in the society of the Second Temple.*” His vestments express a
divine kingly authority. The high priest’s turban (Exod 28:40) is designated with
a diadem of the sanctuary (WTpn 13; as a representation of Zion, cf. Isa 61:10); he
and his sons should, according to the Pentateuch torah, be the only annointed
authorities (Exod 28:41; 29:7-9; 30:31-33; Lev 9:8-12; Isa 61:1). The clothes for the
priestly investiture resemble, on the other hand, a series of symbols that represent
Israel before God (Exod 28:12, 29).3® He wears a breastplate as a symbol for the
highest authority over ordeals and the law (0awWnn jwn, Exod 28:30) together with
the lots to explore and “obtain God’s decision on important questions on which

35 gahal: Deut 5:22; 9:10; 10:4; 18:16; 23:2-9; 31:30; Josh 8:35; 1Kgs 8:14 as a general term for
the assembly of Yhwh'’s people; in Exod 12:6; Num 14:5 the term is subordinate to the term ‘edah
(581 32 1Y Hnp 92 1aY); cf. also Lev 4:13, 21; 16:17, 33; 16:3, 33; 17:12; 19:20; 20:6.

36 ‘edah: Exod 12:3, 6, 19, 47; 16:1, 2, 9-10, 22; 17:1; 35:20; 34:31; 35:1, 4; 38:25; Lev 4:15; 8:3, 5; 10:6,
17; 16:5; 19:2; Num 1-10; 15; 16-17; 29; 20; 25-35; not in Deuteronomy.

37 Cf. also Isa 61:1-11. The text is a self-proclamation of a person who is “anointed by Yhwh” and
bestowed with the “spirit of Lord Yhwh,” i.e., charisma to perform his office and to prove his
authority by proclaiming a derdr, i. e., a release. The concept of this text is thus clearly connected
with an early hierocratic program (cf. Henri Cazelles, “Royaume des prétres et nation consacrée
(Exode 19,6) in: “Humanisme et foi chrétienne”: Melanges scientifique de UInstitut Catholique
Paris, ed. Charles Kannengiesser / Yves Marchasson, Paris: Beauchesne 1976, 541-545; Pierre
Grélot, “Sur Isaie LXI: 1a premiére consecration d’un grande prétre, (RB 97, Leuven 1990, 414-431;
R. Achenbach, “Konig, Priester und Prophet. Zur Transformation der Konzepte der Herrschafts-
legitimation in Jesaja 61,” in: R. Achenbach — Martin Arneth — Eckart Otto, Tora in der Hebrdi-
schen Bibel. Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte und synchronen Logik diachroner Transformationen
(BZAR 7 — Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2007, 196-244).

38 In Isa 61:10 the annointed thus appears “like a bridegroom adorned with a turban,” i.e., a
representative of the (divine) royal authority with respect to the congregation who is addressed
as “priests of Yhwh” and “servants of our God” (v. 6), and — at the same time — “like a bride
bedecked with her finery,” the annointed is a representative of Zion with respect to Yhwh.
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human judgment was found inadequate, such as military actions, allocation of
land, legal verdicts in the absence of evidence, and choice of leaders”? They are
called urim and tummim (Exod 28:30; Lev 8:8), possibly representing a symbol
for lights (o1& > 7R) and for perfection and integrity (o'an > on/ onn). They
express the will of Yhwh as the creator of light (Gen 1:3-5, 18) and the origins of
blessings (Num 6:23-27) and life (Ps 36:10), and as the God of complete revelation
(onn, Deut 31:24, 30), who has power to watch over integrity and righteousness
(Gen 6:9: o'an p1x WK i) and to determine the end of life (Num 14:35; 17:28;
32:13). The application of the lots in preexilic contexts is mentioned in 1 Sam 14:41
(LXX*) and 2 Sam 28:6 in the context of divination during war. In the context of
the late priestly reworking of Numbers they mark out a decisive function because
it is Eleazar the high priest who seeks the decision of the urim and tummim before
Yhwh in situations of war and — more importantly — the division of the land, that
is, the irrevocable inheritance of land for Israelite families. In remembrance of
the postexilic history the administration of urim and tumim was decisive for all
Jewish rights of personal possession and heritage (cf. Ezra 2:63; Neh 7:65). Accord-
ing to Numbers 20:28-29, immediately after the death of Aaron, the vestments
were handed over to his next eldest son Eleazar. In the priestly legend about a
legal case that intends revising the laws of inheritance (Num 27:1-11), the place
of negotiations of the highest court is before the sanctuary in its function as the
Tent of Meeting. The court is the full assembly of the congregation — of the ‘edah
(77vn 53) - all its representatives (o'X°win "1aY), presided over by Moses and
Eleazar the high priest. The divine decision is requested and proclaimed by Moses.

The subsequent part of the narrative reflects on Joshua’s succession again.*°
The designation of Joshua is described in several steps. Yhwh commands Moses
to single out Joshua as a person qualified with special charisma and an inspired
man (312 719, Num 27:18). In the ritual, he has to stand before Eleazar and the con-
gregation, who have to witness the act (v. 19). Moses must lay his hands upon him
(v. 23) and transfer a part of his authority to him (& 177m nnnn, v. 20a), so that
the community will obey him. By this act he is filled with a “spirit of wisdom”
(n7nan N, Deut 34:9) and qualified as a political leader. But when he has to make

39 Jeffrey H. Tigay, “Exodus,” in The Jewish Study Bible, ed. Adele Berlin, Marc Zvi Brettler and
Michael Fishbane (Oxford — New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 102-202, here 172-73,
with references to Num 27:21; 1 Sam 14:37-42; Ezra 2:63; Exod 22:8; Josh 7:14-18; Judg 1:1-2; 20:18;
1Sam 10; 20-22; 2 Sam 2:1; 5:23-24.

40 There are four versions of a succession story for Joshua: in Josh 1:1-6* (dtr. reworking of a pre-
dtr version); in Deut 31:7-8 (dtr.) with a Fortschreibung of the Hexateuch redactor (Deut 31:9-13%);
a Fortschreibung of the Pentateuch redaction (Deut 31:14-15, 23); and a late priestly version by the
ThR (Num 27:12-23; Deut 34:9).
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decisions, he is obliged to request the divine decision first from Eleazar the priest
via the “legal decision by urim before Yahwh” (i 185 oirn vawna 1H Hrwy,
v. 21a). This will impact all his undertakings in times of peace and war (v. 21b),
and this will concern especially the decisions about the allotment of land and
inheritance in Israel (Num 34:16-17). The role to augur divine decisions and thus
to assign ultimate authority in lawsuits and to answer questions of law and justice
has not been transferred to Joshua, but to Eleazar — and thus to the high priest.

The institutional power is specifically represented by the legend of a porta-
ble shrine, where cultic, ritual, and legal activities can be performed. Therefore,
the theocratic reworking of the Pentateuch identified the Tent of Meeting (5nx
T11) with the desert shrine (jown).** These editors also assumed that priests and
Levites had transported the shrine through the desert during the forty years and
had brought it into the promised land (Num 1-10%*, 15-19%, 2631, 33-35). The idea
of already recognising the priestly institutions as a fundamental part of Israel’s
constitution from the beginning led to the narrative not only of the wandering
kabéd of Yhwh, but also of a wandering sanctuary.

In Chronicles, the identification of the divine dwelling (jown) with the Tent
of Meeting (7p1n 51R) is connected with the temple building in the rules of the
temple offices in 1 Chronicles 6:16-17:

16 “These are the persons whom David put in charge of the service of song in the temple of
Yhwh (M nva), after the ark came to rest (1787 Miann),*? 17 that they ministered with song
before the tabernacle of the tent of meeting (79 5nx 1own) ...”*

They believe that the final resting place of the ark before it was transferred to Jeru-
salem was Gibeon (1 Chr 16:39; 21:29), because according to 1 Kings 3:4 Solomon
had brought sacrifices there and Yhwh appeared to him (cf. also 1 Kgs 9:2). Chroni-
cles does not mention the former sanctuary in Shiloh, which had become unclean
because of the wicked priests (1 Sam 1:3, 9, 24; 2:14—4:12; 14:3; 1 Kgs 2:27). According
to 2 Chronicles 1:3, 13, after Solomon became king, he visited the sanctuary of the
“Tent of Meeting, which Moses the servant of Yhwh had made in the wilderness”
there. Before Solomon had built the temple as a permanent house, Yhwh had
been worshiped in several tent sanctuaries (1 Chr 17:5 j2wnm 5nR-58 Hnxn ).
When the ark was transferred to Jerusalem, the mishkan remained in Gibeon, so

41 Cf. Reinhard Achenbach, “Mishkan — Aron — ’Ohael Mo’ed. Concepts of Divine Presence in the
Pentateuch,” ZAR 23 (2017): 151-61.

42 Cf. Num 10:33.

43 LXX confuses the functions once again, translating with évavtiov Tiig oknvfig oikov papTupiov
“before the tent of the house of witness”.
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that the obligatory offerings could be offered (1 Chr 16:37-40). The Levites contin-
ued their service as guardians at the entrance of the tent, where the ark is placed
(1 Chr 9:19-35), as they did before under the surveillance of Phineas ben Eleazar
(1 Chr 9:20: 1y mm oanb oby mn a1 oK 12 onroy). Even descendants of
Korah are found among them (v. 19), corresponding to the remark in Numbers
26:9 that “the sons of Korah did not die.” In order to harmonise 2 Sam 6:17-19 and
the narrative of Numbers, the Chronicler assumes that David had prepared a sepa-
rate tent for the ark (1 Chr 15:1), where burnt offerings and shelamim were brought
before God after the transfer had been completed (1 Chr 16:1-3//2 Sam 6:17-19).
Chronicles thus takes up the motifs of the theocratic reworking (ThR) in Numbers
and tries to harmonise them with the dtr texts, that had already been reworked by
ThR, rewriting and continuing Dtr in Fortschreibung from the perspective of ThR.
With respect to the orders of offices in the Second Temple during the late Persian
period, the roles of the Levite take on renewed weight.**

In the ancient dtr report on the consecration of Solomon’s temple, the priests
bore the ark from David’s tent into the building and deposited it beneath the throne
of cherubim that served as symbol for divine presence (1 Kgs 8:3b, 6). Late priestly
scribes inserted 1 Kings8:4,6 (mn* N2 / owTpn WTp) and vv. 10b-11 with respect
to Exod 40:34-35, bringing in late elements from the late priestly narrative of the
ThR.** Since, according to Numbers 4:15, 19b, the Aaronide priests are responsible
for organising the duties for each Levitical unit, priests and Levites are responsi-
ble for the transport of the tabernacle (1 Kgs 8:4b). The priests take care that the
other Levites do not touch the holy artifact, and they take care of the holy oil and
the Menorah (Num 4:16), but the Levites have to bear the ark and the mishkan
(Num 4:15b, 17-33). And since they had guarded the ark while the mishkan had
remained in Gibeon, Chronicles assigns the responsibility for bearing it to them
(2 Chr 4:4Db). However, since the holy vessels are in the hands of the priests, it is the
common responsibility of all “the levitical priests”, o ©an27, Zadokites and
Levites (Ezek 44:15), to bring everything up into the temple building (2 Chr 4:4b,
leaves out the waw, but is corrected again in several manuscripts).

44 Gary N. Knoppers, “Hierodules, Priests, or Janitors? The Levites in Chronicles and the His-
tory of Isrealite Priesthood,” JBL 118 (1999), 49-72. For a closer discussion, cf. Jaeyoung Jeon,
“The Priestly Tent of Meeting in Chronicles: Pro-Priestly of Anti-Priestly?” JHS 18, Article #7
(DOI:10.5508/jhs.2018.v18.a7). Jeon assumes continuous conflicts between Zadokites and Lev-
ites. Cf. Jaeyoung Jeon, “The Zadokite and Levite Scribal Conflicts and Hegemonic Struggles,” in
Scripture as Social Discourse: Social-Scientific Perspectives on Early Jewish and Christian Writings,
ed. Todd Klutz et al. (New York: T&T Clark, 2018), 97-110.

45 Achenbach, “Der Pentateuch,” 225-54. See also Albertz, Die kanonische Anpassung des
Josuabuches,” 199-216.
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When the temple was finished, the office of the Levites to transport the ark accord-
ing to Numbers 4 ceases (1 Chr 23:16). Now the temple is the dwelling of Yhwh
(2 Chr 1:5), even when the Israelites turn their faces away from it (2 Chr 29:6).

Chronicles takes up issues from ThR in Numbers and thus documents further
scribal reception and debate, as Hans-Peter Mathys has already shown.*” The
position of the Levites is under on-going debate in Chronicles (cf. Num 18:3-4;
2 Chr 29:16, 34; 30:16; 35:11), and the Chronicler even added to the descriptions
of Levitical tasks at Pesach (2 Chr 30:16; 35:11). Second Chronicles 30:2, 15 are
the only other texts where the rules on a second Pesach (Numbers 9:10-13) are
referred to in the Hebrew Bible. Levites not only receive the tithes (cf. Num 18:21-
24), but also guard and administer them (2 Chr 31:11-13).

In his work on Torah in Chronicles, Lars Maskow has described how this nar-
rative was received and expounded in Chronicles.*® Here the Levitical genealogies,
the sanctuary, the ark, the holy vessels, and the cultic calendar were transferred
into the narratives received from the already reworked dtr tradition and described
in further detail. The proto-Chronistic theocratic reworking of the Pentateuch led
to the first extensive and complete work of “Rewritten Bible” in the book of Chron-
icles.

46 1Kgs 8:4is missing in LXX. In v. 6 'WTpn Wp YN is missing in LXX. And instead of n™a 1R
Y in v.6, LXX only had paRn in its Vorlage, and instead of min» n°a just n'an, v. 10b, 11b.

47 Mathys, “Numeri und Chronik,” n. 10, 20.

48 Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 239-550; on “Kult-Personal”, 240-334, “Kult-Gegenstand”,
335-384; “Kult-Kalender”, 477-542.



Hans-Peter Mathys
Numbers and Chronicles: Close Relatives 2

In 2008 I published an article entitled “Numbers and Chronicles: Close Rel-
atives”!, where I showed that the two books share much in common in their
content, but often take quite different approaches. I briefly presented nine topics:
1. The relationship between priests and Levites; 2. Pesach; 3. The tithe; 4. Temple
financing; 5. The registration of the people; 6. No collective liability; 7. Holy war;
8. Agriculture; and 9. Narrative. My aim in the present contribution is to clarify
three of these points: numbers 1 (priests and Levites), 5 (registration) and 7 (holy
war); four additional issues will also be examined.

1 The (Two) Silver Trumpets

According to Numbers 10:1-2,2 Yahweh gives Moses the order to make two silver
trumpets of “hammered work” (Awpn 702 nvikn 'nw). They serve to summon
the congregation and signal for its departure. When the Israelites begin a war in

1 Hans-Peter Mathys, “Numeri und Chronik: nahe Verwandte,” in The Books of Leviticus and
Numbers, ed. Thomas Romer, BETL 215 (Leuven: Peters, 2008), 555-78. In his article “Numbers
and Chronicles: False Friends or Close Relatives?” Hebrew Bible and Ancient Israel [HeBAI] 8
(2019): 332-77, Louis Jonker alludes to the title of my contribution. The publication of Jonker’s
essay overlapped with the preparation of the present contribution. I maintain the substance of
my remarks as they were presented at the Lausanne conference. Regarding the dating of Chroni-
cles, Jonker formulates almost apodictically (p. 339): “There is general agreement that the book of
Chronicles also originated in the late Persian era, towards the end of the Achaemenid rule, in the
first half or around the middle of the fourth century B.C.E.” Later on, he somewhat softens this
judgement. Note however that such a dating is by no means uncontested; see Hans-Peter Mathys,
“Chronikbiicher und hellenistischer Zeitgeist,” in Hans-Peter Mathys, Vom Anfang und vom Ende.
Fiinf alttestamentliche Studien, BEAT 47 (Frankfurt a.M.: Lang, 2000), 41-155 for dating Chronicles
to the early Hellenistic period. Georg Steins, Die Chronik als kanonisches Abschlussphdnomen.
Studien zur Entstehung und Theologie von 1 /2 Chronik, BBB 93 (Weinheim: Beltz Athendum 1995)
proposes an even later date (in the Maccabean period); see also Israel Finkelstein, Hasmonean
Realities Behind Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles, Ancient Israel and Its Literature 34 (Atlanta:
SBL Press, 2018). For the general assumptions underlying the present contribution, see my first
paper on the topic.

2 Sir 50:16 refers to this chapter: “Then the sons of Aaron shouted; they blew their trumpets of
hammered metal; they sounded a mighty fanfare as a reminder before the Most High.”

Hans-Peter Mathys, University of Basel

3 Open Access. © 2021 Hans-Peter Mathys, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed
under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-004
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the land, they are to give its signal by sounding the trumpets. However, the instru-
ment is also used for ritual occasions (Num 10:10):3

Also on your days of rejoicing, at your appointed festivals, and at the beginnings of your
months, you shall blow the trumpets over your burnt offering and over your sacrifices of
well being ...

The following sentence makes clear the importance of these trumpets, which are
reserved for the priests (Num 10:8):

The sons of Aaron, the priests, shall blow the trumpets; this shall be a perpetual institution
for you throughout your generations.

The second-most frequent occurrence of the noun, after Numbers 10, is found in
Chronicles. The trumpets are sounded after Jehoshaphat’s successful war against
the Moabites and Ammonites (2 Chr 20:28):

They came to Jerusalem, with harps and lyres and trumpets, to the house of Yhwh.

However, the trumpets are much more frequently used for cultic and cult-adjacent
occasions. Their importance is shown by the fact that the priests are responsi-
ble for playing the instrument, not the Levites. Two examples: When the Ark is
brought up to Jerusalem for the second time, priests mentioned by name play the
trumpet before the Ark (1 Chr 16:6).

A fine example of the trumpet’s use in the cult can be found in the description
of the Passover held under King Hezekiah (2 Chr 29:27-28):

Then Hezekiah commanded that the burnt offering be offered on the altar. When the burnt
offering began, the song to Yhwh began also, and the trumpets, accompanied by the instru-
ments of King David of Israel. The whole assembly worshiped, the singers sang, and the
trumpeters sounded; all this continued until the burnt offering was finished.

The trumpet has replaced the 75¥ as the signal instrument and has also partly
replaced it in cultic practice. Although there are also two passages in Kings
(1 Kgs 11:14 [2x]; 12:14), one in Hosea (Hos 5:8) and one in the Psalter (Ps 98:6)
that mention the trumpets, the use of n7yixn is nevertheless clearly concentrated
in post-exilic texts, in Numbers* as well as Chronicles.® In addition, the noun is

3 Translation of biblical passages according to NRSV.
4 Num 10:2, 8, 9, 10; 31:6. The bulk of the attestations are concentrated in one chapter.
5 1Chr 13:8; 15:24, 28; 16:6, 42; 2 Chr 5:12, 13; 13:12, 14; 15:14; 20:28; 23:13; 29:26-28.
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attested in both Ezra (3:10) and Nehemiah (12:35, 41). I do not rule out the possibil-
ity that trumpets were used early in Israel and that the horn was used in post-ex-
ilic times. I would simply like to indicate that on the literary level, the trumpet
appears almost exclusively in late texts, and that to a certain extent, this should
be interpreted as an indication of the trumpet gaining importance in the cult of
the Second Temple - as did temple music and singing in general.® 1-2 Kings offer
little in this respect, and the laws of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers contain only
one single provision concerning temple music. According to Chronicles, in the
absence of Mosaic laws, temple music and singing are regulated by King David
(1 Chr 16).

The importance of the two trumpets in the Second and Herodian temples is
also made clear by coinage as well as the Arch of Titus in Rome, which depicts the
Romans carrying off loot from the temple of Jerusalem. Among the spoils shown
on the Arch are two trumpets alongside the seven-branched menorah and the
tables of the bread of the presence.”

Here, questions arise concerning the trumpets of whether the Chronicler con-
sciously took up Numbers 10 and whether he would have also incorporated the
trumpets into his work had Numbers 10 and Numbers 31:6 not yet existed. The first
possibility is supported by the fact that in Chronicles, the trumpets actually find
use on occasion, while Numbers 10 merely envisages them being played. There
are four occasions for which Numbers stipulates sounding the trumpets: 1) gath-
ering the congregation; 2) setting up the camp; 3) signaling war; and 4) various
ritual occasions, including days of rejoicing. Interestingly, the trumpets in the
book of Numbers do not resound when the people (are summoned and) depart
throughout their desert march (though perhaps the text takes this for granted).
Since the Chronicler omits the entire march through the desert in his work, the
trumpets cannot resound at all on this occasion. They do so for the first time at
the Ark’s transfer to Jerusalem. Yet the configuration of the orchestra accompa-
nying them in this procession differs between 2 Samuel 6:5 and 1 Chronicles 13:8:
In 2 Samuel 6:5, various juniper woods are used, i. e. wind instruments, while the

6 For a general overview see Hans Seidel, Musik in Altisrael, BEATA]J 12 (Frankfurt a.M.: Lang,
1989); Joachim Braun, Die Musikkultur Altisraels/Paldistinas. Studien zu archdologischen, schrift-
lichen und vergleichenden Quellen, OBO 164 (Freiburg i.U.: Universititsverlag, 1999).

7 Whether the two instruments depicted upon the Arch of Titus in Rome are actually the two
trumpets of Num 10 has proven controversial. They could instead be the tuba sacrum known
in Rome. This thesis is seemingly supported by the fact that the menorah on the Arch does not
correspond to the lampstand as represented in the Old Testament; see Lars Maskow, Tora in der
Chronik. Studien zur Rezeption des Pentateuchs in den Chronikbiichern, FRLANT 274 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 376 and literature cited.
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orchestra of the Chronicler also includes his beloved singers as well as the trum-
pets, which do not replace the ram horns like elsewhere. According to Maskow,
the Chronicler introduced the trumpets in this passage because he saw a paral-
lel between the march through the desert and the procession of the Ark.® This
is a daring interpretation. In the second, successful attempt to transfer the Ark,
seven (!) priests are named who blow the trumpet (1 Chr 15:24; without parallel
in 2 Samuel 6), in the final act of which the Chronicler again uses an impressive
orchestra (v. 28: shouting, horns, trumpets, cymbals, harps, and lyres), while
the original in Samuel is content with shouting and horns (2 Sam 6:15). One gets
the impression that the Chronicler mentions almost all of the instruments of an
orchestra from his time period.

Trumpets resound in two wars: that of Abijah against Jeroboam (2 Chr 13:12,
14), and that of Jehoshaphat against a Transjordanian coalition (2 Chr 20:28). In
the former case, only the trumpet is used, played by priests according to v. 14. In 2
Chronicles 20:28, the trumpets are merely one of several instruments. After their
victory, the Judeans return to Jerusalem accompanied by an orchestra; before the
hostilities, only the singers were in action.

The remaining passages concern the cult. The dedication of the Jerusalem
temple is a crucial event in the Chronicler’s history of the cult. At the end of the
ceremony, the priests proceeded out of the sanctuary, while the Levites, who were
singers and their brothers, stood east of the altar with cymbals and harps and
lyres, and with them a hundred and twenty priests blowing trumpets; trumpeters
and singers “sang with one voice” (2 Chr 5:12-13). When renewing the covenant
with God under King Asa (2 Chr 15), the congregation swore to Yhwh with a loud
voice and with rejoicing and with trumpets and horns (v. 14). It is irrelevant here
who plays which instrument; the Chronicler may implicitly assume that the trum-
pets were reserved for priests.

The end of Athaliah’s illegitimate rule is framed musically. She watches as the
king stands on a pedestal, “and the trumpeters beside the king, and all the people
of the land rejoicing and blowing trumpets, and the singers with their musical
instruments leading in the celebration” (2 Chr 23:13-14). The people playing
instruments reserved for priests in this passage is astonishing and should not be
dismissed by the flippant idea that they acted in exuberance of emotions.

Of course, the Passover celebration under King Hezekiah is framed musi-
cally as well (2 Chr 29). However, very different statements follow each other in
the report of this event: Hezekiah stations the Levites in the house of Yhwh with
cymbals, harps and lyres (v. 25); the Levites stand in line bearing the instruments

8 Maskow, Tora in der Chronik, 373.
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of David, while the priests wield the trumpets (v. 26); at the burnt offering, the
singing and trumpeting begins, alongside the instruments of David (v. 27); the
only performers are the singers and the trumpeters (v. 28).

What a confusing picture! No two passages correspond with one another. The
result is best explained as follows: In his work, the Chronicler depicted the cultic
realities of his time, while at the same time sketching an ideal image of it. The
ideal element clearly dominates in the war reports, which are strongly cultic in
tone.

The preceding observations have important consequences for the assess-
ment of the relationship between Numbers 10 and the book of Chronicles. An
evaluation of this relationship cannot be made without taking into account the
cultic realities from the time of the Chronicler, which are difficult to assess, and
there are few sources available other than Numbers 10 and Chronicles them-
selves. The most important of these are the three attestations of the “trumpet”
in Ezra and Nehemiah and the almost complete absence of the instrument in the
Deuteronomistic literature, the only attestations being 2 Kings 11:14 (2x); 12:14.
The only conclusion that can be drawn from this is certainly what has already
been established, namely that the trumpet played a much more important role
in (late) postexilic times than in the time of the Temple of Solomon. Numbers
10 and Chronicles adopt this reality in different ways: The author of Numbers
10 considers what role the trumpet might have played with the Israelites before
they conquered the land they were promised and before they built the temple in
Jerusalem. The feasts to be celebrated in the future and the use of the trumpet
in war could only be addressed in general terms. The most concrete and precise
expression of the Chronicler’s views on the past is found with the people’s depar-
ture in the desert: a long time ago, far enough that no one can check whether it
constitutes an accurate reflection of the past itself. We do not know why Moses
makes only two trumpets at the command of Yhwh. The Chronicler reckons with
bigger, but offers different numbers. Even the priestly privilege of blowing the
trumpet, established in Numbers 10:8, is not something to which the Chronicler
adamantly adheres. This may perhaps reflect a rich cultic reality. However, under
no circumstances should the attestations of the trumpets be considered a mere
continuation of Numbers 10. This would mean applying the principle of scriptura
sui ipsius interpres where it has no place.
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2 Korah (and Company)

In 2008, I discussed briefly and very generally the relationship between Levites
and priests in the books of Numbers and Chronicles. In the present contribution,
I would like to clarify one point, namely the history of the Korahites. The story of
Korah and “all his company” in Numbers 16 is well-known. More relevant to the
present context, however, is a brief recapitulation of the incident in Numbers 26.
It concludes in v. 11 as follows:

Notwithstanding, the sons of Korah did not die.

For the Chronicler, this sentence is of central importance. According to 1 Chroni-
cles 9, which lists the inhabitants of Jerusalem, Levites also lived in the city. Verses
17-20 are particularly revealing:

The gatekeepers were: Shallum, Akkub, Talmon, Ahiman; and their kindred Shallum was
the chief, stationed previously in the king’s gate on the east side. These were the gatekeep-
ers of the camp of the Levites. Shallum son of Kore, son of Ebiasaph, son of Korah, and his
kindred of his ancestral house, the Korahites, were in charge of the work of the service,
guardians of the thresholds of the tent, as their ancestors had been in charge of the camp
of Yhwh, guardians of the entrance. And Phinehas son of Eleazar was chief over them in
former times; Yhwh was with him.

Shallum occupies a crucial position in this section. Numbers does not reveal
whether the Korahites could still perform the functions originally assigned to
them. The Chronicler’s answer to this question is unequivocal: Of course they
could! In 1 Chronicles 9:22, the Chronicler also states that a descendant of Shallum
by the name of Zechariah was appointed by David and Samuel. He also draws
attention to the fact that the family was stationed at the King’s Gate in the east of
the city and had fulfilled its duties to the Chronicler’s own day.

Note that the Korahites in 1 Chronicles 9:19 are called “guards at the thresh-
olds of the tent” (57K o207 "W). This formulation is unusual and anachronis-
tic. It creates a link from the time of composition to the time of the wanderings in
the desert. There is a continuum between these periods: during all this time, the
Korahites served as guards at the thresholds of the tent. The prominent position
taken by Phinehas in 1 Chronicles 9:20 may be explained by the fact that, accord-
ing to Numbers 25:7-8, he performed a heroic deed by killing the Israelite man and
the Midianite woman who had committed adultery together.
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3 The Covenant of Salt

Salt and religion are closely connected. The Old Testament prescribes salt for sac-
rifices (Lev 2:13; Ezek 43:24). Salt makes food more durable and therefore repre-
sents a permanence and inviolability; the term “salt” is therefore very well suited
for the characterization of covenants, which are eternally valid by nature and
inviolable by claim.’ Not only is this close relationship between covenant and
salt characteristic of the Old Testament, but, as Wellhausen points out, it is also
attested among Arab tribes.'® In this regard, the Arabic term milcha “covenant”
speaks for itself.™

In the Old Testament, the term “covenant of salt” is first used in Numbers 18,
a chapter which regulates the maintenance of priests. Verse 19 reads as follows:

All the holy offerings that the Israelites present to Yhwh I have given to you, together with
your sons and daughters, as a perpetual due; it is a covenant of salt forever (11773 o5y pri5
51y %) before Yhwh for you and your descendants as well).

The claims of the priests and their families are thus safeguarded. In this passage,
note, besides the “covenant of salt,” the two attestations of D'yiy, reinforcing the
aspect of duration.

The Chronicler introduces the notion of a “covenant of salt” where one would
not necessarily expect it: 2 Chronicles 13:5, concerning Abijah, the successor to
King Rehoboam:

Do you not know that Yhwh God of Israel gave the kingship over Israel forever to David and
his sons by a covenant of salt (n?rg nm3a)?

There is no doubt that the Chronicler, strongly departing from his Deuteronomistic
source, was inspired by Numbers 18:19. Japhet’s interpretation is nearly correct:
“The parallelism is clear: a divine grant (holy offerings//kingship) to a favoured
beneficiary (Aaron//David) sealed by an eternal commitment.”*? Interestingly,
the Chronicler, while adopting the term “salt covenant”, omits the term “eternal.”
This is all the more surprising since “eternal covenant” is attested quite often in

9 Jonker, “Numbers and Chronicles,” 349-50.

10 Julius Wellhausen, Reste arabischen Heidentums (Berlin: De Gruyter, 31961), 186.

11 Hans Wehr, Arabisches Warterbuch fiir die Schriftsprache der Gegenwart. Arabisch-Deutsch
(Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 51985), 1219.

12 Sara Japhet, I & II Chronicles. A Commentary, The Old Testament Library (London: SCM Press,
1993), 691.
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the Old Testament.® This “quote” weighs all the more heavily since the indirect
parallelization of Aaron and David constitutes striking and unexpected evidence
of the importance that the Chronicler bestows upon the priests. It is not by chance
that the Chronicler uses the term “covenant of salt” and not “eternal covenant” in
this passage. He thereby underpins Abijah’s claim to reign over the northern and
southern kingdoms, which form but one realm.

4 Artificial Proper Names

Artificial proper names can be found in many parts of the Old Testament, and this
is true of Numbers and Chronicles to a remarkable extent.'* This can be counted as
another point that they share in common with one another, as they each contain
whole groups of artificial names. In Numbers, see the list of tribal princes (Num 1),
names containing El and Shaddai as theophoric elements: Eliab, Eljasaph, Elizur,
Elishama, Gamliel, Deuel, Nethanel, Pagiel, Shelumiel, Ammi-shaddai, Zurish-
addai, Shedeur. How can this be explained? In my opinion, Ziemer has provided
the right answer to this question by pointing to a principle of the final compo-
sition, that there were no names of persons containing the theophoric element
Yhwh in pre-Mosaic times."

The example from Chronicles is even more spectacular. In 1 Chronicles 25:4,
there is a series of ten (!) proper names of temple singers which, read one after the
other, constitute a short psalmic prayer:

Be gracious to me, O Yhwh (;72177), be gracious to me (%17), thou art my God (778°58), 1
have made great (*n>7J), I have raised up (719077 (your) help (71); when I sat in distress
(7wpaw»), I said (°r1191): Give abundance (7°117) of manifestations (r8°1r2).

Some of these proper names belong to the common Hebrew onomasticon, such
as mn, while others do not belong to it at all, such as *mbn “I have spoken.”
Incidentally, this passage is a variation of the proverb “nomen est omen”: “Tell me
your name, and I’ll tell you what you do.”

13 Gen 9:16; 17:7, 13, 19; Ex 31:16; Lev 24:8; Num 18:19; (25:13); 2 Sam 23:5; Isa 24:5; 55:3; 61:8;
Jer 32:40; 50:5; Ezek 16:60; 37:26; Ps 105:10; 1 Chr 16:17.

14 Hans-Peter Mathys, “Kiinstliche Personennamen im Alten Testament,” in “... der seine Lust
hat am Wort des Herrn!“. Festschrift fiir Ernst Jenni, ed. Jirg Luchsinger, Hans-Peter Mathys and
Markus Saur, AOAT 336 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2007), 218—49. The proper names mentioned and
treated below are listed in alphabetical order in this paper.

15 Benjamin Ziemer, Abram — Abraham. Kompositionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zu Gene-
sis 14, 15 und 17, BZAW 350 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2005), 322-23.
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As another example, Numbers 11 reports how Moses takes the spirit that rests
on him and lays it on the seventy men, the elders. The story then continues as
follows (vv. 26-30):

Two men remained in the camp, one named Eldad, and the other named Medad, and the
spirit rested on them; they were among those registered, but they had not gone out to the
tent, and so they prophesied in the camp. And a young man ran and told Moses, “Eldad and
Medad are prophesying in the camp.” And Joshua son of Nun, the assistant of Moses, one of
his chosen men, said, “My lord Moses, stop them!” But Moses said to him, “Are you jealous
for my sake? Would that all Yhwh’s people were prophets, and that Yhwh would put his
spirit on them!” And Moses and the elders of Israel returned to the camp.

The point here is not the content of this story, although it is highly interesting.
We are only interested in the two men, Eldad and Medad. Their names, which
rhyme, are probably formed from the root 77’ “love”.* Yet this does not matter to
us either. Rather, the two men serve the same function; they keep apart from the
seventy, and in their similarity, they therefore also bear similar, almost identical
names.

Let us turn to the parallel example in Chronicles.'” According to 2 Kings 12:21-
22, King Joash died at the hands of two conspirators. According to the Masoretic
Text, their names are “Jozabad” and “Jehozabad,” but on the authority of many
Hebrew manuscripts, the Septuagint, Vulgate and Targum Jonathan, “Jozabad”
should probably read “Jozacar.” The Chronicler has appropriated this story, but
calls the first conspirator “Zabad” rather than “Jozacar” (2 Chr 24:26), so that the
two murderers each have a name formed from the same root, 7ar: “Zabad” and
“Jehozabad.” Since they are involved in the same action, they must also be called
similarly. However, the change of name is also facilitated by the fact that 2 and
J are very similar in appearance. BHS suggests reading the first name as Jozacar
with reference to the parallel in 2 Kings 12 and the translations (reckoning with a
haplography). The Chronicler’s theology speaks against this emendation.

16 Cf. Johann Jakob Stamm, Beitrdge zur hebrdischen und altorientalischen Namenkunde, ed.
Ernst Jenni and Martin A. Klopfenstein, OBO 30 (Freiburg i.U.: Universititsverlag, 1980), 26-7, 38.
17 On this example, see Hans-Peter Mathys, “Philologia sacra: das Beispiel der Chronibiicher,”
ThZ 53 (1997): 67.
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5 War, Looting, and Spoils of War

The Old Testament relates countless wars, from local skirmishes to the “World
War” of Gen 14 as well as fantastic depictions such as that of Josh 6, the conquest
of Jericho. In many wars, the victors take spoils, either for the temple or for the
warriors, and occasionally for both. The spoils may be large or small, containing
merely a single item or a much wider range of loot. The actual war is waged only by
men, but women and children may also appear in connection with these conflicts.
Last but not least, it is important to distinguish between ordinary wars and those
resembling a worship service; the latter can also be associated with elements of
the “war of Yhwh.” In reviewing every important war in the Old Testament, two
emerge, each with a specific profile, that are very closely related but stand very
much on their own: the Israelites’ war against the Midianites in Numbers 31 and
the war that Jehoshaphat waged against a Transjordanian coalition (2 Chr 20).'®
Closest to these two texts comes the conquest of Jericho, as described in Josh 6.
Note that this observation should help to further liberate this text from its “Deu-
teronomistic captivity” than has been done so far. I would like to draw the atten-
tion to two similarities and one important difference.

Both campaigns are religious undertakings. The expression “holy war,” as
I described these wars in my first publication on the subject, is perhaps infelic-
itous, since it falls a little short of the mark. In the campaign against the Midi-
anites, the priests Phinehas and Eleazar perform important functions; the army
goes to war with holy instruments and trumpets. In Jehoshaphat’s war against
the Transjordanian coalition, the Levites - i. e. the Kohathites and the Korahites,
much appreciated by the Chronicler — have an important task: to praise Yhwh
with song, harp, lyre and trumpet.

In no other wars are the spoils so large. The Chronicler’s description of the
loot is rather general (2 Chr 20:25):

When Jehoshaphat and his people came to take the booty from them, they found livestock in
great numbers, goods, clothing, and precious things, which they took for themselves until
they could carry no more. They spent three days taking the booty, because of its abundance.

Numbers 31:32, on the other hand, gives a list: 675,000 flock animals, 72,000 cattle
(approximately 5% of today’s Swiss cattle livestock!) and 61,000 donkeys. The
spoils are distributed among the warriors, the rest of the congregation, and the
temple. 2 Chronicles 20 contains no information about distribution, but to assume

18 See Jonker, “Numbers and Chronicles,” 367-8.
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that the temple did not receive part of it is as daring as to assume that the soldiers
themselves did not receive any share. The motif of important spoils is, by the way,
very widespread in Chronicles as a whole.

It is not only men who are present when Jehoshaphat preaches his sermon on
war. The Chronicler explicitly states (2 Chr 20:13):

Meanwhile all Judah stood before Yhwh, with their little ones, their wives, and their chil-
dren.

In Numbers 31, the latter are not explicitly mentioned, but they are implicitly
present in v. 3 (note the term “men”):

So Moses said to the people, “Arm some of your men for the war, so that they may go against
Midian, to execute Yhwh'’s vengeance on Midian.”

However, there is also an important difference between the two texts concerning
the role of God in these conflicts: In Numbers 31, though the initiative for war is
taken by Yhwh, many of the usual elements of the “holy war” are missing. In 2
Chronicles 20, however, Jehoshaphat must wage a defensive war; it contains ele-
ments of the “war of Yhwh,” such as an invitation to the warriors not to be afraid,
and the promise of divine assistance (v. 20). In Numbers 31, the Israelites them-
selves wage war and Kill their enemies; in 2 Chronicles 20, Yhwh does so indirectly
by setting an ambush and allowing the enemies to kill each other.

6 Families, Women, Daughters, and Questions
Related to Heritage

More than the other books of the Old Testament, Numbers and Chronicles take a
great interest in families, especially women and daughters, not only in individ-
ual persons. The Sondergut of Numbers contains six texts dealing with women:
First, there is Numbers 5:11-31, the jealousy offering by which a woman must
prove that she has not committed adultery; then Numbers 30, a chapter that reg-
ulates the vows of men briefly and those of women very extensively; I will handle
neither the strange story of the pierced Midianite woman (Num 25) nor Miriam and
Aaron’s jealousy of Moses (Num 12). The best-known texts dealing with women
are Numbers 27:1-11 and Numbers 36, both of which regulate the hereditary rights
of daughters in the event of no male offspring or the premature death of one.

I will also treat neither the jealousy sacrifice nor the story in Numbers 12
in the present article. However, let me make a few brief remarks about the
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vows:* Among other things, Numbers 30 provides the circumstances under
which a father/husband can invalidate the vow of his daughter/wife. Whether
these provisions are misogynous or, to the contrary, women-friendly is a matter
of controversy, and opinions are divided even on what Numbers 30 says about
the position of women. After all, women can make vows without first having to
ask the respective male authorities, whether a father or husband. Widows and
women rejected by their husbands must stand for their own vows. The position of
these women, however, is not as dire as it would seem at first sight. Levine even
contends that Numbers 30 expresses misgivings about the overly strong entrepre-
neurial freedom of women.?® Nevertheless, we are left only to speculate about the
specific background of Numbers 30. For example, certain scholars believe that
women were fascinated and attracted by religious foundations, and that the men
responsible for them would therefore have been required to “foot the bill” as legal
householders.”* Whatever the case may be, vows made by women seem to have
been of considerable importance: They are still addressed at considerable length
in the Talmud.? Thus, vows may have played a far more important role in the
(religious) life of the Israelites than the Old Testament texts would suggest.

In Chronicles, women and children (especially daughters) also play an impor-
tant role outside the genealogical lists. These texts often include detailed gene-
alogical information on Judean kings from the Chronicler’s Sondergut, namely
Rehoboam, Abijah, Jehoshaphat and perhaps also Joash. The information is
most precise concerning Rehoboam (2 Chr 11:18-23). According to the Chronicler,
Rehoboam had two wives, Mahalath and Maacah, with the latter being his pre-
ferred wife. With the two of them in addition to sixteen other wives and sixty
concubines, he fathered a total of 28 sons and 60 daughters; we only know the
names of Mahalath’s and Maacah’s children. Rehoboam arranged his succession
in such a way that he appointed Abijah, the firstborn of Maacah, heir to the throne
and politically quashed his other sons by appointing them as governors and by
generously endowing them with food and women. The information on Mahalath
and Maacah seems credible, but the large number of Rehoboam’s wives (eight-
een) and even more the round number of his concubines and daughters — sixty
each - seems less so. Commentators evaluate this section in completely different

19 On this text see, e.g., Horst Seebass, Numeri. 3. Teilband Numeri 22,2 — 36,13, BK IV/3 (Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2007), 265-82 (with extensive bibliography).

20 Baruch A. Levine, Numbers 21-36. A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB
4A (New York: Doubleday, 2000), 436.

21 See Levine, Numbers 21-36, 436: “Or, was there an increase in religiosity affecting women ...?”
22 See Talmudic tractate Nedarim.
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ways. According to Japhet, women and children are “signs of God’s blessing.”??
Rudolph, who considers the verses to be an addition by a later author, sees
Rehoboam’s “Haremswirtschaft”? presented here as serving as an example for
Rehoboam’s apostasy against Yahweh. In the text, however, there is no such crit-
icism. The question then arises of why this insertion happens in Chronicles but
not in Kings, as well as the even more fundamental question of why it happens
at all. It is particularly astonishing how soberly the passage assesses the king’s
“Realpolitik,” which its author qualifies as “wise.” The information is so precise
that one supposes a specific contemporary historical situation to stand behind it,
though such a situation is impossible to identify.

The Chronicler’s information about King Abijah is less precise (2 Chr 13:21).
After coming to power, he reportedly took fourteen wives and conceived twen-
ty-two sons and sixteen daughters with them. Although this information, written
in typical Chronistic style, does not mention any names, it is generally regarded
as trustworthy.?

As with Rehoboam, the information about Jehoram also concerns the succes-
sion to the throne. The Chronicler first relates Jehoram’s accession, and then lists
the other five sons of Jehoshaphat, to whom he gives many gifts — together with

23 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 663.

24 Wilhelm Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, HAT 1. R. 21 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1955), 233; cf. Mar-
tin Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien. Die sammelnden und bearbeitenden Geschichts-
werke im Alten Testament (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, *1967), 143, n. 1: “die in diesen Abschnitten
vorkommenden Namen gehdren, soweit sie nicht aus der alten Uberlieferung stammen, zum
nachexilischen Typ”.

25 Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 233.

26 See Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 239: “Der Schwachung Jerobeams entspricht die Erstarkung
Abias (21); zu den Zeichen des gottlichen Segens rechnet der Chr. auch seine grofie Kinderzahl,
deren Geschichtlichkeit nicht zu bezweifeln ist; dafy ihm alle Kinder nicht erst wahrend seiner
dreijahrigen Regierungszeit geboren wurden, liegt auf der Hand, die gegenteilige Meinung (Well-
hausen, Prol. 216) gehort einer Zeit an, wo man dem Chr. jede Dummbheit zutraute.” Japhet, I &
II Chronicles, 699, also assumes that the Chronicler may have had sources unavailable to the
author of the Deuteronomistic History. Although she admits that “the passage reflects Chronistic
idiom ... and conforms to the Chronicler’s view that children are a sign of blessing, these are
hardly sufficient reason to doubt the information itself. The similar accounts for Rehoboam (II
Chron. 11.18-21) and Jehoshaphat (II Chron. 21.2-4) indicate that systematic family records were
kept for all the Davidic kings (except Asa) who reigned before the major crisis in the days of
Athaliah. One wonders whether the Chronicler had access to a source with this genealogical
information, which the Deuteronomistic author of Kings simply ignored, or whether these were
fragmentary records which somehow survived to the Chronicler’s time.” These are all very daring
assumptions — even if Chronicles is dated very early.
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fortified cities in Judah. Yet Jehoram does not seem to trust his brethren and kills
them all (2 Chr 21:3-4). In vv. 1-4, only sons and brothers play a role:

Jehoshaphat slept with his ancestors and was buried with his ancestors in the city of David;
his son Jehoram succeeded him. He had brothers, the sons of Jehoshaphat: Azariah, Jehiel,
Zechariah, Azariahu, Michael, and Shephatiah; all these were the sons of King Jehosha-
phat of Judah. Their father gave them many gifts, of silver, gold, and valuable possessions,
together with fortified cities in Judah; but he gave the kingdom to Jehoram, because he was
the firstborn. When Jehoram had ascended the throne of his father and was established, he
put all his brothers to the sword, and also some of the officials of Israel.

The historicity and accuracy of this information is hardly disputed by the com-
mentators, though there may well be cause for doubt.?” Jehoram’s brothers are
likely called “sons of Jehoshaphat” because they are only half-brothers to the
future king. King Jehoshaphat acts sensibly in giving rich gifts to the brothers of
the future ruler; he probably seeks to prevent them from striving for the throne
themselves. However, Jehoram distrusts his brothers and subsequently kills them.

Finally, attention must be drawn to 2 Chronicles 24:3; the verse belongs to the
Sondergut:

Jehoiada got two wives for him / himself (%), and he became the father of sons and daugh-
ters.

It is not quite clear whether i5 refers to the priest Jehoiada or King Joash — gram-
matically, both translations are possible. However, in agreement with Japhet, the
second possibility appears more likely. On the one hand, the verse emphasizes
Jehoiada’s strong commitment to the king while on the other hand making clear
how much the Chronicler is concerned about the king’s family. The information is
so general that even Japhet does not exclude the possibility “that these biograph-
ical data are the Chronicler’s own surmises.”?®

If this startling information about Rehoboam and Jehoram is correct, why has
only the Chronicler included such in his work? Did the confusion surrounding the
succession of Alexander the Great® raise the specter of similar events in Judah’s
past?

27 For example, compare the simultaneous occurrence of the two personal names 71v and
L.

28 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 841.

29 See e.g. The Cambridge Ancient History. Volume VII. Part I The Hellenistic World, ed. Frank W.
Walbank, A.E. Astin, M.W. Frederiksen and R.M. Ogilvie (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
21984), 23-61 (Chapter 2: The Succession to Alexander, Edouard Will).
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The passages handled immediately above, especially the references to large
numbers of descendants, do not restrict themselves to royal lineages, as shown
by 1 Chronicles 25:5:

All these were the sons of Heman the king’s seer, according to the promise of God to exalt
him; for God had given Heman fourteen sons and three daughters.

Although the daughters are not mentioned by name, it is notable that they are
mentioned at all. It is difficult to find a specific reason for this. The explanation
most often advanced may be correct, that “the intention is simply to emphasise
the blessing of Heman’s family.”3° This interpretation is all the more probable
as Job, after his restitution, is also blessed with seven sons and three daughters
(Job 42:13). We will return to this passage below.

Numbers and Chronicles contain further texts in which women play a special
role. These texts are of particular interest in cases where they interpret preexist-
ent texts. As one case, Budd and Kellermann have shown that Numbers 5:5-10
is “some kind of halakhic comment on Lev 5.”3' Only here are men and women
named separately (Num 5:5-6):

Yhwh spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the Israelites: When a man or a woman wrongs
another, breaking faith with Yhwh, that person incurs guilt.

A similar case is found in Deut 23:22 and Numbers 6:1, as the juxtaposition of the
two texts shows:

Deut 23:22

If you make a vow to Yhwh your God, do not postpone fulfilling it; for Yhwh your God will
surely require it of you, and you would incur guilt.

Numbers 6:1-2

Yhwh spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the Israelites and say to them: When either men or
women make a special vow, the vow of a nazirite, to separate themselves to Yhwh,

Numbers addresses the remuneration of a priest’s family members (including
women!) more often than the book of Leviticus does, with the latter not being
particularly helpful in this respect. Leviticus contains only scattered information
on this subject (see, e. g. Lev 2:3; 7:6, 14; 22:7). In contrast, Deuteronomy contains

30 Hugh G. M. Williamson, I and 2 Chronicles, NCB (Grand Rapids: Wm.B. Eerdmans, 1982), 168.
31 Philip J. Budd, Numbers, WBC 5 (Waco: Word Books Publisher, 1984), 57; cf. Diether Keller-
mann, Die Priesterschrift von Numeri 1,1 bis 10,10 literarkritisch und traditionsgeschichtlich unter-
sucht, BZAW 120 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1970), 66—69.



94 —— Hans-Peter Mathys

more provisions, and — particularly important — a full, coherent section: Deut
18:1-8. However, even more extensive is Numbers 18. In the present context, it
is particularly important that the sons and daughters of the clergy are also men-
tioned (Num 18:11, 19):

UThis also is yours: I have given to you, together with your sons and daughters, as a perpet-
ual due, whatever is set aside from the gifts of all the elevation offerings of the Israelites;
everyone who is clean in your house may eat them.

All the holy offerings that the Israelites present to Yhwh I have given to you, together with
your sons and daughters, as a perpetual due; it is a covenant of salt forever before Yhwh for
you and your descendants as well.

The inclusion of sons and daughters is all the more remarkable, as it “[n]icht [um]
die Versorgung der Priester, sondern [um] die Heiligkeit der ihnen zufallenden
Opferanteile [geht]”.3? Milgrom defines the social and economic background of
v. 11 as follows:

daughters that are with you: The implication is that married daughters who have joined their
lay husband’s households are not eligible to partake of sacred food (see Lev 22:12-13). All
other members of the priest’s household, including his slaves (Lev 22:11) — but not his hired
laborers since they maintain their own household (Lev 22:10) — may also share his sacred
food.*

After victorious efforts in battle, the question always arises of how to divide the
spoils. The basis provision can be found in Deut 20:13-14:

(...) and when Yhwh your God gives it into your hand, you shall put all its males to the sword.
You may, however, take as your booty the women, the children, livestock, and everything
else in the town, all its spoil. You may enjoy the spoil of your enemies, which Yhwh your
God has given you.

The Israelites adhere to these regulations in the war against the Ishmaelites,
during which they act as follows (Num 31:9-12):

The Israelites took the women of Midian and their little ones captive; and they took all their
cattle, their flocks, and all their goods as booty. All their towns where they had settled,
and all their encampments, they burned, but they took all the spoil and all the booty, both

32 Horst Seebass, Numeri. 2. Teilband Numeri 10,11 — 22,1, BK IV/2 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukir-
chener Verlag, 2003), 221.
33 Jacob Milgrom, The JPS Torah Commentary. Numbers 93713 (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publi-
cation Society, 1990), 151.
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people and animals. Then they brought the captives and the booty and the spoil to Moses,
to Eleazar the priest, and to the congregation of the Israelites, at the camp on the plains of
Moab by the Jordan at Jericho.

Most striking in this passage is the level of detail with which the spoils are listed.

However, some verses later, a correction of the provision of Deut 20:13-14
is made when Moses criticizes the Israelites for having spared the women
(Num 31:15-16). It is precisely they who, at the behest of Balaam, had made the
Israelites fall away from Yhwh in Peor. He calls on the Israelites to kill all the
boys, and then also every woman who has already consorted with a man. Only
the virgins are to be spared.*

On the whole, it is astonishing how much attention women are given in the
book of Numbers, both as individual figures as well as the collective of Israelite
women. The same holds true for the book of Chronicles, though only a few exam-
ples must suffice to show this: 1) It is only 1 Chronicles 2:16-17 that enables deter-
mining the exact kinship of Zeruiah. The other passages where she is mentioned
do not make perfectly clear that she is a sister of David. 2) Only 1 Chronicles 2:26
knows of Atarah, the second wife of Jerahmeel. 3) The following sentence is found
in two passages — with almost identical wording (1 Chr 8:29; 9:35):

Jeiel the father of Gibeon lived in Gibeon, and the name of his wife was Maacah.

Maacah is not mentioned anywhere else, and no commentators say anything
about the presence of Maacah in this verse. 4) 1 Chronicles 25:5 is a particularly
remarkable passage:

All these were the sons of Heman the king’s seer, according to the promise of God to exalt
him; for God had given Heman fourteen sons and three daughters.

5) Finally, we should also mention the passages from the Sondergut of the Chron-
icler, where women (and children) are explicitly included in the congregation of
the Israelites. As part of a covenant renewal during the reign of King Asa, the
Israelites pledge (2 Chr 15:12-13):

(...) to seek Yhwh, the God of their ancestors, with all their heart and with all their soul.
Whoever would not seek Yhwh, the God of Israel, should be put to death, whether young or
old, man or woman (w8 TV w805 5171 I 0P 195).

34 This is exactly what happens; see v. 35.
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The speech of Azariah, in which this passage is found, occurs in a literary vacuum
of sorts. The fact that women and children are also punished for violating the
covenant is a significant “upgrade” in status for them.

War is basically a matter for men, and the exceptions confirm this rule. These
include, to a certain extent, the war against the Transjordanian coalition (2 Chr 20).
In the assembly of Judah and Jerusalem, Jehoshaphat offers a prayer of supplica-
tion to God (vv. 5-12). The report of the Chronicler continues as follows (v. 13):

Meanwhile all Judah stood before Yhwh, with their little ones, their wives, and their chil-
dren (07231 DiPws DoV D).

One might also translate it as “even their little ones ...”. Yet they play no role
throughout the remaining course of events, much less a major role. They appear
on stage for a short time because families are important to the Chronicler. For a
moment, he forgets that the text is about a war and addresses the community
gathered in the temple precinct.

A crux interpretum in 1 Chronicles 21:20 is the king hiding with his four sons.
It could be a misspelling of “and when he saw him”,* though this is anything
but certain. Could it be that even in this passage, the Chronicler is thinking of the
family, one of his favorite subjects?

The two laws regarding Zelophehad’s daughters, Numbers 27:1-11 and
Numbers 36 are two of the most well-known texts in Numbers. In the present
context, I cannot deal with the controversial interpretation of these two chapters,
even less so with the details of interpretation. However, I would like to show how
infertility, and more precisely the absence of male heirs, connects the books of
Numbers and Chronicles.

Although numerous Old Testament stories concern the absence of a male heir,
they usually end positively, as is particularly clear in the stories of the patriarchs
and in 1 Samuel 1-2. However, matters are different in Numbers and Chronicles.

Numbers 26:33 reports that Zelophehad had only daughters and no sons, and
mentions the daughters by name. The Sondergut of Chronicles contains some pas-
sages reporting absences of male offspring; the author also briefly discusses the
case of Zelophehad. The passages read as follows:

1 Chr 2:30

The sons of Nadab: Seled and Appaim; and Seled died childless (221 &5).

1 Chr 2:32

The sons of Jada, Shammai’s brother: Jether and Jonathan; and Jether died childless
(pua &Y.

35 See commentaries.
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1 Chr 2:34-35

Now Sheshan had no sons, only daughters (1112 o& 2 023 jww5 777 8%1); but Sheshan had
an Egyptian slave, whose name was Jarha. So Sheshan gave his daughter in marriage to his
slave Jarha; and she bore him Attai.

1Chr 7:15

And Machir took a wife for Huppim and for Shuppim. The name of his sister was
Maacah. And the name of the second was Zelophehad; and Zelophehad had daughters
(33 TRa5YY Aram).

1 Chr 23:22

Eleazar died having no sons, but only daughters (17133 o8 2 02315 1777 85); their kindred, the
sons of Kish, married them.

1 Chr 24:2.

But Nadab and Abihu died before their father, and had no sons (5:75 177 8% 2131); so Eleazar
and Ithamar became the priests.

This passage recapitulates Numbers 3:4:

Nadab and Abihu died before Yhwh when they offered unholy fire before Yhwh in the wil-
derness of Sinai, and they had no children (/75 177 845 02117). Eleazar and Ithamar served as
priests in the lifetime of their father Aaron.

Let us look briefly beyond these two books. Josh 17 reports how the claims of Zelo-
phehad’s daughters, who invoke Yhwh’s command, are fulfilled. The text quite
clearly and extensively engages Numbers 27:1-11; 36, a further indication of how
crucial the subject of a missing male heir was at a certain period. In some aspects,
Josh 17 can be regarded as the “Vollendung”3®, or rather the “second Vollendung”
of the Torah. Only after reading this text do we discover how the claims of Zelo-
phehad’s daughters are finally realized.

This likewise applies to the establishment of asylum cities. Though there are
three laws governing the asylum procedure, it is Josh 20 in its Masoretic version
that makes perfectly clear how this procedure works.? In other words, Josh 20
answers the questions that remain unanswered following Exod 21:12-14; Deut 19
and Numbers 35.

A second digression: The issue of daughters and their right to inherit also
plays a role in the book of Job, which probably dates to the Achaemenid period. At
the very beginning of the book, its author states that Job has seven sons and three

36 See Reinhard Achenbach, Die Vollendung der Tora. Studien zur Redaktionsgeschichte des
Numeribuches im Kontext von Hexateuch und Pentateuch, BZAR 3 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
2003).

37 See Hans-Peter Mathys, “Homizid und nicht Asyl / Asylstddte. Das Thema von Numeri 35,9—
34,” ThZ 76 (2020): 122-3.
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daughters (Job 1:2); he is a blessed man! The same number of sons and daughters
are given to him after his recovery (Job 42:13). Note that these numbers of Job’s
descendants are reminiscent of the fourteen sons and three daughters of Heman
(1 Chr 25:5). It is both interesting and irritating that the three daughters of Job
receive much more attention than his seven sons. The author of the book of Job
goes even further than Numbers 25:1-11 and 36 concerning the inheritance rights
of daughters (Job 42:15):

In all the land there were no women so beautiful as Job’s daughters; and their father gave
them an inheritance along with their brothers.

What is the social and economic background that explains the improved posi-
tion of daughters and their right to a share of inheritance, whether linked to the
absence of a male heir or not? Most interpreters shun this question. One reason
for this caution is given by Raik Heckl: “Verbliiffend sind die nachfolgenden zwei
Verse, deren Intention wahrscheinlich nicht vollstindig zu ergriinden ist.”® A
remarkable proposal was made by Lipifiski, according to whom Job 42:13-15 might
reflect the custom whereby a rich father also gave his daughters a share of the
inheritance.*®

Some commentators have pointed out that in the ancient Near East, daughters
could sometimes inherit, usually in the absence of a male heir. They refer to paral-
lels from Nuzi, Ugarit, Alalah and Deir el-Medina,*° though these parallels call for
a certain amount of skepticism due to the large gap in time separating Numbers
from these texts. Fohrer considers the frame of Job to be old and thus argues the
opposite, that Job 42:15 bears witness to an older practice than that required in the
texts of Numbers.*! However, this older “Volksbuch” has completely disappeared
from scholarly literature on the book of Job. The books of Numbers and Job are
quite closely related in their dates; they both belong to the Achaemenid period.
Therefore, potential parallels must first and foremost be sought in the fifth and
fourth centuries BCE. These can be found in Greece and Sparta. Close (and more

38 Raik Heckl, Hiob — vom Gottesfiirchtigen zum Reprdsentanten Israels: Studien zur Buchwer-
dung des Hiobbuches und zu seinen Quellen, FAT 70 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 309.

39 Edward Lipifiski, Art. 5ni, TWAT V (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1986): 348.

40 See, e. g., Kenneth Numfor Ngwa, The Hermeneutics of the ‘Happy’ Ending in Job 42: 7-17, BZAW
354 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2005), 114-15. For a theological interpretation of Job 42:13-15, see Jiirgen
Ebach, “Hiobs Tochter. Zur Lektiire von Hiob 42,13-15 (auch eine Art Brief an Luise Schottroff),”
in Jiirgen Ebach, Hiobs Post. Gesammelte Aufsditze zum Hiobbuch zu Themen biblischer Theologie
und zur Methodik der Exegese (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1995), 67-72.

41 Georg Fohrer, Das Buch Hiob, KAT XVI (Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus Gerd Mohn,
1963), 544—-45.
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distant) parallels are so numerous and varied that they can only be presented here
in extracts and in simplified form.*?

Before addressing these parallels, some general observations must be noted.
Functioning families formed the backbone of a society’s prosperity, and this is
unlikely to have been very different in ancient Israel. Questions of inheritance
are of relatively little importance in the Old Testament. In the everyday life of the
Israelites, however, they certainly played a much more prominent role than, for
example, capital crimes. In this respect, ancient Greek texts are a better mirror
of reality than the Old Testament. This is especially true for one point: The laws
were not always followed, as the sources occasionally attest. The fact that the
inheritance rights of daughters both in Greece and in the Old Testament occupy
an important place has a simple explanation that most commentators of Numbers
do not consider worth mentioning: In quite many families, there have been “only”
daughters, as the following statistical considerations make clear: If one assumes
quite correctly that boys and girls each account for 50 % of births, the following
applies: Two-child families have a 25 % chance of having all-male offspring and a
25 % chance of all-female offspring; in three-child families, this number is 12.5 %,
etc. Zelophehad had five daughters, which corresponds to 3.125% — much more
likely than one would generally assume.

I will now compile and briefly interpret the regulations concerning the hered-
itary daughters in Greece. It should be noted in advance that, as in Israel, the
passing of paternal inheritance to a son was regarded as the normal or ideal case
in Greece (understood in the broadest sense of the term). The importance of hered-
itary daughters is shown by the fact that in Athens, there was a terminus technicus
for them, entikAnpoc.* If a father preferred not to adopt a son, his daughter was
entitled to inherit. We know very little about the hereditary daughters in Sparta.
According to Herodotus (VI:57), one of the many privileges of the Spartan king
was to appoint a husband for a daughter if her father had not already done so,
thus acting as a “surrogate father.”** In his criticism of the “Spartan property

42 A selection of relevant books: Alick Robin Walsham Harrison, The Law of Athens: The Family
and Property (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968), especially 122-62; Stephen C. Todd, The
Shape of Athenian Law (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 228-231; Cynthia B. Patterson, The Family
in Greek History (Harvard: Harvard University Press, 1998); Cheryl Anne Cox, Household Interests.
Property, Marriage Strategies, and Family Dynamics in Ancient Athens (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1998; see index: “heiress daughters”); Josine Blok, Citizenship in Classical Athens
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017).

43 Short information in Gerhard Thiir, “Epikleros,” Der Neue Pauly 3 (Stuttgart: J. B. Metzler,
1997): 1117-18.

44 Patterson, The Family in Greek History, 101.
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system,” Aristotle pointed out that about 40 % of the land was owned by women.
As one reason for this, he mentions the high number of ’enikAnpot (Pol. 1270a).

The Gortyn Code dates to the fifth century BCE as the oldest collection of laws
in Europe® and contains surprisingly detailed provisions concerning hereditary
daughters (IV-VI). See the following in particular: “The patroikos is given in mar-
riage to the oldest brother of her father. If there is no brother, she is given to the
brother’s son. If there are more than one patroikos or more than one son of the
brother, then order of age rules. And the epiballon shall have one patroikos and
not more.”*® The elaborate (and even quite complicated) rules that apply if these
principles cannot be implemented need not be addressed here.

It is said that Solon, who tried to stabilize the polis of Athens through the
establishment of laws, had already promulgated provisions concerning the
epikleroi (Aristotle, Ath. Pol. 9.2). The veracity of this assertion is not necessary to
examine here, though it is likely. The most exact “rule on the epikleros” is related
by Isaeus, who lived from approximately the end of the fifth to the middle of the
fourth centuries BCE and was numbered among the Ten Attic Orators.*” His extant
speeches unexceptionally deal with inheritance matters, including the validity
of wills and the succession of heirs. This rule is as follows: “For we consider that
the next-of-kin ought to marry this woman, and that the property ought for the
present to belong to the heiress, but that, when there are sons who have com-
pleted their second year after puberty, they should have possession of it.”*® The
pool of pretenders who were eligible as spouses for the hereditary daughter was
much wider in Athens than in Gortyn; it included descendants of the uncle and
aunt on the father’s side as well as descendants of the uncle and aunt on the
mother’s side. The Athenians were not particularly interested in passing prop-
erty only patrilineally. Patrilineality thus only played an important role in the
political domain. In passing inheritance, the interests of the dyxioteia were
paramount, consisting more of a “branching web of relationships rather than
a ‘line’.”*

45 Ronald F. Willetts, The Law of Gortyn, Kadmos Supplement 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1967);
Anselm C. Hagedorn, Between Moses and Plato. Individual and Society in Deuteronomy and
Ancient Greek Law, FRLANT 204 (Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2004; text of the code
and English translation according to Willetts: 285-99).

46 Patterson, The Family in Greek History, 93.

47 Short information in Michael Weif3enberger, “Isaios,” Der Neue Pauly 5 (Stuttgart: J.B. Metzler,
1998): 1115-16.

48 Edward Seymour Forster, Isaeus, with an English Translation, LCL 202 (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1983), 475.

49 Patterson, The Family in Greek History, 98.
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Plato’s innovative solution need not be presented here. For him, “the preser-
vation of a stable property system is a key concern,”*® which is most likely to be
guaranteed if there is only one male heir (Leg. 924-925).

A comparison between the Greek provisions concerning the hereditary daugh-
ters and those of the Old Testament shows interesting similarities and differenc-
es:>* Numbers 27:1-11 does not address the question of who should marry the
daughters. This gap is closed by Numbers 36, which states that only a man from
a clan of the father’s tribe is eligible and not a man from another tribe; otherwise
the clan would lose a part of its n'yl_'};. Broadly speaking, Numbers 36 is concerned
with specific provisions implementing the general provisions of Numbers 27.

Some questions concerning the daughters of Zelophehad are still unre-
solved. Four of them bear names that are also documented as names of villages.
If Numbers 27 was only about the right of inheritance in families, and especially
about the right of daughters to inherit, this amendment would probably not call
for five daughters. How the inheritance is divided among them is of little impor-
tance. Moreover, Numbers 27:1 offers a detailed genealogy of Zelophehad, which is
of no interest for the division of the inheritance. Although his daughters are vocal
in their demand, as soon as they receive what they desire, they disappear and the
remaining inheritance is arranged in case a man has left no heirs at all. Numbers
27 is best understood as an amendment to an inheritance law in which daughters
were left with nothing. In this passage, they (or rather, the representatives of their
interests) forcefully impose this new law. This lobbying must have been massive,
as the singular structure of Numbers 27 makes clear: The five daughters present
their case before Moses, the priest Eleazar, the princes, and the whole congrega-
tion — a comprehensive body. However, it is not the congregation who makes the
decision as expected, but Yhwh, who authoritatively intervenes on the side of
the five daughters (v. 7). This divine intervention seems to end any discussion.
In order to reinforce this point further, v. 11 stipulates: “It shall be for the Isra-
elites a statute and ordinance, as Yhwh commanded Moses.” Yet, this decision
by Yhwh does not please the Gileadites, and they make clear to Moses and the
princes of the tribal chiefs that it must be corrected — by keeping daughters of

50 Patterson, The Family in Greek History, 103.

51 So far, this relationship has only been mentioned in passing; see Hagedorn, Between Moses
and Plato, 208, n. 59. Studies comparing Greek and biblical law focus on Deuteronomy; see
Hagedorn and Leonhard Burckhardt, “Elemente der Vergleichbarkeit von Gesetzgebung. Deu-
teronom — Gortyn — XII-Tafelgesetze. Eine Skizze,” in Gesetzgebung in antiken Gesellschaften, ed.
Leonhard Burckhardt, Klaus Seybold and Jiirgen von Ungern-Sternberg, Beitrdge zur Altertums-
kunde 247 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2007), 1-65. The gap in research is due to the fact that the book of
Numbers has long been a Cinderella in research.
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heirs from marrying members of other tribes; otherwise, there would be a danger
that one tribe might lose parts of its inheritance to another tribe. This makes sense
to Yhwh; he agrees with the Gileadites. Here, he no longer speaks directly, but
through Moses (Num 36:5: “Then Moses commanded the Israelites according to
the word of Yhwh, saying, ‘The descendants of the tribe of Joseph are right in what
they are saying.””). Verse 5 unmistakably references Numbers 27:7; this is made
clear by the same unusual formulation:

02T 4ov 12 nvn 12 Num 36:5
n7a7 TNadb¥ miaa 12 Num 27:7

The two hereditary laws in Numbers 27:1-11 and Numbers 36 do indeed have the
divine placet, but they do not ultimately proceed from it. Numbers 36 is further
characterized by the fact that the correction of the law in Numbers 27 ultimately
receives a rational justification. One could indeed argue that God has assigned the
individual tribes their settlement areas — but the author of Numbers 36 does not
do this, and accusing him of implicitly doing so would be a bold assertion. Apart
from these two chapters, there are no other Old Testament legal texts that have
such a strong rational foundation rather than being based primarily on theolog-
ical/ethical motives.

Numbers 27, 36 and the Greek laws/texts I briefly presented above agree with
each other on two additional points: They deal extensively with the succession of
heirs in the event that a man dies without any male heirs, and they are charac-
terized by a high degree of regulation. In both areas, it is not only a matter of the
interests of the “nuclear” family, but also of smaller and larger political groups.
In both chapters, Numbers 27 and 36, the problem of the daughters of Zelophehad
is not definitely solved. This only happens in Jos 17:3-6.

7 (High) Numbers

Another characteristic of the books Numbers and Chronicles is their affinity
for numbers, especially high ones.*? This, of course, is directly related to their

52 On (high/fantastic/symbolic/incredible) numbers in Chronicles and their explanation, see
Jonker, “Numbers and Chronicles,” 344-7; Ralph Walter Klein, “How Many in a Thousand,” in
Graham M. Patrick, Kenneth G. Hoglund, Steven L. Mc Kenzie, ed., The Chronicler as Historian,
JSOTSup 238 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 270-82; Gary N. Knoppers, I Chronicles
10-29, AB 12 A (New York: Doubleday, 2004), 569-71 (lit.). According to the most credible thesis,
proposed by Braun, Levine, Fouts, Skolnic, Klein, and Heinzerling, “[t]he incredible numbers are
a literary convention or a scribal embellishment” (570).
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subject matter, such as censuses as well as religious services and the many sacri-
fices offered on these occasions. Here too, the two books differ considerably from
other Old Testament writings. In order to meet the needs of the present essay, it is
sufficient to list only the most important passages to offer brief comments, and if
necessary, compare them with other passages.

The book of Numbers opens with a census of the tribes of Israel (with the
exception of Levi). As is generally recognized, these numbers are fantastic and
greatly exaggerated, clearly shown by the total alone: 603,550 (v. 46). The second
chapter contains the same figures, though presented here according to the loca-
tions of the individual tribes within the camp. Chapter 3 lists the figures for the
Levites, who were excluded from the general census. Chapter 4, describing the
service of the Levites, also contains information on the number of those who were
mustered. The gifts offered by the princes of the tribes (Num 7) are identical, but
the author of the chapter lists them for each tribe, together with the numbers.
There is a remarkable figure contained in Numbers 25:9: 24,000 men who died
of a plague because of fornication with Moabite women. Interestingly, there has
never been any mention of this plague before. After the plague, a second census
of the people is carried out, again documented by precise numbers (Num 26). The
report of the vendetta against the Midianites (Num 31) contains an exceptionally
high number of figures. Each tribe must muster 1,000 men to go to war against
them. In the war, Israel takes a great deal of spoils. Interestingly, God orders the
spoils to be counted exactly and decides on its distribution in detail. This is the
most precise and longest list of spoils of war in the Old Testament.

Unlike the book of Numbers, Chronicles does not begin with a census, but
with genealogies, and thus does not give figures. This changes in 1 Chronicles
5:18-22, a passage which tells of Reuben warring against Transjordanian popula-
tions. 44,760 Reubenites go to war against them, taking 50,000 camels, 250,000
sheep, 2,000 donkeys, and 100,000 people. In a certain sense, this is a short
edition of Numbers 31 — but without any religious coloring, much less any justi-
fication.

While the genealogies at the beginning of Chronicles do not contain any
numbers, this changes in 1 Chronicles 7. Japhet explains this by stating that
some of the numbers mentioned in this chapter (may have) come from a mili-
tary census.>® Wilhelm Rudolph, however, notes that the numbers do not fit this
kind of genealogy.>* 1 Chronicles 8:40 mentions not only the number of sons and

53 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 169.
54 Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 64.
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grandchildren of Ulam (150),% but also explicitly states that he had many sons
and grandchildren. 1 Chronicles 9 lists the inhabitants of Jerusalem. For some of
the groups living there, the chapter also lists how many members they counted
(vv. 6,9, 13, 22).

The passages in which the Deuteronomistic History and Chronicles run paral-
lel to each other rarely differ in their figures. Many (especially high) numbers are
to be found in the Sondergut of the Chronicler. In the present section we will first
deal with parallel passages, then with the Chronicler’s Sondergut.

When the Chronicler draws on Vorlagen, he typically also maintains the
numbers given in them.>® After all, numbers cannot be manipulated at will. Devi-
ations from the Vorlage in Chronicles are often easily explained, not infrequently
by accidents through the course of the textual transmission.>” Some differences,
however, require further explanation.

How exactly should the different figures in the census conducted under King
David be explained? This can no longer be answered with absolute certainty,
and there are some text-critical problems as well. According to 2 Samuel 24:9,
there were 800,000 Israelite soldiers able to take up arms, and those of Judah
were 500,000. The Chronicler (1 Chr 21:5-6) offers the following total numbers:
1,100,000 in “all Israel” and 470,000 in Judah. However, according to him, Levi
and Benjamin were not counted among the number. He seems to have thought
that 800,000 and 500,000 “represented a total of 100,000 for each tribe (twelve
tribes, plus the tribe of Levi) ... he may have concluded that the deletion of Levi
and Benjamin should reduce the census total by 200,000 men”.>®

55 Gary N. Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, AB 12 (New York: Doubleday 2004), 486: “The number
is quite low by the Chronicler’s standards and pales in comparison with the size of the three
Benjaminite phratries (7:7, 9, 11). The small number may be compared with some numbers in the
list of Ezra 2||Neh 7.”

56 See the following parallels: 2 Sam 23:18 || 1 Chr 11:20; 2 Sam 18:13 || 1 Chr 18:12; 2 Sam 10:18 ||
1 Chr 19:18 (partially differing); 2 Sam 24:15 || 1 Chr 21:14; 2 Sam 12:30 || 1 Chr 20:2; 2 Sam 24:15 ||
1Chr 21:14; 1 Kgs 3:4 || 2 Chr 1:6; 1 Kgs 10:26 || 2 Chr 1:14; 1 Kgs 10:29 || 2 Chr 1:17; 1 Kgs 5:29 || 2 Chr 2:1
(different numbers of overseers; 1 Kgs 5:30); 1 Kgs 5:27-28 || 2 Chr 2:17 (The Chronicler omits the
forced labor, which according to him should not exist in Israel); 1 Kgs 8:62-63 || 2 Chr 7:4-6; 1 Kgs
10:10 || 2 Chr 9:9; 1 Kgs 10:14 || 2 Chr 9:13; 1 Kgs 22:6 || 2 Chr 18:5; 1 Kgs 10:16-17 || 2 Chr 9:15-16
(partially differing); 1 Kgs 12:21 || 2 Chr 11:1.

57 2Sam 23:8 || 1 Chr 11:11; 2 Sam 8:4 || 1 Chr 18:4; 2 Sam 10,6 || 1 Chr 19,6 (It is also possible that the
Chronicler makes 32,000 men and 1,000 talents of silver out of 33,000 men); 1Kgs 7:26 || 2 Chr 4:5
(However, the different figures may also be based on different calculation methods); 1 Kgs 9:23 ||
2 Chr 8:10; 1 Kgs 9:28 || 2 Chr 8:18; 1 Kgs 5:6 || 2 Chr 9:25.

58 Knoppers, I Chronicles 10-29, 753. For further explications and details, see also Klein, “How
Many in a Thousand?”: 275.
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The Chronicler’s report on the construction of the temple is very different
from its Vorlage; above all, he shortens it considerably, which complicates the
comparison between the two versions. The height of the temple according to
Chronicles was 120 cubits (approx. 60 meters, 2 Chr 3:4), which seems completely
implausible; it is often reduced to 20 cubits (approx. 10 meters) by a text-critical
operation. However, the evidence for this correction is meagre. According to 2
Chronicles 3:15, the columns Boaz and Jachin are 35 cubits high, but according to
the Vorlage (1 Kgs 7:15) only 18 cubits, which is more likely to be the case archi-
tecturally. The number 35 can be explained as the addition of the three numbers
of 1 Kings 7:15-16: 18 + 12 + 5 (Has the Chronicler not correctly understood the
construction principle of the two pillars? ...)>°

The situation is quite different with the Sondergut of the Chronicler, which
contains countless exaggerated numbers. These concern, among other things,
wars and other conflicts, whether religiously motivated or not. The first example
in Chronicles is the conflict between Reuben, Gad and the half-tribe of Manasseh
versus a coalition of native Transjordanian peoples (1 Chr 5:18-22). The numbers
are abnormally large. The Israelite tribes of the Transjordan lead 44,760 men into
battle and capture 50,000 camels, 250,000 sheep, 2,000 donkeys and 100,000
people. Williamson tries to explain the gigantic number of Israelites by compar-
ing them to even larger numbers in Numbers 1 and Numbers 26.%° In 1 Chronicles
12:24-39, the numbers of the divisions of the armed troops who came to David in
Hebron were 120,000 from the Transjordanian tribes and 340,822 in total muster.
According to 1 Chronicles 27:2-15, David led 12 divisions of 24,000 men each, with
each serving one month.

“Great enemy, great honor”: The enemy may also sometimes dispose of an
impressive army. This is the case of Pharaoh Shishak. In the fifth year of King
Rehoboam’s reign, Shishak went up to Jerusalem with 1,200 chariots, 60,000
horsemen, and countless people (2 Chr 12:3). Even more impressive was the army
with which Jeroboam fought against Abijah, who could only muster half as many
people for the battle: 800,000 Israelites against 400,000 Judahites. Nevertheless,
Judah wins through Yahweh’s partiality (2 Chr 13:5). However much the Chronicler
appreciates high numbers, they are of no use when Yhwh enters the stage. Yet
even if Yhwh’s intervention is decisive, the Chronicler does not do without large
numbers — not even without the 500,000 Israelites who remain lying dead on the
battlefield (v. 17).

59 Cf. Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 204.
60 Williamson, I and 2 Chronicles, 66.
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Abijah is the king of numbers par excellence. His army comprises 300,000
Judeans and 280,000 Benjaminites (2 Chr 14:7). In the following verse we are told
that an army of the Cushite Serah is advancing against him consisting of no less
than 1,100,000 (!) men and 300 chariots. Likewise, a census of the Judeans in
the time of Amaziah yields a number of 300,000 warriors in addition to 100,000
Israelite mercenaries (2 Chr 25:5-6).

The cult, too, gives the Chronicler the opportunity to record high numbers.5!
David alone donates 100,000 kikkar of gold, 1,000,000 kikkar of silver, and much
more to the temple (1 Chr 22:14). 1 Chronicles 29 records immense donations
made by David and the people to build the temple (1 Chr 29:4-7). 1,000 young
bulls, rams, and lambs are offered as burnt offerings at the sacrificial service that
follows, along with sacrificial offerings in abundance (1 Chr 29:21). The figures
of the sacrifice that Asa offered in the fifteenth year of his reign are significantly
lower: 700 cattle, 7,000 sheep (2 Chr 15:11). The most significant sacrificial service
ever held in the history of Israel is undoubtedly the one that took place during
the dedication of the Temple of Solomon (2 Chr 7:5). Yet the number of animals
sacrificed on the occasion of the Passover celebrations under Hezekiah and Josiah
is also quite impressive:

2 Chr 30:24
For King Hezekiah of Judah gave the assembly a thousand bulls and seven thousand sheep
for offerings, and the officials gave the assembly a thousand bulls and ten thousand sheep.

2 Chr 35:7-9

Then Josiah contributed to the people, as passover offerings for all that were present, lambs
and kids from the flock to the number of thirty thousand, and three thousand bulls; these
were from the king’s possessions. His officials contributed willingly to the people, to the
priests, and to the Levites. Hilkiah, Zechariah, and Jehiel, the chief officers of the house of
God, gave to the priests for the passover offerings two thousand six hundred lambs and kids
and three hundred bulls.

It is no surprise that the figures for Josiah are significantly higher than those for
Hezekiah: the more sacrifices a king makes, the more important he is. As the dis-
cussion above should make clear, (high) numbers are most definitely an impor-
tant issue in the book of Numbers and Chronicles.

In conclusion, it is undisputed that Numbers and Chronicles are closely
related in terms of the contents that they address, and there is likewise a consen-

61 The remunerations which Solomon pays the Tyrians for their services in the building of the
temple according to 1 Kgs 2 and 2 Chr 2 are incomparable with each other. In one case, it is a
regular payment, while in the other case, it is a one-time payment.



Numbers and Chronicles: Close Relatives 2 =—— 107

sus that the positions on certain topics taken by the Chronicler and the authors of
Numbers often differ considerably. However, there is also disagreement as to how
these similarities should be explained. This article, like my first one on the subject,
concentrates on content and, for practical reasons, largely ignores the justifiable
questions of whether the similarities can (also) be explained in a literary-critical
way — and if so, how they could be explained. We have primarily been concerned
with identifying the topics that were of particular, possibly even preoccupying,
interest to the authors of Numbers and Chronicles, who do not seem to have been
too far temporally removed from each other. The three most important findings
of this paper are as follows: Among these issues were certainly those relating to
family law, in particular the law of succession of daughters in the absence of male
heirs. This question also preoccupied the legislator of Gortyn, who authored his
codex at approximately the same time as the authors of Numbers; the absence
of male heirs also features prominently in Chronicles. We dare not even express
hypotheses accounting for this striking correlation. The fact that women (and
families) generally are common subject matter in Numbers and Chronicles can be
explained — again in very general terms — by the fact that this also corresponds
to some extent to the place they occupied in society at the time when the present
texts were written. In any case, the fact that “artificial” proper names are not
only well-documented in Numbers and Chronicles, but are sometimes even key
elements of their stories, must be explained as being due to the Zeitgeist of their
period of composition. The case is different with the trumpets, which are prom-
inently represented in Numbers and Chronicles. It can be debated whether the
Chronicler adopted them from Numbers or whether he so variously used them not
only out of interest of Numbers 10, but because he would have introduced them
into his work even if they were missing in Numbers or mentioned only in passing.



Graeme Auld
DI Wi and the Associations of
1 Chronicles 5 in the Hebrew Bible

1 Introduction

The combination of nephesh and ‘adam (o7& was) occurs only once in the books
of Chronicles: in 1 Chr 5:21, almost at the centre of 1 Chr 1-9 (at v. 197 out of 407).
Although both components are unremarkable nouns, they are combined only
rarely in the Hebrew Bible. As in Chronicles, o7& was is found in only one context
in each of books. (a) Lev 24:17-18 distinguishes between killing ‘any human being’
(078 wai-H2) and killing an animal: [wa3] 7am noY mn 0IR waiha n2 D wR
manbw nnna (LXX does not attest the repetition of wai in v. 18). There is a differ-
ence in penalty: death for killing a human but payment for an animal. (b) Ezek
27:13 talks of humans being traded, humans as articles of exchange in Tyre’s
commerce: TIIPN 1IN NWNI "2 OTR waia. Lev 24 makes a distinction between
humans and animals; however, by contrast, Ezekiel lumps humans along with
lifeless bronze items as joint items of Tyre’s trade. Then we find them on three
occasions in Numbers: in Num 9:6 and 19:11, 13 in definitions of ritual unclean-
ness; and in Num 31:35, 40, 46 alongside animals, as in 1 Chr 5:21, among the
prizes of war. Leviticus and Numbers are among the broadly ‘priestly’ books of
the Pentateuch; and Ezekiel and Chronicles have many affinities with the priestly
literature. Yet such priestly links may prove quite irrelevant to understanding how
the few instances of TR was are related.

Translations of 1 Chr 5:21 will be reviewed next (2). Then the wider paragraph
(18-22) will be discussed under three main headings: Transjordanians and Levites
in the books of Numbers, Joshua, and Chronicles (3); stories of victory, booty, and
survival in Chronicles (4); and the sources of 1 Chr 5:18-22, 25-26 (5). Some con-
clusion will then be drawn (6).

Graeme Auld, University of Edinburgh

3 Open Access. © 2021 Graeme Auld, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-005



DR Wai and the Associations of 1 Chronicles 5 in the Hebrew Bible =—— 109

2 Translation issues

DR WAl may be near central in the Chronicler’s prologue, but what does it mean?
1 Chr 5:21 is often paraphrased rather than translated literally. Roddy Braun’s
translation® is not untypical:

pmpnawn  So they seized their cattle
a5r ownn onbna  (fifty thousand camels,
aoR DWAM OR8N IRV two hundred and fifty thousand from their flocks,
pabx ownm and two thousand asses),
a58 I8N DTR wan  together with one hundred thousand men whom they took alive.
a3 oAt obHn—a  Many others fell slain ...

1. nipn overwhelmingly in HB refers to domestic animals, and the widespread
choice to render mapn by cattle/ Vieh/livestock? gives priority to this usage over the
primary sense of property or ‘possessions’, as rendered by Jacob Myers.?

2. Many agree in making a distinction between animals and humans - but
that does not come straightforwardly from the simple Hebrew -1. Myers and Gary
N. Knoppers* seem to me to be correct when they include humans straightfor-
wardly in the list of oimpn.

3. "2 at the start of 22 is taken as causal by some and emphatic by others.

4, How do the fallen o' relate to what has gone before? Are they contrasted
with the immediately preceding DX w23, or does their great number help to
explain how the Transjordanians were able to take such huge amounts of plunder,
including human slaves?

5. Whatever the answer to 4., the ‘many fallen slain’ at the start of 22 have
influenced Braun, Willi, and Knoppers® to give separate value to wa3i from 0Ix in
translation.® However, Myers (‘men’) and Ralph W. Klein (‘people’) take 0T& wa3
as a single semantic unit.”

1 Roddy Braun, 1 Chronicles. WBC 14 (Waco: Word Books, 1986), 70.

2 Rendering 01N at the start by ‘livestock’ (as also NRSV) may not be sensitive to the issues of
life and death in the context — simply ‘stock’ would be better.

3 Jacob M. Myers, 1 Chronicles. AB (New York: Doubleday, 1965), 33.

4 Myers, 33 and Gary N. Knoppers, 1 Chronicles AB (New York: Doubleday, 2004), 376.

5 Braun, 70, Thomas Willi, Chronik BK xxiv.1 (Neukirchen: Neukirchener Verlag, 1991), and Knop-
pers, 376.

6 Braun’s expansive ‘whom they took alive’ corresponds more closely to 12w o»n [oab& nawy]
in 2 Chr 25:12 (see section 4.3 below).

7 1am puzzled that Sara Japhet (I & II Chronicles. OTL [Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1993],
139) finds in this verse ‘the only occurrence in Chr of wai alone meaning “person”, which is
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DIpn can be read strongly as defining the possessed status of all the living
creatures that follow:

They captured their stock: their camels 50,000 abx D"Wwnn 0N DANPR 12WN
and sheep 250,000 15K DWAM DTIRD [RY
and asses 2,000 orabR onm
and humans 100,000 75K RN DR Wan

So read, 078 wai may have been slaves of the Hagrites, a fourth element of Hagrite
property. However, if the 100,000 were surviving Hagrites who escaped being
among the many who fell (5:22), then 078 w31 is a second object of 12w",® and
co-ordinate instead with oimpn:

They captured their stock: their camels 50,000 a58 ownn 0N DAEpn 1awn
and sheep 250,000 158 DWNRM DNIRD 1RV
and asses 2,000 ovabR oM
and humans 100,000 18w K7D ARA KDY

The absolute numbers are extraordinary, and even the proportions surprising.
100,000 human captives alongside a total of 302,000 animals is just credible. But
Klein’s extraordinary suggestion® that these 100,000 humans may all have been
virginal females surely constitutes one argument against joining him in reading
1 Chr 5 in light of Num 31:35, 40, 46.%°

3 Triangular relationship?

DR wa1 would be even closer to the centre of 1 Chr 1-9 if ch. 5 were organised
more logically: vv. 23-24 belong logically with vv. 1-17, while vv. 25-26 naturally
link with vv. 18-22.

5:1-10 Reuben

5:11-17 Gad

5:18-22 all three together
5:23-24 half-Manasseh
5:25-26  all three together

the more common usage in the priestly stratum’; and I suspect that her Hebrew has suffered in
English translation.

8 Die Bibel (in heutigem Deutsch), 435 supplies a second verb for the second object: Sie erbeuteten
von ihnen ... und nahmen 100,000 Mann gefangen.

9 Ralph W. Klein, 1 Chronicles. Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 168.

10 See section 3.2 below.
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However, to focus on the near-central location of wai within the opening chapters
of Chronicles would probably lead interpretation into a cul de sac. Yet there is
more than one structural way to suggest significant links. Within the register of
all Israel (1 Chr 4-8), we find Transjordan (5) and the Levites (5-6) at the centre:
between the southern (4) and the northern (7-8) tribes west of the Jordan. A
similar distinction between groups of tribes is achieved differently in Joshua by
having Transjordan and Levites and refuge not separate south from north but set
before (Josh 13-14) and after (20-22) south and north (15-19).

1Chr 4-8 Josh 13-22

4 South 13-14 Transjordan and Levites

5A Transjordan 15 South

5B-6 Levites and refuge 16-19 North

7-8 North 20-22 Refuge, Levites, and Transjordan

It is the same two groups that receive special attention at the end of Numbers:

Transjordan (Num 32) and Levites and refuge (Num 35). Some key terms have

similar prominence in these same books.

— R (holding/possession) is concentrated at the end of Numbers (and related
end of Deuteronomy), in Josh 21-22, at the end of Ezekiel, and in Chronicles.™

— In seven contexts in the narrative books, nipn (possession/holding of live-
stock) denotes property belonging to David and subsequent kings in Jeru-
salem??; but ten times in the narratives listed below, all set between Exodus
and monarchy, n1pn is exclusively associated with Israel in Transjordan or
Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh in particular.

Num  20:19 Israel and Edom
31:9 Israel and Midian
32:, 4, 16, 26 Gad and Reuben
Deut 3:19 Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh
Josh  22:8 Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh
1Chr 59,21 Reuben, then Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh

An eleventh case (Josh 14:2-4) explains how the Levites relate to the 12 tribes
understood as 9v> west of the Jordan +2V/2 east.??

11 Num 27:4, 7; 32:5, 22, 29; 35:2, 8, 28; Deut 32:49; Josh 21:12, 41; 22:4, 9, 19, 19; 1 Chr 7:28; 9:2; 2
Chr 11:14; 31:1; and 14x in Ezek 44-48.

12 1 Sam 23:5; 30:20; 2 Kgs 3:17; 1 Chr 28:1; 2 Chr 14:14; 26:10; 32:29. 1 Chr 7:21 provides the sole
exception.

13 The Cisjordanians are described as 9V tribes only in Num 34:13; Josh 13:7; 14:2.



112 — Graeme Auld

There is further evidence of a triangular relationship between the end of
Numbers, the framework of Josh 13-22, and 1 Chr. 5yn often appears in these
books in contexts that have already used nipn.

mpn Syn
Numbers  31:9; 32:1, 4, 16, 26 31:16
Joshua 14:4; 22:8 22:20, 31
1Chr 5:9, 21; 7:21 2:7; 5:25; 9:1; 10:13

Itzhak Amar draws attention, within his discussion of how the Chronicler portrays

exile differently for Judah, Israel, and the Transjordanians, to the several simi-

larities noted by Yair Zakovitch' between the portrayal of west and east in Num 32

and Josh 22. But he does not comment on the fact that Reuben and Gad are found

in parts of these texts without half-Manasseh.

— They (mostly in the order Gad-Reuben) are the only players in Num 32:1-32,
with half-Manasseh added only in 32:33-42.

— InJosh 22 MT, Reuben, Gad, and half-Manasseh feature throughout vv. 1-31
while only Reuben and Gad in the concluding vv. 32-34.%¢

— Asalready noted, 1 Chr 5 starts with Reuben alone, moves to Gad alone, then
reports on all three together before a separate mention of half-Manasseh.

3.1 1Chronicles 5 and Joshua 22

The kinship between these chapters is marked not just by shared terminology —
an argument over substance is also implied. 1 Chr 5:25 straightforwardly attrib-
utes the exile of Reuben, Gad, and half-Manasseh to a gross though unspecified
breach (5pn) with the god of their fathers. In Josh 22, however, a specific accu-
sation of Hyn is laid by the western majority against the eastern minority and is
vigorously rebutted by them. The western tribes first charge these easterners with
5pn over a structure near the Jordan, but then become persuaded they had been
wrong in making such a complaint. Possibly 1 Chr 5:25 is a brief reference to the
extended narrative in Josh 22. It is equally possible that the debate reported in
Joshua between tribes east and west of the Jordan was created in response to the
charge recalled in 1 Chr 5. That long account is told differently in MT and LXX,

14 Itzhak Amar, ‘Expansion and exile in the Chronicler’s narrative of the two and a half tribes
(1 Chr. 5.1-26)’, JSOT 44, 2020, 357-376 (see, 367).

15 Yair Zakovitch, Joshua (Tel Aviv: Revivim, 2000), 200.

16 LXX includes half-Manasseh throughout.
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with some of the differences reflected in the variant retellings in Josephus and
Pseudo-Philo — and, in MT at least, Joshua himself is absent from the story."”

3.2 Numbers 31: a major locus for DR wal

Num 31 deals with living booty, human and animal, taken by Israel from Midian,

and in much greater detail than 1 Chr 5 from the Hagrites. And this long chapter

of 54 verses immediately precedes the report in Num 32 of Moses settling the

Transjordanians in a land entirely suitable for nipn (32:1, 4, 16, 26 resonate with

1 Chr 5:9). The act of capture is stated in Num 31:9 using the same verb 72w as

1 Chr 5:21 (with the cognate noun *aw used in 31:12, 19, 26). The expressions for

‘those going out to war’, Xav5 oR¥1 (31:27, 28) and Kava o'ren (31:36), are

similar to but not the same as the Chronicler’s 8ax &’ (1 Chr 5:18; 7:11; 12:33, 36;

2 Chr 26:11). In fact, the Chronicler’s usage is the same as we find when all Israel

is counted earlier in Numbers (chs 1 and 26).

Later in the long chapter come instructions (unique to Num 31) about the divi-
sion and taxation (02n) of the booty (31:28, 37-41), both human (07X) and animal
(nnmna) — with the animals in three categories: herd (1{3), asses (o™nn), and flock
(;x%). The taxation rate for all categories, animals and humans alike, is stated in
v. 28 as one nefes per five hundred (mgnin wnnn was TnR).*® The statement in
v. 31 that ‘Moses and Eleazar the priest did as Yahweh had commanded Moses’ is
at least an interim conclusion and may have marked the end of an earlier shorter
draft. There are several shifts in terminology from the first to the second part of
the chapter:

— The totals of the taxable remainder are listed in 31:32-35 in reverse order from
v. 28: sheep, asses, cattle, and humans.

— The humans are now termed not o7& but o7& wai (vv. 35, 40, 46) and narrowly
defined in 31:35 as women who had not experienced lying with males (Awx
997 20WN WTRY).

— Thetax due on the three categories of animal is stated as a simple numeral, for
example there were 36,000 cattle ‘and the tax on them for Yahweh was seven-
ty-two’ (owawy oaw M ooam). However, the tax on the 16,000 078 was is
given in v. 40 not as ‘thirty-two’ but as ‘thirty-two nefes’ (wa: owhw ouw).*®

17 Graeme Auld, “Re-telling the Disputed “Altar” in Joshua 22,” in Ed Noort (ed.), The Book of
Joshua. BETL CCX (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 281-293.

18 The first half of this chapter uses wa1 just once more: wa3 31 93 (v. 19).

19 mphn (31:11, 12, 26, 27, 32) is used elsewhere in HB only in Isa 49:24, 25.
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4 Camels, capture, and divine aid in Chronicles

In several respects, what the Transjordanians capture from the Hagrites antici-
pates several linked situations described in Chronicles.

4.1 Key terms

A pattern of recurrent terms readily illustrates this:

mapn 1 Chr 5:9, 21; 7:21; 28:1; 2 Chr 14:14; 26:10; 32:29

w127 1 Chr 27:31; 28:1; 2 Chr 20:25; 21:14, 17; 31:3; 32:29; 35:7

o'9n3 1 Chr 5:21; 12:41; 27:30; 2 Chr 9:1; 14:14

naw  1Chr 5:21; 2 Chr 6:36, 37, 38; 14:14; 21:17; 25:12; 28:5, 8, 11, 17%°

21y 1Chr 5:20; 12[5x]; 18:5; 22:7; 2 Chr 14:10, 10; 18:31; 19:2; 20:13; 25:8; 26:7, 13;
28:16, 23; 32:3, 8

As the numbers in bold make clear, the report of the confrontation between King
Asa and the Cushites (2 Chr 14:9-15) provides the closest parallel. And the rel-
evance of this link is further marked by similar resources available to Asa and
the Transjordanians: 13 *Rw1 (shield-bearers) is unique in HB to 1 Chr 5:18 and
2 Chr 14:7, while nwp 377 (bow-drawers) is found additionally only in Jer 50:14,
29 and 1 Chr 8:40. The combination 29 131 (5:18) is known elsewhere only in
Ps 76:4, while the passive participle 11 (5:18) and the combination onnyw (5:20)
are unique. But there is one key difference: in the case of Asa, as often in the other
subsequent passages, the humans or animals captured are said to be ‘very many’
(78N 21) or ‘in quantities’ (27%). In all of Chronicles, it is only in 1 Chr 5:21 that we
are provided with precise totals — as also in Num 31.

4.2 Arabic, camels, and corpses

The list of the defeated Hagrites starts with their camels, which can remind us of
the joke that purports to explain how difficult it is to learn Arabic — because so
many nouns in that language have at least four senses: a word means itself, and
its opposite, and something obscene, and some part of a camel. And that obser-

20 Half the non-synoptic instances in Chronicles of naw are in 2 Chr 28 - Judah under Ahaz
suffers incursions from Aram (v. 5), Israel (vv. 8, 11), and Edom (v. 17).
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vation, even if much exaggerated, leads back to the book of Numbers, even if not
one camel can be found anywhere in its 36 chapters.

Num 9:4-5 opens: ‘Moses spoke to all Israel of holding the Passover. And they
held the Passover at first on the fourteenth day of the month ...” The passage con-
tinues (9:6): X111 DA NEAA-NWYY 1H 81 DIR Waid DRAY 11 TWR DWIR T —
‘And there were men who had become unclean in respect of a D& wa1 and they
were unable to perform the Passover on that day.” How can one become unclean
by way of or in respect of a living human being? The more specific Num 19:11,
13 apparently clarifies the situation: o' nyaw xnvy 0TR warHh nna paan -
‘Whoever touches the dead of any human being will be unclean seven days.’
It seems that 0TX wal, like any good Arabic word in the jest, can also mean its
opposite; and certainly was in Qumran Hebrew (DCH V 733b), like its cognates in
Aramaic and Arabic, can refer to a memorial for the dead.

4.3 p™nin 2 Chronicles 25, n'nn in 2 Chronicles 14, and waiin
1 Chronicles 5

According to the synoptic narrative, Amaziah and his people struck down 10,000
men of Seir (2 Chr 25:11//2 Kgs 14:7). But the Chronicler adds in the next verse that
they captured (1aw) a further 10,000 alive (8vN): MW 085K NAWY 1YW 13 NR T
AT 133 12w 0n o7abK. These they then threw to their destruction from the top of
arock. Klein interprets this action in light of the observation by the unnamed man
of God that Yahweh could give Amaziah much more if he discharged his northern
mercenaries.”! Troy Cudworth cautions in response that Chr ‘never praises mere
brutality for its own sake’.?> However that may be, ‘alive’ (0»n) in this supplement
to the older story is the result of a skilful re-reading of the immediate synoptic
context. The story shared with the book of Kings about Amaziah’s success over
the Edomites and subsequent challenge to Joash of Israel uniquely contained two
of the very rare®® synoptic instances of this ‘life/living’ word.

21 Ralph W. Klein, “The Chronicler’s Theological Rewriting of the Deuteronomistic History:
Amaziah, a Test Case,” in K.L. Noll and Brooks Schramm (eds), Raising Up a Faithful Exegete.
Essays in Honor of Richard D. Nelson (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 237-245 (p. 242).

22 Troy D. Cudworth, War in Chronicles. Temple Faithfulness and Israel’s Place in the Land.
LHBOTS 627 (London: T&T Clark, 2016), 151.

23 There are seven at most: 2 Chr 6:31; 10:6; 18:13//1 Kgs 8:40; 12:6; 22:14; and 2 Chr 23:11; 25:18,
25//2 Kgs 11:12; 14:9, 17 (Life in Kings, 29-38). The seventh is 1 Chr 11:8, arguably part of a more
original account of David taking Jerusalem than 2 Sam 5:6-9 (A. Graeme Auld, 1 & Il Samuel, OTL
[Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2011], 395-399).
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The first response by J[eh]oash to the presumptuous Amaziah was verbal:
couched in the form of a fable (2 Chr 25:18//2 Kgs 14:9). As often in a parabolic
warning (distinct from an allegory), the relationship between the characters in the
story and those in the real-life situation it addresses is flexible. On first hearing/
reading the fable, we fairly suppose that the king of Israel is portraying himself
as the cedar. But when he responds in action, he is experienced more like a ‘wild-
life’ (77wn n'n), an animal who would trample on a mere thistle. Defeat him he
did; but the consequence was paradoxical: Amaziah outlived wildlife Jehoash
by fifteen years (25:25//14:17), till his reign ended in death in Lachish during an
uprising against him. The Chronicler’s addition to the Edom section of the story
underlined a mismatch: between Amaziah’s behaviour to ‘the men of Seir’ and
his own lenient treatment at the hands of Jehoash. Ten thousand men of Seir were
still alive after the battle; but, unlike Amaziah who would live fifteen more years
after his defeat, they survived only to meet an immediate grisly fate.?*

Asa’s struggle with the Cushites is told in terms very reminiscent of 1 Chr 5.
The defeat is no less decisive and is described in a single clause (2 Chr 14:12): ‘and
there fell of the Cushites till none of them had life’ (7'rn onb pxb orwian Sam),
though a great quantity of booty is also reported. Klein inserts ‘wounded’ in his
paraphrase: ‘some fell wounded beyond recovery’.” It should be stressed that
mmnin the Asa story and onin the Amaziah story are the only instances of words
related to 1'n in all of non-synoptic Chronicles.?® The behaviour of kings Asa and
Amaziah described in non-synoptic Chronicles matches that of their ancestor
David in non-synoptic Samuel: in his southern raids (1 Sam 27:9, 11) ‘he left alive
neither man nor woman’ (AWK WK 7' 89). The cases of Asa and Amaziah are
cited here partly to caution against Braun’s rendering of o7& wa1in 1 Chr 5:21b -
‘together with one hundred thousand men whom they took alive’.”” The Chronicler,
supposing he was consistent in his usage, would have used some form of i'n to
convey that meaning.

24 The final synoptic instance of 7'n was no less influential on the development of the book of
Kings. I have argued that Amaziah’s 15-year survival was the model for Hezekiah’s survival from
Sennacherib’s invasion in his 14" year to his own death in the 29 year (Life in Kings, 184).

25 Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles. Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 208.

26 Given that the Chronicler did add forms of i'n twice to the source-material he shared with
Sam-Kgs, it seems unlikely that he also stripped out of his source more than one hundred
instances of this word. It is more likely that he knew a shorter and earlier form of the book of
Kings that did not yet contain them.

27 Section 2 above.
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wa3and on are familiar in HB in poetic parallel, repeatedly so in Job 33.%% Yet
in Chronicles, these terms, each only sparsely used, are never found in proximity,
whether in synoptic or non-synoptic contexts. While o»n largely corresponds to
Latin vita, wa1in Chronicles might better be represented by vitalitas. In the case of
the Transjordanians and Hagrites, booty is reported before casualties. The booty
includes humans (o7& wa1) who, like the other livestock, will be found useful and
not simply led off to a second stage of slaughter.

5 Development in 1 Chronicles 5:1-26

There are clear signs of development within this first section of 1 Chr 5. As in
Num 32 and Josh 22, it appears that half-Manasseh has been added secondarily to
Reuben (and Gad).?®

5.1 From Reuben alone to Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh

The account of joint action by Reuben/Gad/half-Manasseh in vv 18-22 — before
half-Manasseh has even been mentioned as a separate unit — reuses each element
of vv 9b-10 except for the specifics of place (‘in the land of Gilead’, 9b) and time
(“in the days of Saul’, (10a).

1 Chr 5:9-10 >> >>5:18-22
9b Tph3 PRI 120 DAIRR
10a D'RIINAOY NN WY MR DRMINATEY DAnYn 1wy 19a

"300 073 N 20a
PR awn  2la
HayoayohHna 22a

o3 1Han

‘They made war with the Hagrites’ (10a/19a) ends with the enemy ‘in their hands’
(10a/20a). But ‘their possessions’ at the start of 9b is resumed only in 21a, while
the associated 127 ... *3 (9b) is not resumed till 22a by 0'a7 ... ¥, where ‘they fell’
also resumes 10a. Time and place are not overlooked in this expansive retelling.
However, they are apparently only rather loosely suggested in the concluding

28 The densest cluster is in Job 33:20, 22, 28, 30; but there are several other instances in Job — 7:15;
9:21; 10:1; 12:10; 36:14.
29 See section 3 above.
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words (22b): ‘and they settled instead of them?® till the exile’ — see further section
5.2 below.

Immanuel Benzinger already noted the link with Hagrites in 5:10.3' Klein
observes that ‘[t]he vague expansion of Reuben into the lands of the Hagrites in
v. 10 is modified in vv. 21-22 by the acquisition of an enormous amount of booty
and the notice that the two and one-half Transjordanian tribes settled in their ter-
ritory’.3> However, his further comment is rather odd: that ‘[t}he word “livestock”
Dpn echoes the abundant “cattle” onvpn of the Reubenites in v. 93, Such a
shift in rendering is certainly anticipated in LXX (and differently in B and L); but
it seems perverse to translate oiapn differently precisely where a relevant link is
being asserted.

LXX® LXX*
5:9 KTAVN 5:9 KTVN
5:221  QMOOKEUTV 5221  KTNOELS

We are not dealing with a simple expansion or supplementation of the earlier
note. It is more like a ‘midrashic’ development of the conclusion of the section
on Reuben. And this is not unique within 1 Chr 5:1-26. The still earlier note (5:6)
about the Assyrian king exiling a Reubenite prince is reapplied to the exile of the
Reubenites, Gadites, and half-tribe of Manasseh as the development of the whole
section ends (5:26). In Amar’s account of the narrative as chiastic, ‘the exile of the
two and a half tribes’ (25-26) corresponds to ‘Reuben ... deprived of his birthright’
(1-2).>* These opening verses of the section on Reuben are of course also second-
ary: the opening words of v. 1 are recapitulated in v. 3. Amar also notes unique
links between the core account of Reuben and the preceding report on Simeon as
also between Reuben and Levi. As to the first, both 4:38 and 5:6 use 8'w3 ‘prince’
and both 4:38-40 and 5:9-10 ‘describe an increase in population and livestock’.>®
And, as to the second, 5:6 and 5:41 are the only mentions of a single person taken
into exile.3® The links he notes might preserve evidence of a Simeon-Reuben-Levi
textual substratum, that was developed later into the Transjordanian/Levite

30 on'nnn 1awn is anticipated in 1 Chr 4:41. Cf onnn yawn in Deut 2:12, 21, 22, 23— also in a
Transjordanian context.

31 Immanuel Benzinger, Die Biicher der Chronik. KHAT XX (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1901), 20.
32 Klein, 158.

33 Klein, 168.

34 Amar, 365.

35 Amar, 359.

36 Amar, 363.
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pairing explored in section 3 above. These were after all the three senior sons of
Jacob listed before Judah in Gen 29:32-35; 35:23.

Amar himself does not venture into literary-historical remarks about
1 Chr 5:1-26. However, I find in his own remark that ‘[t]he exile of the two and
a half tribes is mentioned in 2 Kgs 15:29’ an echo of how the author of 5:18-22,
25-26 read 5:3-10.% The verse in Kings does not in fact mention Reuben, Gad, or
half-Manasseh: it lists Gilead as one of several areas of Israel taken from Pekah
by Tiglath-Pileser and exiled. It is because of Amar’s prior knowledge that he
reads all these tribes into a mention of Gilead. Somewhat similarly, the author
of 1 Chr 5:1-26 expansively re-presented 5:3-10 in light of his knowledge of all
the Transjordanian tribes. Whatever prompted the author of the longer report to
produce an account of joint action by ‘the sons of Reuben and Gad and half of the
tribe of Manasseh’, much of the content was developed from a very local source.
The source of much of the rest was also close to hand.

5.2 D07R, wa, and Naw in Solomon’s prayer

0TR Wwal combines two common Hebrew words. It is of course possible that
these were paired more frequently in classical Hebrew, even though this is rarely
attested in HB. The author of 1 Chr 5:21 may even have been familiar with the pas-
sages already reviewed in Ezekiel or Leviticus or Numbers. But the more impor-
tant question is not whether the Chronicler knew these texts, but whether in this
detail he was influenced by them. We have already noted that 1 Chr 5:18-22 and
5:26 were spun in part from threads sourced very locally in 1 Chr 5:6, 9b-10a.
There are also several close links between this ‘midrash’ and the seventh and
last request in Solomon’s long prayer (2 Chr 6:36—39//1 Kgs 8:46—50a). Whether as
part of the familiar book of Kings (the consensus view) or as one element of an
older draft of Kings (my own view), Solomon’s long prayer was part of the Chron-
icler’s major source. wa1 and 07K are both used in this final petition — separately.
More significantly, the prayer includes alongside o7& (6:36) and wai (6:38) the
only synoptic instances of the verb naw: twice in qal (36) and once in niphal (37).
Not only so — a feature of this petition is the juxtaposition of the common and also
assonant verb 21w ([re-]turn) with this repeated verb naw (capture): 12°wm and
12w are examples of 21w in v. 37, and 12aw1 and 0'aw of Naw; and in v. 38, 12w is
again related to 21w, but 12w and 2w to naw.3® Modelled on Solomon’s intricate

37 Amar, 359 (n. 6).
38 Non-synoptic 2 Chr 28:11 repeats the wordplay: D2MK&n DRMAY WK 7MAwWn 12w,
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play, the ‘midrash’ concludes (5:22b) equally skilfully: n51n-7p oa'nnn 1awn (and
they dwelt in their place till the exile). %11 (exile) names the background implied
in Solomon’s plea; and 12w (dwelt) is no less assonant with 72w than Solomon’s
aw.

Num 31 also uses both 12w (v. 9) and o7& was (vv. 35, 40, 46), but not in the
same immediate context. Then, though a long chapter, it uses neither of the asso-
nant — and common - verbs 21w and 2w". Only Solomon’s prayer in all of HB, like
1 Chr 5, uses both o7& and w21 (though not in actual combination), with 72w in
close proximity.

6 Some conclusions

6.1 1Chronicles 5 in light of Numbers and Joshua

Israel’s Levites and the tribes east of the Jordan are odd associates from several
points of view. Yet they share an important link that can be stated both negatively
and positively. Neither has a share in the division of land west of the Jordan and
both have requirements for grazing livestock. The holdings (n1pn) of the Trans-
jordanians are described in terms of animals, while the Levites have a need for
pasture (w1n) near their appointed cities.

These two groups come to the fore in the final chapters of Numbers as joint
exceptions within a 12-tribe Israel: counted once in Num 1 and again in Num 26
after forty years, this Israel is now facing the historical and topographical realities
of settlement in a promised land west of the Jordan. In Josh 13-22, their excep-
tional situation is described before and after the division of that western land of
promise; but in 1 Chr 5-6 they are listed at the heart of the people, between south
(1 Chr 4) and north (7-8). For all that they are handled side by side in Numbers
and Joshua as well as at the start of Chronicles, there is one major difference in
the Chronicler’s treatment of the two exceptional groups. Levites and priests will
play a large role throughout Chronicles while the Transjordanians are restricted
to 1 Chronicles®: they do not reappear in the text after the death of David has
been reported. This textual disappearance — the ‘actual’ disappearance will not
occur till much later - may support Amar’s reading the Transjordanian exile as
one without return.

39 1 Chr 6:48, 63; 11:42; 12:9, 15, 38; 26:32; 27:16, 21.



DR Wai and the Associations of 1 Chronicles 5 in the Hebrew Bible =— 121

The inter-relatedness of Num 32, Josh 22, and 1 Chr 5 as they present the
Transjordanians does not simply belong to the final stage in the development of
these texts. There is some evidence in each that the half-tribe of Manasseh has
been added to a prior Reuben-Gad pairing. The materials in 1 Chr 5:18-22, 25-26
about the eastern tribes as a group are additional to the traditions about the three
separate units. A key source of their wording is the section on Reuben (5:3-10).
Then 1 Chr 5:26 states that the easterners were exiled because of 5pn, while Josh
22 debates such a charge against them and finally rejects it. The Chronicler may
have misremembered the narrative in Joshua or disagreed with it. Alternatively, as
suggested above, the extended narrative in Josh 22 may have taken the brief note
reported in Chronicles as the opportunity for an extended discussion of centre
and periphery, of the legitimacy or otherwise of (cultic) life outside the western
heartland. I am no longer committed to the view that the list of Levitic cities in 1
Chr 6 was the source of Josh 21; but I still find it equally unlikely that Josh 21 (MT
or LXX) was the source of the list in 1 Chr 6. The ideal number 48, stated in Num
35 (4 cities from each of 12 tribes), has been imposed on a prior list which it cannot
fit: Judah and Simeon have 9 cities and the Aaronites 13.4°

In most of Num 31 (in vv. 11, 26, 28, 30, 47), the term for human (as distinct
from animal) is simply DIx. But in the supplementary section about taxation
(vv. 32-46) this is replaced (in vv. 35, 40, 46) by 07X wai (human [person?]). The
end of the supplement is marked by recapitulating much of vv. 30-31 in v. 47,
including a return to using the simple o7X. If the author of the so-called midrash
in 1 Chr 5:18-22 did draw on the expanded text of Num 31-32 with its variation
between 07X and 0TR wal, then his 07X wai too may signify little different from
D7R; and, even if wal does have its own significance within the pairing, it will
simply mean ‘person’ or ‘individual’.**

6.2 Victory and booty and life in Chronicles

In the victory story of Amaziah, continued living (o) on the part of the van-
quished is mentioned only to be immediately extinguished. In the victory story
of Asa, life/survival (n°nn) is mentioned only to be denied. These, we need to
remember, are the only two instances of i'n/‘life’ in non-synoptic Chronicles;

40 A.Graeme Auld, “The Cities in Joshua 21: The Contribution of Textual Criticism,” in Textus XV
(1990), 141-152 (reprinted in Joshua Retold. Synoptic Perspectives [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1998],
49-62).

41 As ... ainsi que cent mille personnes in La Bible: traduction oecuménique, 1813.
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and, in the Chronicler’s version of the story of Jerusalem’s monarchs, both Asa
and Amaziah came to a bad end. However, for the two-and-a-half tribes east of the
Jordan, 100,000 o7& wai are a vital human resource.

The victory-plus-booty report in 1 Chr 5:18-22 is the first in a whole series of
such narratives in Chronicles; yet it is also distinct from those that follow. It states
precise thousands of animals and humans captured while other reports simply
claim ‘large numbers’. Then, even within the sub-group of three that deal with the
issue of continued existence for the defeated humans, the report about the Trans-
jordanians takes its own path. Defeated Edomites equal in number to those who
died in battle do leave the field ‘alive’ (o»n), though only to be killed elsewhere.
As for the defeated Kushites, no ‘life’ (7°mn) survived. The Chronicler took over
from his source only a small number of forms related to i1'n. It is only in these two
notes that Chronicles adds to this already sparing usage; and in one of them n'n
nTwn and *nm were already part of the inherited synoptic context (2 Kgs 14:9, 17//2
Chr 25:18, 25). However, the continuation of human life after the Hagrite defeat
in 1 Chr 5:21 is differently expressed. Here the Chronicler uses wa3i, a term simi-
larly rare in both synoptic and non-synoptic Chronicles. ‘Life’ (m'nn\o»n) denotes
the opposite of immediate death meted out by the troops of Amaziah or Asa. But
human was has potential as a useful labour force. The Chronicler made at least a
lexical distinction between the battlefield actions of the eastern tribes and of two
kings in Jerusalem. Whether he intended thereby an ethical distinction is hard to
determine. Unlike Achar/n before them (1 Chr 2:7) or Saul after them (10:13-14),
their terrible fault (5pn) is left unspecified (5:25).

6.3 A ‘midrash’ indebted to Solomon

Two features of 1 Chr 5 do invite comparison with Num 31: specification of hoo-
ty-totals unique within Chronicles; and the use of [07&] wai. However, three
further features of 1 Chr 5 — in addition to uniquely sharing the keywords 07K, wa3,
and Naw — suggest an even closer relationship with the conclusion of Solomon’s
long prayer at the dedication of the temple: (1) The assonant play by Solomon on
naw and 2w is echoed in 1 Chr 5 by play on naw with aw». (2) The formula ‘with
all his/their heart and way’ from the source-prayer (2 Chr 6:38) is repeated almost
verbatim three times in non-synoptic Chronicles — Solomon’s words were clearly
important to this author.** (3) Several other elements of vv. 18-22 and vv. 25-26

42 Japhet rightly finds the usages in 1 Chr 22:19 and 28:9 ‘characteristic of the Chronicler’ (p. 493,
cf. 402), yet describes 2 Chr 15:12 as borrowing from a Deuteronomistic phrase (p. 726).
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are also midrash-like developments, in their case of material in vv. 1-10. In the
source text, wal and 0TR both have a distinct role. That makes it more likely that
they retain a separate function in 1 Chr 5:21 and that combined oT& wa1 was not
simply, as in the extension to Num 31, an expanded alternative to oK.

Typical of many key synoptic terms in the older book of Jerusalem’s kings, the
four instances of wai come in two pairs, with each member of the pair relating to
a different king.*®
la 1Chr 11:19 (//2 Sam 23:17) DIN'27 DMwAald "D

1b 2 Chr 1:11 (//1 Kgs 3:11) TRIW WO NR NORWRD
2a 2 Chr 6:38 (//1 Kgs 8:48) owas-H221 Dav-532 THR 1AW
2b 2 Chr 34:31 (//2 Kgs 23:3) 1Wwa1-5211 1235-503

(1) David refuses to drink water brought by his heroes from Bethlehem at cost of
their lives and Yahweh praises Solomon in his vision at Gibeon for not requesting
the life of those who hate him.

(2) In each of the second pair, wai reinforces 25:** Solomon asks Yahweh to listen
if his future exiled people commit their whole hearts and lives in turning back to
him and Josiah covenants with his whole heart and life to follow Yahweh.

The non-synoptic usage of each in Chronicles nicely illustrates the thesis
of organic development from the synoptic core.* Four of the five non-synoptic
instances maintain the synoptic inheritance or modify it only minimally:

— 1Chr 11:19 simply repeats the synoptic usage within the same verse.
— 1Chr 22:19; 28:9; 2 Chr 15:12 repeat or lightly modify the use of wai to reinforce

25 that is already synoptic in 2 Chr 6:38; 34:31 and is most familiar now in the

Shema and related texts.

43 Life in Kings, 92-93 included 29 significant pairings. These wai-pairs are two of more than
130 listed in “Tracing the Writing of Kings with Nadav Na’aman and Klaus-Peter Adam,” to be
published in SJOT 35, 2021.

44 One half of all the synoptic occurrences of ‘heart’ are found in Solomon’s prayer: 2 Chr 6:7, 8,
8, 14, 30, 37, 38//1 Kgs 8:17, 18, 18, 23, [38,] 39, 47, 48. Of these, it is the culminating instance that
is paired with waa.

45 The thrust of my work on Sam-Kgs and Chr has been less interested in Chr as such and more
in what comparison between Chr and Sam-Kgs helps us to understand about Sam-Kgs: both
Sam-Kgs and Chr being organic developments from a much earlier book of Kings. The book of
Chronicles may be one of the latest books in HB. However, in several cases I suspect that it also
contains evidence about earlier stages in the so-called ‘Primary History’ (Genesis-Kings). See fur-
ther “Counting Sheep, Sins, and Sour Grapes: The Primacy of the Primary History?” (n. 46 below).
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If this short narrative builds on material from the source of Chronicles, and spe-
cifically the water brought to David from Bethlehem or the seventh request in
Solomon’s prayer, D78 wai will carry the stronger sense of ‘live humans’ or even
‘lively humans’.

An ancient writer could re-present details of a more ancient report about
Reuben in his own account of the two-and-a-half tribes. A modern scholar famil-
iar with Numbers and Joshua could read Gilead in Kings as a reference to these
two-and-a-half tribes. And it is natural for other contemporary readers, famil-
iar with the categories Primary History (Genesis-Kings) and Secondary History
(Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah), to give priority to Numbers and Joshua when stud-
ying similar materials in Chronicles.*® However, this essay has advised double
caution in relation to the development of 1 Chr 5:1-26. (1) Even the latest elements
in this narrative are derived from earlier material within Chronicles. (2) While
there are clear links with late elements in both Num 31 and Josh 22, the direction
of influence in each case was arguably from 1 Chr 5 to these ‘partner texts’. Each
such relationship between materials in the so-called ‘Primary’ and so-called ‘Sec-
ondary’ Histories must be assessed on its own merits.*

46 At the end of ‘Counting Sheep, Sins, and Sour Grapes: The Primacy of the Primary History?’,
in Alastair G. Hunter and Philip R. Davies [eds], Sense and Sensitivity: Essays on Reading the Bible
in Memory of Robert Carroll, JSOTS 348, 2002, 63-72), I probed these terms. ‘Primary’ in English
is ambiguous: it can refer to greater authority (primacy) or simply greater age. Torah and Former
Prophets (the Primary History) certainly have greater (canonical) authority; but does that neces-
sarily derive from the greater age of all their materials?

47 Whichever way the influence runs between the ‘generations’ (m751n) at the start of Genesis
and the start of Chronicles, the fact that 1 Chr 1 and Gen 5 open with the same genealogy of Adam
and that Gen 5 has a formal ‘title’ (‘This is the book of the generations of Adam’) may preserve
evidence that ‘the generations of heaven and earth’ (Gen 1-4) are a later preface to the “first’ book
of the Bible (A. Graeme Auld, ‘imago dei in Genesis’, ExT 116, 2005, 259-262).
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The High Priest in Chronicles

and in the Priestly Traditions of the
Pentateuch

1 Introduction

The high priest in Chronicles has not been the subject of much research. The main
publications on the topic consist of a chapter in Deborah Rooke’s 2000 mono-
graph,® as well as an article by Steven J. Schweitzer from 2003.> Even studies
devoted to the cult and the temple in Chronicles often pay minimal attention to
the high priest, and sometimes even no attention at all. Furthermore, while the
connections between descriptions of the cult in Chronicles and in the priestly
traditions of the Pentateuch have often been addressed in the scholarly literature,
the parallels and differences between the image of the high priest in these two cor-
puses do not appear to have been subjected to a detailed analysis. The following
essay will focus on two related themes: (a) the characterization of the high priest
in Chronicles, and (b) its relationship to the description of the high priest in the
priestly traditions of the Pentateuch.

Like many other topics in Chronicles, one key issue has to do with under-
standing the selection involved in the mentionings of high priests. The genealogy
of Levi in 1 Chronicles 5:27-6:66 includes a comprehensive list of the high priests
following Aaron, from Eleazar to Jehosadaq (1 Chr 5:27-41). Yet the Chronicler’s
account of the Judean monarchy in 1 Chronicles 10 to 2 Chronicles 36 only includes
selected references to some high priests, as the following table shows:

1 Deborah W. Rooke, Zadok’s Heirs: The Role and Development of High Priesthood in Ancient
Israel, OTM (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 184-218.

2 Steven J. Schweitzer, “The High Priest in Chronicles: An Anomaly in a Detailed Description of
the Temple Cult,” Biblica 84 (2003): 388—402.

Christophe Nihan, University of Miinster

3 Open Access. © 2021 Christophe Nihan, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed
under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110707014-006
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High priest King Text in Chronicles

Zadoq David 1Chr12:29; 15:11; 16:39-40; 18:16; 24:3-6; 24:31; 27:17;
29:22

Amariah Jehoshaphat 2 Chr19:11

Jehoiada Joash 2 Chr 22:10-24:16

Azariah (1) Uzziah 2 Chr 26:16-21

Azariah (II) Hezekiah 2 Chr31:10

Hilkiah Josiah 2 Chr 34:8-28; 35:8

It is probable that this difference is due to the fact that the high priestly genealogy
in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 was not part of the Chronicler’s main composition but was
added later, as it has often been suggested.? Yet even so, it remains significant that
the addition of the genealogy did not lead to any sort of systematic referencing
of the high priests in the Chronicler’s account. Instead, within 1 Chronicles 10
to 2 Chronicles 36 references to the high priest of Jerusalem remain highly selec-
tive, as the Table above exemplifies. It is not easy, at first sight, to understand
the logic underlying this selection, if there is any. Assuming a traditional view of
the relationship between Chronicles and Kings,* it is likely that the Chronicler’s
references to the high priest are influenced by the reuse of materials from Kings,
where a similar figure — the chief-priest of Jerusalem — is already mentioned. Yet
this hardly accounts for all the references to the high priest in Chronicles, since
comparison with Kings shows that Chronicles can either omit mentionings of the
high priest or introduce new mentionings that have no parallels in Kings. Thus,
for example, Chronicles ignores all mentionings of Zadok in connection with Sol-
omon,® with the result that in Chronicles Zadok is almost exclusively associated

3 See, e.g., Thomas Willi, Die Chronik als Auslegung, FRLANT 106 (Gé6ttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1972), 214; and with more details Magnar Kartveit, Motive und Schichten der Landthe-
ologie in 1 Chronik 1-9, ConBOT 28 (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1989), 77-87. In this view, the
genealogy in 1 Chr 5:27-41 is a later addition within the Levitical genealogies, expanding upon
the shorter list in 1 Chr 6:38-41. Alternatively, other scholars consider that the list in 1 Chr 5:27-41
is more likely to be chronologically prior; see, especially, Gary Knoppers, 1 Chronicles 1-9: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 12 (New York et al.: Doubleday, 2003), 407-10,
with additional references.

4 Specifically, I am assuming that the authors of Chronicles knew a composition comparable
to Samuel and Kings, but which was still transmitted in a Hebrew form distinct from the MT of
these two books. For further details, see my discussion in Christophe Nihan, “Textual Fluidity
and Rewriting in Parallel Traditions. The Case of Samuel and Chronicles,” JAJ 4 (2013): 186-209.
5 Cf. 1Kgs 1:8, 26, 32, 34, 38, 39, 44, 45; 2:35; 4:2, 4. In Chronicles, the only context where Solo-
mon and Zadoq are mentioned together is in 1 Chr 29:22, which relates Solomon’s appointment
as David’s successor. Incidentally, it is also the last notice mentioning Zadoq in the context of



The High Priest in Chronicles and in the Priestly Traditions of the Pentateuch =—— 129

with David’s reign. Conversely, Chronicles introduces an account about the high
priest Azariah under the reign of king Uzziah (2 Chr 26:16-21), of which the par-
allel account in Kings knows nothing. In short, the mentioning of high priests in
Chronicles cannot be simply explained by comparison with the evidence in Kings.
Rather, in order to understand this, we need to take into account the way in which
high priests are characterized in Chronicles. The following discussion will seek to
identify some major trends in this characterization.

2 The high priest and the sanctuary in Chronicles

2.1 The high priest and the rituals performed inside the
sanctuary

Except in the case of Jehoiada (2 Chr 22:10-24:16), who deserves a specific dis-
cussion (see below § 3), most of the references to the high priest in Chronicles
associate him closely to the sanctuary and the rituals performed there. In par-
ticular, various passages mention the high priest in contexts where sacrifices are
performed. This view is already introduced in 1 Chronicles 6:34, a passage which
is part of the genealogies and lists comprising 1 Chronicles 1-9.

1 Chronicles 6:34
oW WP NaROA 525 mopna nar Sy avpn nam Sy orropn 1 as
:DTOR TP TWN MR WK 532 SR Hy 13
Aaron and his sons burnt (offerings) on the altar of burnt offering and on the altar of incense,
(to perform) all the work of the most holy place, to effect kippér (removal) for Israel, accord-
ing to all what Moses the servant of the deity had commanded.

This verse is aptly located at the junction between the genealogies of the Leviti-
cal clans (v. 1-33) and the subsequent genealogy of the Aaronite line (v. 35-38).°
The description of Aaronite duties focuses on the offering of burnt offerings and

David’s and Solomon’s reigns. Of course, this has to do with the fact that Chronicles omits Kings’
account of David’s succession in 1 Kgs 1-2, where most of the references to Zadoq are found. Even
so, however, it remains striking that Chronicles never mentions Zadoq in connection with Solo-
mon’s reign after the notice in 1 Chr 29:22.

6 For more details on the location of 1 Chr 6:34 and its significance, see, e. g., Sara Japhet, I & IT
Chronicles. A Commentary, OTL (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1993), 156; and more recently
Lars Maskow, Tora in der Chronik: Studien zur Rezeption des Pentateuchs in den Chronikbiichern,
FRLANT 274 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2019), 281-2.
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incense on the corresponding altars, which is summarized with the expression
DWTRR WP Nardn 525, “(to perform) all the work of the most holy place”.” The
mention of the “altar of incense” refers to the practice prescribed in Exodus
30:7-8, where Aaron is instructed to offer incense every morning and evening on
this altar located inside the outer-sanctum.® This is confirmed by the fact that the
end of the verse explicitly refers to the Mosaic legislation, including the priestly
ritual instructions (2581 72y Iwn ML WK 933). While Exodus 30 exclusively
mentions Aaron, the high priest, in this context other passages indicate that the
high priest could be accompanied by other Aaronite priests when he performed
rituals inside the outer-sanctum.® Presumably, this is what 1 Chronicles 6:34 has
in view when it states that this ritual was performed by “Aaron and his sons.”
The reference to the altar of burnt offering, for its part, may include in principle
all the sacrifices offered by the priests on behalf of Israel. However, the parallel
with the altar of incense suggests that 1 Chronicles 6:34 may well have in view the
daily ritual prescribed in Exodus 29:38-42 (see further Num 28:3-8), according
to which Aaron and his sons must offer a whole burnt offering and accompany-
ing grain offerings every morning and evening in the courtyard of the temple.
Finally, the reference to the priests effecting the “removal” (of impurities, sins,
etc.) from the community in the second half of the verse (58w by 152%1) takes up
anotion already present in the priestly traditions of the Pentateuch, where priests
are described as performing kippér (removal) by means of sacrifices.'® In short,
1 Chronicles 6:34 provides a short but essential description of priestly duties,
which claims a significant degree of continuity with the Mosaic legislation. The

7 The lamed in 525 must probably be construed as expressing finality (thus, e. g., Thomas Willi,
Chronik [1 Chr 1,1-10,14], BKAT XXIV/1 [Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 2009], 230).
While some scholars (e.g., Knoppers, 1 Chronicles 1-9, 425) opt to translate the phrase wp
owTpn to mean “Holy of Holies,” the formulation of this verse implies that its description refers
to more than the rituals performed inside the inner-sanctum specifically. Therefore, it is arguably
preferable to understand this phrase in a non-technical sense, as denoting the entirety of the
temple compound. This usage of the phrase o"wpn w7p to denote the whole sanctuary is admit-
tedly infrequent. It could be a case of metonymy, in which the sanctuary is designated through
its most holy parts.

8 On this passage, and the offering of incense as a high priestly prerogative, see, e.g., the dis-
cussion by Menahem Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon,
1978), 208.

9 See, especially, Exod 27:21 concerning the daily disposal of the oil for the luminary. This is
also suggested by Exod 31:20, which mentions both Aaron and his sons going inside the tent of
meeting.

10 For this interpretation, see, e. g., Willi, Chronik 1,1-10,14, 230. For a recent restatement about
the meaning of kipper in this context, see the helpful discussion by Marskow, Tora, 282-3.
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duties and prerogatives of the Aaronite priests are primarily defined in terms of
the sacrifices they perform, and especially the rituals comprising the daily offer-
ing of burnt offerings and incense (Exod 29:38-42 and 30:7-8 respectively). Both
rituals are placed under the authority of the high priest, but 1 Chronicles 6:34
emphasizes these rituals as a collaborative performance involving all Aaronite
priests (“Aaron and his sons”) rather than the sole high priest.

A very similar view is found a little later in the Chronicler’s account, namely,
in 1 Chronicles 16:39-40."" David, after bringing the Ark to Jerusalem, appoints
Zadoq (who had been only briefly mentioned until now in the account, 1 Chr 12:29
and 15:11) and “his brothers the priests” to watch over the tabernacle which, at this
point of the narrative, is staying in Gibeon according to Chronicles (see further 2
Chr 1:3-6; and for the reference to Gibeon, 1Kgs 3:4)." Zadoq and the other priests
are then appointed with the following task:

1 Chronicles 16:39-40
231 WK AN MY awn 185 09N IR 1790 PITR NRY
N2 21090 595 395 pab ean mhyn nam Sy mh mby mbynb «©
SR HY My wr M
3 Zadok the priest and his brothers the priests were before Yhwh’s dwelling in the high
place at Gibeon “° to sacrifice burnt offerings to Yhwh upon the altar, the regular morning
and evening burnt offering, according to all that is written in the Torah of Yhwh, which he
prescribed to Israel.®

As in 1 Chronicles 6:34, the reference to the Mosaic legislation is explicit,** and
the focus of priestly ritual activity is on the daily burnt offering (Exod 29:38-42;
Num 28:3-8). The syntax of verse 40a is somewhat ambiguous as regards the rela-
tionship between the proposition nam 5y mm> m5y mbynb and the following
clause 2% pa% TN 1OV, referring to the daily burnt offering. Presumably,
this construction should be understood in the sense that the primary duty of

11 The continuity between the conception stated in 1 Chr 16:39-40 with the earlier notice in
1 Chr 6:34 has already been noted by various scholars. Cf., e. g., Japhet, Chronicles, 158.

12 On this issue, see my discussion in Christophe Nihan, “Cult Centralization and the Torah
Traditions in Chronicles,” in The Fall of Jerusalem and the Rise of the Torah, ed. Peter Dubovsky,
Dominik Markl & Jean-Pierre Sonnet, FAT 107 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 253-88, here
267-75.

13 G preserves here a long plus, which is very likely secondary: £v xeipt Mwuofi Tob Bepémovtog
ToD Be0D, “by the hand of Moses, the servant of God.”

14 Despite the recent detailed argument by Maskow, Tora, 734, I remain unconvinced that it is
necessary to understand the reference to Moses’ Torah as including all of v. 39-40, rather than
the performance of the daily burnt offering specifically, as most scholars tend to assume. For the
present discussion, however, this point is not decisive.
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Zadoq and other priests is toward the continuous (7'1n) burnt offering presented
twice every day to the deity, although this does not preclude the inclusion of other,
more occasional burnt offerings presented in specific circumstances (see Lev 1).%
Whether the omission of the offering of incense, which is mentioned together with
the daily burnt offerings in 1 Chronicles 6:34, is significant, is difficult to say. It
may have to do with the fact that the tabernacle has not yet arrived in Jerusalem,
and that the cult is still missing some key components, such as the Ark.

At any rate, this brief episode highlights two related concerns of the Chron-
icler, namely, (a) that David already instituted a regular sacrificial cult for the
wilderness sanctuary at Gibeon, long before that sanctuary was brought to Jeru-
salem by his son, Solomon; and (b) that he did so by establishing Zadoq and his
kinsmen as the only legitimate agents of this sacrificial cult. A parallel is thus
established with the conception stated in 1 Chronicles 6:34: just like “Aaron and
his sons” were appointed by Moses to perform the required rituals in the taber-
nacle at Mount Sinai, “Zadoq and his brothers” were appointed by David when the
tabernacle was in Gibeon. In this conception, the sacrificial monopoly enjoyed by
Zadoq and the priests under his command goes back to the reign of David himself,
and predates the building of the temple under Solomon (see 2 Chr 2-7). However,
neither David nor subsequent kings have any part in the rituals performed daily
at the sanctuary. This point is further emphasized by the split in the description
of two kinds of ritual performance at this point in the Chronicles narrative: while
Zadoq and the other priests are left in Gibeon to perform the daily sacrifices, David
is leading the procession bringing the Ark back to Jerusalem (1 Chr 15:25-16:36).

A further key text as regards the sacrificial monopoly of priests in general, and
the high priest in particular, is found in the account of 2 Chronicles 26:16-21 nar-
rating the origins of king Uzziah’s skin disease. According to this account, Uzziah,
in the course of his reign, became arrogant and committed a sacrilege (5pn) by
entering the temple in order to offer incense on the altar of incense, despite the
warning addressed by the high priest Azariah and the priests accompanying him.
As a result, he was struck by Yhwh with a form of serious skin disease (ny ), and
forced to live secluded the rest of his days.*®

15 According to 2 Chr 1, Solomon himself offered whole burnt offerings upon the altar in Gibeon;
cf. 2 Chr 1:6.

16 Like most scholars, I regard the text as a literary unity. For a different view, see Zwickel,
Rducherkult, 321-322; for a defense of the text’s unity, see Steins, Chronik, 408-414.
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2 Chronicles 26:16-21
RINT :n0Pn Nam S opnd M 500 R KA PAOR Mia Sy nwnd Tv1ab nasinpmaor
Y 19 891D AR TORN Y DY 1TAY B 5 A onnw minh 002 0P R0 Y TInR
MR 225 159 KD YA D wIpRn R RY POPAY DWITRAN AR 13 03naY 2 M opid
nvaa oanon b nena anor NYIRM 03020 DY 11Ty 1’19.7.‘1'7 NIYPR ITANIAMY qum P TR
1M IR PR RIN TIM 03027 921 WRIA A2 1 R 19 2 :naopn namb Syn me
PIRA MIWANA T2 2WM IR DY TP PR Tonm 1 omm 2 miny wal 12 nRED T R0 0N own
PRI 0P DR LOW THRA M3 HY 133 DM MR AR N D
16 But as he became strong, his heart grew proud, to the point of acting corruptly.”” He acted
disloyally toward Yhwh his god, and went into the temple of Yhwh to burn incense on the
altar of incense. 7 Azariah the priest came after him, and with him eighty priests of Yhwh,
men of valor. ® They stood by Uzziah the king and said to him: “It is not for you, Uzziah, to
burn incense to Yhwh, but for the priests, sons of Aaron, who sanctify themselves to offer
incense. Go out from the sanctuary, for you have acted disloyally, and there will be for you
no honor from Yhwh Elohim!” ¥ Uzziah became furious: he had a censer in his hand, and
when he became furious with the priests, a skin-disease (sara‘at) broke out on his forehead
before the priests in the house of Yhwh, beside the altar of incense. ° Azariah the high priest
and all the priests turned toward him, and behold: he had become a mésora‘ (one affected by
skin disease) on his forehead. They hastened him out from there, and he himself hastened
to go out, for Yawh had struck him. ' Uzziah the king remained a mésora‘ until the day of
his death. He lived in separate quarters,*® a mésora’, for he was banned from the house of
Yhwh. His son Jotham was in charge of the palace and ruled over the people of the land.

The motif of Uzziah’s skin disease was taken from Kings’ account; the parallel is
all the more obvious since v. 21 (and the last two words of v. 20) are virtually iden-
tical with 2 Kings 15:5. Presumably, as several authors have surmised, the Chron-
icler was faced with the contradiction between Uzziah’s length of reign (usually
a sign of divine favor) and the tradition that he was severely struck by the deity.
Consequently, he provided in a quasi-midrashic way an explanation for this ten-
sion.” At the same time, and as is often the case in Chronicles, the story also
serves to make an important point about the respective roles of priests and kings.

17 For this translation, and the interpretation of léhashit as an intransitive form in Chronicles,
see Japhet, Chronicles, 885; Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapo-
lis: Fortress Press, 2012), 367.

18 With the majority of commentators, I follow the Qere hhpsyt instead of the Ketib hhpswt, cf.
also 2 Kgs 15:5.

19 E.g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 377. Alternatively, some scholars have surmised that the Chronicler
would have made use here of an older legend about Uzziah’s leprosy; cf., e. g., Japhet, Chronicles,
877. While this view is possible, it is not likely, especially since the language and themes used
in this account are typical of Chronicles. See also on this point the detailed discussion by Hugh
G. M. Williamson, I and 2 Chronicles, NCBC (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1982), 338-9.
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While the main obligation of kings is toward the temple, which they are expected
to finance and renovate,?° this gives them no right to perform rituals inside that
temple. On the contrary, those rituals are the exclusive prerogative of the Aaronite
priests, who are led by the high priest.

The nature of the sacrilege committed by Uzziah and its consequences
are also remarkable and deserve a brief comment in the context of this essay.
According to v. 16, Uzziah’s intent is to offer incense on the altar of incense. As
already mentioned above, in the priestly traditions of the Pentateuch the offer-
ing of incense on the altar located inside the outer-sanctum is a privilege of the
high priest (Exod 30:7-8), although he can be accompanied by other priests (see
above). Presumably, it is this kind of cooperative priestly performance supervised
by the high priest that the account of Chronicles has in view when Azariah and
the other priests declare that the offering of incense is a prerogative of “the priests
who sanctify themselves”, and not just the high priest. This would also explain
why Azariah is accompanied by no less than eighty priests described as »n "3,
a term that can be rendered as “men of valor” but also “men of standing” (scil.
among the priests).?* In this way, the claim placed in the mouth of Azariah and
the eighty priests is consistent with the priestly legislation of the Pentateuch; but
whereas the priestly texts tend to emphasize the daily offering of incense as a
prerogative of the high priest specifically, the account of 2 Chronicles 16 highlights
instead the collective dimension of this ritual, which is performed by the Aaronite
priesthood as a whole.

The interaction with the traditions of the Pentateuch, and especially with
priestly texts, is not restricted to the description of Uzziah’s transgression,
however, but also extends to the king’s punishment. As various authors have
observed, the motif that Uzziah was struck while approaching Yhwh with a censer
(nvpn) is reminiscent of the story of Nadab and Abihu in Leviticus 10, as well as

20 See, e.g., David’s donations to the temple in 1 Chr 29:2-5. On the role of kings as patrons
of the Jerusalem temple in Chronicles more generally, see also Jozef Tiflo, King and Temple in
Chronicles. A Contextual Approach to Their Relations, FRLANT 234 (Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2010).

21 This interpretation highlighting the collective dimension of the performance of the daily
burning of incense would remain correct even if the motif of the eighty priests following Azariah
inside the sanctuary is secondary, as recently argued by Maskow, Tora, 527, following an earlier
suggestion by Japhet, Chronicles, 877. However, Japhet’s argument regarding the possibly sec-
ondary character of the eighty-priests-motif relates to the source used by the Chronicler, not the
present account in 2 Chr 26:16-21. Once this account is viewed as being entirely a literary creation
by the Chronicler, as Maskow would accept, there is little evidence for this claim. At any rate,
the point remains that the key statement voiced in v. 18 refers to “the priests, sons of Aaron” as
responsible for the daily burning if incense, not just the high priest.
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of the 250 chieftains led by the Levite Korach in Numbers 16. In addition, the fact
that Uzziah is sanctioned for his sacrilege by a severe skin disease (ny1x) is remi-
niscent of the story of Miriam in Numbers 12.2* The parallel with Leviticus 10 and
Numbers 16 is especially significant, since, as [ have argued elsewhere,? these two
accounts form a system of sorts with the legislation on Yom Kippur in Leviticus
16, highlighting the point that the offering of incense on a censer before the deity
is a privilege restricted to the high priest, when he enters the inner-sanctum once
every year in order to purify it (see Lev 16:12-13). It seems likely, therefore, that
the motif of Uzziah’s being struck while he was holding a censer was introduced
by the Chronicler in order to establish a link not only with the priestly legislation
on the daily offering of incense in Exodus 30:1-10 but also with the grand cere-
mony of Leviticus 16. Finally, the fact that Uzziah’s skin disease appears on his
“forehead” (1n¥na) may allude to the place of the golden plate worn by Aaron in
Exodus 28:38.% In this case, the allusion would strengthen the contrast between
the high priest and the king, as well as the impossibility for the king to take over
the high priest’s role: Whereas Aaron’s golden plate exemplifies both his holiness
(since the plate is engraved with the inscription “holy to Yhwh”) and his ability to
“bear” the sin of the Israelites with regard to cultic transgressions (Exod 28:38),%
Uziah’s skin-disease on his forehead publicly manifests his own fault, resulting
in extreme uncleanness (cf. the treatment reserved to the mésora‘ in Lev 13-14).
If this reading is correct, it suggests that the account in 2 Chronicles 26:16-21
implies a fairly complex interaction with the priestly traditions of the Penta-
teuch — or at least more complex than it has sometimes been assumed. The Chron-
icler’s choice to relate Uzziah’s sacrilege with the offering of incense takes up and
continues P’s conception of incense as a key “marker” of the high priest’s exclu-
sive status and privilege (Exod 30:7-8). This textual strategy is further reinforced
through the contrast built with the ceremony of Leviticus 16, and possibly the

22 For these parallels, see, especially, the recent and comprehensive discussion by Maskow,
Tora, 524-42, esp. 525-6 and 529-32. Regarding the parallel with Num 12, Maskow notes, in par-
ticular, the phraseological connection between 2 Chr 26:20a and Num 12:10b (Maskow, Tora, 531).
23 See Christophe Nihan, From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch: A Study in the Composition of Levit-
icus, FAT II 25 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 585-6.

24 As suggested, e.g., by Japhet, Chronicles, 887; see also the detailed discussion by Maskow,
Tora, 532-4.

25 On the difficulties raised by the interpretation of this verse, and the reference to the “bearing
of sin,” see the discussion in Christophe Nihan & Julia Rhyder, “Aaron’s Vestments in Exodus 28
and Priestly Leadership,” in Debating Authority, Concepts of Leadership in the Pentateuch and the
Former Prophets, ed. Katharina Pyschny and Sarah Schulz, BZAW 507 (Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter,
2018), 45-67, here 59-61.
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allusion to the golden plate worn by Aaron on his forehead in Exodus 28. At the
same time, the key speech placed in the mouth of Azariah and the other priests in
v. 18 emphasizes the offering of incense as a collective priestly task, in a way that
is unparalleled in P.

One should note at this point that the same phenomenon can be observed
in another key passage in Chronicles, 2 Chronicles 13:11, a verse which is part of
king Abijah’s speech to Jeroboam’s army in 2 Chronicles 13:5-12.% Abijah’s speech,
whose programmatic function in Chronicles has long been recognized, consists of
two main parts.” The first part (v. 5-7) states that Yhwh gave the “kingship over
Israel” to David and his sons, “forever”, as a “covenant of salt”, i. e., an everlasting
covenant (see v. 5). The second part (v. 8-12) illustrates this claim by asserting that
the only legitimate cult is located in the kingdom of Judah. Significantly enough,
in Abijah’s speech Judah’s cultic legitimacy is demonstrated by the presence of
Aaronite priests (“the sons of Aaron”) performing the following tasks:

2 Chronicles 13:11

nmum novn Iﬂ5Wﬂ 5}7 onb N2YMm 00 NAVPI 27Y2 17 IPaa paa I‘lﬁl] mny oMvpm
DK DNAY DNKY WADKR MY NOAWN DR BNIR DY D 17pa 217ya '1}73'7 anan anm

They offer to Yhwh burnt offerings every morning and every evening, as well as fragrant

incense; (they set out) the stacks of bread®® upon the pure table, together with the golden

lampstands and its lamps, so that they may burn every evening. For we are keeping the

service of Yhwh, our god, whereas you have forsaken him (2 Chr 13:11).

As it has often been observed, all the elements in this description correspond to
the four daily rituals prescribed in the priestly legislation: the daily burnt offer-
ing (Exod 29:38-42); the daily offering of incense (Exod 30:7-8); the disposal of
the “bread of the presence” (15 orb) upon the golden table located inside the
inner-sanctum (Exod 25:30; further Lev 24:5-9); and finally, the burning of the
oil of the luminary (Exod 27:20-21). In other words, Judah’s cultic legitimacy is
expressed in 2 Chronicles 13:11 in terms of the performance of the daily rituals

26 On this account, see, especially, the study by Gary N. Knoppers, “‘Battling against Yahweh’:
Israel’s War against Judah in 2 Chr. 13:2-20,” RB 100 (1993): 511-532.

27 The distinction between two main parts in Abijah’s speech is generally acknowledged,
although the exact division between these sections remains somewhat disputed. For a justifica-
tion of the present division, see my discussion in Nihan, “Cult Centralization,” 276 n. 86.

28 Hebrew m‘rkt appears to be a variant form of the term ma‘drakah, which normally refers to
a row. However, since the passage appears to refer to the ritual for the bread of presence, this
rendering makes little sense here, as noted by various commentators. Compare, in particular,
the detailed discussion by Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 23-27: A New Translation with Introduction
and Commentary (AB 3B; New York: Doubleday, 2001), 2096, on Lev 24:6, 7, where the term m‘rkt
is already used for the arrangement of the bread of presence.
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which, in the priestly texts, are all placed under the authority of the high priest.
Yet in this passage the high priest is not specifically mentioned, and the Chroni-
cler emphasizes instead the collective nature of the performance of these rituals
by the “sons of Aaron” (2 Chr 13:10), i. e., the Aaronite priests.?

2.2 Other high priestly roles in the administration of the
sanctuary

The passages discussed so far concern the role of the high priest in connection
with the rituals performed inside the sanctuary. Other passages in Chronicles,
however, indicate that his authority extends to other matters pertaining to the
sanctuary, including administrative and legal ones. The account of 2 Chronicles
19:4-11 concerning king Jehoshaphat’s appointment of judges in every town of
Judah and the creation of a high court in Jerusalem (cf. Deut 17:8-13)*° concludes
with the appointment of the high priest Amariah (2 Chr 19:11).

2 Chronicles 19:11a
M 927 535 0vhy wRan 100 1nR M
03785 oMb oMvWY TR 93T Y% AT 1vab T SRYAY 12 3 Tan
Amariah the chief priest will be over you in every matter concerning Yhwh, whereas Zeba-
diah the son of Ishmael, the leader of the house of Judah, will be over you in every matter
concerning the king, and the Levites present with you shall be your officials.

The distinction between M 727, “the matter of Yhwh,” and 75m11 927, “the matter
of the king” is not entirely clear and has been the subject of some debate. While
we must be careful not to project a modern, anachronistic distinction between
“religious” and “secular” matters, which would have been unknown in Antiquity,

29 The only alternative would be to understand the expression {7& 12 in 2 Chr 13:10 to refer to
those descendants of Aaron who became high priests in Jerusalem specifically. However, such
reading would be entirely inconsistent with the usage of this construct elsewhere in Chronicles,
where it is always used to denote all the priests claiming descent from Aaron, not the high priest
specifically. It also stands in tension with the use of 177& 12 in the previous verse (2 Chr 13:9),
where this construct is clearly used in a broad, collective sense to denote priests collectively
(note, in particular, the parallel in this verse with the Levites).

30 For a detailed analysis of the reception of Deut 17 in 2 Chr 19:4-11 (especially v. 8-11),
see Sarah J.K. Pearce, The Words of Moses. Studies in the Reception of Deuteronomy in the Sec-
ond Temple Period (TSAJ 152; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 252-263; as well as Maskow, Tora,
163-182.

31 As rightly pointed out, e. g., by Steven L. McKenzie, 1-2 Chronicles, AOTC (Nashville: Abing-
don Press, 2004), 294.
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there is something to be said for the view that the reference to mi* 927 and 127
T5nn has to do primarily with the legal and administrative matters concerning the
temple and the palace respectively.®? If this interpretation is correct, the high priest
Amariah is acknowledged as having authority over the Levites, the priests and the
heads of the families who comprise the high court in Jerusalem (see 2 Chr 19:8)
for all the judicial matters that pertain to the temple and its cult. Like Zebadiah,
however, he remains subordinated to the king, who is responsible for his appoint-
ment. In fact, as Yigal Levin aptly points out, both men are best described as rep-
resentatives of the king in the high court.?

A similar situation is reflected in subsequent passages of Chronicles. 2 Chron-
icles 23:18-19 describes Jehoiada assigning priests and Levites their duties in the
temple. While this description concludes the narration of Joash’s accession to the
throne in 2 Chronicles 23, which gives a prominent place to Jehoiada (more on
this below), the notice in v. 1819 is consistent with the view already expressed in
2 Chronicles 19:11 according to which the high priest is responsible for the overall
administration of the temple, and as such has authority (at least in principle) over
the various priestly and Levitical classes. Additionally, another notice earlier in
the same account, 2 Chronicles 23:8, also suggests that for the Chronicler the high
priest was responsible to oversee the shifts of the Levitical groups active inside
the temple.> According to 2 Chronicles 31:10, under Hezekiah the high priest
Azariah was in charge of managing the sacred donation, or contribution (nmn)
brought by the community to the temple. Further in the account, the same Azariah
is described as o'nb&n ma 133, “leader of the house of the god” (2 Chr 31:13),
a title which is reminiscent of Zebadiah’s title as nmn* nmab 13, “leader of the
house of Judah,” in 2 Chronicles 19:11.> Nonetheless, the account also implies
that king Hezekiah has some degree of authority over the management of the
temple, since it is he who orders that storerooms be prepared to gather the com-
munity’s contribution (2 Chr 31:11). The supervision of the contributions stored
in the temple is eventually placed under the joint authority of the king and the
high priest (2 Chr 31:13). Finally, two passages in Chronicles, 2 Chronicles 24:11
and 34:9, describe the high priest being involved in the supervision of financial

32 Thus McKenzie, 1-2 Chronicles, 294, who speaks of a distinction between “cultic” and
“non-cultic.” In effect, this seems to be the majority view among scholars, compare also, e.g.,
Yigal Levin, The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah. 2 Chronicles 10-36: A New Translation and Com-
mentary (London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017), 132.

33 Levin, Chronicles, 132.

34 As pointed out, in particular, by Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 398-9.

35 For a detailed justification of the translation of 731 as “head” or “leader” in this context, see
Levin, Chronicles, 126-8.
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matters in the context of the reconstruction of the temple. In 2 Chronicles 24:11
the money collected by the Levites is brought to “the scribe of the king and the
official of the high priest” (W& 172 T"pa1 THRR "210), presumably to be counted
by them (cf. 2 Kgs 12:10); whereas in 2 Chronicles 34:9, the money is presented
to the high priest Hilkiah alone. Both notices, however, are based on a previous
notice in Kings (2 Kgs 12:10 and 22:4 respectively), so that it is difficult to derive
substantial conclusions for Chronicles on the basis of these passages. However,
there is some evidence that Chronicles slightly emphasizes the status of the high
priest Jehoiada in the first account. Jehoiada is now provided with an official sec-
onding him, like the king (2 Chr 24:11)*%; and he is responsible, together with the
king, for handing over the money to the workers appointed for the repairs of the
temple (2 Chr 24:12).”

Overall, despite the selective nature of the references to the high priest in
Chronicles and the absence of a comprehensive description of this figure and
its main duties and prerogatives, a fairly coherent picture nonetheless emerges.
Various passages describe the high priest as enjoying leadership over the sanctu-
ary not only in ritual matters, but in legal, administrative and financial matters
as well; and this conception is somewhat exemplified by the designation of the
high priest Azariah in 2 Chronicles 31:13 as o1& r"a T3. At the same time, some
passages suggest that the king preserves a substantial degree of control over the
temple, as far as legal and administrative matters are concerned. In particular, the
appointment of Amariah by Jehoshaphat in the notice of 2 Chronicles 19:11 indi-
cates that the high priest receives from the king his authority in judicial matters
pertaining to the temple and the cult. Likewise, the account in 2 Chronicles 31:11-
13 implies that king Hezekiah could legitimately involve himself in the manage-
ment of the temple, at least in specific circumstances like the ones described in
2 Chronicles 31. Finally, Chronicles does not revise Kings’ tradition according to
which the repairs of the temple in Jerusalem were initiated by the king, not the
high priest (2 Chr 24:4-14 // 2 Kgs 12:4-16; 2 Chr 34:8-14a [/ 2 Kgs 22:3-7). Nonethe-
less, Chronicles does highlight the role of Jehoiadah to some extent by explicitly
presenting him and the king in 2 Chronicles 24:11 as financing together the build-

36 As Klein, 2 Chronicles, 342, aptly comments: “One suspects that the Chronicler invented
this official [...] because he thought that the chief priest should not be involved in something as
menial or mundane as counting money” (cf. 2 Kgs 12:10).

37 As pointed out by several scholars; compare, e. g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 342; Levin, Chronicles,
207. However, it may have been the Chronicler’s understanding that Jehoiada was included in the
third person masculine plural used in the corresponding passage, 2 Kgs 12:11, especially since this
priest was mentioned immediately before (v. 10). At any rate, Chronicles makes the involvement
of Jehoiada more explicit at this point of the account.
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ers appointed for the repairs of the sanctuary. All in all, one gets the impression
that Chronicles aims toward a balance of sorts between royal and high priestly
supervision of the sanctuary. The king, as the patron and financial sponsor of
the temple, retains a substantial degree of authority over its management; but he
cannot do without the collaboration of the high priest, who is in effect the main
administrator of the temple. This conclusion is consistent with the view, already
expressed by some scholars, that those passages describing the king and the high
priest working together for the benefit of the temple, such as 2 Chronicles 24:11-14
or 31:9-13, represent something of an ideal scenario in Chronicles.*® In some ways,
this can be seen as a compromise between the situation prevailing in monarchic
times, where the temple of Jerusalem was presumably much more strictly con-
trolled by the kings of Judah,?® and the priestly ideal of a temple fully controlled
by the high priest and his family. It may also reflect the situation at the time of the
Chronicler, since some traditions suggest that the management of the temple was
disputed between the high priest and the representative of the foreign ruler in the
Late Persian and Early Hellenistic periods.*° In this case, Chronicles’ description
may be intended to promote collaboration rather than conflict between the high
priest and the local ruler with regard to temple management.

Matters are quite distinct with regard to the performance of rituals inside the
temple. In this case, Chronicles acknowledges more fully the authority of the high

38 E.g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 451, in the case of 2 Chr 31:9-10: “This is the Chronicler’s understand-
ing of an ideal sharing of power.”

39 The book of Kings, in particular, consistently shows the chief-priest of Jerusalem subordi-
nated to the Judean kings. However, one may date these texts, there is little doubt that this motif
reflects the situation effectively prevailing under the monarchy. See on this the detailed discus-
sion by Deborah W. Rooke, Zadok’s Heirs. The Role and Development of the High Priesthood in
Ancient Israel (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 72-9, for the traditions about the period
from the divided monarchy to the fall of Jerusalem; and cf. also James C. VanderKam, “Joshua the
High Priest and the Interpretation of Zechariah 3,” CBQ 53 (1991): 55370, here 559.

40 Thisis suggested, in particular, by the tradition reported by Josephus in Ant. 11, 297-301 regard-
ing the conflict between the Persian governor Bagoses (Bagohi) and the high priest Johannes
(Yohanan). With various scholars, I consider it likely that Josephus has used a source for this
account, which may go back to the Late Persian or Early Hellenistic period. See recently Rainer
Albertz, “The Controversy between Judean Versus Israelite Identity and the Persian Government: A
New Interpretation of the Bagoses Story (Jewish Antiquities XI.297-301),” in Judah and the Judeans
in the Achaemenid Period: Negotiating Identity in an International Context, ed. Oded Lipschits et
al. (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 483-504, although I would disagree with some aspects of
the interpretation that he offers. Another piece of evidence for the growing interest of the Persian
governor for some degree of control over the temple of Jerusalem is provided by the account of
Neh 13:4-9, which should likewise be dated to the Late Persian or Early Hellenistic period.
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priest. Nonetheless, the range of ritual activities with which the high priest is effec-
tively associated is limited. Specifically, high priestly ritual performance appears
to be consistently associated, in various passages of Chronicles, with the offering
of sacrifices, and especially the daily burnt offering and the burning of incense.
This view is already introduced in connection with Aaron in the notice of 1 Chron-
icles 6:34, which mentions the daily sacrifice of burnt offerings and incense by
Aaron and his sons in the tabernacle. It is continued in 1 Chronicles 16:39-40,
which refers to the daily burnt offering presented by Zadoq and the other priests
in Gibeon; and it somehow culminates in the account of Uzziah’s cultic transgres-
sion in 2 Chronicles 26:16-21, which establishes the exclusive privilege of the Aar-
onite priests led by Azariah to burn incense on the altar of incense (v. 18). While
this point has not always been noted by scholars, the way in which Chronicles
defines the ritual expertise and authority of the high priest in terms of the daily
rituals performed inside the sanctuary, and especially the daily burnt offering and
the burning of incense, is striking. It suggests that for the Chronicler much of the
prestige and status of the high priest and his family were actually mediated by the
continued performance of those daily rituals. Presumably, this may be the reason
why the account of Jehoiada - certainly one of the most successful high priests in
Chronicles — concludes with the mention that “burnt offerings were offered in the
temple of Yhwh continuously during all the days of Jehoiada” (rvaa mbp ohpn rim
Y o 52 TN M, 2 Chr 24:14b). Apparently, for the Chronicler, the capacity
of the high priest to maintain the daily burnt offering (and presumably other daily
rituals as well) is a key marker of the success of his high priesthood. This concep-
tion may well reflect the situation effectively applying at the time of the Chronicler,
in the sense that the high priestly family presumably exercised a monopoly of sorts
over the regular sacrifices offered at the temple in Jerusalem and derived a sub-
stantial portion of its economic and political status from this monopoly.
Additionally, this view is also consistent with the priestly ritual legislation,
which likewise defines high priestly authority in terms of the performance of the
daily rituals. This conformity is actually highlighted in Chronicles, which explic-
itly refers to the Mosaic legislation in connection with the daily rituals performed
by the high priest (1 Chr 6:34; 16:39-40). However, the priestly texts have several
other ways to express the ritual authority and even monopoly of the high priest
within the sanctuary, such as the description of his holy vestments (Exod 28);**
the ceremony of Yom Kippur (Lev 16); as well as specific laws pertaining to the
high priest (Lev 21:10-15). None of this is mentioned in Chronicles, where high

41 See on this Nihan and Rhyder, “Aaron's Vestments,” 45-67.
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priestly ritual monopoly is more exclusively defined through the daily rituals per-
formed inside the sanctuary. Another difference with the priestly traditions con-
cerns the collective dimension of the rituals associated with the high priest. While
the priestly texts are not entirely consistent on this point (cf. Exod 29:38-42), they
tend nonetheless to highlight high priestly agency in the performance of the daily
rituals. In effect, some texts, like Exodus 30:7-8 (daily offering of incense) or
Leviticus 24:1-4 (the oil of the luminary) only mention Aaron (the high priest) as
the ritual agent. By contrast, Chronicles never ascribes the performance of daily
rituals to the high priest alone, but always mentions other priests alongside him
(see 1 Chr 6:34; 16:39-40). Moreover, texts like 2 Chronicles 13:11 or 26:18 even
ascribe the performance of those same rituals to “the priests, sons of Aaron,”
rather than the high priest himself. This is not to say, of course, that Chronicles
seeks to challenge high priestly authority in regard to the performance of daily
rituals. Rather, the Chronicler’s point in this description seems to be to empha-
size the collective nature of high priestly authority: namely, the ritual monop-
oly enjoyed by the high priest inside the temple cannot be dissociated from the
support of other priests.

3 The high priest and communal leadership:
the case of Jehoiada

The discussion so far has concerned the description of the high priest in connec-
tion with the temple, its administration, and its rituals in Chronicles. We also
need to ask, however, whether and to what extent Chronicles envisions a larger
communal role for the high priest, alongside the king. The main piece of evidence
for this is provided by the account of 2 Chronicles 22-24 about king Joash and
the high priest Jehoiada, which is also the most extensive account about a high
priestly figure in Chronicles.

A key issue here has to do with the way in which the Chronicler’s account in
2 Chronicles 22-24 rewrites its source in 2 Kings 11-12.** It should be clear that,
as is often the case, the Chronicler’s rewriting does not pursue one, but several

42 For a recent analysis of some key aspects of Chronicles’ rewriting in 2 Chr 22-24, focusing on
the account of Jehoiada’s coup in 2 Chr 22:10-23:21, see Juha Pakkala, “Selective Transmission of
the Past in Chronicles: Jehoiada’s Rebellion in 2 Kings 11 and 2 Chronicles 22:10-23:21,” in Remem-
bering and Forgetting in Early Second Temple Judah, ed. Ehud Ben Zvi and Christoph Levin (FAT
85; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2012), 239-256.
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aims simultaneously. In particular, Chronicles highlights the joint involvement
of the community and the clergy in the reinstatement of Joash on the throne*;
it gives to the Levites a central role in protecting the king and acting like body-
guards for him;** and, most importantly, it makes explicit that the sanctity of the
temple was preserved throughout the whole procedure.** Additionally, one may
ask whether, and to what extent, this rewriting also confers an extended role to
the high priest Jehoiada. This possibility is rejected by Deborah W. Rooke in her
monograph,*® but briefly mentioned by Schweitzer in his article on the high priest
in Chronicles.*” On closer examination, there is indeed some evidence supporting
the latter view.

(1) According to 2 Chronicles 22:11, Jehoshabeath, daughter of king Yoram,
who is responsible for hiding Joash inside the temple and therefore protecting
him from Athaliah (cf. 2 Kgs 11:2), was in fact the wife of Jehoiada. Despite some
contrary views,*® it is unlikely that this information has any historical basis.*’
It is more likely to have been introduced by the Chronicler. Presumably, as
various scholars have surmised, the primary function of this motif is to explain

43 Compare 2 Chr 23:1-11 with 2 Kgs 11:4-12. In 2 Chr 23:2, Chronicles adds a notice according to
which the “officers of the hundreds” (2 Chr 23:1, cf. 2 Kgs 11:4) went through Judah to gather “the
Levites from all the towns of Judah and the heads of the families of Israel.” In v. 3, the covenant
in support of Joash is made with “all the assembly,” not just the military officers as in Kings. In
v. 5, Chronicles adds a reference to “all the people” standing in the courts of the temple. In v. 8,
the “officers of the hundreds” are replaced with “the Levites and all Judah.” In v. 10, finally,
Chronicles replaces the reference to “the guards” protecting Joash with “all the people.” On this
motif, see, e. g., the brief comments by Klein, 2 Chronicles, 331.

44 Compare 2 Chr 23:4-7 with 2 Kgs 11:4-8. According to Kings, the “Carites and the runners”
are arranged into three groups; in Chronicles’ version, it is now the Levites who are divided into
three groups. The implications of this change are made clear in 2 Chr 23:7 (cf. 2 Kgs 11:8), where it
is now the Levites who are tasked with the protection of the king.

45 In particular, Chronicles’ account in 2 Chr 23:1-11 makes clear that only the Levites enter the
temple during the coup (cf. 2 Chr 23:6), whereas the rest of the community stands in the courts
of the temple (cf. 2 Chr 23:5b). See on this, e. g., the comments by Levin, Chronicles, 195-196. Pre-
sumably, this is one of the reasons (albeit not the only one) for the replacement of the Carites with
the Levites, as argued by Pakkala, “Selective Transmission,” 247: “The change is understandable
because the rebellion began in the temple, and it would certainly have disturbed the Chronicler
to have foreign mercenaries enter an area where not even lay Judeans were allowed [...]. ”

46 Rooke, Zadok’s Heirs, 208-210.

47 Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 397-399.

48 E.g., Williamson, Chronicles, 314-315; Japhet, Chronicles, 828.

49 Compare, e. g., the recent discussions by Klein, 2 Chronicles, 322; Pakkala, “Selective Trans-
mission,” 245-246.



144 = Christophe Nihan

the presence of Jehoshebat inside the temple.*® In addition, it also accounts for
the connection between Jehoshabeath and Jehoiada, which is implied but never
explained in the text of Kings. In any case, the effect produced by this addition
is to move Jehoiada much closer to the royal house, since in Chronicles’ version
he has now married into the Davidic line. This is all the more striking because, as
already pointed out by some scholars,’* Jehoiada’s marriage with Jehoshabeath
appears to stand in contradiction with the law of Leviticus 21, which requires that
the high priest can only marry a virgin of his own “kin” (Lev 21:14).

(2) In 2 Chronicles 23:3, which substantially rewrites 2 Kings 11:4, the people
gathered at the temple, presumably inside the courtyard (see 2 Chr 23:5), makes
an alliance with the king. This alliance is accompanied by the following statement
from Jehoiada: 77 "2 5p M 927 WK 7O THnN 13 Man, “Look, the son of the
king will be king,*? according to what Yhwh declared about the sons of David!”*
While this addition serves to highlight that Joash’s reinstatement was a legitimate
procedure rather than a coup, it also serves simultaneously to position the high
priest Jehoiada as the first supporter of the Davidic line.

(3) The description of Joash’s installation in 2 Kings 11:10-12 has been subtly
but nonetheless significantly rewritten in 2 Chronicles 23:9-11 to the benefit of
Jehoiada.

50 Thus most recently Pakkala, “Selective Transmission,” 246. Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 397,
aptly observes that this would not account for the problem raised by the presence of Joash inside
the temple. This objection is based on a correct observation, but it does not necessarily rule out
the usual explanation. As pointed out by Pakkala, it would have been difficult for the Chronicler
to omit entirely the motif of Joash being hidden inside the temple, “because many details in the
ensuing story were dependent on his [Joash’s] hiding place.”

51 E.g., Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 397.

52 This translation of the first half of Jehoiada’s statement follows the Masoretic accents; com-
pare also the Greek text (G) of Chronicles.

53 This appears to refer to Chronicles’ version of the promise to David, 2 Chr 17:12-14, which is
repeated at several key passages in Chronicles’ account of the Judean monarchy: 1 Chr 22:9-10;
28:6—7; 2 Chr 13:5. See Klein, 2 Chronicles, 324.
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2 Chr 23:9-10 MT 2 Kgs 11:10-11 MT
NRY DTN AR MRHA WY 120 T i 2 ovbwn R mIna AR RN W (a0 o
a2 WK T ToRY WK DYOWR NRY MmN S a3 WwR T TonY wR
DTORM IR A0 qNon 1A 191 wR DR TRy
"N 4NN 173 IMHW WK O Ha nR i © Tonn 5y A namb hrnwn an ana Ty
5 a1 namd mORAWA 'an 40 Y nunn ayato)
2730 THnn
° Jehoiada the priest gave to the officers of 10 The priest gave to the chiefs of hundreds the
the hundreds the spears, the shields and spears and the bow cases which were for king
the bow cases* (?) which belonged to king David, and which were in the house of Yhwh.
David, and which were in the house of the
god.
° He stationed all the people round, each " The runners stood, each with his weapon in
with a weapon in his hand, from the south his hand, from the left side of the house to the
side of the house to the north side of the right side of the house, around the altar and
house, around the altar and the house, the house, around the king.

around the king.

In Chronicles’ version, it is Jeohiada who is responsible for stationing the people
in arms around the king, thereby highlighting his role in the whole procedure.
Additionally, 2 Chronicles 23:9 adds the mention “Jehoiada” before jnan, thus
leaving no doubt that “the priest” responsible for providing weapons to the sup-
porters of Joash is in effect Jehoiada.

The matter is more complex in the case the relationship between the next
verse, 2 Chronicles 23:11 and 2 Kings 11:12. The MT version of 2 Kings 11:12 has the
first two verbs in the singular (v. 12aa), then shifts to the plural. This suggests that
Jehoiada is responsible for bringing Joash, for placing on him the diadem (q13),
and for giving to him the “testimony” (n17y), while the rest of the procedure is
ascribed to the “officers of the hundreds” and the guards. In the main Greek ver-
sions of Kings, however, not just the first two verbs but all four verbs in v. 12a are
in the singular, and therefore ascribed to Jehoiada.>

54 For this rendering of 0'v5wn, see Klein, 1 Chronicles, 394 (at 1 Chr 18:7).

55 G! has the reverse order for the third and fourth verbs in the singular: “he anointed him and
made him a king”. According to Steven L. McKenzie, 1 Kings 16 — 2 Kings 16 (IECOT; Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 2019), 427, this reading is more logical and should be viewed as superior to G®'s
reading, which agrees with MT and may represent a case of secondary alignment within the Greek
tradition. While this is indeed possible, the fact that the sequence of verbs in G' is more logical is
not necessarily an argument for the priority of this reading. It could likewise represent a case of a
facilitating reading. For the present discussion, this point is not significant and can remain open.
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2 Kgs 11:12 MT

2 Kgs 11:12 LXX (GB)

DY ORY NN DR YHY I TONR0 12 IR RYM
7517 M 1IARM 52 197 1AW 1NR 125

Kol £Eaméatellev TOV UiV 1ol Baoiléwg Kai
£dwKev & aUTOV T0 vedep Kol 0 paptiplov

Kkai éBaciAeucev alTOV Kai €xploev auTov,
Kai £kpdTnoav T xelpi kai eimav ZAtw 6
BaoiAelg.

He (Jehoiada) brought out the son of the
king, put on him the diadem and the
testimony®®; they made him king and
anointed him, they clapped their hands
and said: “Long live the king!”

He (Jehoiada) brought out the son of the king,
put on him the diadem and the testimony,
made him a king and anointed him; they
clapped their hands and said: “Long live the
king!”

The MT version of the corresponding passage in 2 Chronicles 23:11, for its part, has
all the verbs in the plural. In this case, the subject is most likely Jehoiada and his
sons, who are mentioned at the beginning of v. 11b.>” However, the Greek version
of Chronicles preserves a different wording, according to which the first two verbs
are in the singular, and therefore describe actions ascribed to Jehoiada alone,
whereas the following verbs are ascribed to “Jehoiada and his sons.”

2 Chr 23:11 MT 2 Chr 23:11 LXX (G®)

NIRY NI DR POY 10N TONN 12 DR IRR
TIDR I YTV NN 0K 125 mTvi
Tonn

Kol £Efyayev TOV uiov 10l BaoAéwg kai
£dwkev & aUTOV 10 Baaidelov Kol T&
paptipia, kai EBacileucav kai Exploav alitov
lwdoe Kai of uiol alTol kai eimav ZATw 6
Baathelc.

Then Jehoiada and his sons brought out the
son of the king, placed on him the diadem
and the testimony; they made him king,
they anointed him and said: “Long live the

Then he (Jeoiada) brought out the son of the
king, and gave him the kingdom and the testi-
mony. Jehoiada and his sons made him king,
they anointed him and said: “Long live the

king!” king!”

56 For the problem raised by the term m7y in this context, see the recent and detailed discussion
by McKenzie, 1 Kings 16 - 2 Kings 16, 439-440. McKenzie himself follows Wellhausen in emending
Y to MYy, denoting “bracelets” or “armbands”, which is attested together with the term 13
in 2 Sam 1:10.

57 The previous collective subjects in Chronicles’ account are the “officers of the hundreds”
mentioned in 2 Chr 23:9 and the people mentioned in v. 10. It is unlikely that Chronicles would
have ascribed the actions described in v. 11, especially the crowning of the king and his anointing,
to these groups. It is more likely, therefore, that all the verbs in the plural are implicitly ascribed
to the other collective mentioned in v. 11, namely, Jehoiada and his sons.
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Several scholars consider that the Greek version of 2 Chronicles 23:11 should be
preferred,®® and this conclusion seems indeed likely. The Greek version effec-
tively corresponds to 2 Kings 11:12 MT, except that the verbs in the plural are now
effectively ascribed to “Jehoiada and his sons,” rather than to the officers and the
guards, as in Kings’ version (see above). MT’s version, for its part, could reflect
a secondary attempt to harmonize the syntax of this verse by ascribing all the
actions it narrates to the high priest Jehoiada and his sons. Even so, however,
the difference merely concerns the extent of Jehoiada’s personal involvement in
the procedure described in 2 Chronicles 23:11. Both versions actually concur in
placing this procedure under the high priest’s authority, whether some actions are
performed by Jehoiada alone (thus LXX, as in 2 Kgs 11:12 MT already), or Jehoiada
is consistently assisted by other priests (thus MT). Either way, Chronicles now
places the entirety of the ceremony establishing Joash as king over Judah under the
responsibility of Jehoiada.

(4) In2Chronicles 23:16, the covenant concluded by Jehoiada after Athaliah’s
death contains a noticeable difference with the version of this covenant in Kings:

2 Kgs 11:17a MT 2 Chr 23:16 MT
=\l T'?Dﬂ "2V MAY "A Da0 DR YT NOoM falvav) '['7Dﬂ " oyn 5 "1 22 A YT NN
mh oph b oyn b oyh
Jehoiada concluded the covenant between Jehoiada concluded a covenant between him-
Yhwh, the king and the people, so that they self, all the people and the king, so that they
should be Yhwh’s people. should be Yhwh’s people.

Again, the variation in Chronicles is subtle but nonetheless substantial. Chroni-
cles’ reading, replacing M "2 with 12, presumably reflects an understanding
that the high priest acts here as the representative of the deity.>® Even so, however,
the effect produced is significant: in Chronicles’ formulation, Yhwh’s implication
in the covenant inaugurating Joah’s reign is mediated by the high priest, and
Jehoiada has now become a party to the covenant, alongside the king and the
people.®°

58 See, e.g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 319 and n. 26-27; Levin, Chronicles, 185.

59 Thus, e.g., Raymond B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles (WBC 15; Waco, Tx: Word Books, 1987), 178.

60 The other half of 2 Kgs 11:17 mentions a second covenant, this time between Joash and the
people, which is not mentioned in 2 Chr 23:16. This omission is presumably due to the fact that the
Chronicler had already mentioned a similar covenant in 2 Chr 23:3 (thus, e. g., Japhet, Chronicles,
835). Klein, 2 Chronicles, 329, suggests that the Chronicler may have been dependent here on an
alternate version of Kings, which did not contain this clause.
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(5) After reinstating Joash on the throne, Jehoiadah is said in 2 Chronicles
24:3 to have procured two wives “for him”: nw o'wi yTim 1% Xwn. Although
the wording of this clause is ambiguous, the third masculine singular suffix (1)
clearly refers to king Joash, who is the general subject of the immediate context
(2 Chr 24:1-3). This verse is entirely an addition by the Chronicler. While it has not
received much attention, the idea of the high priest being responsible for provid-
ing wives for the king is quite unique. Within the Western Asian context, it is remi-
niscent of the kind of vertical relationship uniting a suzerain and his vassal.®! This
observation must however be balanced with the subsequent narrative in 2 Chron-
icles 24:4-14, which shows that Jehoiada remains de facto subordinated to the
king (see, especially 2 Chr 24:6). Nonetheless, the notice added by the Chronicler
in 2 Chronicles 24:3 does index a position of power and influence for Jehoiada vis-
a-vis of Joash. Furthermore, this notice calls into question the view that, in the
Chronicler’s perspective, Jehoiadah’s political power would have been limited to
the period preceding Joash’s enthronement.®? On the contrary, 2 Chronicles 24:3
points to a more lasting influence for the high priest, extending into Joash’s reign.

(6) Finally, according to the notice in 2 Chronicles 24:15-16, Jehoiada dies at
the age of 130, which is more than Moses in Deut 34:7 (!), and also more than the
maximal age set for humankind in Gen 6:3. What is more, Jehoiada is buried in
the City of David, “together with the kings” of Judah (o'a%n1 oy 77 "2 11apn),
as a reward for the good he did during his life for “Israel, Yhwh and his temple”.
This notice is absolutely unique for a high priest in Chronicles (or in the Hebrew
Bible for that matter), and appears to index again a royal or quasi-royal status for
Jehoiada.®® In effect, it is the only notice in Chronicles reporting the death and
burial of a figure who is not a king.®* Last but not least, the comparison with the
notice for Joash in 2 Chronicles 24:25 provides an additional element of contex-
tualization. Chronicles takes up Kings’ notice in 2 Kings 12:22 according to which
Joash was buried in the city of David, but corrects it by stating that he was not
buried in the tombs of the kings (2*2%nn mnapa 1ap 891). Chronicles’ account
of Joash and Jehoiada thus concludes with an exceptional situation, in which it is
the high priest, instead of the king, who is buried in the royal tombs.

61 I am grateful to my colleague Ehud Ben Zvi (University of Alberta) for discussing this point
with me.

62 Thus, e. g., Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 398.

63 Schweitzer, “High Priest,” 398, also suggests that this may reflect “a retrojection of Second
Temple practice by the Chronicler.” While this is an intriguing possibility, it cannot be demon-
strated and remains speculative, as Schweitzer himself acknowledges.

64 As finely noted by Klein, 2 Chronicles, 344.
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Taking this evidence together, it does not seem possible to avoid the conclusion
that some sort of communal leadership, extending well beyond the boundaries of
the sanctuary, is conferred to Jehoiada here. In effect, Jehoiada, who marries into
the Davidic line, oversees and controls the whole procedure for Joash’s establish-
ment on the throne, provides wives for the king and is buried like a Judean king in
the place of Joash himself, is somehow described in Chronicles as the closest equiv-
alent to a king. However, this conclusion must be immediately qualified in two
respects. Firstly, there is very little evidence for similar communal leadership in
the case of other high priestly figures in Chronicles. Jehoiada may enjoy extended
privileges and status, which bring him in close connection with royal figures, but
he remains something of an exception in Chronicles. Secondly, Jehoiada is ele-
vated in Chronicles only inasmuch as he remains loyal to the Davidic monarchy. In
this respect, it is certainly significant that the plus in 2 Chronicles 23:3 reminding
that kingship can only belong to the Davidic house is precisely placed in the mouth
of Jehoiada, the high priest. In this way, the Chronicler’s account also subtly recalls
that high priests are normally not expected to take the place of kings.

4 The missing high priest: the case of royal
reforms in Chronicles

In order to understand Chronicles’ discourse on the high priest, we need to look
not only at the passages where the high priest is mentioned but also at those pas-
sages where he would be expected but is actually absent. Contrary to some kings,
like Amaziah (2 Chr 25), Ahaz (2 Chr 28) or Manasseh (2 Chr 33:1-20), the high
priest is never explicitly criticized in Chronicles; but his absence in some contexts
seems nonetheless significant. This is the case, in particular, in the context of
royal reforms. The importance of royal reforms in Chronicles has been highlighted
by several studies, especially in the case of the reigns of Hezekiah and Josiah at
the end of the Chronicler’s account of the Judean monarchy.® While this point has

65 See, especially, Hee-Sook Bae, Vereinte Suche nach JHWH. Die Hiskianische und Josianis-
che Reform in der Chronik (BZAW 355; Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 2005); for Josiah’s reform
in Chronicles compare also Louis C. Jonker, Reflections of King Josiah in Chronicles. Late Stages
of the Josiah Reception in II Chr. 34f. (TSHB 1; Giitersloh: Giitersloher Verlagshaus, 2003). See
further now Julia Rhyder, “The Reception of Ritual Laws in the Early Second Temple Period: The
Evidence from Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles,” in Text and Ritual in the Pentateuch: A System-
atic and Comparative Approach, ed. Christophe Nihan and Julia Rhyder (Eisenbrauns: University
Park, PA, 2021), 255279, esp. 264-273, with additional references.
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not always been noted, it is striking to observe that the high priest plays a very
limited role in both reforms.

The case of Chronicles’ account of Hezekiah’s reforms in 2 Chronicles 29-31
is especially instructive in this regard. While this account is complex, it pre-
sents nonetheless a logical structure. Following the notice introducing Hezekiah
(2 Chr 29:1-2), the account begins by describing the purification of the temple
(29:3-19), followed by sacrifices offered by Hezekiah and the officials of the city
(29:20-30) as well as by the people (29:31-36). 2 Chronicles 30 continues with the
celebration of Passover and Unleavened Bread in Jerusalem, which is also the
occasion to eliminate from the city non-Yahwistic cult objects (30:14). In 2 Chroni-
cles 31, finally, the whole land of Judah and Israel is purified (31:1),°¢ and various
provisions are made by Hezekiah for collecting contributions to the priests and
the Levites (31:2-21). It is not possible to provide here a comprehensive discussion
of this fascinating yet complex account. In the limits of this essay, two general
observations will suffice.

Firstly, it is striking to observe that the high priest plays no part in the reforms
themselves, even at points where one would expect to see him mentioned. Accord-
ing to 2 Chronicles 29, the purification of the temple (see 29:3-19) and the rein-
statement of the sacrificial cult (29:20-36) were decreed by Hezekiah. However,
according to other passages in Chronicles (see above), maintaining the purity
and sanctity of the sanctuary and warranting the continued offering of sacrifices
are duties that typically belong to the high priest,®” who is nonetheless not men-
tioned in the context of 2 Chronicles 29. There are, however, good reasons for this
absence of the high priest. In particular, Hezekiah’s speech in 2 Chronicles 29:6—7
implies that the cult in Jerusalem has been completely discontinued, presumably
as a consequence of Ahaz’s impious actions as described immediately before, in
2 Chronicles 28.%% As various scholars have observed, the discontinuation of the

66 Thus, there is a clear concentric structure in the account of Hezekiah’s reform, beginning with
the purification of the temple (2 Chr 29:15-20) and extending gradually to the city (2 Chr 30:14)
and finally the entire land (2 Chr 31:1). See further on this my discussion in Christophe Nihan,
“Deuteronomic Alignment in Chronicles: Royal Reforms and the Elimination of Cultic Objects,”
in Writing, Rewriting and Overwriting in the Books of Deuteronomy and the Former Prophets, ed.
Ido Koch, Thomas Rémer and Omer Sergi (BEThL 304; Leuven et al.: Peeters, 2019), 309-336,
here 319-324.

67 See, e.g., 2 Chr 26:16-21 for the first matter, and 1 Chr 16:39-40 for the second.

68 This is suggested, in particular, by the fact that the description of the discontinuation of the
cult in 2 Chr 29:7 begins with a reference to the doors of the temple having been shut, which cor-
responds to the action ascribed to Ahaz in 2 Chr 28:24-25. For the view that the discontinuation
of the cult described in Hezekiah’s speech in 29:6-7 goes back to Ahaz, see, e.g., Williamson,
Chronicles, 353; further Klein, 2 Chronicles, 416.
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cult is a reversal of “the situation initiated by Solomon (cf. 2:4 and 4:7) and reaf-
firmed by Abijah (13:11)”.%° This reversal, in turn, justifies for the Chronicler the
representation of Hezekiah as a new Solomon.” Just like Zadok takes virtually
no part in the initial organization of the cult under David and Solomon,” there is
apparently no need for the high priest alongside the king in Chronicles’ account
of Hezekiah’s reestablishment of the cult. This conclusion is consistent with the
fact that Azariah is effectively mentioned only after the cult has been reinstated
and reorganized, in 2 Chronicles 31:10. As discussed above, this notice acknowl-
edges the role of the high priest in the management of the temple’s resources, and
the account continues in 31:13 by showing Hezekiah and Azariah being jointly
involved in the supervision of the storing of the contributions brought to the
temple by the Israelites (cf. 31:4-7).

Secondly, while the high priest plays no role in the royal reform itself, it
has often been observed that this reform provides an opportunity to highlight
the role of the Levites. According to 2 Chronicles 29:4, Hezekiah gathered “the
priests and the Levites”, the subsequent speech placed in the king’s mouth is
exclusively addressed to “the Levites” (015n). It is very likely that 0m5n is used
here as a generic term, including all the members of the tribe of Levi, and not
just the Levites, as various scholars have surmised.”? Even so, however, this
usage of o511 is significant. By recalling that priests and Levites share a common
ancestor (Levi), it tends to provisionally bracket the differences between these
two groups, suggesting that, at least in the context of Hezekiah’s reform, Levites
enjoy similar if not identical status as priests. This trend is continued in 29:12-14,
which provides the genealogy of seven Levitical families (with the mention of two
members for each family),”® whereas nothing is said about the genealogy of the
priests involved in the reform (who are merely mentioned as “the priests”). Later

69 Williamson, Chronicles, 353.

70 On this topic, see, especially, Mark A. Throntveit, “The Relationship of Hezekiah to David and
Solomon in the Books of Chronicles,” in: The Chronicler as Theologian: Essays in Honor of Ralph
W. Klein, ed. M. Patrick Graham, Steven L. McKenzie and Gary N. Knoppers, (JSOT.S 371; London/
New York: T & T Clark, 2003), 105-121.

71 The only partial exception is 1 Chr 24:3-6, where Zadok is associated, together with Ahimelek,
to the division of Aaron’s descendants by David. Note, however, that 1 Chr 24 is generally consid-
ered to be a later addition within Chronicles.

72 See, e.g., Japhet, Chronicles, 917; Klein, 2 Chronicles, 415. Contra Antje Labahn, “Antitheo-
cratic Tendencies in Chronicles,” in: Yahwism After the Exile. Perspectives on Israelite Religion in
the Persian Era. Papers Read at the First Meeting of the European Association for Biblical Studies,
Utrecht, 6-9 August 2000, ed. Rainer Albertz and Bob Becking (STAR 5; Assen: Royal Van Gor-
cum, 2003), 115-135, here 118, who considers that 0n9: refers here to the Levites alone.

73 For a detailed discussion of these families, see, e. g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 417-418.
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in the account, Levites are described as being involved in sacrificial roles which
are normally reserved to the priests. According to 2 Chronicles 29:34, the Levites
were allowed to assist the priests in skinning he animals brought by the commu-
nity to be sacrificed as burnt offerings (see 29:31-36), because the priests were too
few. In order to legitimize what is apparently a ritual innovation, Chronicles adds
a further rationale, stating that “the Levites were more upright of heart in sancti-
fying themselves than the priests” (237271 wTpna5 225 1w onbn 2).74 Later, in
30:16, Levites are also presented as handing the blood of the Passover sacrifices
to the priests,” and in 30:17 they slaughter the Passover lambs on behalf of the
participants to the festival who could not purify themselves.”® The elevation of the
Levites in this account culminates in 30:22, when the contribution of the Levites to
the festival is acknowledged by Hezekiah himself, who “speaks to the heart of the
Levites” (omhn 52 25 Hp 1pime 927™),”7 an expression apparently meaning that
he speaks to them favorably, or encouragingly.”® Overall, there is a clear tendency
throughout the account of the purification of the temple, the reestablishment of
the cult (2 Chr 29) and the celebration of Passover in Jerusalem (2 Chr 30) to high-
light the role of the Levites in the success of these ceremonies, and especially their
readiness to assist the king in his cultic and religious reform.

A very similar point can be made in the case of Josiah’s cultic reform and
celebration of the Passover (2 Chr 35). The high priest Hilkiah is mentioned in the
account of the repairs of the temple (2 Chr 34:9, cf. 2 Kgs 22:4) and the finding of
the “book of the law” (2 Chr 34:14-15, cf. 2 Kgs 22:7-8), as already in Kings.” But

74 On this verse and its implications, see, especially, the detailed discussion by Bae, Vereinte
Suche, 125-128.

75 As observed by Japhet, Chronicles, 949-950, the Chronicler introduces two innovations here:
(a) the idea that the blood of the Passover sacrifice must be sprinkled against the altar, like the
blood of burnt and well-being offerings in P (Lev 1:5, 11; 3:2, 8, 13); (b) the notion that the Levites
carry that blood from the place where the animal has been slaughtered to the priests. The state-
ment in v. 16a that the priests and the Levites “stood in their posts according to their custom,
according to the Torah of Moses, the man of God” has been much discussed. Presumably, this
statement does not point to a specific commandment but, rather, to the general conformity of this
procedure with the instructions of the Mosaic Law.

76 For a discussion of this passage, see Bae, Vereinte Suche, 130-133.

77 Contrary to 29:5, I see no reason here to interpret om5n inclusively; the focus on the Levites is
in keeping with the insistence on the readiness of the Levites throughout 2 Chr 29-30 (see, espe-
cially, 29:34). Compatre, e.g., Bae, Vereinte Suche, 131-132; Klein, 2 Chronicles, 439; pace Japhet,
Chronicles, 954.

78 See Gen 50:21; Isa 40:2. Klein, 2 Chronicles, 439, renders this expression with “tenderly”.

79 See further 2 Chr 34:20-22 (// 2 Kgs 22:12-14), where Hilkiah, the high priest, is mentioned
among the men sent by Josiah to seek an oracle from the prophetess Huldah.
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contrary to what is the case in Kings (2 Kgs 23:4) he is no longer mentioned in the
context of the account of the purification of the temple, which is described more
briefly in 2 Chronicles 34:3-7. The high priest likewise plays no significant role in
the celebration of Passover under Josiah (2 Chr 35). He is merely mentioned among
other temple authorities (211981 n'a ™33, “leaders of the house of the god”) who
contribute to the sacrifices with a generous donation of animals (35:8), but no
longer in the performance of the ceremony itself. Moreover, it is not even certain
that the “Hilkiah” mentioned in this verse is the same person as the high priest
with this name in 2 Chronicles 34.%° By contrast, the Levites play a key role in the
celebration of the festival described in 2 Chronicles 35, comparable to or even
more important than in the case of Hezekiah’s Passover in 2 Chronicles 30. The
role of Levites is already prepared in 35:3-6, where they receive detailed instruc-
tions from Josiah himself for the celebration of Passover.®! In the account of the
celebration (35:10-16), they are described in a variety of ritual roles. As in 2 Chroni-
cles 30:17, they slaughter the Passover lamb and skin the animals (35:11; cf. already
29:34)%%; they set apart the fat portions of the animals to be burnt by the priests
(35:12); they cook the animals and bring them to the people gathered in Jerusalem
(35:13); and last but not least they prepare portions for the priests, themselves
(35:14), and even other Levites such as the singers and the gatekeepers who are on
duty and cannot leave their posts (35:15). In short, except for those ritual actions
involving contact with the altar (namely, sprinkling the blood against the altar,
and burning the fat portions of the sacrifices), which are reserved to the priests,®
Levites are responsible for all the remainder of the ceremony. Their importance
in the success of the ceremony is further emphasized by the notice in 35:9, which
specifies that the “chiefs of the Levites” contributed animals to the Passover sacri-
fices with a donation of 5,000 sheep and 700 hundred bulls, which is roughly the
double of the donation made by the leaders of the priests according to 35:8 (2,600
sheep and 300 hundred bulls).

All in all, while we must be cautious not to infer too much from omissions in
Chronicles, some significant patterns can nevertheless be identified as regards the
general omission of the high priest in the context of royal reforms. Both Hezekiah
and Josiah are presented as being responsible for the reestablishment of the cult
in Jerusalem, after it was discontinued by their predecessor on the throne (Ahaz

80 See, e.g., Klein, 2 Chronicles, 521; Levin, Chronicles, 421 n. 133.

81 On this section and its function in the account of 2 Chr 35, see the detailed analysis by Bae,
Vereinte Suche, 139-144. Compare also Rhyder, “Reception”, 270-271.

82 As Bae, Vereinte Suche, 145-146, aptly observes, what was still an exceptional measure in
2 Chr 30 is now presented as a regular privilege for the Levites.

83 See 2 Chr 35:11 and 12 respectively for these two ritual actions.
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in 2 Chr 28; Manasseh in 2 Chr 33). This situation provides the opportunity to
compare them with David and Solomon, the founders of the royal dynasty and of
the cult in Jerusalem, two domains which are deeply intertwined in Chronicles. By
contrast, the high priest never plays any role in these reforms, and is exclusively
mentioned in the context of issues related to the administration of the temple.®
This suggests that in Chronicles the foundation and renovation of the cult remains
essentially a royal initiative, whereas the function of the high priest is much more
associated with the management of the temple. Furthermore, while royal reforms
in Chronicles mobilize various ritual agents, the accounts in 2 Chronicles 29-30
and 2 Chronicles 35 show a clear preference for the Levites, who are presented
as enjoying a special relationship to the king in the context of those reforms.*
Levites are thus clearly positioned in Chronicles as privileged ritual agents in con-
nection with the purification and refoundation of the cult, and this privileged
position is explicitly affirmed in some passages which highlight the Levites’ out-
standing zeal during the royal reforms, such as 2 Chronicles 29:34.

Overall, while the accounts of Hezekiah’s and Josiah’s reform in Chronicles
make repeated reference to the Mosaic Law and are partly consistent with the
prescriptions laid in the priestly portions of the Pentateuch, the conception of the
cult that emerges from these accounts is substantially distinct from that of the
priestly texts. In the priestly texts, the high priest is basically at the head of the
cult and is personally responsible for maintaining the sanctity and the purity of
the sanctuary. This conception somehow culminates in the grand ritual of Levit-
icus 16, which can only be performed by the high priest, and which warrants in
principle that the temple (16:14-19) and the community (16:20-22) are regularly
purified and therefore can never become irremediably defiled.®¢ In this system,
Levitical families have a role to play in the preservation of the sanctuary’s integ-
rity, at least according to the Book of Numbers®. Yet they remain clearly subordi-
nated to the high priest and his family, and can only undertake more menial tasks.
The accounts of cultic reforms in Chronicles point therefore to a different balance
of power between the priestly and Levitical families as is the case in Numbers. In
Chronicles’ conception the ritual monopoly of the Aaronite priests is recognized
in principle, but it is no longer enough to warrant the purity and sanctity of the
temple and its cult.

84 See 2 Chr 29:10, 13 (Azariah); 34:14-15, and perhaps 35:8 (Hilikiah).

85 Thisis apparent, in particular, from the royal speeches to the Levites in 2 Chr 30:22 and 35:3-6
(see above).

86 See on this my discussion in Nihan, Priestly Torah, 370-379.

87 See, especially, Num 3-4 and 8.
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5 Conclusion: the high priest in Chronicles
and in the priestly texts of the Pentateuch

The previous discussion provides a basis to address the issue of the relationship
between the description of the high priest in Chronicles and in the priestly texts
of the Pentateuch. Specifically, four aspects relevant to the comparison between
Chronicles and the priestly texts can be briefly highlighted here.

(1) Like the priestly texts, Chronicles consistently emphasizes the high priest’s
role in the sanctuary. In fact, except for Jehoiada in 2 Chronicles 22-24 (on which
see below), all the other references to high priests in Chronicles exclusively focus
on their role in connection to the sanctuary and its management. Chronicles’
description of high priestly roles with regard to the sanctuary presents a number of
connections with the priestly texts, but also some substantial discontinuities. To
begin with, Chronicles posits a distinction between non-ritual and ritual matters
in the management of the sanctuary. While the high priest de facto operates as
the main administrator of the sanctuary, several texts indicate that the king, as
the patron and financial sponsor of the temple, retains a substantial degree of
control over this institution and can even intervene in its actual management, at
least in specific circumstances (see, e. g., 2 Chr 31:11-13, and the discussion above
§ 2). This situation, however, does not confer any prerogatives to the king in ritual
matters; the account of king Uzziah in 2 Chronicles 26 effectively establishes this
point. Such distinction between non-ritual and ritual matters in the management
of the temple is unknown to the priestly texts, which merely assume that the high
priest and the main priestly families enjoy complete control over the sanctuary
(compare, e. g., Num 18).

(2) With regard to ritual matters, specifically, Chronicles’ description of high
priestly roles is largely based on priestly materials, as one would expect, but these
materials are reused both freely and selectively. In particular, high priestly ritual
hegemony in Chronicles is expressed almost exclusively through reference to the
performance of the daily sacrifices. Other key markers of the high priest’s ritual
hegemony in the priestly texts, such as the description of high priestly vestments
(Exod 28), the ceremony of Yom Kippur (Lev 16) or specific laws pertaining to the
high priest (Lev 21:10-15), are never mentioned in Chronicles. A further difference,
which has not always been correctly noted, is that Chronicles tends to empha-
size the collective nature of high priestly authority. Contrary to the priestly texts,
Chronicles never ascribes the performance of daily rituals to the high priest alone,
and always mentions other priests alongside him (see 1 Chr 6:34; 16:39-40). More-
over, texts like 2 Chronicles 13:11 or 26:18 even ascribe the performance of those
same rituals to “the priests, sons of Aaron,” rather than the high priest himself.
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(3) Both the priestly texts and Chronicles consider larger communal,
extra-sanctuary roles for the high priest, but they do it in entirely distinct ways.
In the priestly texts, such roles are almost exclusively developed in the book of
Numbers.® In particular, Numbers 17 recounts how Aaron performs a ritual inside
the camp in order to ward off Yhwh’s wrath, which is represented as a demonic
force of sorts (cf. Num 17:6-15); Numbers 27 describes Eleazar casting lots for
Joshua in order to determine when he must go to war (Num 27:21)%%; and other
passages describe him involved in the division of the land.*® None of these roles
are mentioned in Chronicles for the high priest. Instead, Chronicles addresses this
matter primarily through the figure of Jehoiada. As a matter of fact, Jehoiada is the
only case where Chronicles effectively considers the possibility for a high priest
to take extended communal roles. As argued above (§ 3), Chronicles’ description
of Jehoiada aligns him closely with a royal figure: he marries into the Davidic
line, oversees and controls the whole procedure for Joash’s establishment on the
throne, provides wives for the king and is buried like a Judean king in the place of
Joash himself. While not a king per se, Jehoiada is arguably construed in Chron-
icles as the closest equivalent to a king. However, there is no indication that the
high priestly dynasty in Jerusalem could one day replace the Davidic dynasty.
On the contrary, Jehoiada can take a quasi-royal role only because he is loyal to
the Davidic dynasty, and pays lip service to the latter (2 Chr 23:3). Furthermore,
there is likewise no evidence in Chronicles that other high priests could imitate
Jehoiada or achieve equal status. Jehoiada in Chronicles is an exceptional high
priest in exceptional circumstances, who steps up at a time when the Davidic
monarchy is failing.

(4) Finally, a major difference between the descriptions of the high priest in
the priestly texts and Chronicles concern his role in the maintenance of the sanc-
tuary’s purity and sanctity. In the priestly texts, the high priest is basically at the
head of the cult and is personally responsible for maintaining the sanctity and
the purity of the sanctuary. This conception somehow culminates in the grand
ritual of Leviticus 16, which can only be performed by the high priest, and which
warrants in principle that the temple (16:14-19) and the community (16:20-22) can
never become irremediably defiled. In Chronicles, accounts about the defilement

88 The only (partial) exception would concern Aaron’s roles in Exodus, before Exod 19 and Isra-
el’s arrival at Mount Sinai.

89 On this verse and its significance within the context of Num 27:12-23, see further my discus-
sion in Christophe Nihan, “Joshua and Eleazar in Numbers 27,” in: Bible and Politics. A Festschrift
in Honor of Prof. Rev. Dr Olivier Artus on his 65th Birthday, ed. Sophie Ramond and Joseph Titus
(Bangalore: ATC Publishers, 2019), 77-97.

90 Num 32:28; 34:17-18; further Josh 14:1-2; 17:4; 19:51; 21:1.
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of the sanctuary and its subsequent purification play an important part, but the
high priest plays no role in those stories (see above, § 4). In the accounts of Heze-
kiah (2 Chr 29-31) and Josiah (2 Chr 34-35), cultic reforms are expressly described
as a royal initiative. While they involve various ritual agents, such as especially
Levites and, to a lesser extent, priests and the rest of the community, the high
priest is never mentioned among them: on the contrary, in the account of Hezeki-
ah’s reform he only comes into play after the cult has been reinstated (2 Chr 31:10).
As a result, while Chronicles aligns with the priestly traditions in acknowledging
the central role of the high priestly family in the management of the temple, a key
difference is that in Chronicles this role is no longer construed as being sufficient
to warrant the purity and sanctity of the temple and its cult. Instead, accounts of
royal reforms provide the opportunity to present a new balance of power, which is
substantially less vertical and more diverse than in the priestly texts. In this con-
ception, high priestly management of the temple is not possible without the con-
tinued support of the king, and without the assistance of dedicated ritual agents
such as the Levites.

Taken together, these points indicate that the various continuities in language
and conception that can be observed between the priestly texts and Chronicles
with regard to the high priest should not blind us to the substantial discontinui-
ties that exist between these two corpuses. Chronicles’ description is clearly based
on the priestly texts, and uses them as a key reference in its description of the
high priest. But it also regularly branches off in order to pursue its own agenda.
In the end, the overall picture of the high priest that emerges is quite distinct from
the priestly texts. On the one hand, Chronicles acknowledges some form of ritual
hegemony to the high priest in ritual matters inside the sanctuary, and occasion-
ally even confers him some larger communal responsibilities (Jehoiada in 2 Chr
22-24). On the other hand, however, Chronicles also shows a clear concern to
highlight the relational dimension of high priestly prerogatives within the sanctu-
ary. Rituals inside the temple can only be performed with the assistance of other
priests; temple management requires the cooperation between the high priest and
the king; and the maintenance of the sanctuary’s integrity likewise requires the
intervention of other agents, like the Levites. The resulting picture is a description
of high priestly leadership which is substantially less hegemonic, and more bal-
anced, than in the priestly texts.



Kristin Weingart
The Tribes of Israel in Ezekiel and Chronicles

1 Introduction

If one wants to understand Persian Period Israel — or, how Israel understood itself

in the Persian Period — segmental structures, genealogies, or questions of descent

come up frequently in one’s investigations, and in quite a number of texts that are
usually connected with this period. Among them are some obvious and expected
examples:?

— The Book of Chronicles opens with extensive genealogical lists in 1 Chronicles
1-9, some aspects of which will be discussed in this paper.

— The so-called lists of returnees in Nehemiah 7 and Ezra 2 try to present all
Israel as a returnees’ Israel, and at the same time apply the criterion of lineage
or descent when it comes to the question ‘who is an Israelite’ and who is not.?
Nehemiah 7:61-63 lists families whose status was doubted, because “they
were not able to tell their fathers’ houses and their descent, whether they
belonged to Israel” (057 H8W n DR DY DMAR "2 T30 12 8Y). Nehemiah
7:64 seems to imply that there was a register of all Israel by means of which
one could proof one’s affiliation to Israel® or — for that matter — one’s right to
the priesthood. The parallel in Ezra 2 does not differ in this regard.*

1 How to relate constructions of collective, cultural identity or ethnicity to archaeological finds
or material culture is a notoriously difficult issue and as such subject of ongoing debates (see e. g.
the wide range of problems presented in Stephen Shennan, ed., Archaeological Approaches to
Cultural Identity (London: Unwin Hyman LTD, 1989), or — directly relating to the Levant — Israel
Finkelstein, “Pots and People Revisited: Ethnic Boundaries in the Iron Age I,” in Archaeology of
Israel: Constructing the Past Interpreting the Present, eds. Neil A. Silberman and David B. Small
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2010): 216-37.

2 The lists which are presented as returnees’ lists in the narrative (esp. so in Ezr 2) are in fact
lists of inhabitants (see e. g. Hugh G. M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah, WBC 16 [Dallas, Tex.: Word
Books, 1985], 30-1). They reflect settlement structures in the late Persian or early Hellenistic
periods; cf. Israel Finkelstein, “Archaeology and the List of Returnees in the Books of Ezra and
Nehemiah,” PEQ 140 (2008): 7-16.

3 For a discussion of the understanding of Israel reflected in the lists see Kristin Weingart, Stdm-
mevolk — Staatsvolk — Gottesvolk?: Studien zur Verwendung des Israel-Namens im Alten Testament,
FAT 11 68 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2014), 81-3.

4 The list was probably introduced in Neh 7 and later transferred to Ezr 2 (cf. Williamson, Ezra,
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— Undoubtedly, another strong indicator is the priestly literature in the Penta-
teuch with its characteristic interest in genealogies and lineages.®

Besides these obvious and well-known cases, there are also some more surprising
finds, e.g. in the book of Ezra: While Ezra does not seem to attach any special
importance to the notion of a twelve-tribe nation, the tribal system suddenly pops
up in cultic matters: texts like Ezra 6:16-17; 8:24-35, or 8:35 presuppose the tribal
system and Israel’s kinship identity as a basic characteristic of Israel.

The undisputable prominence of genealogies and the tribal system in Persian
Period texts has led a number of scholars to assume that the whole idea of Israel’s
kinship identity, of Israel’s being a nation of twelve tribes, is a Persian Period
invention® — a novel construction fabricated to provide the community within the
Persian province of Yehud with some sense of belonging.

The pre-exilic history of the tribal system is not the issue here, neither is
Israel’s kinship identity as a whole.” Instead, the following remarks focus on the
system of the twelve tribes and the way it is used in two different contexts, namely
Ezekiel 47-48 and 1 Chronicles 1-9, in order to address the following questions:
How is the tribal system presented in these texts? What aim does it serve? And,
do these texts which both feature the tribal system talk about the same Israel? In
doing so, the paper will illustrate how Ezekiel 47-48 as well as 1 Chronicles 1-9
both utilize a basic understanding of Israel as a twelve-tribe nation in order to
communicate their specific perspective on Israel’s definition and identity.

29-30), but it is a secondary insertion in its Nehemiah context as well (see Weingart, Stammevolk,
81).

5 A discussion of P lies outside the scope of this paper but see the contribution by Joachim
Schaper in this volume.

6 Two names must suffice to represent a broader phalanx of researchers: Christoph Levin argued
on the basis of a redaction critical discussion of Genesis 29-30 that there is no literary trace of
the system of the twelve tribes in any pre-exilic text. The system must therefore be a post-exilic
construction (Christoph Levin, “Das System der zw6lf Stimme Israels,” in Congress Volume, Paris
1992, VT.S 61, ed. J.A. Emerton [Leiden: Brill, 1995], 163-78.). Philip Davies sees the whole idea
of a greater Israel and with it the notion of a twelve-tribe Israel as an invention of post-exilic
Judean scribes in their striving for indigenization and authority over the gola community (Philip
R. Davies, In Search of “Ancient Israel”, JSOT.S 148 [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press 1992],
or — more recently — The Origins of Biblical Israel, LHBOTS 485 [New York / London: T & T Clark,
2007]). For an overview of the current debates see Weingart, Stdmmevolk, 8-37.

7 For a more comprehensive discussion of the pre-exilic origins of the tribal system as well as the
recent debates regarding the alleged appropriation of the name of Israel and self-understanding
as Israel in Judah, see Weingart, Stdmmevolk.
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2 Tribes and Territories — Ezekiel 47-48

Ezekiel 47-48 are the final chapters of the last section of the book of Ezekiel,
which is introduced as a new prophetic vision of the temple in the beginning of
chapter 40. It contains a detailed description of the new temple (40-42), various
laws and regulations concerning the temple, its cult as well as the organization
of the people (43-46) and ends with a great vision of the new land and its dis-
tribution to the tribes of Israel.® The whole section has been labelled “Verfas-
sungsentwurf Ezechiels” by Hartmut Gese, in his seminal study from 1957.° It has
long been recognized that Ezekiel 40-48 is a composition of its own, distinct and
in all likelihood later than the main part of the book in 1-39.°

2.1 Putting the Land on the Map

Ezekiel 47-48 deal with the subject of the land. Ezekiel 47:1-12 envision its
wonderful transformation into a well irrigated and fertile ground. Against this
background, Ezekiel 47:13-48:29 develop a detailed program for the distribu-
tion of the now transformed land to the tribes of Israel. Ezekiel 48:30-34 finally
turn to the city of Jerusalem and list its twelve gates named after the twelve
tribes. Verse 48:35 concludes the section, providing the city with a new name:
anw M.

The main section is marked by an inclusion: 48:29 reiterates and refers back
to 47:13-14. Verses 13-14 function as a heading; the keywords 123 and 15m
point to the two segments of the paragraph: the borders of the land in 47:15-20,
and the distribution of the land as hereditary property of the individual tribes in
47:21-48:29. Both segments form distinct units, but they are clearly coordinated

8 For compositional structures within Ezek 40-48, see Michael Konkel, Architektonik des Heili-
gen, BBB 129 (Berlin / Wien: Philo, 2001), 23-7.

9 Hartmut Gese, Der Verfassungsentwurf des Ezechiel (Kap. 40-48): Traditionsgeschichtlich
untersucht, BHTh 25 (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1957).

10 So already Gese, Verfassungsentwurf, 1-2. See also Walther Zimmerli, Ezechiel: 2. Teilband
Ezechiel 25-48, BK XIII/2 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner Verlag 21969), 977-9; as well as the
presentations of the history of research in Thilo A. Rudnig, Heilig und Profan: Redaktionskritische
Studien zu Ez 40-48, BZAW 287 (Berlin / New York: de Gruyter, 2000), 5-28, or Konkel, Architek-
tonik, 8-22. Against the broad consensus, Rudnig proposes a redaction critical model that sees at
least one continuous redactional layer between Ezek 1-39 and 40-48 (for a critical appraisal of
Rudnig’s model, cf. Michael Konkel, “Die Gola von 597 und die Priester: Zu einem Buch von Thilo
Alexander Rudnig,” ZAR 8 [2008]: 357-83).

11 Read 91330 ntin 47:13; cf. App. BHS.



The Tribes of Israel in Ezekiel and Chronicles = 161

and interlocked:'? 48:1 and 28 utilize places named in 47:15-16 (nnn 8125 (5NN and
1w q¥n) and 19 (5130 00 HR 7OT3 WP MaTA 0 TY nnn) in order to locate the
regions given to the northern-most and southern-most tribes Dan and Gad.

2.2 Equality as the Principle?

Ezekiel 47:14 names the principle applied in the distribution of the land: onbnn

PR R MR, The aim seems to be a division of the land in which each tribe

receives an equal share: The geographical region specified in 47:15-20 is to be

divided into thirteen east-west “strips” of land. Twelve shares go to the twelve
tribes, the central section south of Judah and north of Benjamin is set apart as
wIpn nman (vv. 10, 20). It includes the city of Jerusalem and the land assigned
to the priests, the Levites and the &'wi. Seven tribes receive territories north of
the nmn; these are — from north to south — Dan, Asher, Naphtali, Manasseh,

Ephraim, Reuben, and Judah. Five tribes are situated south of the nman: Benja-

min, Simeon, Issachar, Zebulon, and Gad (again from north to south).

A distribution like this is of course highly artificial, and the principle of equa-
lity is applied schematically regardless of the fact that the tribes might differ in
size or the geographical conditions within the specific regions of the land might
vary.”® Although the text does not explain the rationale of the envisioned distri-
bution, the identical size of the sections seems to be the sole criterium. All consi-
derations of practicability or real-world conditions are set aside.

What are the reasons for the specific allocations to the tribes? Once again,
there is no explanation, the criteria can only be deduced:

— The traditional settlement areas seem to play a role; Dan is located in the
far north, Ephraim and Manasseh receive their territories in the area of the
former Northern Kingdom, Simeon receives a share in the south. But there
are also obvious deviations from the traditional territories. Why place Judah
north of Jerusalem or Reuben south of Ephraim?

— In addition to traditional geography, also genealogical considerations seem
to matter: The first-born Reuben is placed in greater proximity to Jerusalem,
the sons of Bilhah (Dan and Naphtali) and the sons of Zilpah (Asher and Gad)
are moved to the margins.'

12 Cf. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1220.

13 The problem is also pointed out by Thilo A. Rudnig in Karl-Friedrich Pohlmann, Das Buch des
Propheten Hesekiel (Ezechiel), ATD 22,2 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2001), 623.

14 So also Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1231; Konkel, Architektonik, 219, 283—4.
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— Neither genealogical nor geographical considerations can account for the
central positions of Judah and Benjamin. Walter Zimmerli proposed that the
two tribes gain their centrality as “die eigentlichen Tragerstimme des vorex-
ilischen Juda”*>. But one does not have to go back to pre-exilic Judah in order
to account for the significance of these two tribes; the Persian period provides
an equally or even more apt background: Judah and Benjamin (as well as
Levi, who is of course situated within the nman) are the primary tribes within
Persian period Yehud.'® While real-world conditions are widely neglected in
other facets of the vision, they seem to enter the picture when it comes to the
hierarchy of the tribes.

— That hierarchy is an issue is confirmed by the probably most curious aspect of
the allocation scheme, the positioning of Benjamin to the south and of Judah
to the north of Jerusalem. The rationale of the setting has been intensely dis-
cussed. Zimmerli proposed that the name ‘Benjamin’ suggested a southern
territory for the tribe, or that the territories of the Leah-sons Reuben, Levi
and Judah should be kept in geographical proximity.”” Moshe Greenberg
introduced the aspect of hierarchy into the discussion; he read the place-
ment of Judah on the site of Benjamin as the smallest tribe as an intentional
humiliation of Judah.'® Greenberg’s idea highlights a decisive point, but the
pragmatics have to be turned around: If hierarchy is of importance here, it is
instructive that Judah is moved to an area bordering directly on the holy area
of the nmn district, therefore the tribe’s territory has the closest proximity

15 Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 170.

16 While the precise territorial extent of Yehud remains a notorious question (cf. Charles E.
Carter, The Emergence of Yehud in the Persian Period. A Social and Demographic Study, JSOT.
SS 294 [Sheffield: Sheffield University Press, 1999], 75-113), there is no doubt that it comprised
mainly the territory associated with the tribes Judah and Benjamin. See also Gary N. Knoppers,
I Chronicles 1-9. A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 12, (New York et al.:
Doubleday, 2003), 260-264.

17 So Zimmerli, Ezechiel, 1231-2. But why is Simeon set apart and placed in the south? He is also
a son of Leah. Jon D. Levenson, Theology of the Program of Restoration of Ezekiel 40-48, HSM 10
(Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1976), 117-20, sees the whole design as an attempt to replace
Judean hegemony: “[W]e suggest, that the hitherto unexplained reversal of Judah and Benjamin
is owing to a concern that the royal tribe not oppress the North, that the North have a share in the
House of David, and the House of David a share in the North. There was no better way to insure
this than to move Judah above the ‘Mason-Dixon line’.”

18 Moshe Greenberg, “The Design and Themes of Ezekiel’s program of Restoration,” Interpreta-
tion 38 (1984): 181-208, here 200: “The most striking departure from preexilic order is the trans-
position of Judah and Benjamin, as though the royal tribe (Judah) were purposely removed to the
place of the smallest (to humble it?).”



The Tribes of Israel in Ezekiel and Chronicles == 163

to the temple. Between the holy area and the area of Benjamin in the south
lies the profane “cross bar” (48:15: 8171 5r1), which is designated as the living
and working area for the city." Placing Judah to the north of the 111 is not
a humiliation: Judah comes closest to the temple which illustrates its promi-
nent status and special role among the tribes of Israel.

The whole idea of placing the tribes around the sanctuary has of course its closest
parallel in Numbers 2. Here the tribes are all placed around the tabernacle: The
Levites form an inner circle; all the other tribes are located around it, three on
each side — Dan, Asher, and Naphtali in the north; Judah, Issachar, and Zebulon
to the east; Reuben, Simeon, and Gad to the south; and Ephraim, Manasseh, and
Benjamin to the west. A similar idea seems to have inspired the naming of the
twelve gates of the city after the twelve tribes in Ezekiel 48:30-34, but once again,
the allocation does not resemble the one of Numbers 2.

While the idea of placing the tribes around the sanctuary has its forerunners,
Ezekiel 47-48 develop an own and innovative idea in implementing it. Geogra-
phical, genealogical and hierarchical considerations are combined in order to
envision a new settlement pattern and to highlight the special importance of three
tribes: Judah, Benjamin, and Levi.

3 Tribes and Genealogies — 1 Chronicles 1-9

While Ezekiel’s account of the resettlement of the land by the tribes of Israel is
highly visionary, the Chronicler’s handling of the tribal system is rather down to
earth, but not less ambitious. The Chronicler opens his book with the so-called
“genealogische Vorhalle”?°, but other than this traditional designation might

19 For the inner structure of the nmn-district see Gese, Verfassungsentwurf, 101-2, or Konkel,
Architektonik, 219-21. The interdependency between the allocation of the tribes and the inner
structure of the nmnn-district casts doubt on Rudnig’s redaction-critical hypothesis that attrib-
utes 48:8-22 to a different layer than the distribution of the land to the tribes (Heilig, 181).

20 The designation seems to have been coined by J. Wilhelm Rothstein and Johannes Hénel,
Kommentar zum ersten Buch der Chronik, KAT (Leipzig: Deichert, 1927), 2: “Den ersten Abschnitt ...
habe ich als ‘Vorhalle’ des chronist. Werkes bezeichnet. Daf3 das eigentliche Geschichtswerk mit
c. 10 beginnt, kann ja nicht zweifelhaft sein; aber bedeutungslos sind darum c. 1-9 doch nicht,
aber sie lagern sich vor das eigentliche Werk eben wie die Vorhalle vor das Heiligtum.” A number
of other designations have since been suggested, they are collected in Manfred Oeming, Das
wahre Israel: Die “genealogische Vorhalle” 1 Chronik 1-9, BWANT 128 (Stuttgart / Berlin / K6ln:
Kohlhammer, 1990), 9-10.
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suggest, the registers form an essential part of the book.? In literary terms, the
opening chapters provide the framework and the stage on which only one act
from the longer and wider history of Israel is played out: the history of the Davidic
kingdom.??

1 Chronicles 1:1-2:2 place Israel within the greater world — or better: family —
of nations. Very concise linear genealogies and more detailed segmental genea-
logies alternate. The secondary lines are placed before the main line: at first, the
descendants of Japheth and Ham, then the descendants of Shem, up to the sons
of Abraham and so on. In this way 1 Chronicles 1:1-2:2 narrows down on Israel.
From the broader stock of all the descendants of Adam the focus finally reaches
the sons of Israel. According to 1 Chronicles 1-9, the history of humankind thus
genealogically leads up to Israel.”®

1 Chronicles 2:1-2 name the twelve sons of Israel in a sequence that has no
parallel in the Hebrew Bible. The closest proximity is to Genesis 35:22b—26 or
Exodus 1:2-4, but Dan comes before Joseph and Benjamin. However, all twelve
sons are there, and 2:1-2 serve as the conclusion of the genealogies of the nations
and at the same time introduce the following lists, which are dedicated to the
inner division of Israel.

3.1 The Arrangement of the Tribes

Accordingly, 1 Chronicles 2:3-9:2 provide segmental genealogies for the tribes of
Israel. But the order does not correspond to 2:1-2. The Chronicler rather follows
an independent ordering principle. The genealogies for Judah (2:3-4:23), Levi
(5:27-6:66) and Benjamin (especially 8:1-40) are the most important blocks, set
out by their sheer extent. They are also placed in prominent positions within the
composition: beginning — Judah, center — Levi, and end — Benjamin.

The arrangement of the tribes within this basic framework is not as obvious.
It is best explained — as Thomas Willi has done®* - by applying a combination
of kinship ties and settlement geography. At the beginning, the tribes of Judah
(2:3-4:23) and Simeon (4:24-43) settling south are dealt with. This is followed by
an eastern block of Reuben (5:1-10), Gad (5:11-22) and eastern Manasseh (5:23-26).

21 So very persuasively Thomas Willi, Chronik: 1. Teilband 1. Chronik 1,1 — 10,14, BK XXIV/1 (Neu-
kirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner, 2009), 7-9. For an introduction into the Chronicler’s genealogies cf.
the excursus in Knoppers, I Chronicles 1-9, 245-264.

22 Cf. Ralph W. Klein, 1 Chronicles, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2006), 46.

23 Cf. Weingart, Stdmmevolk, 117-21 with further references.

24 Willi, Chronik, 55f.
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Levi (5:27-6:66) and Lea’s son Issachar (7:1-5) are at the center. The geographical
aspect fades somewhat into the background. The Levites settled in various tribal
areas according to 6:39-66. The conclusion is formed by the Rachel-Bilhah sons
Benjamin (7:6-11; 8:1-40), possibly Dan (7:12),%* Naphtali (7:13), West-Manasseh
(7:14-19) and Ephraim (7:20-29), as well as the Zilpah son Asher (7:30-40), who
is probably moved to this place because of the geographical proximity to the
great northern tribes Ephraim and Manasseh. Zebulon is missing.?® Whether
7:12 really contains a genealogy of Dan or some remnant of it, remains doubtful.
However, according to 1 Chronicles 9:1a, the listed tribes and clans constitute
“all Israel.”

3.2 Justifying the New Order

The arrangement and extent of the individual genealogies clearly show where the
Chronicler sees the priorities: the most important tribes are Judah, Levi, and Ben-
jamin. Judah gains the most prominent position. There is no other genealogical
list of tribes in the Hebrew Bible which starts with Judah.? It is not surprising, that
the arrangement of the tribes in 1 Chronicles 2-9 was by no means self-evident; it
had to be justified, and the Chronicler does so in 1 Chronicles 5:1-2.%

The note is placed at the beginning of the genealogy of Reuben. The Wieder-
aufnahme of 587w 9122 j2187 121 from v. 1 in v. 3 marks it as a digression inter-

25 The conclusion 152 %1 in 7:13 seems to suggest that besides Naphtali also the other Bilhah
son Dan is included in the list. Since 7:13 is clearly devoted to Naphtali, 7:12 remains the only
likely place to look for a Danite genealogy (Oeming, Israel, 163-164, offers an overview over the
discussion). The older proposal by August Klostermann to emend 7"p into 7 was recently taken
up by Sara Japhet, 1 Chronik, HThKAT, Freiburg / Basel / Wien: Herder, 2002), 188, and Willi,
Chronik, 253.

26 There have been attempts to reconstruct a genealogy of Zebulon (see e. g. Georg Richter, “Zu
den Geschlechtsregistern I Chronik 2-9,” ZAW 50 [1932]: 130-40, here 133-134; Edward L. Cur-
tis and Albert A. Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Chronicles, ICC
[Edinburgh: Clark, 21952], 145-9).

27 In Numb 2 (the camp order) as well as Numb 7 (a list of offerings connected to the dedication
of the tabernacle) Judah is mentioned first. But in both cases the order does not follow genea-
logical considerations. Cf. already Martin Noth, Das vierte Buch Mose: Numeri, ATD 7 (G6ttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966), 24-5, 59.

28 The short note has been intensely discussed, for the more recent debates see e.g. Piet B.
Dirksen, “1 Chronicles 5:1-2,” JNSL 25 (1999): 17-23; Michelangelo Tabet, “La preminenza a Giuda,
la primogenitura a Giuseppe (1Chr 5,1b-2),” RivBib 55 (2007): 273-96, both with further refer-
ences.
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rupting the genealogical lists and offering some additional information.?® Not in
the beginning, where the genealogy of Judah starts the lists, but only when he
reaches Reuben, the Chronicler takes the readers to a meta level in order to explain
and defend his arrangement of the genealogical register. He offers an argument
in two steps which builds and expands upon Genesis 49. In using the phrase
v1¥* 55n for Reuben’s offence, 1 Chronicles 5 adopts not only the concept but also
the wording from Genesis 49. Genesis 49:3—4 in turn, refer to Genesis 35:22 and
explain Reuben’s loss of his birthright with reference to the latter’s sexual inter-
course with Bilhah.

According to Genesis 49, Reuben remains the first-born and is also the first to
receive a “blessing”3°, but he loses the rights associated with his primogeniture.
The two tribes or sons receiving the most important blessings in Genesis 49 are
Joseph and Judah. They are thus distinguished from all the other brothers and
find their role precisely in opposition to them. Judah (Gen 49:8-12) is promised
dominion among the sons of Jacob (v. 8b: Tar "12 7% nnnw"). Accordingly, in
the imagery of his blessing, he is presented as a lion and endowed with scepter
and staff (v. 10a: 7537 Pan ppnm AT VAW MO RY). Joseph is considered to be
blessed in a special way by Jacob (Gen 49:25-26: ... 72721 *TW NR1 TP TaR HRN),
which sets him apart from his brothers.

But which of the two receives the right of the first-born taken away from
Reuben? Genesis 49 does not answer the question, while both Judah and Joseph
remain likely candidates. From a compositional point of view, Judah could be
seen as the recipient. After Reuben’s degradation and the curses on Simeon and
Levi, Judah is the first son of Jacob to receive a positive evaluation. But other
indicators point to Joseph: The blessing of Jacob lies stronger on him than on all
the other brothers (cf. v. 26: 1723 7°aRk n273). Primogeniture and paternal bless-
ing usually belong together, at least according to Genesis 27:3 Is the one who is

29 There is no need to assume a secondary expansion (against Martin Noth, Uberlieferungs-
geschichtliche Studien: Die sammelnden und bearbeitenden Geschichtswerke im Alten Testament
[Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 21957), 120; Magnar Kartveit, Motive und Schichten der Landtheologie in I
Chronik 1-9, CB OT 28 [Stockholm: Almquist och Wiksell, 1989], 65-6).

30 The blessing is actually a reversal of Reuben’s status. See the wordplay with the root an* (cf.
Jiirgen Ebach, Genesis 37-50, HThKAT [Freiburg / Basel / Wien: Herder, 2007], 585). Reuben was
nRW T (or NRWY, cf. app. BHS) and v 7 (49:3) among his brothers; now, Jacob decrees that he
will lose his preeminence 9mn 98 (49:4).

31 It is almost a stock motif of the ancestral narratives that the firstborn does not receive the
paternal blessing (so besides Reuben also Ishmael, Esau, and Manasseh). For discussions of
the phenomenon cf. Roger Syrén, The Forsaken First-Born: A Study of a Recurrent Motif in the
Patriarchal Narratives, JSOT.S 133 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993); Benedikt Hensel,
Die Vertauschung des Erstgeburtssegens in der Genesis: Eine Analyse der narrativ-theologischen
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blessed in a special way by the father not also the recipient of the birthright?*? The
Chronicler fills the gap left open by Genesis 49 and explicitly assigns the 11722 to
Joseph (5:2b).

The actual objective of the argument is not 5:2b, but 5:2a; the Chronicler is
not so much concerned with Joseph but with Judah. It is not Reuben who lost his
right as a first-born and also not Joseph who is now considered to be the first-born
who gains the first place in the genealogical register: 71235 wrn'nib. The Chron-
icler differentiates between the birthright of the firstborn, the paternal blessing
associated with it and the supremacy or preeminence among the brothers, which
is expressed by a prominent place within the registers. In doing so, the Chronicler
once again expands on Genesis 49: Joseph is the blessed one, but Judah takes the
lead. And - comparable to Ezekiel 47-48 — the inner hierarchy of the tribes is once
again an issue.

Which register does 5:1b refer to? It can only be an auto-reflective reference
to the lists in 1 Chronicles 2-9, the only register featuring Judah at the head.®
The Chronicler thus explains the most conspicuous point in his arrangement of
the Israelite tribes, namely the top position of Judah. The latter is a result of the
Chronicler’s perspective on the historical development of the tribes (Reuben had
long since become meaningless; Judah became a decisive factor of Israel’s con-
tinued existence) and probably at the same time a reflection of the historical cir-
cumstances in the province of Yehud.** In addition, 5:1b provides a link to 9:1a, 2,
the conclusion of the genealogical lists, which characterizes them as a register of
all Israel ('wrnn Hxrwr 521).%

Grundstruktur des ersten Buches der Tora, BZAW 423 (Berlin / New York: de Gruyter, 2011). How-
ever, all these stories create their narrative suspense by deviating from the rule they presuppose:
the firstborn son is usually the receiver of the paternal blessing.

32 1Chr 5:1-2is the only text in the Hebrew Bible which addresses the question whether Reuben’s
17122 is reassigned or not. The answer frequently found in the rabbinical literature is that the
primogeniture was reassigned and given to Joseph. See e. g. the discussion in bBaba Batra 123a,b.
33 Cf. Willi, Chronik, 164.

34 The same holds true for the lists themselves which not only collect data from older texts, but
also incorporate settlement and segmental structures of the Chronicler’s own time, especially in
the genealogy of Judah. See Yigal Levin, “Who was the Chronicler’s Audience?: A Hint from His
Genealogies,” JBL 122 (2003): 220-45.

35 1Chr 9:1-2 display a number of difficulties, most of them created by the secondary insertion
of 9:1b into an older context; cf. the discussion of the literary history and understanding of 9:1-2
in Weingart, Stdmmevolk, 132-5.
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4 What and Who is Israel?

The two texts and their literary contexts are obviously only samples and they do
not offer an exhaustive picture of everything that either Ezekiel or Chronicles had
to say about the tribes of Israel. They belong to different genres and each has
its specific pragmatics. But their similarities and differences illustrate interesting
points and allow a glimpse into Israel’s self-understanding and the discourses
pertaining to it in the Persian period.

4.1 The Lasting Significance of the Tribal System

Both texts attest to the fact that the tribal system was and remained a decisive
factor in Israelite collective identity. Both of them presuppose the same basic
criterion for belonging to Israel, namely being a member — or more precisely —
being born into one of the tribes of Israel. This means: the underlying construc-
tion of Israelite collective identity is an ethnic one, based on a putative common
descent.*®

Using the terms ‘construction’ and ‘putative’ in this regard hints to an under-
standing which does not see the genealogical system as a genetic description, but
rather as a means of structuring social reality. Ethnological research has shown
that genealogical systems are social constructions with a great deal of fluidity.
They are able to incorporate changes of relation or alliances between commu-
nities or groups within a community into new genealogical systems. These are
however perceived within the community as unchanged and persisting from the
beginning of the genealogical line. They are considered as given and essential
traits of the social world.*”

The genealogies of the Chronicler are almost a textbook example of the mech-
anisms at play in such primordial genealogical codes. Once one leaves the top-
level structure of the twelve tribes, there is a considerable amount of fluidity. The

36 For a methodological overview of ethnic theory and its discussion pertaining to biblical texts,
see Mark G. Brett, “Interpreting Ethnicity: Method, Hermeneutics, Ethics,” in Ethnicity and the
Bible, ed. M.g. Brett (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 3-22. The lasting significance of the tribal system as
a basic trait of Israel’s self-understanding in post-exilic times, is discussed in Weingart, Stdm-
mevolk, 288-340.

37 For a discussion of a primordial code of collective identity, its underlying principles and dif-
ferentiation from other possible codes, see Bernard Giesen, Kollektive Identitit. Die Intellektuellen
und die Nation 2 (Frankfurt a.M.: Suhrkamp, 1999; Jonathan M. Hall, Ethnic Identity in Greek
Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), or Weingart, Stdmmevolk, 38—44.
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assignment of certain families and clans to one tribe or the other, can still vary.
For example, Caleb belongs to Judah in 1 Chronicles 2 but is a Kenazite in Joshua
14. The inclusion of clans like the Calebites, Kenazites, and Kenites who are seen
as non-Israelites in other texts, is accomplished by incorporating them into the
genealogical structure.®

The same self-understanding of Israel stands behind Ezekiel’s vision of the
transformation and re-population of the land. Israel is a segmental society, struc-
tured into tribes, each of which receives its share. The Chronicler tries to assemble
a register of all Israel, past and present, which is also structured as a family of
tribes and embedded into an even greater family of nations. Each in its own way,
the two texts attest to the fact, that in their view being an Israelite is a matter of
birth and descent, and not of geographical provenance, shared values, or reli-
gious affiliation.

4.2 Tradition not Innovation

In addition, both texts clearly show that the tribal system is a tradition that could
be used and was indeed used. It was also a tradition that had become fixed to a
certain degree; the Chronicler as well as the author of Ezekiel 47-48 could rely on,
and at the same time had to take into account their audiences’ familiarity with
the concept.

In Ezekiel this is apparent from the way the tribal system is presented. The
author presupposes that there are twelve tribes. In 47:13, he allots two portions
of the land to the tribe of Joseph: *vaw Wy WWH pAIRA NR 1HMINA WK N2 M
o'ban qor SR W . Accordingly, the list features Ephraim and Manasseh in 48:4
and 5. But there is no explanation why Joseph is treated differently or why his
name does not appear in the list. It must have been known by the addressees that
Joseph is represented by Ephraim and Manasseh. On the other hand, in naming
the gates of the city (48:31-34), the name Joseph appears alongside Levi. Both ver-

38 Cf. Willi, Chronik, 88, 105, 130; Japhet, Chronik, 136; or Weingart, Stdmmevolk, 127-31. For the
functionality and pragmatics of genealogies (with regard to the study of the Hebrew Bible and
ancient Israel), see e. g. Robert R. Wilson, Genealogy and History in the Biblical World, Yale Near
Eastern Researches 7 (New Haven / London: Yale University Press, 1977). For a recent concrete
investigation which brings together textual and epigraphical evidence pertaining to the tribe of
Manasseh, see Erhard Blum, “The Israelite Tribal System — Social Reality or Literary Fiction?,” in
Saul, Benjamin and the Emergence of Monarchy in Israel: Biblical and Archaeological Perspectives,
AL, eds. Joachim J. Krause, Omer Sergi and Kristin Weingart (Atlanta: SBL, In press).

39 MT reads 9123 13 but is apparently corrupted; cf. app. BHS.
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sions of the tribal system, which Martin Noth called System I — including Levi and
Joseph — and System II — not including Levi but listing the Joseph-sons Ephraim
and Manasseh in order to reach the total of twelve, stand side by side.*® Both of
them must have been commonly known on the side of the addressees so that they
could identify and understand them as both representing the same Israel.

Equally, the Chronicler’s treatment of the tribal system illustrates a familia-
rity with, but also an engagement with the received and traditional shape of the
system. It could no longer be simply changed or adapted — at least not with regard
to its basic structure and design as a genealogical system consisting of twelve
specific tribes (see also 1Chr 2:1-2).** When the Chronicler adapted the traditional
system in his register, he could not simply ignore it, but had to justify the new
position of Judah. As Gerhard von Rad already put it, the aim is an “interlocking
of the old 12-tribe schema with the actual historical reality” at the time of the
Chronicler.*? The coordinates within the twelve-tribe system are shifted, but the
system is retained as fundamental for Israel.

4.3 Tribal Hierarchy

The attempts to adapt the system, therefore, do not concern its general outline —
despite the fact that some tribes were no longer, or have never been a factor in
real life. The Chronicler’s difficulty to provide genealogies for Dan or Zebulon are
telling in this regard. Reuben is another notorious candidate.** The shifting of the
coordinates concerns primarily the inner hierarchy of the tribes.

The Chronicler puts Judah in first place, and Levi and Benjamin gain promi-
nent positions. The traditional ties between Benjamin and Joseph fade away. The

40 Martin Noth, Das System der zwolf Stdmme Israels, BWANT 52 (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1930),
7-23.

41 The fluidity noted above, is achieved by adjustments on the subsequent levels of clans and
families.

42 Gerhard von Rad, Das Geschichtsbild des chronistischen Werkes (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1930), 73: “In diesen wenig beachteten Sitzen [sc. 1Chr 5:1-2] hat also der Chronist in theore-
tischer Form sich iiber die Frage, wie die Hegemonie schliefilich an Juda kam, Rechenschaft
gegeben, und wir sehen die recht interessante dogmatische Verklammerung des alten 12-Stam-
meschemas mit der tatsdchlichen geschichtlichen Wirklichkeit, die der Chronist vorfand.”

43 Cf. Ulrike Schorn, Ruben und das System der zwolf Stadmme Israels, BZAW 248 (Berlin / New
York: de Gruyter, 1997), who comes to the conclusion, that all texts dealing with Reuben originate
from periods when the territories associated with the tribe no longer belonged to Israel (282).
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social reality of Yehud leaves its mark on the way the genealogical system is pre-
sented.

If the analysis outlined above is correct, and the layout of the tribal territories
envisioned in Ezekiel 47-48 reflects an inner hierarchy of the tribes, we find a
similar picture in the two texts. Levi, Judah, and Benjamin gain the most promi-
nent places around the sanctuary. Besides Levi, it is once again Judah who finds
itself in the place of honor. The aim to symbolize Judah’s supremacy — also over
and against Benjamin — turns the traditional geographic allocation of Judah and
Benjamin, quite literally, upside down.

4.4 Conflicting Concepts of Israel

Ezekiel 40-48 develop a vision. It deals with the new temple, the new Jerusalem
and of course with Israel. Israel is a people structured into twelve tribes. There-
fore, it includes more than the Judeans of the Golah who would have been Eze-
kiel’s primary addressees. And it also includes more than just Judah, Benjamin
and Levi as the tribes in Persian Period Yehud. The so-called northern tribes are
an essential part of the Israel Ezekiel 47-48 have in mind. All twelve tribes are to
come back, to resettle and to repopulate the land of Israel.

Ezekiel’s vision has been called a utopia,** but the designation seems pro-
blematic. The land of Ezekiel 47-48 is not a “no place” like the Greek ob TémMOG
would imply. It is the land of Israel, which will be transformed and afterwards
resettled by the tribes of Israel.** This in turn implies that in this vision, none of
the tribes is in the land; all of them have to return and take possession of their new
territories once the transformation of the land is completed. Right now, the land is
empty,*® there are no Israelites in it. All Israelites have to return first.

In Chronicles the situation is somewhat different. If one searches the genea-
logies for notions of deportation from the land, one learns in 1 Chronicles 5:25-26

44 Cf. among others Ruth Poser, Das Ezechielbuch als Traumaliteratur, VT.S 154 (Leiden / New
York / Koln, Brill, 2012), 1, or the title of Jiirgen Ebach’s dissertation: Kritik und Utopie: Untersu-
chungen zum Verhdltnis von Volk und Herrscher im Verfassungsentwurf des Ezechiel (Kap. 40-48)
(Univ. Diss, Hamburg 1972).

45 So already [ain M. Duguid, Ezekiel and the Leaders of Israel, VT.S 56 (Leiden / New York / Koln:
Brill, 1994), 140: “In another sense, however, Ezekiel’s plan is not strictly utopian. His promised
land is not located ‘nowhere’ or even ‘somewhere’ but in the land of Israel, which Yahweh swore
to the patriarchs.”

46 For the concept of the “empty land”, its historical difficulties and possible background, see
Weingart, Stammevolk, 307-14, with further references.
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about the deportation of Reuben, Gad, and one half of Manasseh, i.e. the tribes
whose territories are situated east of the Jordan. One reads in 5:41 about the gen-
eration of the Levites in whose period Judah and Jerusalem had been exiled by
Nebuchadnezzar, namely in the period of Yozadaq, the son of Seraya. 1 Chronicles
9:1, eventually, talks about the exile of Judah. While 9:1b might be a later gloss,
it is consistent with the Chronicler’s view of history. 1 Chronicles 5:42 allude to it
and 2 Chronicles 36:20-21 express it clearly: Judah and Jerusalem went into exile.

So, while Ezekiel 47-48 and 1 Chronicles 1-9 both refer to the tribal system
and both present Israel as a twelve-tribe nation and in doing so, transcend their
historic realities, they show a slight albeit decisive difference regarding the shape
of their communities or polities. Ezekiel’s vision presupposes that there are no
Israelites in the land. All of Israel have to come back from the outside. Then and
only then, can the land be distributed anew. Because there are no Israelites yet,
the territories of the tribes can be rearranged freely. According to the Chroni-
cler, however, the northern tribes — with the exception of the east-Jordanian
ones Reuben, Gad, and half of Manasseh — have remained in the land.* In this
respect, and with regard to any inhabitants in the area of the former northern
kingdom, i.e. the Persian province of Samaria, the Israel of Ezekiel is not the
Israel of Chronicles.

5 Conclusion

In conclusion, one might say: what we find in Ezekiel is only a vision and no
portrayal of historical circumstances. But also a visionary text has its intended
addressees who can share the vision and the hopes it conveys, and who may read
it as an ideal worth striving for. For the Chronicler, Israel continues to exist in
Samaria; in Ezekiel 47-48, Samaria has nothing to do with the future of Israel.
In this regard — although this might not have been the primary pragmatics of the
texts — they both represent opposing positions in a question which was a pressing
issue in their time: the status, or better, the Israelite-ness of the Samarians.*®

47 Cf. also the short remarks in Klein, 1 Chronicles, 46.

48 For discussions of the discourse and the texts pertaining to it, see Weingart, Stdmmevolk,
296-340; Benedikt Hensel, Juda und Samaria: Zum Verhdltnis zweier nach-exilischer Jahwismen,
FAT 110 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), as well as Kristin Weingart, “What Makes an Israelite an
Israelite?: Judean Perspectives on the Samarians in the Persian Period,” JSOT 42 (2017): 155-75.



Esias E. Meyer
Sacrifices in Chronicles: How Priestly Are
They?

1 Introduction

As the title suggests the purpose of this chapter is to explore the depiction of the
sacrificial cult in Chronicles in the light of the presentation of sacrifices in Leviti-
cus. Scholars such as David Janzen and Sara Japhet agree on the centrality of the
cult in Chronicles.! Thus Japhet would say concerning the temple that what strikes
the reader “as almost every study has noted, is the book’s emphasis on the sub-
ject.” To state that the cult is central in Leviticus is saying the very obvious. This
essay aims to scrutinise the Chronicler’s presentation of the sacrificial cult from
the Priestly perspective of Leviticus. It will become clear that at times there is a fair
amount of overlap or similarity between the cult presented by the Chronicler and
the one described in Leviticus. At other times there are evident tensions between
the two portrayals of the cult.

Why would one approach the presentation of the cult from the perspective of
Leviticus? One answer could refer to historical context. Most scholars who engage
with dating the final compilations of these books would date the Chronicler to a
slightly later period than Leviticus.? Both are probably from the Persian Period,

1 David Janzen, The Social Meanings of Sacrifice in the Hebrew Bible: A Study of Four Writings,
BZAW 344 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2004), 209; Sarah Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chroni-
cles and its Place in Biblical Thought, trans. A. Barber, BEATAJ 9 (Berlin: Peter Lang; 1997; repr.
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009). See also Ehud Ben Zvi, “Purity Matters in the Book of
Chronicles: A Kind of Prolegomenon,” in Purity, Holiness, and Identity in Judaism and Christian-
ity: Essays in Memory of Susan Haber, eds. Carl S. Ehrlich, Anders Runesson and Eileen Schuller
(Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 37-54, here 39.

2 Japhet, The Ideology of the Book, 175.

3 Scholars such as Klaus Griinwaldt, Das Heiligkeitsgesetz Leviticus 17-26: Urspriingliche Gestalt,
Tradition und Theologie, BZAW 271 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1999), 37981, whose work focused on the
Holiness Code, dates this text to the middle of the fifth century BCE. At this time, most of Leviticus
1-16 was already in place. Christophe Nihan, From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch, FAT 11 25 (Tiibin-
gen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 574, argues for the late fifth century for the completion of what he calls
H. But then, the two dark horses of any attempt at diachronic reconstructions of the development
of the text of Leviticus are chapters 10 and 27, which probably came later. Thomas Hieke, Levitikus
1-15, HTKAT (Freiburg: Herder, 2014), 70, like Griinwaldt, thinks it was the middle of the fifth cen-
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3 Open Access. © 2021 Esias E. Meyer, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under
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but the Chronicler is later and takes us to the end of the Persian Period (if not the
Hellenistic Period, as some would argue).* Both presentations of the cult thus
derive from a similar historical context.

A further answer has to do with the fact that some Chronicles scholars have
already argued that the Chronicler was drawing from both “the Deuteronomistic
tradition (which formed the main source for his historical work) and the priestly
tradition, probably in mimetic fashion.” The question is thus how did the
Chronicler draw on the Priestly view of the cult in Leviticus.

One should keep in mind though that in terms of genre both texts are quite
different. Apart from the fact that Leviticus is a mixture of apodictic and casuistic
law with a narrative section here and there, Chronicles is another kind of text,
mostly characterised by narratives and genealogies.® Both books also depict
two different narrative settings. Leviticus tells the story of Sinai, which is primar-
ily understood as fictional, but it retells this story in the Persian context. In this
narrative world there are no kings, since they appear only later in the story, but
incidentally, it is told in a historical context where there are no longer any kings
(except for Persian ones). The Chronicler tells his story in a similar historical
context, but in his part of the story there are kings, and they need to be portrayed
as characters. They need to have some kind of relationship with the cult in that

tury. I will not engage here with the dates put forward by members of the Kaufmann school. For
the most recent challenge to that position see Konrad Schmid, “How to Identify a Persian Period
Text in the Pentateuch,” in On Dating Biblical Texts to the Persian Period, FAT 11 101, eds. Richard
J. Bautch and M. Lackowski (Tiibingen, Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 101-18. Also see the diverse opinions
in the contributions by Shimon Gesundheit, Erhard Blum, Jan Joosten, William M. Schniedewind,
Thomas Rémer, Noam Mizrahi, Jakob Wohrle and Frank H. Polak in The Formation of the Penta-
teuch: Bridging the Academic Cultures of Europe, Israel, and North America, FAT 111, eds. Jan C.
Gertz, Bernard M. Levinson, Dalit Rom-Shiloni and Konrad Schmid (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2016). My own understanding of dating Leviticus would be similar to the views of Blum, Rémer,
Wohrle etc. which I suppose puts me very much in the European corner of this debate.

4 See the overviews provided by Louis C. Jonker, 1 & 2 Chronicles, UBCS (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Books, 2013), 8, or, Gary N. Knoppers, “Chronicles, First and Second Books of,” NIDB 1:621-31,
here 624. Both argue for the fourth century BCE. Also, Steven L. McKenzie, 1-2 Chronicles, AOTC
(Nashville: Abingdon, 2004), 29-31, regards “the second half of the fourth century (350-300
B.C.E.) being perhaps the most likely.”

5 Louis C. Jonker, Defining All-Israel in Chronicles: Multi-levelled Identity Negotiation in Late Per-
sian-Period Yehud, FAT 106 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 236. Jonker gets the idea of “mimetic
fashion” from Gary N. Knoppers, “The Relationship of the Deuteronomistic History to Chronicles:
Was the Chronicler a Deuteronomist?,” in Congress Volume Helsinki 2010, ed. Martti Nissinen
(Leiden: Brill, 2012), 307-41.

6 See Jonker, 1 & 2 Chronicles, 5-6. Other genres mentioned are a letter and edict, prayers and
speeches.
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story. As we will see below, the depiction of the cult becomes most interesting
when certain kings enter the story.

The chapter will first present a brief overview of how the five sacrifices of
Leviticus 1-7 are portrayed in the books of Chronicles. These are not the only sac-
rifices in the Old Testament and they are not the only sacrifices mentioned in
Chronicles. It would be possible to present the Chronicler’s view of sacrifice by
focusing on the sacrificial terms which feature in these books,” as Janzen did,
for instance,® but this chapter will do this the other way around, taking Leviticus
as point of reference.

This overview will eventually lead us to the narratives about Hezekiah and
Josiah, and it will also lead us to considering issues of clean and unclean, con-
cepts which for some reason virtually feature only in the stories about these two
kings. If one were to look for the five offerings (n%p, nman, on%w, nrwn and oWK)
mentioned in Leviticus 1-7 then one finds the situation as discussed below.

2 A brief overview of Levitical sacrifices in
Chronicles

The first type of sacrifice found in the book of Leviticus is the 1 usually trans-
lated as “burnt offering.” It is regarded as one of the oldest and most prevalent
sacrifices in the Old Testament.” The whole sacrificial offering was burnt and

7 One could, for instance, start by looking at how the verb nar is used. The verb is found in 1
Chronicles 15:26; 21:28; 29:21; 2 Chronicles 5:6; 7:4, 5; 11:16; 15:11; 18:2; 28:4, 23(x2); 30:22; 33:16,
17, 22; 34:4. Of these the ones in italics do not mention any specific kind of sacrifice, but in other
cases we find reference to the n';'y (1 Chron 29:21) or the u’r_:’yxg} nar (2 Chron 30:22; 33:16). Some-
times the verb is used to describe the wrong kind of sacrifices as in 2 Chronicles 28:4, 23; 33:17, 22;
34:4. In 2 Chronicles 18:2 the verb actually refers to “slaughter” and not “sacrifice”. We also find
the very general term N2t (2 Chron 7:4, 5) as object of the verb. In Leviticus the term would usually
be used in a construct relation with o'nw. As a stand-alone term it is found only in Leviticus
17:16, 17; 23:37, which are all texts of the Holiness Code.

8 David Janzen, The Social Meanings, 209-42. In his discussion of sacrifice in Chronicles he
focuses on two kinds of sacrifices namely “ad hoc” and “regular”. Janzen also focuses more on 1
Chronicles 23-27 whereas the path taken in the present contribution rather leads to the narratives
about Hezekiah and Josiah.

9 See overviews in Hieke, Levitikus 1-15, 82-4; James W. Watts, Leviticus 1-10, HCOT (Leuven:
Peeters, 2013), 172-5; Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary, AB 3 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009; repr., New York: Doubleday, 1991),
172-7.
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nothing was left over. The n'g'y is found in Leviticus 1, but also in many other
famous stories in the OT; for instance, in the Akedah Isaac is saved from becoming
an nY. But Jephthah’s daughter is not so fortunate in Judges 11."° The first big dis-
agreement between Samuel and Saul in 1 Samuel 13 was because Saul presented
an n'giJ and a D’?;'?W and Samuel thought that he was not supposed to do that. The
n'?'y is found in many other texts, including 43 occurrences in the book of Chroni-
cles.™ The first occurrence of the term tells us something of the Chronicler’s view
of priesthood:

1 Chronicles 6:34 (BHS SESB 2.0) 1 Chronicles 6:49 (NRSV)

nam-om Rivn namop oropn viw g > “ But Aaron and his sons made offerings on
-5 hea owIpn W naNon Y3 mbpn  the altar of burnt offering and on the altar of
5 :0ORD T2 MW Nl WR 522 SR incense, doing all the work of the most holy
place, to make atonement for Israel, according
to all that Moses the servant of God had com-
manded.

This description follows after we had been told about which Levites were sup-
posed to make music in the tabernacle. This text acknowledges that there are two
altars in the sanctuary, and it is the job of Aaron’s sons to burn sacrifices on them:
the outside altar of the n‘g'y and the inside altar of incense. These are the same
terms used in Exodus 30 and, for instance, in Leviticus 4 (but they do not occur
in Lev 16).22 It is also clear that the vocation of the sons of Aaron is to bring about
reconciliation (1582). This text sounds like a good summary of the sacrificial cult as
portrayed by the authors of Leviticus." In Leviticus the verb 182 is usually used to
describe the result of a sacrificial process which leads to reconciliation or atone-
ment. Usually, the priest is the subject of the verb.”® On one occasion (Lev 17:11)

10 Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Das 3. Buch Mose. Leviticus, ATD 6 (Go6ttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1993), 22-3 speculates that the %P might have originated with human sacrifice.

11 1 Chronicles 6:34; 16:1, 2, 40 (x2); 21:23, 24, 26 (x2), 29; 22:1; 23:31; 29:21; 2 Chronicles 1:6; 2:3;
4:6; 7:1, 7 (x2); 8:12; 13:11; 23:18; 24:14; 29:7, 18, 24, 27 (x2), 28, 31, 32 (x2), 34, 35 (x2); 30:15; 31:2, 3
(x3); 35:12, 14, 16.

12 For a detailed discussion of this issue, see Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 161-4. Nihan argues
that Leviticus 4 and Exodus 30 belong to a younger P layer than, for instance, most of Leviticus
16 and Exodus 30. Or see the more recent overview in Julia Rhyder, The Holiness Legislation and
Cult Centralization in the Persian Period (PhD Thesis, University of Lausanne, 2018), 32-5. She also
engages with the text-critical debate.

13 See Knoppers “The Relationship,” 329.

14 Iwill use both “reconciliation” and “atonement” as translations of 7823 and thus as synonyms.
15 E.g. Leviticus 4:20, 26, 31, 35; 5:6, 10, 13, 16, 18, 26 etc.
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blood is the subject. Leviticus 1:4 says that the offerer must put his hand on the
head of the n‘g'v so that it can bring about reconciliation (182) for the addressee.
In the rest of Chronicles the n%y is found in combination with other sacrifices,
such as the 09w and the nxwn.* The former combination is found quite fre-
quently in the Old Testament, as mentioned before, but it is not common in Levit-
icus."” The combination of 1 and nxwn will be discussed in more detail below.
The second offering found in Leviticus, chapter 2, is the 7n3n, which in Levit-
icus usually means “grain offering”. The noun occurs 11 times in Chronicles, but
in most of these cases it means a gift or tribute, which is the more basic meaning
of the noun, compared to the more technical sacrificial term found in Leviticus 2.®
On three occasions we do read of the grain offering specifically. In 1 Chronicles
21:23 Ornan presents cattle as burnt offerings, and wood, and wheat for a grain
offering to David. In 1 Chronicles 23:29 David gives the duty of taking care of the
rows of bread and the choice flower for the grain offering to the Levites. Many of
the terms which occur in 1 Chronicles 23:29 are found in Leviticus, where they are
used to describe the duties of the Aaronides.” Levites “trespassing” into cultic
territory reserved for priests in Leviticus seems to be an essential aspect of the por-
trayal of the cult in Chronicles. One should also add that despite the name of the
book, Leviticus is not really interested in Levites. They, or their cities, to be exact,
feature only in a few verses in chapter 25 (vv. 32-33). This issue of “promoted”
Levites is a general point of debate amongst scholars of Chronicles.?® Knoppers,
after discussing the role of Levites in 1 Chronicles 23:28-32, puts it as follows:*!

The Chronicler draws on Priestly terminology, but he does so to expand levitical respon-
sibilities and to blur some of the clear distinctions advanced by the Priestly writers and
defended by Ezekiel.

16 Combined with the m_:’;xg}, see: 1 Chronicles 16:1, 2; 21:26; 2 Chronicles 7:7; 29:35 and 31:2.

17 In Leviticus 4:26 and 35 the text says that the fat of the nxwn should be treated like the fat of
the oW, but the two are not used in the same ritual. These two sacrifices are also listed together
with the other three sacrifices in 7:37 in a concluding verse to that chapter. Both do feature in
Leviticus 9 when Aaron and his sons are inaugurated, but so is the nman and the n%.

18 David Clines, “nnin,” DCH 5:350-1.

19 I am referring to the following words: 1) npn, which refers to the rows in which the bread
is arranged, is found in Leviticus 24: 6 and 7. The same goes for the Hophal participle of the verb
737 or “mix” which also occurs in the verses from Leviticus just mentioned. Another term is nann
or baking tray on which flat breads were baked, found in Leviticus 2:5; 6:14 and 7:9. Then there is
7 or “flat bread” found in Leviticus 2:4; 7:12 and 8:26.

20 See Gary N. Knoppers, “Hierodules, Priests, or Janitors? The Levites in Chronicles and the His-
tory of the Israelite Priesthood,” JBL 118/1 (1999):49-72, especially pages 51-3, where he provides
an overview of past debates.

21 Knoppers, “Hierodules, Priests, or Janitors?”, 64.
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Although I cannot comment on Ezekiel, his argument about the expansion of
Levitical responsibilities seems sound. We will return to this topic below. To return
to the issue of the nnin, in 2 Chronicles 7:7, Solomon consecrated the middle court
because the bronze altar could not hold all of the ni%p, nnin and onw.

We read here of a nnin, a few ni%Y and also the third offering found in Leviti-
cus 3, the on%w. This latter term is found eight times in the books of Chronicles.
It is usually used in combination with the n‘g'y. Thus, David sacrifices both in 1
Chronicles 16:1-2 and also in 1 Chronicles 21:26 after he received them as gifts
from (the just mentioned) Ornan. As mentioned before, this combination of n’g'y
and D%V is quite common in the narratives of the Old Testament, as in 1 Samuel
13, for instance, where Saul gets into trouble for sacrificing them, a story that the
Chronicler does not narrate.

When Hezekiah celebrates the Passover, we read that in 2 Chronicles 30:22 the
people ate of the oW, but earlier in the chapter the priests did also bring some
nidy. Both offerings are thus used on the same occasion. These are indeed strange
sacrifices as Exodus 12 - the basic priestly instruction on the no2 - does not
refer to them at Passover. The same is true of Leviticus 23. Numbers 28 presents
a festival where some ni%p are involved and even a M, but no on%Y, but the
ni%y and nnin are actually associated with the festival of unleavened bread. This
is despite 2 Chronicles 30:16 stating that the sacrifice was executed “according to
the law of Moses the man of God.” In light of this tension, Japhet argues that “the
Chronicler did not refer to the written word as it stands, but rather to the way it
was understood and interpreted, either by him or at his time ...”??

But to return to the 00w, even Manasseh sacrifices a few o5V after his
repentance in 2 Chronicles 33. It is possible, though, that the D’dyl{z was in Chron-
icles, just as in Leviticus, the main sacrifice that provided food for the table of the
person bringing the offering.?*

In Leviticus the sacrifices just discussed would usually be called “voluntary”,
while the sacrifices found in chapters 4 and 5 are “required”.?® These latter sacri-

22 See 1 Chronicles 16:1, 2; 21:26; 2 Chronicles 7:7, 29:35; 30:22; 31:2 and 33:16. All the references
in italics are when a 0%V is used with the nbp.

23 Sara Japhet, I & II Chronicles: A Commentary, OTL (London: SCM Press, 1993), 950.

24 Or, that is the impression one gets from a text such as 2 Chronicles 30:22. This is the only case
where eating by the people is explicitly mentioned. In Leviticus the o0’V is often regarded as the
sacrifice which provides food for the table. See the discussion in Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 217-25,
but especially 221. Also, Hieke, Levitikus 1-15, 95, who translates this sacrifice as Heilsgemein-
schaftsopfer. As he puts it: “Die Gemeinschaft wird auch durch das gemeinsame Essen betont.”

25 See, for instance, the overview of sacrifices found in Frank H. Gorman “Sacrifices and offer-
ings,” NIDB 5:23-6.
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fices are often regarded as later exilic or post-exilic developments with their roots
in the pre-exilic period.?® They are the nxvn, translated as sin offering or purifica-
tion offering (but nkwvn is also the word for sin), and the oWy is translated as guilt
offering or restitution offering. The owx offering is absent from Chronicles, but
one does find a female version of the noun 1nWR, which means guilt.”” Although
one finds the word nxvn frequently in Chronicles, it usually refers to sin. But the
sin or purification offering is mentioned on one occasion and that is during Heze-
kiah’s restoration of temple worship.

In the rest of this essay, we will specifically focus on the narratives regarding
Hezekiah and Josiah, which some scholars regard as a “literary climax” of sorts.?®

3 Hezekiah’s reform

The Chronicler tells his story about the reform of Hezekiah over three chapters. For
Ralf W. Klein, these chapters all go back to 2 Kings 18:4.?° Thus, one verse in the
Former Prophets becomes three chapters in which the Chronicler tells us about
“the Purification of the Temple and the Restoration of the Cult” in chapter 29 and
then in 30 about “The Passover of Hezekiah”. The Chronicler concludes this long
tale about Hezekiah’s reforms with chapter 31 on “the completion of Hezekiah’s
Cultic Reforms; Provisions for Collection and Distributing Contributions to the
Priests and Levites”.3® We have already referred to the Passover as described in
chapter 30, and we will revisit that chapter in this part, but will focus especially
on chapter 29. The nxrvn is mentioned for the first time in 29:21 and then again in
verses 23 and 24. Before we get to these verses, we need to talk through the first
20 verses of chapter 29, which tell how the temple was “cleaned” or “cleansed”
before the sacrifices were presented. I am using verbs like “clean” and “cleanse”
(the ritualised version of “clean”) rather loosely at this stage, but my discussion
of them in this chapter will attempt to clarify their meaning.

26 For a detailed discussion of this rather complex debate, see Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 166—
198, on the nxrvn in Leviticus 4 and 5 and 237-56, on the bYWy and Leviticus 5.

27 See Clines, “nnwy,” DCH 1:416-7.

28 Louis C. Jonker, “Holiness and the Levites: Some Relections on the Relationship between
Chronicles and Pentateuchal Traditions,” in Eigensinn und Entstehung der Hebrdischen Bibel.
Erhard Blum zum siebzigsten Geburtstag, eds. Joachim J. Krause, Wolfgang Oswald and Kristin
Weingart (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck 2000): 457-76, here 473.

29 Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
2012), 412.

30 Headings from Klein, 2 Chronicles, 409-56.
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In the first part of the chapter we read how the temple which was closed in
the time of Ahaz (only mentioned in v. 19) has now been reopened by Hezekiah,
but it first needs to be “cleansed”. Hezekiah calls the priests and Levites together
and the give a brief speech (vv. 5-11).3! Hezekiah instructs them first to sanctify
themselves (Hitp w7p) and sanctify (Pi wTp) “the house of YHWH the God of your
fathers” and remove the 773 (NRSV “filth”, NKJV “rubbish”) from the sanctuary.
Verses 12-14 provide us with a list of the Levites who participated. In verse 15 they
sanctify (Hitp wTp) themselves and enter the sanctuary to cleanse (Pi 1nv) it.
Then in the next verse (v. 16) there seems to be a division of labour between priests
and Levites, with the former going into the “inner part” (nn"a) of the “house
of YHWH?” once again to cleanse it (Pi 970). The priests carry out nxnpn (NRSV
“unclean things”) to the court, and the Levites then carry it to Wadi Kidron. This
whole process lasted sixteen days (v. 17), and when they finished, they reported
to the king (v. 18) that they had indeed cleansed (Pi 71v) the house of YHWH and
that all the utensils have been sanctified (Hi w77).3? As Klein points out, there is
no mention here of the inner altar or ten golden lampstands, but these are proba-
bly included with the utensils (o*527).%

It is only after the Levites and priests had cleansed the temple that we read
of a nRvn in verse 21. We hear of seven bulls, seven rams, seven lambs and seven
male goats presumably presented as nXvn. Yet, if one also reads verses 22 to 24, it
seems that only the seven male goats were nxkvn, whereas the other sacrifices were
actually nidy. Verse 22 describes how the bulls, rams and lambs were slaughtered

31 There is a discrepancy here in that the king assembles both groups in verse 4, but then in
verse 5 he only speaks to the Levites. Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 917, argues that “Levites” has a
broader meaning here, including “all the members of the tribe of Levi, constituting the clergy at
large.” Raymond B. Dillard. 2 Chronicles, WBC 15 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 233, argues that
either the text is highlighting the Levites, or the term includes both groups (as with Japhet), but
also thinks that there is clearly some rivalry going on between the two groups. See also Klein,
2 Chronicles, 413, who presents a similar argument to that of Japhet. Jonker, Defining All-Israel,
264, states that verse 12 shows that only the Levites (excluding the priests) respond. The question
would then be why do the priests participate in verse 16? They actually went into the inner part
of the temple.

32 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 922, thinks that “‘purify’ denotes the cleansing, the deliverance of the
Temple from a state of ‘pollution’, the removal of an essentially negative condition; ‘sanctify’ or
‘hallow’ goes beyond ‘purity’ and brings the Temple to the elevated state of sanctity.” Although
this interpretation makes sense from a strictly semantic perspective, it is not clear that the Chron-
icler really distinguished between the two processes. It sounds as if the priests going into the
“inner part” to purify and the description of starting to sanctify on the first of the month in verse
17 refer to the same event, which means that the Chronicler uses the two terms as synonyms.

33 Klein, 2 Chronicles, 420.
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and the blood dashed by the priests.>* Then verse 23 singles out the male goats
as nxovn. The kings and the assembly laid hands on the goats before they were
slaughtered by the priests. It seems that there are two kinds of sacrifices performed
here and if one takes into account that verse 24 concludes by stating that the king
commanded the n‘g'y and the nxvn to be performed for “all Israel”, then it seems
that verse 22 actually referred to ni%p. This is how most commentators interpret
these verses.” With regard to the nxwn of verse 23, it is spelled out that the priests
used the blood on the altar to bring about reconciliation (192) for all of Israel in
verse 24, This is only the second time that 792 is used after 1 Chronicles 6:34 (BHS).>

The history of the nxvn offering is complex and cannot be discussed here
in detail. One could mention, though, that some scholars such as Jacob Milgrom
and Christophe Nihan would argue that there are indeed two kinds of offering.>”
Here, with only one occurrence, there seems to be one kind only and the nxvn is
brought only after the cleansing or sanctifying of the temple in the first 20 verses
of the chapter. Another issue is how to translate the term; the options are the
more traditional “sin offering” or as a “purification offering”, a translation which
seems to be more dominant in recent years.>®

34 An issue explored by most commentaries here is who slaughtered these burnt offerings. For
Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 926, the “they” refers to laymen. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 236, and Klein, 2
Chronicles, 421, both agree that in the light the Leviticus 1:4, 5 it could indeed be the laymen who
did the slaughtering, but both allow for some ambiguity in the text.

35 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 925; Klein, 2 Chronicles, 421; Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 235; Milgrom,
Leviticus 1-16, 285. See also Rolf Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” in Texts, Tem-
ples, and Traditions: A Tribute to Menahem Haran, eds. Michael V. Fox, Victor A. Hurowitz, Avi
Hurvitz, Michael L. Klein, Baruch J. Schwartz, and Nili Shupak (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns;
1996), 259-66, here 263.

36 A fascinating debate is why the change from “for Judah” in verse 21 to “for all Israel” in verse
24. For most scholars this is clear evidence of a more inclusive approach present in the two books
of Chronicles. The mention of “all Israel” here also paves the way for the manner in which the
Passover is celebrated in the next chapter with Northerners also invited. See discussions by Mil-
grom, Leviticus 1-16, 285-6; Klein, 2 Chronicles, 422; Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 236. For a more detailed
discussion see Jonker, Defining All-Israel, 151-90.

37 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 253-91; Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 179-186. Or, originally, see Jacob
Milgrom, “Two Kinds of hatta’t,” VT 26/3 (1976):3337.

38 See Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 2538, for a detailed discussion, but already going back to Jacob
Milgrom, “Sin-offering or purification offering?” VT 21/2 (1971):237-9. For further discussions on
how to translate the term see, for instance, Hieke, Levitikus 1-15, 88-92, who opts for a more
traditional translation of “Entsiindigungopfer”, or Watts, Leviticus 1-10, 302-16, who would also
prefer to stick to the traditional translation of “sin offering”. Other scholars such as Gorman,
“Sacrifices and offerings,” 25, Jay Sklar, Leviticus: An Introduction and Commentary, Tyndale
(Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 2013), 107-8; Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus,
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If one compares this elaborate ritual described in 2 Chronicles 29 with chap-
ters 4, 5 and 16 of Leviticus, where the nxkon is mostly found in Leviticus,* then
it is important to note that there is no ritual in Leviticus prescribed for a scenario
after the temple has been closed. There could not be, because Leviticus works
within the fiction of Sinai and the tabernacle. As Japhet rightly points out:*° “The
ceremony as described is different from anything prescribed or described else-
where in the Bible.”

The Chronicler could, however, have drawn very loosely from Leviticus 16,
which does describe the yearly ritual cleansing of the sanctuary.** As Benedikt
Jiirgens argues, the purpose of the use of the nxvn in Leviticus 16 is to facilitate
a yearly return to the “Zustand des Heiligtums” achieved originally with the con-
secration of the sanctuary in Leviticus 8-9.** Leviticus 16 uses the combination of
n?'y and nxrvn, but does not include the number of animals listed in 2 Chronicles
29:21. There is no mention of a male sheep in Leviticus 16 and a bull is used as a
nxvn and not an n'?'y. Yet, if the general aim of Leviticus 16 is to bring about the
“permanent restitution of Yahweh’s Presence in Israel”,*® then it seems like a suit-
able text to draw from. As Gorman puts it with regard to Leviticus 16:4*

The ritual clearly reflects the structure of a community rite of passage. More specifically, it
reflects community passage to a renewed and reordered state of existence. Thus, it must be
seen primarily as a ritual of restoration - it serves to restore the community to its prescribed
and founded state.

NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1979), 88-9, follow Milgrom in this regard. It is also worth
noting that not all commentators on Chronicles used here follow Milgrom. Japhet, I & II Chroni-
cles, 925 and Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 235 do not, whereas Klein, 2 Chronicles, 421 does.

39 nxwvnis found in the following instances in Leviticus: 4:3(x2), 8, 14(x2), 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26,
28(x2), 29(x2), 32, 33(x2), 34, 35; 5:6(x3), 7, 8, 9(x2), 10, 11, 12, 13; 6:10, 18, 19, 23; 7:7, 37; 8:2, 14, 15;
9:2,3,7 8,10, 15, 22; 10:16, 17, 19; 12:6, 8; 14:13, 19, 22, 31; 15:15, 30; 16:3, 5, 6, 9, 11, 15, 16, 21, 25, 27,
30, 34; 19:22(x2); 23:19; 26:18, 21, 24 and 28. Of these, the following refer to sin and thus not the
sacrifice: 4:3, 14, 23, 26, 28(x2), 35; 5:6, 10, 13; 16:16, 21, 30, 34; 19:22(x2); 26:18, 21, 24 and 28. In
some cases you have the two meanings in one verse such as 4:3, 14 and 5:6.

40 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 924.

41 McKenzie, 1-2 Chronicles, 341, also thinks the chapter is reminiscent of the “Day of Atone-
ment”.

42 Benedikt Jiirgens, Heiligkeit und Verséhnung. Levitikus 16 in seinem literarischen Kontext. HBS
28 (Freiburg: Herder, 2001), 342.

43 Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 370-1. The heading from Nihan does not refer to any historical
context, though, but to the restoration of the new order created by Leviticus 8-9 “every time it is
significantly transgressed.” This new order is threatened by ritual impurities and moral faults.
44 Frank H. Gorman, Ideology of Ritual: Space, Time and Status in the Priestly Theology, ]SOTS 91
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990), 61.
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In both Leviticus 16 and 2 Chronicles 29:24 we read that atonement is brought
about for the people. In 2 Chronicles 29:24 atonement is for 58753, a term (as
indicated above) which often leads to debates about inclusivity. The use of the verb
182 in Leviticus 16 is a much more complex issue, but it is used for both people
and the sanctuary.* Even though the Chronicler did not mention the temple itself,
atleast he thought that the people (or more exactly 5%72"-93) needed 722. Yet, ini-
tially in verse 21, we read that the purpose of the nxvn was for (5v) the kingdom,
the sanctuary and Judah, but with the conclusion of the nxvn in verse 24 782 is
only meant for 5%7-52. It is not clear why the sanctuary is excluded in verse 24,
but in the light of verse 211 hesitate to argue that the Chronicler thought that only
98192 needed atonement.

We are again reminded of the job of the priests and that is to play a crucial
role in slaughtering the nxvwn and bringing about atonement for Israel. This links
up with 1 Chronicles 6:49. Yet the role played here by the Levites is something not
found in Leviticus and it is another case of “promoted” Levites.*®

There is another ritual in 2 Chronicles 29 which is also (at least at first glance)
reminiscent of Leviticus 16 and other texts in Leviticus, and that is the king and
the assembly laying their hands on the male goats for the nxvn, before the priests
slaughtered them. In Leviticus this act is performed in 1:4 by the person who
brought the n% and also in Leviticus 3 with regard to the on%w nay. In Leviticus
4 the same is true of the nxvn. On five occasions (vv. 4, 15, 24, 29 and 33) one
reads of this act of laying a hand on the nxvn that was about to be sacrificed. This
action is also found in Leviticus 8 with the ordination of the priests, when Aaron
and his sons lay hands on each of the three sacrifices found in that chapter. Here
one also finds a combination of the n% and the nxwn, but the unique o'®%n is
added. Also, in Leviticus 16:21 Aaron lays his hands on the go-away goat, which
is called a nxwvn, but it does not get slaughtered. But this ritual is different in
the sense that it is usually regarded as an elimination ritual and is clearly not a

45 Leviticus 16 usually uses the preposition Tva when 182 is referring to people. Thus, in verses
6, 11 and 17 the nxvn is used for Aaron and his house, but in verse 24 the n@‘y is used for Aaron
and the people. When applied to the sanctuary or other parts of it, one finds other prepositions.
In verse 10, 5v is used in reference to the altar and the same goes for the sanctuary in verse 16,
but in verses 17 and 27 2 is used in reference to the sanctuary. Then in the last few verses of the
chapter 5p suddenly gets used with reference to people. Verses 29-34a are often regarded as a
later layer in the text. See Thomas Hieke, Levitikus 1627, HTKAT (Freiburg: Herder, 2014), 569-70.
For a discussion of the use of the different prepositions see Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 255-6.

46 Jonker, “Holiness and the Levites,” 457-76. Or for a more detailed discussion Jonker, Defining
All-Israel, 263-7.
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sacrifice.*” What exactly this act means has been debated extensively regarding
Leviticus,*® but with regard to Chronicles most of the commentators engaged with
in this chapter are not really interested in this debate.*® One cannot blame them,
since the Chronicler did not tell us whether it was with one hand or two hands.
The latter is stipulated in Leviticus 16:21.

Apart from Leviticus 16 and other texts where the nxvn is mentioned in
Leviticus, the Chronicler could also have drawn from other texts in the book of
Numbers, or Ezekiel.*® It is furthermore important to note that the number of
animals referred to in this text is astounding and there is nothing in Leviticus that
is similar, or in the Hebrew Bible for that matter. Rendtorff thinks that the number
of animals is clearly “a product of the Chronicler’s imagination.”** Rendtorff also
argues that the Chronicler was not really interested in the nXvn as such, as it is
only mentioned at this point in the story.>? In response to this argument one could
argue that the nxvn is mentioned at a very crucial junction in the narrative of the
Chronicler, if not even as some kind of “literary climax.”

About the reference to nkvn here, one could say that despite many differ-
ences, the Chronicler at least understood that a ritual solution would be neces-
sary before the temple could be used again. This kind of thinking is not that far
removed from priestly thinking and if one were to look for other examples (apart
from Leviticus 16) of where the n'?‘y and the nXvn are combined, they often occur

47 For a more recent engagement with Leviticus 16, see Christian A. Eberhart, “To Atone or Not
to Atone: Remarks on the Day of Atonement Rituals According to Leviticus 16 and the Meaning of
Atonement,” in Sacrifice, Cult, and Atonement in Early Judaism and Christianity: Constituents and
Critique, eds. Henrietta L. Wiley and Christian A. Eberhart (Atlanta, GA: SBL Press, 2017), 197-232.
48 See the overview in Jiirgens, Heiligkeit und Verséhnung, 229-31 or Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16,
150-3.

49 Or, that is how Iinterpret the virtual absence of discussion. Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 926, refers
to this ritual in Leviticus 1:4 and 4:15, but does not engage with its meaning. Dillard, 2 Chronicles,
235-6, offers no discussion. Klein, 2 Chronicles, 421, opts for one of the possible interpretations,
namely identifying with the victims, which is one that Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 151, rejects.

50 Japhet, I & IT Chronicles, 925, refers to Numbers 7:88, where “[t]his particular combination
of sacrifices — bulls, rams and lambs for burnt offering and he-goats for sin-offering - is pre-
scribed ...” In Numbers 7, this event only happens over one day, though. She also points out
that the “additional sacrifices of the holidays” in Numbers 28 and 29 are similar and that these
combinations of animals are also mentioned in Ezra 6:17 and 8:35 with the dedication of the
second temple. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 236, argues that the “inclusion of the sin offerings finds its
closest analog in the sin offerings mentioned in Ezekiel as part of the cleansing of the altar and
sanctuary.” He then refers to chapters 43 to 45. He does not provide any detailed support for his
statement.

51 Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” 263.

52 Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” 265.
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in chapters where a ritual solution is provided for impurity, namely Leviticus 12
to 15. They are combined in Leviticus 12:6 when a woman is finally cleansed after
giving birth. They are also combined (with an oW and nnin) in Leviticus 14:10—
14 in the final phase of the ritual for the cleansing of a person who had np-y.
They are combined in 15:15 and 30 as part of a ritual in response to an irregular
discharge in a man, or of a woman who suffers from an irregular 2ir. Thus, one
expects to find a combination of an 7% and a nxvn when you need to do some
kind of ritual cleansing.>?

We need to take a closer look at how ‘impurity’ language is used in the first
half of 2 Chronicles 29. This language in the earlier part of the chapter stands out
for somebody who is more familiar with Leviticus, and this part of the chapter
describes what takes place before the sacrifices are presented. It is indicated
above that the verb 27V (Piel) is used in verses 15, 16 and 18. In verses 15 and 16 it
refers to the Levites who will “cleanse” the temple, and in verse 16 to priests who
go into the house of the lord to “cleanse” it. What does cleansing actually mean
here? Basically, the priests are taking unclean things from the temple, which are
also described with terms usually associated with impurity language. In verse
5 the king had already said that the 171 needs to be taken from (Hif of x¥*) the
temple and in verse 16 the priests go in to remove (Hif of 8¥’) the nxnY from the
temple. In Leviticus n&nY usually refers to impurities associated with biological
processes such as menstruation or discharge from a woman (15:25; 18:19) or a man
(15:3) or npw (14:19).°* N7 usually refers to menstruation in Leviticus and the
usage of the term is very odd here.>® Quite a few scholars have recently studied
this term, often drawing from the perspective of gender studies. Thus Elizabeth W.
Goldstein discusses three stages in the development of the meaning of the term

53 See the discussion in Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 169-70. One of the questions in this debate is
whether the clearly older n%p always had an atoning function. Nihan would say yes. With regard
to the combination, he puts it as follows: “The combined offering of a N and a nxwn for atone-
ment is further found in Num 15:24-25; it also consistently occurs in the context of purification
rites from a major source of pollution, see Lev 12:6-7a, 8; 15:15, 30, as well as Num 6:11; 8:12.”

54 See Clines, “nxnv,” DCH 3:370-1.

55 In Leviticus the word is found in: 12:2, 5; 15:19, 20, 24, 25(x3), 26, 33; 18:19 and 20:21. The last
example is an exception as the word is used to express a general feeling of disgust, similarly
to other terms such as 5am, nawin, or nat. Elizabeth W. Goldstein, Impurity and Gender in the
Hebrew Bible. (New York: Lexington Books, 2015), 58 regards this latter occurrence as a gloss. As
a member of the Kaufmann school, which dates the Holiness Code to the late pre-exilic period,
she has no choice, because otherwise this meaning will not fit into the three phases she identifies
in the development of the term, as explained in the next footnote.
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with the usage here presenting the last phase.”® Most of these scholars agree that
in 2 Chronicles 29:5 the term no longer means menstruation, but refers to objects
in the temple which made it unclean and therefore the temple needed cleansing
from these objects and their polluting effect.”” What were these objects?

Scholars usually refer to the next chapter on the Passover, or the even later
story of Josiah’s reform and the earlier one of Asa to answer the question.>® These
objects were illegitimate and associated with other gods. Incidentally, one also
finds impurity language in the two following stories of Hezekiah’s Passover and
Josiah’s reform, which we will now discuss briefly.

4 More stories about impurity

Although references to sacrifices and offerings are not so prevalent in the rest
of 2 Chronicles and the nxXvn is never mentioned again, one does find some ref-

56 Goldstein, Impurity and Gender, 54—58. The term initially only had the meaning of menstru-
ation, which implies that it is a state which makes you unclean. The second stage was when the
term gained a more figurative meaning, which presented revulsion as found in Lamentations 1:17
and Isaiah 30:22. The term now expresses something of the shunning of the menstruant which is
applied to Jerusalem or images of idols which are to be shunned more or less like the proverbial
“hot potato.” For Goldstein these two phases are followed by a third, which she calls a “seman-
tic broadening” in the Second Temple Period and now it refers to “sins threatening the fabric
of the community” and in this regard she uses 2 Chronicles 29:5 as an example. In this period
the word can either mean menstruation or this new broadened meaning expressing some kind
of sin. See also the overview in Eve L. Feinstein, Sexual Pollution in the Hebrew Bible (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2014), 181-3, who responds to Goldstein’s argument (citing her PhD from
2010) and does not find all aspects convincing. For a further discussion of the term see Doro-
thea Erbele-Kiister, Body, Gender and Purity in Leviticus 12 and 15, (New York: Bloomsbury, 2017),
117-37.

57 Thus Feinstein, Sexual pollution, 182 sketches this usage “to denote any type of pollution,
with no particular connection to menstruation”. Erbele-Kiister, Body, Gender and Purity, 122,
describes this usage of the term as “pejorative and polemical” and for her 171 becomes “a lit-
erary indication of what is outside the system.” See also the discussion in Christophe Nihan,
“Deuteronomic alignment in Chronicles: Royal Reforms and the Elimination of Cultic Objects,”
in Writing, Rewriting, and Overwriting in the Books of Deuteronomy and the Former Prophets:
Essay in honour of Cynthia Edenburg, eds. Romer, T., Sergi, O. and Koch, 1. (Leuven: Peeters,
2019): 309-36, here 322.

58 Klein, 2 Chronicles, 419 and Nihan, “Deuteronomic Alignment,” 322 mention the altars
destroyed in 30:14. Klein refers to both the reforms of Josiah which burned “illegitimate cult
objects” or the burning of the image of Asherah during the reign of Asa.
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erences to purity language.® Whereas the cases just discussed seem closer to
priestly thinking, things now change.

In 2 Chronicles 30:18 we read of a multitude of people who came to Hezeki-
ah’s Passover who did not cleanse (Hitpael of 97v) themselves. Most commenta-
tors seem unsure about what could have caused the people to be unclean.® In
Leviticus, this stem of the verb is found a lot in chapter 14, where it is always a
participle. It refers to the person who does not have np7¢ anymore and now has
to go through the elaborate cleansing process described in that chapter. It is often
translated with “the one who is to be cleansed.” The text of the Chronicler is not
clear on which rituals these people in 2 Chronicles 30 were supposed to perform,
but verse 17 makes it clear that Levites had to offer the Passover lamb for those
who were not clean. Verse 18 also says that Hezekiah prayed for them and the
“good Lord pardoned all (NRSV).” Here the verb 982 is used again. In Leviticus
that verb always follows a sacrifice, yet here one finds that a prayer by the king
does the trick. This usage of 193 in Hezekiah’s prayer is also in tension with 1
Chronicles 6:49, cited earlier, where the Aaronides are supposed to do the work of
the holy place. Here a king can pray and all is forgiven. It is also different from 2
Chronicles 29:24, where it is the priests who slaughter and manipulate the blood
to accomplish 192. Rolf Rendtorff has the following to say on this:®*

I must confess that I do not understand what the Chronicler means, but in any case this
use of kippér is incompatible with any priestly theology. It is amazing that the Chronicler
presents two totally different concepts of kippér so close to each other.

For Japhet the fact that the text says that the Lord healed the people in verse 20
makes this “an explicit pronouncement that ‘the setting of the heart’ is of higher
value than ritualistic purity.”* This seems to be an explicit critique of the Priestly
view of atonement. As Ehud Ben Zvi puts it:%

Moreover, in the main case in which matters of ritual purity are saliently raised in Chroni-
cles, namely in the account of Hezekiah’s Passover - it is no coincidence that about half of
the occurrences of words from the roots 9770 and 81 occur in this account — the Chronicler

59 The n% features in 30:15; 31:2, 3; 35:12, 14 and 16. The oW N2y is mentioned in 30:22; 31:2
and 33:16.

60 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 952, thinks it has to do with “the problem of the pilgrims”. She
argues that this was a major problem in the “second commonwealth.” She also adds that what is
presented here as irregular probably happened much more regularly.

61 Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” 265.

62 Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 953.

63 Ben Zvi, “Purity Matters,” 41.
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seems to suggest that personal devotion, “setting one’s heart,” outweighs — although does
not eliminate — matters of bodily purity.

But to complete my overview of the verb 91, it is also found at another incident in
2 Chronicles where we read of the other great love of the Chronicler, namely king
Josiah. 2 Chronicles 34 retells the tale of 2 Kings 22. Still, in Chronicles, even before
Josiah discovered the book in the temple, he started with a process of cleansing
the country of Judah and the city of Jerusalem. In 2 Chronicles 34:3-5 110 (always
in the Piel) is used on two occasions. In verse 3 we read that Josiah started to
91w Judah and Jerusalem from high places, sacred poles and cast images. Verse 5
recounts how Josiah burned the bones of priests on their altars, and thus he
purged (97v) Judah and Jerusalem.

Thus, before Josiah discovered the scroll, he started with this process of
purging. In Leviticus only priests can be the subject of the Piel of 771v. Yet now the
king is the subject and these actions are not followed by any rituals, but merely
a removal of cultic sites belonging to other gods. The text never states that Judah
was unclean, but it is presumed, since why would you clean something if it is not
unclean? A few verses later, the same verb occurs again in verse 8, when we read
that Josiah purged (1nv) the land. We now learn that after he had cleansed the
land and the house, he started to repair the house of the Lord and only after that
do they discover the scroll. This kind of thinking is reminiscent of the Holiness
Code, especially the parenetic frame, where one reads of the threat that the land
could become unclean.®* In Leviticus 18:25 and 27 the land will become unclean
(Qal of 8nv) if (v. 24) the addressees make themselves unclean (Hitpael) by vio-
lating any of the taboos mentioned above, since the nations before them became
unclean (Nifal) by doing these things. Thus, the Holiness Code refers to the land
becoming unclean but does not mention the land becoming clean again like here
in Chronicles. The land becoming unclean leads to the land spitting out her inhab-
itants in Leviticus 18.

In Leviticus the verb 970 is often found in the Piel and in these cases a priest
is always the subject of the verb and it usually means that the priest proclaims a
person clean who had previously been unclean.% This declaration always follows
the performance of certain cleansing rituals in especially Leviticus 12 to 15 where,

64 Eckart Otto, “Innerbiblische Exegese im Heiligkeitsgesetz Levitikus 17-26,” in Levitikus als
Buch, BBB 119, ed. Heinz-Josef Fabry and Hans-Winfried Jiingling (Bonn: Philo, 1999): 125-96,
identifies 18:1-5, 24-30; 19:1-4; 20:7-8, 22-27; 22:8, 31-33; 25:18-19, 38, 42a, 55 and 26:1-2 (172-6)
as such instances.

65 Cases of the verb in the Piel: Leviticus 13:6, 13, 17, 23, 28, 34, 37, 59; 14:7, 11, 48.
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as discussed before, we find combinations of the nxvn and the n?'y. Thus, con-
cerning the instruction of np7Y in Leviticus 13:6, on the seventh day the priest
shall examine a person who suffers from this ailment and if the disease has not
spread, he shall declare the person clean. In this case the Piel of 910 is used and
if the person did not get better, then the priest would declare him or her unclean,
and in that case the Piel of 8nv is used. There are many examples of this scattered
throughout Leviticus 13, 14 and 16. Chapter 14 deals with cases where a person
gets full-blown skin disease but then heals, and performs a very elaborate ritual
of cleansing. This ritual includes a lot of washing and laundering, a ritual which
involves two birds and more sacrifices involving four of the sacrifices described
in Leviticus 1-7, namely nnin, DWR, n'g‘y and nxvn. On one occasion, the priest
declares the person clean (v. 7) and then three times we read that the person has
now become clean (Qal, vv. 8, 9 and 20). Verse 20 follows after all the rituals had
been concluded and all the sacrifices had been presented, and “thus the priest
shall make atonement on his behalf, and he shall be clean.”

The only other two cases of 91 in the Piel are found in Leviticus 16:19 and
30. In verse 19 we read that the blood of the goat of the nxwvn is sprinkled on the
altar seven times to cleanse it (Piel of 97v) from the impurities of the sons of Israel
and to sanctify it. Verse 30 is a much more complicated issue to which we will
return later, but many scholars regard this verse as part of the same layer as the
Holiness Code.%¢

The point is that this verb (Piel of 91V) is only used in a highly ritualised
context with either priests or blood as the subject. In Chronicles, usage of the
term seems to be a free for all. In the story of Hezekiah, it is indeed the priests
and (promoted) Levites who do the cleansing, but without any sacrifices, as these
follow only later. In the story of Josiah, he is the subject of the verb and cleansing
is done without any sacrifices.

In all of these cases mentioned above in Leviticus the verb is used to get rid
of impurity, but in the examples from the stories of Hezekiah and Josiah it is not
so clear what kind of impurity is at stake. This takes us to the debate on the differ-
ence between ritual and moral impurity.

66 Thomas Hieke, Levitikus 16-27, 569-70.
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5 Ritual and moral impurity

Ritual impurity usually refers to all the impurities indicated in Leviticus 11 to
15 (although chapter 11 and the rules on what to eat and what not is an in-be-
tween category).®” These impurities are not sins, but are caused by things such
as childbirth, skin disease and bodily fluids. They are all part of life and they
can be managed with rituals, which is one of the reasons why they are referred
to as “ritual impurities.” Nihan calls them “physical impurities” because they are
“various physical and biological phenomena that affect especially the human
body.”®® It is in this context that the verbs &Y and 11V (especially in the Piel)
occur. Yet there are also nouns and adjectives for these terms. These terms occur
very rarely in both books of Chronicles. We have already mentioned 2 Chroni-
cles 30:19, where people did not purify themselves, and this presumably refers to
ritual impurity. Also, in the next verse, we read of the “cleanliness of the sanctu-
ary” often translated with the “sanctuary’s rules of cleanness” (n177v). This is an
example of the female noun, but the male form (1710) appears a few times and is
usually used to refer to pure gold, although the male form is also found in 2 Chron-
icles 30:17 referring to the Levites who slaughtered the Passover lamb for those
who were not clean.®® Thus, it seems that this incident with Hezekiah’s Passover
is the only place where there is a clear reference to ritual impurity. However, the
text is silent on any cleansing rituals.

But in Leviticus or more specifically in the Holiness Code (Leviticus 17-26)
one also finds what some call “moral” impurities, which are usually regarded as
caused by “the transgression of divine laws”.”® This takes us to something which
could be viewed as a sin. In the heart of the argument one finds the idea that sins
are defiling, or in other words, lead to what one could call moral contamination.
Transgressing a particular law now makes you unclean, not some bodily function.

Jonathan Klawans has elaborated on this distinction extensively and identi-
fies five differences between “ritual” and “moral” defilement:"

1. Ritual impurity is not a sin, but moral impurity is. Klawans talks of “grave
sin”. In the Holiness Code one finds examples of sexual immorality (Lev 18 —

67 See Christophe Nihan, “Forms and Functions of Purity in Leviticus,” in Purity and the Forming
of Religious Traditions in the Ancient Mediterranean World and Ancient Judaism, eds. Christian
Frevel and Christophe Nihan (Leiden: Brill, 2013): 311-67, here 338.

68 Nihan, “Forms and Functions,” 321.

69 See 1 Chronicles 28:17; 3:4; 9:7; 13:11.

70 Nihan, “Forms and Functions,” 339.

71 Jonathan Klawans, Impurity and Sin in Ancient Judaism, (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 26.
I am using terms such as “defilement”, “impurity” and “pollution” as synonyms.
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when you sleep with another man’s wife) and idolatry (Lev 19:31 and 20:1-3),
which in Leviticus means turning to wizards and mediums and sacrificing
your children to Molech;

2. Ritual impurity is mostly the result of contact, but moral impurity does not
entail any contact;

3. Ritual pollution leads to temporary impurity, but moral pollution causes long-
term damage. The land spits out the people, as the parenetic frame of the
Holiness Code has it, or they are exiled;

4. Ritual impurities are controlled by ritual solutions, but for moral impurity
punishment follows. Moral impurity is best to be shunned;

5. In terms of terminology, the root 82v is always used to refer to ritual impu-
rity, but for moral impurity other terms are also used such as 73pim, which is
found in Leviticus 18 but not in Chronicles at all.

The most crucial point here is that in all of the cases of moral impurity, one finds
the verb 81V in the Qal. The verb is used to show that an immoral act made you
unclean. But in light of the definition by Klawans, there is no way of undoing this
kind of pollution. It leads to exile. The land spits you out. The Piel of the verb
2nv is never used to refer to the reversal of moral impurity, with one exception.
The one exception is the one already mentioned in Leviticus 16:30, which states
atonement takes place to cleanse (Piel of 91v) of sin and that the addressees will
be clean (Qal of 77V) before the Lord. This goes against what Klawans is arguing
since it is a clear case of removing moral pollution utilising ritual.

To resolve this conundrum, Klawans falls back on diachronic arguments
which make this verse part of a later layer that includes the Holiness Code.” The
problem is that even if these verses are on the same diachronic level as the Holi-
ness Code, they still contradict Klawans’s understanding of the Holiness Code. He
argues that references to moral impurity are found in the Holiness Code and that
there is no cure for moral impurity in the Holiness Code, yet here it is in Leviti-
cus 16:30. Still, it is only one verse, and apart from this verse, there is no further
indication in Leviticus that one could be cleansed of moral sin, only of impurity.
And indeed no solution or cleansing process is provided in the Holiness Code for
dealing with the sexual sins and idolatry even if employing impurity language.

One should also add that although many scholars have supported Klawans’s
arguments, many have been critical of his ideas. Just a brief overview of the schol-
ars cited in this paper would provide different views about his work, some pos-

72 Klawans, Impurity and Sin, 172 n. 30 cites Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1064-5 and we have already
referred to Hieke, Levitikus 16-27, 569-70. One could also add Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 347-50.
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itive, some negative and some mixed.” A further point of critique would be that
it seems that Klawans’s categories do not work in the Chronicler’s stories about
Hezekiah and Josiah. The 771 and nnv in 2 Chronicles 29 referred to foreign cultic
objects, which clearly references some kind of idolatry and thus a sin. The same
goes for the cultic objects in the story of Josiah. This fits into Klawans’s descrip-
tion of moral impurity in the Holiness Code, since there idolatry and sexual sin
are described using impurity language. Still, points 2 and 3 of the summary above
do not fit these narratives in Chronicles.

Let us start with point 3 first. Klawans says that there is no “cleansing” for
moral impurity. Yet in 2 Chronicles 29 the Levites and priests go into the temple to
remove all filth and to declare things clean (before any sacrifices). As shown above,
the same words refer to ritualised cleansing in Leviticus. Josiah also simply removes
the idolatrous objects from the temple and Jerusalem, and that counts as cleans-
ing. Chronicles does not seem to be familiar with the difference between bodily
and moral impurity and casually mixes categories. Interestingly, in his response to
Klawans, Milgrom says the following about H’s use of impurity language:”

The truth is that H has no system! And why should it? H is not P. H is the product of a later
school of priests bearing a new agenda (ignored by Klawans). The key to this enigma is that
H has dissolved the terminological precision of P.

With a few adjustments, Milgrom’s point seems like a good description of what
the Chronicler also did with Priestly views of the cult. Chronicles used Priestly
language of ‘impurity’ but applied it with no terminological precision. The sons of
Aaron can bring about 182, but so can a praying king! Verbs used by Leviticus 1-16
for ritual impurity can describe idolatry. Why not? The Chronicler was certainly
not P and did not pretend to be P either.

73 Thus, Feinstein, Sexual Pollution, 33 thinks Klawans’s distinction is too simple, but Goldstein,
Impurity and Gender, 2-5, discusses his work and, despite identifying some shortcomings, builds
further on it. Nihan, “Forms and Functions,” 342-4, agrees to some extent, but identifies some
clear weaknesses with regard to the interpretation of Leviticus 16. Hieke, Levitikus 1-15, 126-9,
agrees. Jacob Milgrom, “Systematic Differences in the Priestly Corpus: A Response to Jonathan
Klawans,” Revue Biblique 112/3 (2005): 321-9, responded in an article and does not agree. Mil-
grom actually regards what Klawans calls “moral pollution” as having a metaphorical meaning
and simply does not accept Klawans’s argument against this metaphorical interpretation. See
Klawans, Impurity and Sin, 32-6. For a fairly extensive critique see Andrian Schenker, “Unre-
inheit, Siinde und Siindopfer: Kritische Untersuchung zweier verbreiterer Thesen: befleckende
Siinde (moral impurity) und Siindopfer chatta’t als Reinigunsopfer fiir das Heiligtum,” Biblische
Zeitschrift 59/1 (2015): 1-16.

74 Milgrom, “Systematic Differences,” 324.
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Point number 2 above, summarizing Klawans’s view, does not seem appli-
cable to the Chronicler’s “imprecise” understanding of things either. If moral
impurity such as idolatry cannot contaminate through contact, then how did the
temple and Judah become polluted in the stories of Hezekiah and Josiah? By the
presence of foreign cultic objects? But is that not contact? Similar to touching a
dead body or a person with Ny etc.? I argue this is indeed a case of contact and
that for the Chronicler the very fact that these foreign objects were carried into
the temple and Jerusalem meant contamination which needed cleansing. Thus,
impurity terms are used to describe a sin such as idolatry. What was the solution?

As 1 tried to argue concerning 2 Chronicles 29, the author has some idea of
Priestly thinking and therefore needed at least the n?'y and NRvY7D in some ritual
reminiscent of the Yom Kippur. But this followed after some “cleansing” by simply
removing what did not belong there. What cleanses here is not sacrifice, but
merely stopping what you did wrong. Still, the Chronicler felt the need for sac-
rifice, even if afterwards. It could very well be that for the Chronicler 970 simply
meant cleaning and not our ritualised cleansing. Still, I argue that the very fact
that nxwvn as the purification offering and verbs such as 370 occur in such prox-
imity means that the authors had some understanding of Priestly views of pol-
lution. It is also noteworthy that after the mention of nxwn towards the end of
2 Chronicles, impurity language is used for the first time.” In short, it seems that
there was some kind of priestly thinking going on, but much more haphazardly
than in Leviticus. Yet even if the Chronicler gives the impression that the problem
of idolatry can be solved, it is clear that it was not a permanent solution as impu-
rity language is used again toward the end:

2 Chronicles 36:14 (BHS SESB 2.0) 2 Chronicles 36:14 (NRSV)

553 Y ~SwnY 1297 bom onan M2 0 * All the leading priests and the people also
W WK Al ATy kN Ovian nigph were exceedingly unfaithful, following all the
:D’g\gh‘l’a abominations of the nations; and they polluted
the house of the Lorp that he had consecrated
in Jerusalem.

The next verse starts to tell the story of the fall of Jerusalem. Thus, even if the
texts where we find the verb 970 seem to indicate that moral pollution could be
cleansed, the outcome is still the same as Klawans and the Holiness Code would

75 As Ben Zvi, “Purity Matters,” 41, points out, this kind of language is absent from stories about
“cult foundational accounts” in 1 Chronicles 16 and 2 Chronicles 5-7. The focus in these stories
was more on “joy, praise and thanksgiving than purity matters.”
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have it, namely exile. The crucial question still is: how Priestly is the portrayal of
sacrifice in Chronicles?

6 Conclusion

The short answer would be that the Chronicler’s presentation of the sacrificial cult
is fairly Priestly, but in a very imprecise way.

Concerning the priesthood, the Chronicler refers to Aaron and his sons, which
agrees with Leviticus, and they are responsible for reconciliation. But in 2 Chron-
icles 30:18, a prayer by Hezekiah also leads to atonement, which is something not
found in the book of Leviticus. The prayers of the kings thus compete with the role
of the priests. The following point from Ben Zvi puts it clearly:"®

When matters of ritual purity and impurity finally come to the fore in a very limited number
of accounts, the text seems to deemphasise them or subvert some aspect of the ideological
logic that underpins them.

Whereas purity concerns are deemphasised, the role of the Levites is emphasised
and they play a much bigger role, even encroaching on the terrain of the priests,
an issue which has already been extensively discussed by Chronicles scholars.

Of the five sacrifices found in Leviticus, all the voluntary ones are present.
Concerning the involuntary nxvn and oW, only the former occurs once during
Hezekiah’s cleansing of the temple. It is also in this chapter that we found the
verb 17V in the Piel referring to the cleansing of the temple, something which
happened before the sacrifices were performed. What this cleansing entailed is
not clear, but if we take the story of Josiah into account, then it probably had
to do with removing images of other gods, which thus implies that the cause of
the problem was idolatry. I have tried to show that these examples undermine
attempts by scholars such as Klawans to distinguish between ritual and moral
impurity.

I have also argued that behind 2 Chronicles 29, there must be some kind of
thinking about clean and unclean akin to Priestly thinking on these matters. The
combination of the n‘?'y and the nxkvn - as so often happens in Leviticus 12 to
15, but also in 16 — bears witness to this fact. This thinking does overlap some-
what with Priestly thinking. But the major difference is that that cleansing lan-
guage occurs before any rituals have taken place and that cleansing language is

76 Ben Zvi, “Purity Matters,” 43.
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not associated with sacrifices like in Leviticus. For the priests who wrote Levit-
icus, this “impreciseness” of Chronicles would simply not have been adequate.
For instance, in Leviticus 14, when the priest sees that the np1¥ is gone from
the person, he cannot merely pronounce him clean as soon as the source of his
uncleanness is gone. A ritual, including some sacrifice, is required. It is only after
the ritual with the two birds, cedarwood, crimson yard and hyssop had been con-
cluded that the priest would declare the person clean and then some more sacri-
fices and rituals would follow. Thus, although there might be some overlap, there
are also significant differences.

In light of the debate on ritual or bodily impurity and moral impurity, Chron-
icles paints a complex picture. It is not clear that the Chronicler was familiar with
this distinction, and if he were, he blurred the distinction. The most evident refer-
ence to ritual impurity seems to be chapter 30 and the celebration of the Pesach.
The clearest reference to moral impurity is found in the two stories of Hezekiah
and Josiah cleansing the temple, as well as the city and Judah (in the case of
Josiah). Yet this very act of cleansing of moral impurity contradicts the usual defi-
nitions of moral impurity. In the end, though, the outcome is the same as for
all moral impurity, namely the land and temple could not be cleansed, and this
resulted in the people being removed from the land into exile.
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Scribes in the Post-Exilic Temple: A Social
Perspective

1 Introduction

The basic question asked in this conference relates to how the priestly writings
developed. This is a scribal question but one on which we have little information.
The standard traditio-historical analysis is used by a number of papers in this
volume, based on principles developed over a long time. The problem is that the
results are hypothetical and depend on colleagues’ accepting the result as plausi-
ble. What I want to do in this paper is go back to the basics and ask about what we
can know about how scribes work. Can we support our traditio-historical results
by actual evidence about how scribes carried out their duties?

Thus, in order to throw light on how literature such as Chronicles and the
priestly writings may have arisen, an important consideration is the duties of
scribes and how they carried them out. Yet a perennial problem is that our actual
knowledge of the detailed workings of the Jerusalem temple’ in practically any
period is very small. On the other hand, scribes functioned in Egypt and Meso-
potamian and also in Judah in the later Second Temple period. They also pro-
duced a great deal of literature that became conventional, if not canonical. This
study will, first, assemble the few data that we have on scribes in the temple and,
then, attempt to fill out the picture by cross-cultural comparisons with the work of
scribes elsewhere in the ancient Near East. What happened in Judah can only be
surmised, but surmise must be based on as much evidence as can be assembled.

One important question is whether this literature is a scribal product, if there
was widespread literacy. A recent study suggested that the military hierarchy was
literate down to the level of quartermaster.? This study invites a major discussion,

1 It is assumed here that the Jerusalem temple was probably the main place of worship and the
location of the largest number of priests and scribes. Other temples also existed in pre-exilic
times and are well catalogued for the Persian and Greek periods: Gerizim, Leontopolis, perhaps
even Iraq al-Amir across the Jordan.

2 Shira Faigenbaum-Golovin, Arie Shaus, Barak Sober, David Levin, Nadav Na’aman, Benja-
min Sass, Eli Turkel, Eli Piasetzky, and Israel Finkelstein, “Algorithmic Handwriting Analysis
of Judah’s Military Correspondence Sheds Light on Composition of Biblical Texts,” PNAS 113/17
(2016): 4664—69.

Lester L. Grabbe, University of Hull
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but it is assumed here that a certain amount of leisure was required to compile,
edit, or author texts, which was not the situation of even many literate individu-
als. Therefore, “scribe” is used here to mean any literate person who deals with
the compiling or composition of texts, though it is assumed that this would nor-
mally be someone employed in this capacity, i. e., a professional scribe.

2 The Scribal Model

Many analogies for understanding the scribal process of producing literature are
available to us in recent study in classical, folklorist, and ancient Near Eastern
studies. Included here are a look at Mesopotamia, Egypt, and recent study on
the Homeric poems, but we begin with the relevant data in the Hebrew Bible and
attested for Jews elsewhere.

2.1 Scribes in the Hebrew Bible

Although we have no way of confirming the truth of all the statements in the
Hebrew Bible, it shall be assumed that they are not far removed from describing
the general scribal milieu among the Jews of Palestine from the 7th to perhaps the
4th centuries BCE.

First, a number of passages suggest that many scribes were temple personnel.
These are primarily in the books of Chronicles and in Ezra. Levites as scribes are
mentioned in a number of passages of Chronicles that have no parallel in Kings
(many would argue that these passages should be dated to the Persian period
and reflect the situation then): clans of scribes were said to live at Jabez (1 Chron
2:55); Shemaiah b. Nathanel the Levite was a scribe (1 Chron 24:6); the Leviti-
cal clans of the Izharites and Hebronites acted as scribal administrators (1 Chron
26:29-32); Jeiel the scribe mustered the army under Uzziah (2 Chron 26:11); some of
the Levites were scribes, officials, and gatekeepers (2 Chron 34:13). Ezra is a scribe
as well as a priest (Ezra 7:1-6). A scribe called Zadok is appointed to a panel by
Nehemiah (Neh 13:13); his name might suggest he is a priest, but other members of
the panel are identified as a priest and Levite while he is said only to be a scribe.

The Hebrew Bible assumes scribes were used in the administrations of the
kingdoms of Israel and Judah. We know of scribes who were part of the royal
administration but are not designated as priests. Some of them may have been
part of the temple personnel, but we do not have such information recorded.
Seraiah was the main scribe in David’s administration (2 Sam. 8:17), or was it
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Sheva (2 Sam. 20:25; 1 Chron. 18:16: Shavsha)? Solomon had Elthoreph and
Ahijah, sons of Shisha, which may indicate the office was passed down in fam-
ilies (1 Kgs 4:2). The royal scribe was involved in the donation and use of money
for the repair of the temple under the rule of Jehoash (2 Kgs 12:11; 2 Chron 24:11).
Shebna, Hezekiah’s scribe, was part of the group of officials who listened to the
speech of the Rabshakeh (2 Kgs 18:18, 37; 19:2; Isa. 36:3, 22). Hezekiah then sent
Shebna with a message to the prophet Isaiah (2 Kgs 19:2; Isa. 37:2). Josiah’s scribe
Shaphan was centrally involved in the activities surrounding the discovery of the
book of the law in the temple and its authentication by the prophetess Huldah, as
was Shaphan’s son Ahikam (2 Kgs 22:2, 8-12, 14; 2 Chron 34:15, 18, 20). The scribe
of the army commander was one of those executed by Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kgs
25:19; Jer. 52:25).

Jeremiah has a number of references to scribes: chamber of the scribe in the
king’s palace (36:12); Elishama the scribe (36:12, 20, 21); Baruch the scribe plays a
prominent role (36:26, 32); Jeremiah was imprisoned in the house of Jonathan the
scribe (37:15, 20). It is in the book of Jeremiah, however, that it becomes clear that
in the last days of Judah a family of scribes were very important in the government
and administration of the kingdom, the family of Shaphan. Shaphan was a royal
scribe (2 Kgs 22:3, 8; Jer. 36:10-12). This family was an important support for the
prophet Jeremiah, with the sons and grandson of Shaphan active in service to him
(Jer. 26:24; 36:10-12; 2 Kgs 22:11, 14); for example, Baruch reads the divine words in
the chamber of Gemariah son of Shaphan the scribe in the temple (Jer. 36:10). It is
not certain that Shaphan was a priest or Levite, but the biblical data do not seem
to exclude that possibility. On the other hand, because the king was the leading
cultic figure and authority,? it is natural that the royal scribe would be involved
in activities relating to the cult and temple, even if he was not of a priestly family.

Things changed after the monarchy ceased, in that there were no longer royal
scribes. The scribes described in the biblical text all seem to have been associated
with the temple, but there were presumably scribes of the Persian administration,
perhaps assisting the provincial governor. Yet there is nothing to prevent there
being local people trained for this purpose, even priests.

3 Lester L. Grabbe, Priests, Prophets, Diviners, Sages: A Socio-historical Study of Religious Special-
ists in Ancient Israel (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1995), 20—40.
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2.2 Other Scribes in a Jewish Context

We also have contemporary information in the material culture, beginning at least
with the Persian period. Ten seal impressions from a horde sold on the antiquities
market have the name “to Jeremai the scribe”.* These do not tell us a lot beyond
the title, but we also have valuable data from the Jewish community at Elephan-
tine in Egypt. “Scribes of the province” (&n1"71 *150) are named alongside judges
and other officials in a letter to Arsames the governor of Egypt;> we also have
references to “scribes of the treasury” (X718 ™80).”° An individual, whose salary
had not been paid and complained to the “officials”, was told to complain to
the scribes.” Especially interesting are a number of the documents dictated by
Arsames: we know he dictated them because the name of the scribe who copied
the specific document is also named.? On the other hand, many of the other letters
in the collection do not name a scribe, suggesting that the person who sends the
letter is also the scribe who wrote it (e. g., in the “Jedaniah Archive”).?

2.3 Scribes in Mesopotamia

The scribal tradition in Mesopotamia is well documented, including the training
of scribes.'® As elsewhere scribal duties and positions ranged from the ordinary
scribe with the duties of copying texts and perhaps involved in local (village)

4 Nahman Avigad, Bullae and Seals from a Post-Exilic Judean Archive, Qedem 4 (Jerusalem:
Hebrew University, 1976), 7.

5 Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt: 1-4,
Hebrew University, Department of the History of the Jewish People, Texts and Studies for Stu-
dents (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1986-99), abbreviated TAD: A6.1:1, 6 (= A. Cowley, [1923]
Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. [reprinted Osnabruck: Otto Zeller, 1967], abbreviated AP:
17:1, 6).

6 TAD B4.3:13//B4.4:12, 14 = AP 3:13//2:12, 14.

7 TAD A3.3:5 = BM 4:5.

8 E.g., TAD A6.2:28; A6.8:4; A6.10:10; A6.11:6; A6.12:3; A6.13:5 = AP 26:28; AD 4:4; 7:10; 8:6; 9:3;
10:5.

9 TAD A4.1-10.

10 E.g., Laurie E. Pearce, “The Scribes and Scholars of Ancient Mesopotamia”, in Civilizations
of the Ancient Near East, ed. Jack M. Sasson (New York: Scribners, 1995), 4: 2265-91; Christopher
J. Lucas, “The Scribal Tablet-House in Ancient Mesopotamia,” History of Education Quarterly 19
(1979): 305-32; Ake W. Sjoberg, “The Old Babylonian Eduba”, in Sumerological Studies in Honor
of Thorkild Jacobsen on his 70th Birthday, ed. Stephen J. Lieberman, AS 20 (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1976), 159-79; Samuel Noah Kramer, “Schooldays: A Sumerian Composition
Relating to the Education of a Scribe,” JAOS 69 (1949): 199-215.
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administration and the lowest level of the bureaucracy up to the ministers of
state next to the king. The composing of literature was not in the remit of most
scribes, but we have documentation that some scribes had duties of teaching and
enhancing scribal skills and knowledge of philology: bilingual word lists needed
to be compiled, in part to help apprentice scribes learn to read and copy Sumerian
(which had apparently become only a learned language among scholars by about
the end of the 2nd millennium BCE). But there were other texts that presented
problems, such as divinatory texts and even literary wisdom texts that made
use of rare and archaic vocabulary. Thus, one scribal enterprise was to compile
commentaries on certain texts."* We also have evidence that some texts were
edited to produce new versions for political and perhaps theological reasons. This
is documented for the Enuma EIlis, the Babylonian creation epic, with its hero
Marduk. Under the Assyrian ruler Sennacherib, the Enuma Elis (as well as some
other texts) were edited to make ASSur the hero of the epic and the chief city Baltil
(= AS8ur) rather than Babylon.*?

One of the texts that — perhaps surprisingly — does not have commentaries is
the Epic of Gilgamesh. One possible reason for this is that it was not just passed
down unchanged but underwent a variety of developments and edits from its
origins (perhaps in the mid-3rd millennium BCE). The development of the Gil-
gamesh story has been investigated at least twice in recent decades. The process
can be fairly well documented because of the extent of preservation of copies of
the epic over 1500 years.

First was by Jeffrey Tigay® who argues that the story begins with Sumerian
texts (perhaps written in the Ur III period in the late 3rd millennium) that narrate
individual episodes about Gilgamesh, such as Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living,
Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven, The Deluge, The Death of Gilgamesh, Gilgamesh
and Agga, and Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the Netherworld. Some of these Sumerian
episodes were translated into Akkadian. At some point, an author (apparently a
single individual) took either the Sumerian tales or Akkadian translations of the
Sumerian material and created the unified Gilgamesh epic in the Old Babylonian
period. He did not just compile the epic but edited and rewrote existing material
and perhaps even invented material to make a coherent single narrative subordi-
nate to a single primary aim: “The plan of the integrated epic thus testifies to the

11 See especially Eckart Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries: Origins of Interpre-
tation, Guides to the Mesopotamian Textual Record 5 (Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2011).

12 Frahm, Babylonian and Assyrian Text Commentaries, 347-54.

13 Jeffrey H. Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1982).
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working of a single artistic mind”.** After the developments in the Old Babylo-
nian period, the epic continued to develop in a Middle Babylonian version, a late
version that contains the flood story,'® and the version in Berossus.®

More recently Daniel Fleming and Sara Milstein argue that the “Huwawa nar-
rative” is at the core of the epic’s growth.” They do not appear to rule out an oral
stage, but an earlier Sumerian version of the tale was turned into an Akkadian
version in the Old Babylonian period (early 2nd millennium BCE). This Akkadian
version was not, however, a simple translation of the Sumerian but a new inde-
pendent creation. This had material added before and after it, with some re-edit-
ing of the Huwawa narrative itself, to create the fuller Gilgamesh epic in the Old
Babylonian period. Their study stops at this point and does not trace the further
development of the epic after the Old Babylonian period.

In spite of the differences of the two analyses just outlined, there are substan-
tial agreements. It seems clear that there was an oral stage of Gilgamesh traditions
in the half millennium between a historical Gilgamesh, who seems to have been
king of Uruk somewhere in the period 2700-2500 BCE, and the earliest Sumerian
written texts with these traditions in the Ur III period. How the oral tradition was
passed down and how it came to be written down are questions to which we have
no answer. But it does seem that such an oral period of the various Gilgamesh
traditions did exist. After the developments in the Old Babylonian period (as dis-
cussed above), the epic continued to develop, with a Middle Babylonian version,
a late version that contains the flood story, and finally the version in Berossus.

2.4 Scribes in Egypt

The development of writing and scribalism in Egypt is well documented over three
millennia and more.”® In Egyptian inscriptions “scribe” and “administrator” are
often used interchangeably. Briefly, scribes were initially in the service of the king
and also took care of the affairs of the administration. They had a variety of differ-
ent functions, just as the higher officials in the administration had functions dif-

14 Tigay, The Evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic, 42.

15 ANET 72-99, probably dated to the late 2nd millennium.

16 Stanley M. Burstein, The Babyloniaca of Berossus, SANE 1/5 (Malibu: Undena, 1978), late 4%
century BCE.

17 Daniel E. Fleming and Sara ]. Milstein, The Buried Foundation of the Gilgamesh Epic: The
Akkadian Huwawa Narrative, Cuneiform Monographs 39 (Leiden: Brill; Atlanta: SBL Press, 2010).
18 E.g., Adelheid Schlott, Schrift und Schreiber im Alten Agypten, Beck’s Archéologische Biblio-
thek (Munich: Beck, 1989).
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ferent from the ordinary scribe at the bottom of the ladder, as their titles show*®:
at the lower level were those scribes who recorded the numbers of cattle or the
yield of the harvest (primarily for tax purposes) and perhaps wrote letters for the
illiterate at the village level. At the top were the high officials next to the king,
but they employed a “middle level” of scribes who did the actual work of writing,
recording, and translating. Although there are examples in which scribes rose in
status in the hierarchy, generally the sons of those at the bottom of the hierarchy
themselves remained also at the bottom, and so on.

In the New Kingdom a number of high scribes were responsible for recruiting
for the army and even leading it as generals.?® The Israelite “scribe of the army”
had a similar function of “recruiting the people of the land (for the military)” (2
Kgs 25:19; Jer. 52:25). Because their tombs have been preserved, we have the “auto-
biographies” of some Egyptian high officials who designate themselves as scribes
(e.g., Rechmire?!). Military campaigns required a number of ordinary scribes to
keep the “palace day book” in which the deeds of the king were recorded with
regard to military operations (e. g., Thutmose III?).

When we look at the literature produced, we find a variety of genres. An
important scribal product is the range of writings produced or selected as useful
for teaching apprentice scribes.?® In the First Intermediate Period we find writ-
ings, such as the Admonitions of Ipuwer or the Prophecies of Neferti, which have
been interpreted as an expression of the consternation felt by many during those
troubled times,** though not everyone agrees.”

We have another model for which we have good deal of information from the
Ptolemaic period: the village scribe. We shall focus on one particular archive here,
that of Menches, village scribe (kwpoypappatevg) of Kerkeosiris in the Fayum.?®

19 Schlott, Schrift und Schreiber im Alten Agypten, 93-94.

20 Schlott, Schrift und Schreiber im Alten Agypten, 217-37.

21 See Lexikon der Agyptologie 5:180-82.

22 Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature: Volume II: The New Kingdom (Berkeley/Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1976), 29-35.

23 Schlott, Schrift und Schreiber im Alten Agypten, 196-208.

24 Schlott, Schrift und Schreiber im Alten Agypten, 182-96.

25 Miriam Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature: Volume I: The Old and Middle Kingdom (Berke-
ley/Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1973).

26 A lengthier discussion of this figure is given in Lester L. Grabbe, “Scribes, Writing, and Epig-
raphy in the Second Temple Period”, in “See, I Will Bring a Scroll Recounting What Befell Me”
(Ps 40:8): Epigraphy and Daily Life from the Bible to the Talmud, Dedicated to the Memory of
Professor Hanan Eshel, Journal of Ancient Judaism Supplement 12, ed. Esther Eshel and Yigal
Levin (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2014), 105-21. A basic study is A. M. F. W. Verhoogt,
Menches, Komogrammateus of Kerkeosiris: The Doings and Dealings of a Village Scribe in the Late
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Menches first comes to our attention in a papyrus of about 120 BCE when his term
of office is renewed, indicating that he had already held the office for an unknown
period previously. A letter of appointment was written by the chief royal scribe
(BaotAikog ypappatelg) to the chief scribe of the toparchy.””

We do not know how Menches got the office. There is some evidence that
he knew or was related to someone substantial in the bureaucracy.?® The main
duty of the village scribe was to oversee the agricultural taxes of the area. For
this, detailed records of each property were kept, including its dimensions and
ownership. Crown land would be rented out, but non-crown land was subject to
taxes of various sorts. Taxes varied, depending on the crops being grown — even
whether the tax would be paid in kind or in silver. Thus, a careful record had to be
kept even of the types of crops being planted.

The village scribe was part of a hierarchical network of scribes, answerable
to the toparchy scribe (topogrammateus) and the chief royal scribe (basilikos
grammateus) who was above the toparchy scribes. This could lead to a dress-
ing down for not “respecting” the office of his superior, as in a letter in which
a relative of the toparchy scribe was alleged to have been given no special treat-
ment.?> Menches also found himself on the receiving end of various complaints
and excuses by those over whom he had responsibility for taxes and the like.3°
Another complaint was of an even more blatant offence, that of breaking into a
house and committing armed robbery.3* Menches himself was not immune from
serious legal charges, as is indicated by a petition that he made to the king and
queen themselves. He had been arrested because of an accusation of poisoning

Ptolemaic Period (120-110 B.C.), Papyrologica Lugduno-Batava 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1998). A recent
study of village scribes that uses other examples, as well as Menches, is found in Giovanni B.
Bazzana, Kingdom of Bureaucracy: The Political Theology of Village Scribes in the Sayings Gospel
Q, BETL 274 (Leuven: Peeters, 2015); his main interest is in applying the model to the origin of
the hypothesized Q document.

27 Bernard P. Grenfell, Arthur S. Hunt, and J. Gilbart Smyly (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I,
University of California Publications, Graeco-Roman Archaeology 1; Branch (London: Henry
Frowde, 1902): 72-73 (text no. 10); see also the translation in Verhoogt, Menches, Komogramma-
teus of Kerkeosiris, 60.

28 Cf. Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 70-71.

29 Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 94-95 (text no. 23).

30 Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 157-59 (text no. 50); see also the translation
in Roger S. Bagnall and Peter Derow (eds.), The Hellenistic Period: Historical Sources in Transla-
tion, Blackwell Sourcebooks in Ancient History 1 (Oxford: Blackwell; new edn, 2004), 175.

31 Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 152-53 (text no. 46); see also the translation
in Naphtali Lewis, Greeks in Ptolemaic Egypt: Case Studies in the Social History of the Hellenistic
World (Oxford: Clarendon, 1986), 121.
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against him; however, the charges were dismissed because the accusers failed to
appear when the court sat. But Menches appealed to royalty so that the same or
further charges would not be made against him.*

Although Kerkeosiris was only a village of about 1500 persons, the duties of
the village scribe were not carried out in an obscure corner. On the contrary, there
was regular correspondence not only with the toparchy scribe but even with the
chiefroyal scribe. Preserved are a number of letters to the various individuals who
held the office of topogrammateus during the period that Menches held office.
Yet the greatest portion of Menches’ outgoing correspondence was to the basi-
likos grammateus. The village scribe apparently had the responsibility of letting
the chief royal scribe know immediately whenever something went wrong, and
the date on the reports indicates they were done with dispatch. In one case, a
matter was apparently reported when Menches and Horus the basilikos gramma-
teus were together, since it concerned Menches’ own village. As soon as he had
further information, Menches made a “supplementary report” to Horus to keep
him informed.??

In the interests of communication — though the ultimate concern was maxi-
mizing state revenue - there was evidently an annual meeting in Alexandria, in
which all the toparchy scribes and some of the village scribes made the journey
down river to report to the chief royal scribe. However often Menches made this
journey is not known, but at least one letter seems to order him to do so.>*

To summarize briefly, the village scribe held an important office and was
responsible for keeping track of records in the local area, especially relating to
the assessing and collection of taxes on crops. This would also have applied spe-
cifically to village scribes in Judah but also in general to scribes in other spheres.
Even though the village scribe will not provide our main model, many scribes had
not only the important function of record keeping but also often a significant role
in administration. This scribal model is important.

32 Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 146—49 (text no. 43); see also the translation
in Lewis, Greeks in Ptolemaic Egypt, 116-17.

33 James G. Keenan and John C. Shelton (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Volume IV, Graeco-Roman
Memoirs 64 (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1976), 27-29 (text no. 1099); see also the trans-
lation in Verhoogt, Menches, Komogrammateus of Kerkeosiris, 91.

34 Grenfell, et al. (eds.), The Tebtunis Papyri, Part I, 103-5 (text no. 26).
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2.5 Example of Homeric Poems

A recent study on the origins of the Homeric poems is Jonathan Ready’s Orality,
Textuality, and the Homeric Epics;> one of its values is that it summarizes some of
the debate on the origins of the Iliad and the Odyssey and also draws on a good
deal of comparative studies, especially modern studies relating to oral literature
in various parts of the world. As I shall suggest, some aspects of Homerica study
have very interesting implications for the study of the origins of biblical literature;
on the other hand, there are also crucial differences, especially when we investi-
gate certain genres of biblical writings.

Two main theories about how the Homeric poems became written down are
discussed by Ready.*® One is the “dictation theory”, which suggests that a poet
dictated, i.e., performed or recited, the poem to a scribe. One variation on this
(that of M. L. West) is that the poet himself acted as the scribe or perhaps engaged
a scribe as an amanuensis. The other is the “evolutionary theory”, in which
various versions of the poems were written down, beginning at an early date,
though these eventually produced a standardized version by a process of editing.

According to Ready’s thesis, the written text is a product of a three-way inter-
action between the collector or sponsor, the poet, and the scribe. In some cases
the “collector” might be the poet himself who enlists the scribe to take down the
poem in writing. The poet is of course normally performing his recitation before
an audience and interacting with that audience. The environment in the process
of dictation would be different, even if there was still an audience. The poet would
have to give the scribe time to write down the text, which would slow the process
of recitation down considerably. It was also likely to make him more self-aware
of his poetry and more reflective on its content, perhaps leading to some self cen-
sorship.

2.6 Summary about Scribes

The following points seem to be suggested by the data examined above:

- Although they were not always distinguished, it appears that there were dif-
ferent types of scribes: those whose job was primarily to copy, though they
might well take dictation; scribes who drafted correspondence; village scribes

35 Jonathan L. Ready, Orality, Textuality, and the Homeric Epics: An Interdisciplinary Study of Oral
Texts, Dictated Texts, and Wild Texts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019).
36 Ready, Orality, Textuality, and the Homeric Epics, 101-4.
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who were responsible locally, especially in assessing and collecting taxes;
scribes who had important administrative responsibilities high up in govern-
ment; and, finally, scribes who composed and edited literature. The types of
scribe varied, of course, from culture to culture. Scribes often seemed to have
more than one task, but only the elite, with more leisure time, were probably
involved in composing or editing writings to be passed down.

Many scribes in Judah seem to have been members of the priestly cast,
whether altar priests or lower clergy (Levites). Scribes in the temple would
have been trained by priests. There are also indications that the scribal office
was often passed down from father to son, and training was probably a form
of apprenticeship.

Some scribes were important figures in the administration of the kingdoms
of Israel and Judah, as indicated by a number of biblical passages. Similarly,
once Judah became a province in the Persian and the Hellenistic empires,
with the high priest as the highest native figure, some scribes were high up in
the local government. Some scribes in the royal administration may not have
been priests, but many even of these scribes were probably priests. Similarly,
during the Persian and Hellenistic periods, some of the scribes might still
have been temple personnel.

The komogrammateus or village scribe is well documented in Egypt, and
these data have been plausibly extrapolated to other regions. This is proba-
bly not a good model for the origins of most Jewish literature, however, since
village scribes were not likely to be involved in the composition of literature.
Such religious and literary writings were probably more often the product of
priestly scribes.

In Mesopotamia such writings as the Epic of Gilgamesh and the Enuma Elish
give examples of how literature might develop in the scribal sphere. Gil-
gamesh moved from a (hypothetical) oral stage to Sumerian tales to a first
(hypothetical) Akkadian version of the Huwawa tale to the full Gilgamesh
epic. Similarly, we see the Babylonian creation epic deliberately edited by
Assyrian scribes (probably under Sennacherib) to produce an “Assyrianized”
version that makes the god AsSur the hero of the tale.

Some of the work being done on the development of the Homeric poems and
their transfer from the oral sphere to writing helps us to understand how oral
tradition can become written literature. An important aspect of this is the
question of dictation, since the person with knowledge of the oral tradition
might dictate to a scribe. An example of this is already found in the figures of
Jeremiah and Baruch.



212 —— Lester L. Grabbe

3 Scribes and the Production of Literature

It seems clear that much of the literature that we possess from antiquity is a
scribal product. It may be that a book like Qohelet was written by perhaps a lit-
erate member of the upper classes rather than by a professional scribe, but this
would have been exceptional in the ancient Near East, especially before the Hel-
lenistic period. In the Greco-Roman world we have many writings authored by
individuals who were playwrights, philosophers, poets, and historians who did
not belong to the scribal profession as such. Nevertheless, when we are looking
at the vast bulk of Jewish literature from antiquity, we appear to be viewing a
scribal product. The survey of scribalism in the previous section has thrust upon
us a number of possible models for the production of the Hebrew Bible and other
Jewish literature. We can now consider the usefulness of some of these.

The model of the village scribe is interesting because we have a good deal of
information on the office. It has also been used recently as a means of postulating
the origin of the hypothetical Q source in the gospels of Matthew and Luke. This
thesis might work well with the Q gospel source (though this is a matter for NT
scholars to debate). Yet it seems unlikely that it will help us with the origin of parts
of the Hebrew Bible, which are more likely to be the product of temple scribes.

Work done over the past century and more on the Homeric poems may help
us. It shows us that great literature might have had an oral stage, perhaps even
narratives of considerable length only in oral form. The problem with this model
is that the narratives we are investigating in this conference are not poetry and
are not likely to have had an origin as poetry. On the other hand, an oral stage
for some or much of the material is a reasonable assumption. Also, some of the
recent discussion of the Homeric epics has emphasized the importance of con-
sidering a dictation model, in which the oral material is reduced to writing by
the oral poet’s dictation of it to a professional scribe. This is important because
we have evidence that certain writings from the late monarchy and the Persian
period were dictated by individuals to scribes. For example, Jeremiah is pictured
as dictating some of his prophecies to Baruch (Jer. 36). At Elephantine Arsames
dictated letters to a scribe, as we know from the letters preserved that give the
name of the scribe. Such would have been easier than for an oral poet to perform
the Iliad or the Odyssey with a scribe taking it down in writing. We shall return to
this point below.
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4 Examples of Scribal Literary Development

Of particular importance are examples of writings that show actual evidence of
scribal development. There are few of these, sadly, but there are some. Here are
four such examples that show development that can be catalogued and is not just
hypothesized.

First, there is the Gilgamesh epic, which was discussed at length above.>”
Its investigation is important because the evolution of the epic is significantly
documented. There are still gaps that have to be filled, but its development over
perhaps 1500 years can be observed in ways that Hebrew Bible scholars can only
dream of because the many copies have given us variant versions, some of which
seem to be intermediate between others. Therefore, even though the process of
editing is nowhere described, it can be inferred from the various copies of the epic
over the centuries. What we find is that the original 3rd-millennium Sumerian
tale (the “Huwawa story”) — which probably had an oral stage — was turned into
Akkadian at the beginning of the 2nd millennium in the Old Babylonian period,
but the Akkadian version was not a translation of the Sumerian tale as such but a
new creation by the “translator” who retold the story in his own words. The story
was then further adapted by having other narratives relating to Gilgamesh edited
before and after it, to give an epic of Gilgamesh.

What this model indicates is that narratives or other traditional elements
can - indeed, usually do — evolve over time, normally becoming longer and more
detailed in the later stages. This has long been the hypothesis in Hebrew Bible
studies but, unfortunately, often difficult to find concrete evidence for it. This is
why such models are so important.

This general statement is also illustrated by the book of Jeremiah. Much work
has gone into proposing how the book arose at the hypothetical level. For our
purposes, though, two stages in this development seem to be preserved in the
Septuagint version and the Hebrew Masoretic version. There is wide agreement
that the LXX version represents an earlier stage in the writing of the book.?® This
is based not only on comparing the Greek and Hebrew versions but also Qumran
manuscript 4QJer® (4Q71). This is a very fragmentary version, but at Jeremiah 9:21-
10:22(?) the Qumran manuscript follows the LXX text in lacking verses 6-8 and 10

37 See under the heading, “Scribes in Mesopotamia”.

38 E.g., J. Gerald Janzen, Studies in the Text of Jeremiah, Harvard Semitic Monographs 6 (Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1973); William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commen-
tary on Jeremiah: Volume I Introduction and Commentary on Jeremiah [-XXV, ICC (Edinburgh: T &
T Clark, 1986); Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah: A Commentary, OTL (London: SCM, 1986).
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and having verse 9 between 5a and 5b.3 This is a good example illustrating that
the LXX translator of Jeremiah was not abbreviating his Hebrew Vorlage but trans-
lating it faithfully. With a text one-eighth shorter than the MT, the original Hebrew
text of the LXX has been considerably expanded by later scribes to give us the MT.

Another example focuses on Daniel 4. Already in 1935 Wolfram von Soden
argued that the legend of Nabonidus lay behind Daniel’s story.*® The Nabonidus
Chronicle was available to him,*! then in the next couple of decades surprising
new information confirmed von Soden’s inspired proposal. One was the discov-
ery of the Harran inscription in 1956 in which Nabonidus’s stay in the area of
Teman toward the end of the Neo-Babylonian period in quest of the god Sin was
described.** Nabonidus’s actions were interpreted by many in the establishment
of Babylon as madness, especially as exemplified in the Verse Account of Naboni-
dus.** Some years later a text found among the Qumran scrolls was published,
the 4QPrayer of Nabonidus (4Q242), which was a story of the Babylonian king
Nabonidus being ill for seven years but cured by a Jewish exorcist. What we now
have are three stages in the story:

(i) Story of Nabonidus’s religious quest of ten years in Teman (this may have
been only an oral stage circulating in Babylon but is supported by the official
accounts): (a) Harran inscriptions: Nabonidus’s official statement about what
he was doing; (b)The Nabonidus Chronicle: the official account of Nabonidus’s
reign. (ii) 4Q242: Nabonidus’s strange behavior has become an illness, and his ten
years in Teman have become seven of illness. (iii) Daniel 7: Nabonidus has become
Nebuchadnezzar, and the Jewish exorcist from the exiles has transformed into the
dream interpreter Daniel.

There may not be a linear development in the surviving documents, that is,
Daniel 4 may not be a direct literary development from 4Q242 (or its ancestors),
but each represents a stage in the development of the tradition that became Daniel
4 from the original story of Nabonidus.*

39 Emanuel Tov, “Three Fragments of Jeremiah from Qumran Cave 4,” Revue de Qumran 15
(1992): 531-41.

40 Wolfram von Soden, “Eine babylonische Volksiiberlieferung von Nabonid in den Daniel-
erzdhlungen,” ZAW 53 (1935): 81-89.

41 See especially Albert K. Grayson, Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles, Texts from Cuneiform
Sources 5 (Locust Valley, NY: J. J. Augustin, 1975), 104-11.

42 ANET 560-63.

43 ANET 312-15.

44 Further discussion can be found in Matthias Henze, The Madness of King Nebuchadnezzar:
The Ancient Near Eastern Origins and Early History of Interpretation of Daniel 4, JSJSup 61 (Lei-
den: Brill, 1999); Carol A. Newsom, “Why Nabonidus? Excavating Traditions from Qumran, the
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The final example concerns the Qumran and Cairo Genizah texts of the
Damascus Document.*> Already the two copies found in the Cairo Genizah (CD)
raised questions about the relationship of their texts, but the discovery of approx-
imately ten copies at Qumran has made it clear to many that there were devel-
opments in the text over time. The “Admonition” section (CD 1-8, 19-20) would
presumably have needed periodic updating because it contained the regulations
about a closed community and its organization. The “Laws” section (CD 9-16)
seems to have been more stable, but both sections have now been studied from a
traditio-historical perspective.

Already it was determined that CD 19-20 and 15-16 should probably be placed
between CD 8 and CD 9. Then 4QD? (= 4Q266) demonstrated a much fuller version
of the Damascus Document. It apparently has both the beginning and end of the
text, based on the physical presentation of the manuscripts. It demonstrates the
order CD 1-8, 1920, 15-16, 9-14, but it also shows that a section of text beginning
the document is not found in CD (at least, as preserved); it also has an ending not
found in CD. 4QD? preserves a section of text that preceded CD 1.1. 4QD?, along
with 4QDP (4Q267), 4QDc (4Q268), 4QD? (4Q269), 4QD¢ (4Q270), 4QDf (4Q271),
4QDs# (4Q272), and 4QpapDP (4Q273), also give various statements in the “Laws”
section which add further regulations not addressed in CD, including disqual-
ifications for various categories of priests, on diseases, on agriculture, on the
jubilee years, clothing for male and female, appropriate marriages, to name some
of them. Of particular interest is that 4QD¢, frag. 7, i.1-21, is parallel to the Commu-
nity Rule (1QS 7.12-21), as is 4QD¢ parallel to 1QS 7.14-18. It has often been felt that
the Damascus Document and the Community Rule were somehow related, though
few studies seem to have demonstrated this in any detail.

A number of different traditio-historical analyses of the Damascus Document
have appeared over the years, which will not be discussed further here.*® Most of
those dealing with the “Admonition” section were done before the Qumran texts
became available. The main point, though, is that in the variety of versions now
available we seem to see the text developing over time. In this case, the shorter
version — CD - is much later than the earlier (Qumran) versions. It may be that CD
has been accidentally abbreviated rather than deliberately shortened, though we

Hebrew Bible, and Neo-Babylonian Sources”, in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Transmission of Traditions
and Production of Texts, STDS 92, ed. Metso, Sarianna, Hindy Najman, and Eileen Schuller (Lei-
den: Brill, 2010), 57-79.

45 See especially Charlotte Hempel, The Laws of the Damascus Document: Sources, Tradition,
and Redaction, STD] 29 (Brill: Leiden, 1998); Charlotte Hempel, The Damascus Texts (Sheffield
Academic Press, 2000).

46 See the survey in Hempel, The Damascus Texts, 44-53.
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cannot be absolutely sure.*” In any case, the later version of an edited work is not
invariably longer; this is only a tendency. Further study may show a complicated
development of this text of the Damascus Document.

5 My Proposal for Connecting Chronicles and P

With regard to P, it was probably compiled in the early Persian period, though
those members of the “Kaufmann school” who see pre-exilic signs in P are prob-
ably right about some or even much of the material in P. But the final product is
probably post-exilic, or more likely from the Persian period.*® If the standard
theory (based on Graf-Wellhausen) is accepted, P included a variety of material:
directions and descriptions relating to the temple and the cult but also genealo-
gies and narrative material about Israel’s past. Priests were interested in giving
their own take on Israel’s early history, including creation, the primordial period,
the post-flood renewal, the patriarchs, and Israel’s removal from Egypt to the
Promised Land. The classic P hypothesis does not just propose cultic and ritual
regulations; it also includes narrative — a Heilsgeschichte beginning with creation
and leading up to entry into the promised land. The creation story in Genesis
1 seems to be cognizant of the Babylonian creation epic the Enuma EliS. 1 have
argued that a version of the Pentateuch that we now know was compiled in the
Persian period, probably in the 4th century BCE, perhaps including the participa-
tion of Ezra the priest and scribe.*’ The Deuteronomistic History (DH) seems to

47 Hempel, The Damascus Texts, 24.

48 See especially the commentary of Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Leviticus: A Commentary, OTL
(Louisville, KY: Westminister John Knox, 1996); ET of Das dritte Buch Mose: Leviticus, Das Alte
Testament Deutsch 6 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993), which argues the case well.
The massive commentary by Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduc-
tion and Commentary, AB 3 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,1991); Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 17-22: A
New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 3A (New York: Doubleday, 2000); Jacob
Milgrom, Leviticus 23-27: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 3B (New
York: Doubleday, 2001) argues that P fitted the pre-monarchic phase of Israel, which reflects the
small size of the territory. Granted that P seems designed for a small political entity in Palestine,
the Persian province is a better fit with the known data (especially the language used) than the
alleged pre-monarchic entity.

49 See especially Lester L. Grabbe, “The Last Days of Judah and the Roots of the Pentateuch:
What Does History Tell Us?” in The Fall of Jerusalem and the Rise of the Torah, FAT 107, ed. Peter
Dubovsky, Dominik Markl, and Jean-Pierre Sonnet (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 19-45; also
Lester L. Grabbe, “Elephantine and the Torah”, in In the Shadow of Bezalel: Aramaic, Biblical, and
Ancient Near Eastern Studies in Honor of Bezalel Porten, Culture and History of the Ancient Near
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have been compiled before the end of the Neo-Babylonian period, though some
would want to put it in the early Persian period.>®

The composer(s) of Chronicles (Chr) probably worked in the early Hellenis-
tic period and thus perhaps a century or even two after P. But he/they already
had available to him/them a “history” as laid out in the Pentateuch and DH that
extended from creation to the fall of Jerusalem in 587/586 (at least, in outline form,
if not as detailed as in the present texts). But to Chr there were some deficiencies
in this history, because it did not say enough about the temple and priesthood.
Thus, Chr set out to write a version more congenial to their concerns. Whether
Chr had P available as a separate document, rather than just as a part of the com-
pleted Pentateuch is unlikely, but it is not impossible.

Chr did not repeat the first part of this history as such, but covered it by means
of the extended genealogies in 1 Chron. 1-9. Whether it was revised independently
from a version of Samuel-Kings,”* as is conventionally assumed, or had a base
text that had been revised by the author of Samuel-Kings (so A. G. Auld argues,
based on De Wette®?), it was important to link the organization of the temple
and priesthood to David, the first “proper” king of the people. The author was
probably a member of the priesthood or at least someone close to the temple and
priests (cf. the later author Ben Sira). In any case, Chr also may have remem-
bered that under the monarchy, the king was the highest cultic official, and all the
priests (including the high priest) ultimately answered to him.>* Some members
of the priesthood wanted to present the king as subject to the priests (e. g., Deut.

East 60, ed. Alejandro F. Botta (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2013), 125-35. On the question of Ezra, see
Lester L. Grabbe, “Penetrating the Legend: in Quest of the Historical Ezra”, in Open-Mindedness
in the Bible and Beyond: A Volume of Studies in Honour of Bob Becking, LHBOTS 616, ed. Marjo
C. A. Korpel and Lester L. Grabbe (London and New York: Bloomsbury T & T Clark, 2015), 97-110.
50 Cf. especially Thomas C. Romer and Albert de Pury, “Deuteronomistic Historiography (DH):
History of Research and Debated Issues”, in Israel Constructs its History: Deuteronomistic Histo-
riography in Recent Research, JSOTSup 306, ed. Albert de Pury, Thomas Rémer, and Jean-Daniel
Macchi (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 24-141, for a discussion of Noth’s original
thesis and the subsequent developments of the theory.

51 It has been rightly argued that the version of Samuel-Kings used in such a hypothesized revi-
sion would have been different from the recension in the Masoretic text (e. g., Werner E. Lemke,
“The Synoptic Problem in the Chronicler’s History”, HTR 58 [1965]: 349-63). But it would probably
not have been significantly different. Much of the text of Chronicles not found in Samuel-Kings
was probably contributed by Chr himself rather than being in the base text he was revising.

52 A. Graeme Auld, Kings without Privilege: David and Moses in the Story of the Bible’s Kings
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994).

53 Grabbe, Priests, Prophets, Diviners, Sages, 20—40.
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17:14-20), but this was evidently not the view of Chr — at least, as far as David was
concerned.>*

It is David himself who not only gathered all the material for building the
temple but also organized the priesthood and the cultic service, according to 1
Chron. 22-28. Not much was left for Solomon to do, if 1 Chronicles is anything to
go by! The history of the monarchy emphasizes the place of the priests and the
existence of all sorts of prophets and holy men not found in 1 and 2 Samuel and
1 and 2 Kings. What this suggests is that Chr, although probably (a) priest(s) or
Levite(s), belonged to a different school from the compilers of P. Or perhaps it was
just that Chr was a generation or more removed from the P school and saw things
differently because of the change in circumstance with regard to the priests in the
early Hellenistic period.

It seems clear that priestly knowledge was passed down orally, i. e., by appren-
ticeship. There would have been no need to write it down: it was preserved in the
collective minds of the priests and handed on by teaching and example to the new
generations of priests learning their trade. Writings such as Leviticus are clearly
not for temple personnel but for the wider Israelite community, though based (in
part, at least) on priestly knowledge and practice. This means that at some point
this oral tradition and practice was reduced to writing, specifically to educate the
non-priestly lay Israelites. It might have been a senior priest who wrote it down,
but it could well have been that a senior priest dictated the material to a younger
priestly scribe.

Thus, the picture of the temple given by the priestly writer(s) of Chronicles
is inspired in part by the P section of the Pentateuch, but also by the knowledge
of the priestly tradition available to scribes, current cultic practice in the temple
and, finally, Chr’s utopian imagination of the temple state that he would like to
have seen in his own day.

6 Conclusions

The present study could only go so far because of the sporadic nature of the
evidence. I have drawn attention to the hypothetical nature of the standard tra-
ditio-historical analysis. Yet the present paper has been disappointing in that

54 It must be admitted that Uzziah is presented as being cursed by God with a disease because
of trying to offer sacrifices in the temple (2 Chron 26:16-21), even though Solomon and David had
done the same thing (1 Chron 21:28; 2 Chron 1:6). He may, therefore, have distinguished between
David and subsequent kings of Judah.
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it has not been able to obviate the hypothetical aspect of our textual analysis:
conjecture and hypothesis have also been a necessary part of this study. Only
in four examples has it been possible to provide actual demonstration of some
textual development. Also, this study’s results might seem to many readers as less
exciting than some of the traditio-historical reconstructions in some of the other
papers. This does not, however, licence us to ignore the need for finding evidence,
as far as possible, in scribal practice. From that point of view the present study
has merit. It has made the following points about scribes relevant to the issue of
the conference:

— A variety of scribes with a variety of different duties are documented from
various ancient Near Eastern cultures. Not all of them (e. g., the village scribe)
are useful models for suggesting how biblical writings originated, but the
work of elite and priestly scribes might be more helpful.

— InJudah the bulk of scribes seem to have been priests or other temple person-
nel. There were also scribes in the royal or local imperial administration, but
even these might have been priestly scribes.

- From the examples of Egypt and Mesopotamia we can see that literature was
created because of various needs within the scribal profession. Writings were
required for teaching purposes, and we have some examples in which the
state (i. e., the king) wanted certain writings edited for state purposes (e.g.,
the Enuma Elis under Sennacherib). Yet some of the literature appears to have
originated and been developed for aesthetic, creative, and even theological
reasons (e. g., the Epic of Gilgamesh).

— Studies relating to the Homeric poems have led to various theories about how
oral material gets put into writing. The question of dictation by the oral poet
to a scribe is a model that has been discussed. Although the biblical material
was often not in poetic form, the dictation model could still be helpful.

- Yet it has been possible to give a few examples where the development of the
text can be witnessed in part because various versions have come down to
us, illustrating to some extent the work of scribes in progress. Generally, the
progress is from shorter to longer, from simpler to more complex, but this is
not invariable: there are examples in which later versions are shorter, though
in some cases this is because of deliberate editing for particular reasons.

With regard to the relationship between the P document and the books of Chron-

icles, the following points can be made:

— Both P and Chronicles appear to be priestly products. P is certainly from the
priests, though the author(s) of Chronicles might be individual(s) close to the
priesthood without being priest(s) himself(themselves), similar to the situa-
tion of Ben Sira.
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— P seems to be a product of the Persian period in its final form, even though
some or even much of the material might well have been from the period of
the monarchy. It looks to reflect the province of Judah under Persian rule.

— The author(s) of Chronicles, probably writing in the early Greek period

(perhaps a century or two later than P), had a number of sources and influ-
ences:

— Aversion of Samuel and Kings

— The P document (whether as a separate document or as a part of a com-
pleted Pentateuch

- Other priestly and temple traditions, perhaps in oral form

— The author’s(authors’) vision of a utopian theocratic (i. e., priestly) para-
dise

From these data, which seem generally accepted, we can then embark on the
task of analyzing the present text of the Pentateuch. The results of that analysis
remain hypothetical in that we have no intermediate documents that fill the gaps.
Instead, we have to bridge these gaps by intelligent conjecture (as we have for
the past two or three centuries), but as long as these conjectures keep the scribal
evidence in mind and built on it, their plausibility is enhanced and can be better
compared and evaluated.
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Atonement, Sacred Space and Ritual
Time: The Chronicler as Reader of Priestly
Pentateuchal Narrative

1 Introduction

The essays in this volume explore the relationship between the so-called Priestly
literature and the book of Chronicles. This contribution examines the concept of
atonement, which is significant in Priestly Pentateuchal texts, and the application
of this concept in Chronicles with respect to ritual time.

It is notable that the 782 word group is rare in Chronicles, occurring only three
times as a verb, along with a single reference to the n7582 on the ark. By contrast,
the verb 982 occurs dozens of times in Leviticus and Numbers, particularly in
relation to consecration rituals, violations of altar purity, and calendric obser-
vances. Most notably, the “Day of Atonement” occupies quite a significant place
in the structure of the Book of Leviticus (Lev 16) and within the various ritual
calendars of P/H (which are more elaborate than the other lists of observances in
the Pentateuch). Several commentators have noted that the Chronicler integrates
certain uniquely Priestly elements of ritual practice into his narrative, but have
struggled to see how “atonement,” particularly the Day of Atonement, fits into the
Chronicler’s presentation.

In investigating the possible conceptual and textual relationships between
Chronicles and P, I pose the question in reverse: if the Chronicler were indeed a
devotee of the Priestly worldview and a reader of the Priestly literature [even as we
recognize the subtle difference between those two contentions], and if he indeed
wished to present Israel’s monarchic story through the lens of the Priestly con-
cepts of “atonement,” ritual space and ritual time — how would he have done so,
and at which points in his narrative would such concepts have been significant?

I argue that the Chronicler interprets the Pentateuch (including so-called
Priestly literature) in something close to its final form, with a sensitivity to its
narrative structure. The Pentateuch as a narrative allows the Chronicler a range
of ways in which to apply Priestly concepts and rituals within his history of Israel,
particularly in moments that are relevant to calendric observances, altar purity
and contamination, and “atonement.”
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The first section of this article situates the Priestly material on atonement,
ritual space and ritual time within the narrative context of the Pentateuch, with a
particular focus on moments in the narrative that are most relevant to the Chron-
icler’s usage. The second section explores three instances of the Chronicler’s
appropriation of this Priestly material: Hezekiah’s reforms (2 Chr 29-31), Uzziah’s
transgression (2 Chr 26:16-23), and Solomon’s consecration and establishment
of the temple (2 Chr 5-8). We will also compare similar appropriation of Priestly
“atonement” rituals in Ezekiel 43 and 45. In each of these instances, I argue that
certain conspicuous absences of Priestly ideas are not due to ignorance of P or
opposition to P, but rather narrative sophistication in the Chronicler’s reading of
P as (part of) Torah. The concluding third section will draw out some implications
for diachronic studies of the Pentateuch, Chronicles, and other narrative litera-
ture of the Persian period.

If it can be demonstrated that there is close affinity between Chronicles and
the so-called Priestly texts of the Pentateuch, then this could lend support to the
idea that the Chronicler is an early reader of a Pentateuch that is close to its final
form.

1.1 Methodology and Premises

For Chronicles, more so than for other books of the Hebrew Bible, it can be appro-
priate to use the singular term “Chronicler” to describe the person or circle who
compiled and finalized the book that is very close to the received text. It is plau-
sible to speak of a single author who deliberately brought together disparate
materials and perspectives into a work that exhibits some measure of theological
coherence.

Chronicles may also be viewed as a document designed to build consensus by
drawing together the strands of Israel’s and Judah'’s story that represent different
constituencies in his day. The Chronicler focuses on the story of Judah, yet holds
out hope that the Northern Israelite tribes will be joined to the Southern tribes and
worship at the Jerusalem temple.! I and others have argued that the Chronicler rep-
resents a Judah- and Levi-centered view of his people’s past, yet also reaches out
to Benjaminites, smoothing over the tensions represented by the warring houses
of David and Saul, and holding out hope that the historically Benjaminite towns
would remain loyal to the Jerusalem cult rather than to other Yahwistic sanctuaries

1 See, for example, Gary N. Knoppers, Jews and Samaritans: The Origins and History of Their
Early Relations (Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), 71-101.
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that were available.? Gary N. Knoppers, John W. Wright, and others have argued that
Chronicles represents an attempt to mediate between the Levites and the priests.?
Into each of these conflicts between groups that could form the Jerusalem temple’s
constituency in the Persian period, the Chronicler injects his own perspective that
may or may not have been fully representative of those groups’ perspectives and
stories.* We might never know with any certainty how successful was the Chron-
icler’s attempt at building consensus through his revisionist, re-forming history.>
Most relevant to this paper is the Chronicler’s apparent attempt at blending
the legal traditions that prevailed as torah in his day and applying them to his his-
torical sources. While the notion of a “Deuteronomistic History” has undergone
many permutations and modifications since Martin Noth’s original idea,® the texts
of Samuel-Kings do exhibit a strong affinity to Deuteronomic legal tradition. For
the Chronicler, the Priestly tradition is now recognized as authoritative Torah,
and so he brings the stories of the monarchy into conformity with both Deutero-
nomic and Priestly legal requirements. In a previous publication I have shown, for
example, that the different conceptions of sacrificial centralization between Deu-
teronomic and Levitical texts account for key divergences between Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles, for this very reason.” Yet this distinction must not be overplayed,
as Ehud Ben Zvi, Knoppers and Louis C. Jonker® have shown that the Chronicler

2 Benjamin D. Giffone, ‘Sit At My Right Hand’: The Chronicler’s Portrait of the Tribe of Benjamin
in the Social Context of Yehud, LHBOTS 628. (London/New York: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2016),
especially 207-228.

3 Gary N. Knoppers, “Hierodules, Priests, or Janitors? The Levites in Chronicles and the History
of the Israelite Priesthood,” JBL 118 (1999): 49-72; John W. Wright, ““Those Doing the Work for
the Service in the House of the Lord’: 1 Chronicles 23:6-24:31 and the Socio-Historical Context
for the Temple of Yahweh in Jerusalem in the Late Persian/Early Hellenistic Period,” in Judah
and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B.C.E., eds. Oded Lipschits, Gary N. Knoppers, and Rainer
Albertz (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 361-84. See also the discussion in Louis C. Jonker,
Defining All-Israel in Chronicles: Multi-levelled Identity Negotiation in Late Persian-Period Yehud,
FAT 106 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016), 106-113.

4 Giffone, ‘Sit At My Right Hand’, 224-226.

5 Irather like this double-meaning intended by Louis C. Jonker, “Reforming History: The Herme-
neutical Significance of the Books of Chronicles,” VT 57 (2007): 21-44.

6 For a broad history of perspectives: Thomas Rémer, The So-Called Deuteronomistic History: A
Sociological, Historical and Literary Introduction (London: T&T Clark, 2005). My own perspective
is outlined in a forthcoming essay (2022), “Regathering Too Many Stones? Scribal Constraints,
Community Memory, and the ‘Problem’ of Elijah’s Sacrifice for Deuteronomism in Kings.”

7 Benjamin D. Giffone, “According to Which ‘Law of Moses’? Cult Centralization in Samuel,
Kings, and Chronicles,” VT 67 (2017): 432-447.

8 Ehud Ben Zvi, “Are There Any Bridges Out There? How Wide Was the Conceptual Gap Between
the Deuteronomistic History and Chronicles?” in Community Identity in Judean Historiography:
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also held Deuteronomistic Torah in high regard and sought in certain places to
bring his sources even more into line with Deuteronomism - the Chronicler was
both Priestly and Deuteronomistic.’

If Chronicles is a consensus-building document that attempts in places to
impose a unified - or, unifying — perspective on the source traditions,® the Pen-
tateuch by comparison might be viewed as a compromise document that blends
various traditions using the device of a grand narrative of progressive legal reve-
lation and revision.! While the narrative of Exodus through Deuteronomy allows
a certain measure of unevenness in the received Torah, we encounter legal diver-
gences that are well-known and impossible to “harmonize,” despite some appar-
ent attempts by ancient interpreters (such as the Chronicler).”? Pentateuchal
source criticism is a wide and diverse arena, with entirely different approaches
represented in different academic circles and cultures, and identification of
sources vigorously contested.'® For these reasons one must always approach cau-
tiously — yet this study will rarely attempt to excavate more than a single editorial

Biblical and Comparative Perspectives, eds. Gary N. Knoppers and Kenneth A Ristau (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 59-86; Gary N. Knoppers, “The Relationship of the Deuteronomis-
tic History to Chronicles: Was the Chronicler a Deuteronomist?” in Congress Volume Helsinki 2010,
VTSup 148, ed. Martti Nissinen (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 307-341; Louis C. Jonker, “Was the Chronicler
More Deuteronomic Than the Deuteronomist? Explorations into the Chronicler’s Relationship
with Deuteronomic Legal Traditions,” SJOT 27 (2013): 191-203.

9 Knoppers is cautious in this regard: “It will not do, therefore, to situate Chronicles squarely
within an ongoing Deuteronomistic tradition. Fixating on similar verbiage and the affinities
between synoptic texts can mislead scholars into thinking that there is more continuity between
the Chronistic and the Deuteronomistic works than is actually the case. Rather than thinking of
the Chronicler as a Deuteronomist, it may be better to think of the Chronicler as an individual
author, who self-consciously imitates and revises Deuteronomistic texts as one important means
to construct his own literary work.” Knoppers, “Was the Chronicler a Deuteronomist,” 332.

10 Giffone, ‘Sit At My Right Hand’, 7; David A. Glatt-Gilad, “Chronicles as Consensus Literature,”
in What Was Authoritative for Chronicles? Eds. Ehud Ben Zvi and Diana Edelman (Winona Lake,
IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), 67-75.

11 “... The Pentateuchal law in its final form represents a compromise between different interest
groups with their own legal traditions worked out in several stages during the two centuries
of Persian rule” (Joseph Blenkinsopp, The Pentateuch: An Introduction to the First Five Books
of the Bible [New York: Doubleday, 1992], 241). See also Glatt-Gilad, “Chronicles as Consensus
Literature,” 74.

12 See the well-known example of 2 Chr 35:13, “they boiled the paschal-offering in fire according
to custom”; Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1985), 135-136.

13 See the recent, massive edited volume showcasing these differences: Jan Christian Gertz et al.,
eds., The Formation of the Pentateuch: Bridging the Academic Cultures of Europe, Israel and North
America, FAT 111 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016).
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layer, as the aim is to discover the coherence that the Chronicler apparently saw
in the Torah.'

Scholars have long noted the apparent gap between what is presumed as
“Law” in the so-called Deuteronomistic History and in Chronicles, and that this
gap can in significant measure be explained by the adoption of material that
modern scholars designate as “Priestly.” Yet we must remember that these des-
ignations are theoretical; without tangible manuscript evidence of development,
they remain so. Even as we may find diachronic models historically plausible
and compelling, the earliest readers of the Pentateuch as “Torah” did not make
such distinctions between Deuteronomistic, Priestly, Holiness, and post-Priestly
texts. Rather, they read the text synchronically, with awareness of its narrative
progression. On the other hand, Chronicles is a tangible example of development
of tradition. The more “Torah” that we can detect within Chronicles, the more
finely-tuned our diachronic models for Pentateuchal development can be.

As we consider the Persian context of Chronicles and its Torah, we should
note the significance of ritual calendars for a cult that is working to expand its
authority through subsuming all these identities and factions within its domain.
First, authorities would wish to have the power to summon people to the central
location bringing offerings and other resources — pilgrimage feasts. Second,
authorities want to tell people what they should do and when in their own towns,
on a schedule — sabbaths, new moons, and sabbath years. However, regular obser-
vances that never change and do not require pilgrimage could render a central-
ized authority obsolete, so long as the local authorities follow the initial rulings.
Thus, a third exercise of power is the ability to make changes to the calendar,
and to make rulings in exceptional situations. This ability to interpret and apply
established rules in changing circumstances is precisely what we will see in the
Chronicler’s use of authoritative texts.

1.2 Disconnect between P and Chronicles? Preliminary Survey

There are at least three portions of Chronicles that should be kept in view as we
consider the narrative background of the concepts of atonement, violations of
ritual space, and ritual time in the Pentateuch.

14 In this respect I find myself sympathetic with the cautious approaches of David M. Carr, The
Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New Reconstruction (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2011); and Joshua A. Berman, Inconsistency in the Torah: Ancient Literary Convention and the
Limits of Source Criticism (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).
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1) Many commentators have seen that the Chronicler adds Priestly elements
to the Deuteronomistic account of Solomon’s temple dedication and establish-
ment of regular cultic activities (2 Chr 5-8). The Chronicler’s “correction” of MT
1 Kings 8:65-66 with respect to the timeline of the dedication, however, leads to
potential overlap with the Day of Atonement on the tenth day of the seventh month
(m07d10). However, the Day of Atonement is not mentioned where it “should” be
in Chronicles — due to oversight, ignorance, polemic, or conscious omission.

2) Uzziah’s attempt to burn incense (2 Chr 26:16-23) is recognized as having
many echoes of Priestly passages in the Pentateuch, particularly in relation to
altar purity violations: the offering of unauthorized fire by a non-priest, and
leprosy as a source of impurity.

3) The narrative of Hezekiah’s reforms (2 Chr 29-31) includes references to
“atonement,” and demonstrates some affinities to Priestly n&vn rituals for altar,
leadership, and the assembly. Some scholars have noted similarities to the Day of
Atonement ritual in Leviticus 16, but dismissed direct connection with this ritual
due to Hezekiah’s reforms occurring in the first month of the ritual year. Thus, the
Priestly ritual calendars and the exception for delayed celebration of Passover
(Num 9) in narrative context are particularly relevant for this study.

The puzzle in each of these instances is: if the Chronicler were in fact aware
of the Priestly material and regarded it as Torah, why are these scenarios not
more “Priestly” than they appear to be at first glance? What are we to make of
the apparent incongruities with the Priestly dimensions of the Pentateuch? At
each step, therefore, we should consider the likelihood of the alternatives: that
the Chronicler was not aware of Priestly texts in their received form, or that the
Chronicler was in fact aware of such Priestly observances but excluded them due
to anti-Priestly tendencies.

2 Narrative Context of Priestly Day of Atonement
and Passover

A narrative approach to the Pentateuch reveals closer alignment between Chron-
icles and P — which, at the very least, shows us one way that the Chronicler is
reading the texts available to him. Rolf Rendtorff aptly proposes:

We should not think too strictly in terms of literary dependence. I imagine that persons like
the authors of the books of Chronicles knew a great deal about their people’s national and
religious tradition without having constantly to consult written documents. In some cases,
of course, they used written material; in others, they might have drawn from their own
knowledge gained through experience and education, for authors of texts like Chronicles
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must have had an excellent education. Hence, in every case, we should seek to identify the
authors’ sources from among the texts that are extant; if we cannot, we might then ask how
we could interpret the tradition behind these utterances.”

The Chronicler interprets and applies the Priestly material regarding atonement
and calendric observance with narrative sensitivity. Andreas Ruwe has observed:

Leviticus obviously is not an independent narrative, but is part of the priestly narrative
context of the Sinai pericope, Exod 19:1-Num 10:10, which is itself part of the Tetra- or Pen-
tateuch. The priestly [sic] narrative context of Exod 19:1-Num 10:10 is the primary literary
context of Leviticus. Independently of the disputed question whether the priestly formation
of the Pentateuch is an independent narrative work or serves as a supplement to the non-
priestly formation of the Pentateuch, it is necessary in any case to examine the inner coher-
ence, the narrative structure and the thematic profile of this formation. Many elements of
Leviticus become comprehensible only by contextualizing them with the other priestly texts
of the Sinai narrative or with the priestly texts as such.*®

Regardless of how we might assess the structure of Leviticus and Numbers from
the standpoint of modern source criticism, the Chronicler would have read the
ritual texts concerning the Day of Atonement as situated within the narrative of
Leviticus, and perhaps the elements of a Priestly narrative that are embedded
within a “Tetrateuch” or Pentateuch. The layers of redaction that we presume
to identify within Pentateuchal narrative actually provide the Chronicler with
the flexibility he needed to apply Torah within his own re-written narrative. The
Chronicler saw the causal connection between Leviticus 8-10 and 16, and thus
interpreted the “Day of Atonement” ritual as originally performed to purge' the
altar after the death of Aaron’s sons. The Chronicler therefore adopts a “partial ad
hoc” understanding of the Day of Atonement ritual.

15 Rolf Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” in Text, Temples, and Traditions: A Tribute
to Menahem Haran, eds. Michael V. Fox et al. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996), 259-266,
here 259.

16 Andreas Ruwe, “The Structure of the Book of Leviticus in the Narrative Outline of the Priestly
Sinai Story (Exod 19:1-Num 10:10*),” in The Book of Leviticus: Composition and Reception, VTSup
93, eds. Rolf Rendtorff and Robert A. Kugler (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 55-78, here 58.

17 Throughout this article I use “atone/atonement” and “purge/purgation” interchangeably.
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2.1 The Day of Atonement in Narrative Context of the
Pentateuch

Leviticus is situated chronologically between the dedication of the tabernacle,
which occurs in y2mid1 (the first day of the first month of the second year) from
the exodus (Exod 40:17), and the beginning of Numbers, which occurs in y2m2d1
(Num 1:1). Stackert notes: “The Priestly source’s plot continues in the book of
Numbers from the exact moment that Leviticus ends. The date in Num 1.1 ...con-
firms that the series of divine speeches delivered in Leviticus and the other events
recorded in the book ostensibly occurred over a period of one month.”*® Two
“flashbacks” occur in Numbers that are relevant for our study: 9:1-10:10, which
begins at y2m1 and mentions both the Passover and the assembly of the tab-
ernacle (10:11 continues in y2m2d20); and the anterior reference to Nadab and
Abihu’s death in 3:4.

Though we find Leviticus’s ritual calendar elaborated in the Holiness Code
(Lev 23), the actual description of the Day of Atonement is found in Leviticus 16,
which is itself a continuation of the narrative begun in chapters 8-10 and inter-
rupted by purity concerns (Lev 11-15). The connection is made apparent by the
resumption in 16:1: “Then YHWH spoke to Moses after the death of Aaron’s two
sons when they had approached YHWH and died ...”

The ritual entails the performance of several sacrifices of the nxvn (sin/puri-
fication offering), which is also performed several times in the priestly ordination
and altar sanctification ceremony of chapters 8-10. The specific instructions for
the nxvn (Lev 4:1-5:13) prescribe this ritual for “covering” (182) the purity viola-
tions of various classes of people: priest (4:3-12), the whole assembly (4:13-21),
the “prince” (4:22-26), or any common person (4:27-35). The ritual applies to
unintentional sins/errors (nMaswa/uw» 4:2, 13, 22, 27), and for contamination by an
unclean animal carcass or “human uncleanness” (5:2-3).

In each of these scenarios the offerer lays hands on the head of the animal,
and the blood is applied to the horns of the altar of incense; in addition, in the
cases of nkvn for the priest or for the whole assembly, blood is sprinkled seven
times before the WTpn n29a. The Day of Atonement ritual is a much more grave
performance of the nxvn designed to address severe and accumulated purity vio-
lations. It includes a nxvn for the priest (16:11-14), a n&vn for the people (16:15—
19), and the live goat 51815 (16:7-10, 20-22). Additionally, while blood of the peo-
ple’s nxovn is applied to the altar (16:18), the blood of both priest’s and people’s
offerings is sprinkled seven times inside the veil (16:14-15).

18 Jeffrey Stackert, “Leviticus,” in The New Oxford Annotated Bible with Apocrypha, Fully Revised
Fourth Edition, ed. Michael D. Coogan (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010), 141.
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In comparison to the regular prescribed nxvn (Lev 4:1-5:13) and the severe
purgation ritual (Lev 16), the eight-day ceremony for the ordination of Aaron
and his sons and the consecration of the new altar (Lev 8-9) falls somewhere
in between. It includes daily n&vn for the priests, with laying on of hands and
blood applied to the altar, but includes the added purificatory step of smearing
the blood on the priests’ right ears, thumbs, and big toes. The altar is necessary
for the consecration of the priests, but the priests would defile the altar if they
had not been consecrated — so the eight-day initiation process applies to both.
Subsequent minor or severe altar pollution would be addressed with either the
regular ritual or the Day of Atonement ritual. Both the severity of the purgation in
Leviticus 16 and the initial/foundational nature of the eight-day purgation in Levit-
icus 8-9 form the basis for the Chronicler’s application of P in his narrative. In
fact, these two purification rituals are linked consequentially within the narrative.

Some argue that Leviticus 16 is not linked consequentially with Leviticus 10,
and thus was not actually performed initially in y2m1 — Stackert explains:

Some interpreters have argued that ch 16 originally followed ch 10 and that its purification
ritual was intended to purge the tabernacle of corpse contamination after the deaths of
Nadab and Abihu, and after other emergencies, rather than once a year on Yom Kippur.
Alternatively, this reference simply situates ch 16 in the chronology of the overall narrative,
perhaps indicating that chs 11-15 were not actually narrated immediately after the events of
ch 10 (cf. 16.34b n.).*

However, Jacob Milgrom argues that the original description of the Lev 16 ritual
envisioned that Aaron would perform it immediately to deal with the impurity
brought to the sanctuary due to the death of his sons, and that 16:29-34a is a
Holiness insertion designed to fix the date: “The MT strongly indicates that the
original form of the purgation rite described in vv 2-28 was an emergency measure
invoked by the high priest whenever he felt that the entire sanctuary had to be
purged.”?® Milgrom asserts that the formulation of 16:2 “implies, with Midr. Lev.

19 Stackert, “Leviticus,” 166.

20 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB (New York:
Doubleday, 1991), 1061. With Milgrom, Bailey argues that Lev 11-15 is an insertion that clari-
fies the sorts of pollutions that would necessitate an ad hoc ritual cleansing: “It is possible that
chapters 11-15 have been inserted into the narrative in order to clarify what is meant by the term
‘uncleanness’ in chapter 16. In the earlier pre-insertion narrative, it would have been the sins
and deaths of Aaron’s sons in the sanctuary itself that would have necessitated the purgation
that takes place in chapter 16. One result of the insertion is that an ad-hoc emergency ritual (as in
4:1-21) could now be seen as a regular annual requirement (then made explicit by an addition in
vv. 29-34).” Lloyd R. Bailey, Leviticus—Numbers, SHBC (Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys, 2005), 191.
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Rab. 27, that Aaron, indeed, can enter whenever he chooses, provided he acts
b%z0°t ‘in this manner’ (v 3).”?! Moreover, “All of the scapegoat rituals extant in the
ancient Near East are emergency rites ... They are not fixed calendric occasions
but are prescribed whenever a catastrophe threatens or has struck. By the same
token, the ceremonial with the Azazel goat originally must have been employed
for similar emergencies.”* Milgrom observes that 16:2-28 contains “unique terms
that differentiate them from P ... Hence, vv 2-28 must stem from an earlier source,
which was only subsequently incorporated into P.”*® Milgrom associates the
phrase “once a year” in 16:34a and Exod 30:10 with H, which sought to restrict too
frequent high-priestly invocations of “emergency” rites.**

If Milgrom is correct, then regardless of whether the final hand in the text
intended that the Day of Atonement be performed only annually, it is plausible
to read Leviticus 16 as the first actual performance of this rite in response to the
events of Leviticus 10. Ruwe explains this narrative connection:

Against this background finally the last detail of time in the book of Leviticus has to be
considered, the narrative detail in Lev 16:1. Other than the “eighth day” in 9:1, this chrono-
logical notice is not part of the date structure that covers the priestly Sinai story (Exod 19:1;
40:17; Num 1:1; Num 10:11-12). It is a subordinate mark that is related to a particular event.
The divine speech concerning the 0™ 1927 01’ (announced in 16:2-34a) is through this detail
closely connected with the death of Nadab and Abihu (narrated in 10:1-20), since it is classi-
fied as having been issued after this event. It is not possible to decide whether the detail of

21 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1061.

22 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1061; he outlines the scapegoat rituals at length in a later comment
(1071-9).

23 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1063. He lists the following: “(1) o'ywa ‘transgressions’ (vv 16, 21),
in other words, wanton, brazen sins (contrast Num 15:30-31); (2) 79 9n ‘shrine’ (vv 16, 17, 20,
23), whereas in P, this term stands for the entire Tent; (3) P’s term for the shrine, Wp (e. g., Exod
28:29, 35) here designates ‘the adytum (vv 2, 3, 16, 17, 20, 23, 27), which P labels exclusively by the
term 0"WTpn WIp ‘the holy of holies’ (e. g., Exod 26:33, 34).”

24 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1062-3. Nihan also allows the possibility that an earlier layer permit-
ted that the ritual could be performed as necessary: “The traditional observation since Benzinger
that the ritual described in v. 2-28 does not necessarily presuppose a fixed ceremony remains
cogent. Even in the case of the phrase ny-521 in v. 2, which means literally ‘at all times’, the con-
text clearly appears to imply that this expression should be interpreted not in a strictly temporal
sense (i. e., as a reference to a specific time in the year) but rather in a modal one, i. e., Aaron may
not enter the inner-sanctum at free will. This conception agrees with the use of this expression
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible; significantly, it is still retained in part of the rabbinic tradition.
It is also consistent with the fact that in Lev 16 itself this phrase does not serve to introduce a
specific date but an instruction for the procedure to be followed (v. 3ff.)” (Christophe Nihan,
From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch: A Study in the Composition of the Book of Leviticus, FAT 11/25
[Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007], 347).



Atonement, Sacred Space and Ritual Time = 231

time, PR "12 W M *INK, has to be considered within the horizon of the “eighth day” or
whether a distance of a day or a week has to be thought of. Independently of this question,
however, it is obvious in any case that the events narrated in 16:1-34 are connected to the
events of 9:1-10:20 or to the “eighth day” through this detail of time.*

Milgrom?¢, Ruwe (as noted), Nobuyoshi Kiuchi*, and Christophe Nihan?® affirm
that the text’s conclusion, nWnR=NXR M ML WD WY1 “And he did just as YHWH
had commanded Moses” (16:34b), indicates Aaron’s performance of the ritual in
the first month in response to his sons’ catastrophe.? Certainly the presence of
two corpses and the presentation of “strange fire” (in contrast to the required
cloud of incense smoke in 16:11-13) would have constituted such an extreme vio-
lation?° that required immediate action.

25 Ruwe, “Structure of the Book of Leviticus,” 66-7, emphasis original.

26 “The subject is not Aaron’s successors, the nearest antecedent (v 32), but Aaron himself, who
followed Moses’ instructions immediately following the death of his sons, Nadab and Abihu (v
1). Thus v 34b originally followed v 28. A fulfillment passage is frequently found at the end of a
prescriptive text (e. g., 8:4, 36; 10:7; Num 1:54; 2:34; 5:4; 8:20; 9:5)” (Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1059).
27 Nobuyoshi Kiuchi, Leviticus, ApOTC (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press, 2007), 292. Hart-
ley likewise takes this conclusion as being “a report of the first Day of Atonement,” but does not
connect it to the immediate context of the death of Aaron’s sons (John E. Hartley, Leviticus, WBC
[Dallas: Word Books, 1992], 243). Without textual justification, Stackert asserts regarding 16:34b:
“Moses delivers the divine commands to Aaron, but Aaron does not perform them immediately
because the Day of Atonement is six months away” (“Leviticus,” 167).

28 “... It should be noted that the dating of the ceremony in Lev 16:29-31 stands in tension with
the concluding notice in v. 34b stating that the community did ‘according to what had been
instructed to Moses by Yahweh’, and thus apparently performed the ritual of ch. 16. Since, accord-
ing to P, the instruction of ch. 16 was revealed to the Israelites at some time during the first month,
between the eighth day (see Lev 9:1) and the end of the month (see Num 1:1), the celebration
reported by 16:34b cannot be harmonized with a dating on the tenth of the seventh month, as
required by 16:29 ff. in accordance with 23:26-32. On the contrary, the formulation of the notice in
V. 34b seems to confirm that the ceremony of Lev 16 was originally not connected with a specific
date in the year but could be performed on various occasions, provided that the required condi-
tions (as specified in v. 2ff.) were fulfilled by the high priest” (Nihan, From Priestly Torah, 348).
29 Wenham seems to endorse this narrative approach to Leviticus: “This flashback to ch. 10
places the laws about the day of atonement firmly in a specific historical context: they were
revealed to Moses to prevent any other priests meeting an untimely death when they served in
the tabernacle. This shows once again that Leviticus is basically concerned to relate the history
of Israel, in the course of which the Law was given” (Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus,
NICOT [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979], 228). Yet Wenham has no comment on the concluding
phrase “and he did just as YHWH had commanded Moses” (16:34b) implying that Aaron per-
formed this ritual in y2m1 to deal with the impurity brought by Nadab and Abihu.

30 “The temple [sic] is to be purged, not merely because of inadvertent ritual ‘uncleanness’ (as
in many of the cases outlined in chapters 11-15), but because of something far more serious. The
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2.2 Exceptional Passover in Numbers 9:1-14

Numbers 9 even more explicitly provides for ritual observance outside of the
appointed time in exceptional circumstances. Set in y2m1 from the exodus, some
men have become ritually impure on the fourteenth of the month due to contact
with a corpse (9:6); Moses inquires of YHWH, and answer comes back: in m2d14
they should celebrate the Passover as they would have in the first month, and
this is to be a precedent for those who are impure or on a journey during Passover
(9:9-13).

Several relevant observations may be made. In terms of Priestly narrative
time, Nadab and Abihu’s catastrophe would have occurred on y2m1d8; if the
standard period of ritual uncleanness for contact with a corpse was seven days
(cf. Num 19:14), then Aaron’s cousins who removed the bodies of their kinsmen
from the sanctuary would have been included in these o*wir who were unable to
eat the 005w of Passover (cf 7:20-21) on m1d14. Even though these cousins are
not explicitly noted, the temporal markers between Exodus 40:17 and Numbers
10:11 along with the anterior reference to Nadab and Abihu in Numbers 3:4 are
suggestive of this connection.

Second, the use of terms such as j279pnKR 27PN “bring near the offering” and
7Y “appointed time,” along with the emphasis on the inability to eat the Passo-
ver 05V, highlight the Priestly distinction (in both Lev 23:4-8 and Num 28:16-25,
but not found in Deuteronomy 16) between noa and nien.>* Strictly speaking, it
is only noa which may be eaten in m2d14 in exceptional circumstances, because
men involves a WTp~R7pn on d15 and d21. That the exception only applies to noa
is even clearer in light of the next temporal marker in the Priestly narrative: the
glory-cloud lifted and the people set out on y2m2d20 from the exodus (Num 10:11).

Third, a time exception and an inclusive exception are coupled together: the
one-month delay applies to those who are on a journey (9:10); and, those who are
D3, sojourners in Israel, may celebrate (9:14). These two qualifications would

RSV designates it as ‘transgression’ (vv. 16, 21), thereby apparently meaning deliberate knowing
acts of rebellion against the Deity. Both types of actions were thought to besmirch the sanctuary,
and consequently it needed to be cleansed by sprinkling it with a ritual detergent. Inadvertent
individual offenses affect the outer altar while communal or priestly ones affect the inner one.
Deliberate acts, on the other hand, are more serious: they affect even the innermost room of the
temple (the so-called ‘Holy of Holies,” curiously here designated only as ‘the holy place within the
veil’) where the Deity symbolically was said to dwell (v. 2; see the diagram with the discussion of
Lev 4)” (Bailey, Leviticus—Numbers, 192).

31 Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 23-27: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 3B
(New York: Doubleday, 2001), 1971-2.
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seem to be unrelated — yet their juxtaposition provides warrant for much more
inclusive, extensive, exceptional celebration of noa and nmn in 2 Chronicles 30.

Text Date Event
(Year 2 from exodus)

Exod 40:17 m01do01 Tabernacle erected

Lev 8-9 (Seven days) Consecration of Aaron & sons, and altar

Lev 10 m01d08? Catastrophe for Nadab and Abihu

(cf Num 3:4)

Lev 16:1 m01d08? Purgation ritual commanded (and performed:
16:1, 34b)

Num 9:6-8 mo01d14 Corpse-contaminated men request a ruling

concerning noa

(Num 1:1) (m02do1)

per Num 9:9-12 m02 di14 Delayed noa (not 7-day nien) for corpse-
contaminated men

Num 10:11 m02 d20 Departure from Sinai

3 Leviticus 8-10 and 16 as Background for Altar
Violations and Atonement in Chronicles

With this narrative understanding of the foundational and emergency atonement
rituals for violations of sacred space, and their relation to ritual time, we may
now examine the Chronicler’s application of these concepts within his narrative
(along with illustrative comparison to the similar use of the same concepts in
Ezekiel 43 and 45). I suggest that we cannot conclude that the Chronicler was
unaware of the Day of Atonement, nor was he consciously excluding this Priestly
observance because of anti-Priestly sentiment. Rather, careful examination of the
role of the Day of Atonement in Leviticus suggests its application during the time
of Hezekiah, while conversely rendering its observance at Solomon’s dedication
unnecessary according to Priestly logic.
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3.1 Hezekiah’s Temple Repurification and Passover
(2 Chronicles 29-31)

A simple reliance on the Holiness calendar in Leviticus 23 (and 16:29-34a) would
lead us to wonder about the lack of purgation ritual in 2 Chronicles 5-7 during the
seventh month. Conversely, when we search the book of Chronicles for references
to 982 or any activities that sound like the Leviticus 16 ritual, we find them in 2
Chronicles 29-30, during Hezekiah’s reforms, occurring not in the seventh month
but in the first month. Scholars have long noted affinities between the Day of
Atonement ritual and the Chronicler’s [Sondergut] description of the priests’ and
Levites’ re-purification of themselves and the altar (2 Chr 29:15-36), but are reluc-
tant to designate it as an ad hoc Day of Atonement (not least because it occurs
in the first month and lasts longer than a single day!). I suggest that if we look
at the Leviticus 8-10 and 16 together as part of the Chronicler’s backdrop for
this episode, then the similarities become more apparent — especially when we
compare to the Priestly or Priestly-influenced texts of Ezekiel 43 and 45. Second,
regarding the exceptional celebration of the Passover in the second month, the
Chronicler follows the Priestly narrative connection of the Numbers 9:6-14 excep-
tions to the death of Aaron’s sons.

Throughout the narrative, the Chronicler negotiates a balance between the
priests — who have the unique responsibility for slaughter and application of
blood to the altar — and the Levites, who are named by families, said to be “more
upright in heart to consecrate themselves” than the priests (2 Chr 29:34), and who
play a significant role in carrying ritual impurities out of the temple (vv 15-16),
playing music (vv 25-26, 30), and assisting the priests (v 34).3

Just like the consecration of Aaron, his sons, and the altar in Leviticus 8-9,
the process of purifying the temple starts in the first month, and involves a week-
long period (2 Chr 29:17b). Given the severity of the situation, it would have been
unimaginable for the Chronicler to have written that the king, the priests and
the Levites had delayed the altar cleansing and the ensuing nxXvn ritual until
the “scheduled” seventh month. The n&Xvn ritual in 29:20-24 is offered “for the
kingdom, for the sanctuary, and for Judah” (v 21). This does not precisely parallel
the various situations described in Leviticus 4-5, but the comprehensive scope of
the ritual and the laying of hands on the sacrificial animal (29:23) aligns it partly
with Leviticus 16.3 The only uses of the verb 183 in narrative within Chronicles
are found here in verse 24, and in the following chapter, 30:18.

32 Jonker, Defining All-Israel in Chronicles, 263-6.
33 Ralph W. Klein, 2 Chronicles: A Commentary, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2012), 421-2.
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The failure to recognize a plausible ad hoc, first-month reading of Leviticus
16 in connection with Lev 8-10 has thrown some interpreters off of the scent of
the “Priestly-ness” of this text. Rendtorff remarks, “Because the text speaks about
an ad hoc celebration rather than a regular feast, we cannot compare this list of
animals with any particular Priestly text.”>* Yigal Levin® and Steven L. McKen-
zie®¢ note the similarities, but hesitate to designate this as a Day of Atonement.
Here the widely acknowledged affinities between 2 Chronicles 29 and Ezekiel
43-45 show us the connection to Leviticus 8-10 and 16. Dillard, for example,
notes: “The inclusion of the sin offerings finds its closest analog in the sin offer-
ings mentioned in Ezekiel as part of the cleansing of the altar and sanctuary, the
purification of priests, and preparation for celebration of Passover (Ezek 43:18-27;
45:1-3, 18-20; 44:27); this offering was made for the kingdom, the sanctuary, and
the nation as a whole, i. e., for those involved in the apostasy under Ahaz.”%

My goal is not to make the Procrustean move of forcing the 2 Chricles 29:20-24
ritual to conform with Leviticus 16, but to see how the Chronicler is himself working

34 Rendtorff, “Chronicles and the Priestly Torah,” 263. He continues: “But nowhere else in the
Hebrew Bible do we find a list of four times seven animals. Seven lambs are mentioned several
times in Numbers 28-29; seven bulls are mentioned only once in the descending number of bulls
at the seventh day of Sukkot in Num 29:32. The Balaam story (Numbers 23) and Job 42:8 both
include seven bulls and seven rams. Seven rams are mentioned as an illegal presentation to the
priests in 2 Chr 13:9. So this combination of four groups of seven animals seems to be a product
of the Chronicler’s imagination.”

35 “The closest parallel to this section is the ceremony for the Day of Atonement descripted in
Leviticus 16. There, Aaron the high priest is instructed to take two he-goats for hatta’t and a ram
for ‘olah from the people, but to offer up his own bull for hatta’t, atoning (kipper) for himself and
his household. One of the goats is then offered as a hatta’t for the people, and the other sent off
to the desert (the so-called scapegoat) after the priest ‘lay both hands on its head.” Then, after
burning incense, he is to sprinkle blood on the altar seven times, purging (kipper) the sanctuary
of the sins of ‘himself, his household and the whole congregation of Israel’ (Lev. 16:17)” (Yigal
Levin, The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah: 2 Chronicles 10-36. A New Translation and Commen-
tary [London: Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017], 304).

36 “Verses 20-24 describe the sanctification and rededication of the temple altar. The list of
kinds of animals offered seems drawn from the description of the dedication of the tabernacle
altar in Num 7:84-88. But the dedication ceremony also entails sin offerings (of the male goats)
reminiscent of the Day of Atonement for ‘all Israel’ (v. 24), thus the northern tribes as well as
Judah. The sin offerings for the consecration of the sanctuary and the purification of the priests
are also similar to the regulations in Ezek 43:18-27; 45:18-23. The ‘they’ who do the slaughtering
(v. 22) is best understood as impersonal, since it is typically the offerer and not the priests who
slaughter the sacrifices; the priests then handle the blood (Lev 1:4-5). The rest of the chapter
describes the resumption of cultic activities at the temple and the celebration of this restoration”
(Steven L. McKenzie, I & II Chronicles, AOTC [Nashville: Abingdon, 2004], 342).

37 Raymond B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, WBC (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1987), 235-6.
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with the same Torah basis as Ezekiel 43-45 and applying similar narrative logic.
The 2 Chronicles 29:20-24 kipper ritual is not a straightforward implementation
of Leviticus 16, but more like Ezekiel 43 and 45 (see below) — somewhere between
Leviticus 16 and 4-5 in terms of severity. Meyer (within this volume) rightly points
out that Leviticus does not anticipate a scenario in which the tabernacle/temple
would be closed, so there is no ritual precedent: “... There is no ritual in Leviticus
prescribed for a scenario after the temple has been closed. There could not be,
because Leviticus works within the fiction of Sinai and the tabernacle.” Regarding
the specifics of 2 Chronicles 29:20-24, he observes:

... The number of animals referred to in this text is astounding and there is nothing in Leviti-
cus that is similar, or in the Hebrew Bible for that matter ... One could say that despite many
differences, the Chronicler at least understood that a ritual solution would be necessary
before the temple could be used again. This kind of thinking is not that far removed from
priestly thinking ...%®

The Chronicler’s application of Priestly narrative logic continues in chapter 30,
with the celebration of the Passover. As is widely noted, the Chronicler appeals
to the good judgment of the community rather than explicitly to the “Torah of
Moses” when delaying the Passover to m2d14 (30:2-4).>° Yet this cannot mean that
the Chronicler was unaware of the Priestly passage in Numbers 9, given that the
two other “inclusive exceptions” are both practiced in Chronicles: those gathering
from as far as the extent of Northern Israel would have come on a long journey
to Jerusalem (30:18);*° and the o3 from Israel celebrate as well (30:25). Unlike

38 Esias E. Meyer, within this volume.

39 “In verses 2-4, the Chronicler uses the insufficient number of ritually clean priests and the
attendance in Jerusalem to explain the decision to postpone the Passover celebration, rather than
the explanation readily available from 29:17 that the cleansing of the temple occasioned the delay.
The reason may be that ritual uncleanness allowed him to draw on Num 9:9-11 for legitimation”
(McKenzie, I & II Chronicles, 344).

40 Regarding Numbers 9:10, the reference to “defiled by a corpse,” Milgrom comments: “Accord-
ing to the rabbis, this specific impurity includes all other causes of impurity ... Such certainly was
the understanding of the Chronicler, who attributes Hezekiah’s postponement of the Passover
to the second month most likely to the two reasons cited by this law: the absence of the people,
presumably because of the distance, and the negligence of the officiating priests in purifying
themselves (2 Chron. 30:3). The nature of the impurity is not stated, nor is it specified even for the
people who are impure on the second Passover (2 Chron. 17-20 [sic]). Thus one can infer, follow-
ing the rabbis, that any kind of impurity disqualifies the individual from partaking of the Passover
sacrifice, which is in keeping with the general law barring those impure for whatever cause from
contact with a sacrifice (Lev 7:20-21)” (Jacob Milgrom, Numbers: The Traditional Hebrew Text
with the New JPS Translation, JPS Torah Commentary (Philadelphia: JPS, 1990), 68-9 [emphasis
original].
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the narrative implication of Numbers 9:9-13 and 10:11, the exception applies to
the whole community, and to both noa and nixn, which are here conflated as
in Ezekiel 45:21.** Based on these two exceptions, Hezekiah’s prayer that YHWH
would 992 the people who are otherwise ritually impure, is answered (30:18-20).
The celebration is also extended to two weeks, not in accordance with any Law
known to us (30:23). Once again, the Chronicler is applying the Priestly narrative
logic, but not necessarily the texts precisely (as we possess them, at least), to
these exceptional circumstances.*?

Finally, we must observe that Hezekiah is described as making provision
from his own wealth for the daily offerings, the sabbaths, the new moons, and
the festivals “as is written in the Torah of YHWH” (31:3). Despite the very Priestly
formulation, the royal role is in keeping not with any Pentateuchal text, but with
Ezekiel 45:17-25.43

3.2 Initial and Ongoing Atonement in Ezekiel 43 and 45

With the recognition that the “Day of Atonement” rituals could at some point
have been understood as allowing the priest discretion in cases of extreme pol-
lution of the altar, as well as the connection to the initial altar purification event
(Lev 8-9), affinities between this ritual and those described in Ezekiel 43 and 45
become apparent. Though the phrase 0"1582 01" and “the tenth day of the seventh
month” do not occur in these chapters, we do have what appears to be an initial
altar re-purification ritual (43:18-27) and then an ongoing purification ritual to be
performed twice annually (45:18-20). The ongoing ritual is performed in m1d1,
and then a second time either on m7d1 or m1d7** The initiatory ritual does 792
for the altar, and the ongoing ritual does 252 for the house. In the vision, YHWH’s
glory-cloud returns to the temple (43:1-5), and the voice speaking articulates the
hope/promise that the people will permanently put away their moral and ritual
defilements and YHWH will inhabit this sanctuary forever (43:6-12). Thus, the

41 Milgrom, Leviticus 23-27, 1972.

42 Mitchell suggests that in the Chronicler’s assessment, one of Josiah’s errors is to “formalize”
the exceptional practices in Hezekiah’s Passover, particularly the overabundance that required
Levites to assist with the priests’ responsibilities; Christine Mitchell, “The Ironic Death of Josiah
in 2 Chronicles,” CBQ 68 (2006): 421-35, here 430-1.

43 Klein, 2 Chronicles, 445.

44 The MT is ambiguous (W72 npawa hvpn 121), and the LXX reads év 1¢) £B86pw pnvi pud tod
unvog. In either case, this is not precisely the m7d10 observance prescribed in Lev 16:29-34 or
the H calendar (Lev 23).
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rebuilt altar (43:13-17) will be purified once initially (by the faithful Zadogites)
in a seven-day process involving daily mx&vn (43:18-27), which is similar to the
Leviticus 8-9 ceremony. In this idealized future, the subsequent regular purgation
of the altar on m1d1 and m7d1 (or m1d7) is only for unintentional violations and
lands somewhere between the very serious Day of Atonement ritual of Leviticus 16
and the nxvn of Leviticus 4-5;* there is no sprinkling of blood within the inner-
most sanctum as in Leviticus 16:13-15.

One should not overstate the affinities between the Ezekiel 43 and 45 rituals
and those described in Leviticus. However, the space between the two Priestly
texts is suggestive of the ways in which the Chronicler is reading and applying
Torah. Ezekiel anticipates a future in which, after an initial “reset” of the altar,
the priests and the people will be sufficiently Torah-keeping so as to render the
most extreme atonement ritual obsolete. The presence of the glory-cloud at this
initial seven-day “reset” plays a role in the Chronicler’s version of the dedication
of Solomon’s temple (2 Chr 5-7), as we will see below.

3.3 Uzziah Is Not Quite Nadab or Qorah
(2 Chronicles 26:16-23)

The echoes of Priestly texts in 2 Chronicles 26:16-23 are numerous, and quite well-
known.“¢ Only the priests descended from Aaron may burn incense on the altar of
incense (Ezek 44:15-16; Exod 29:38-42; 30:1-10; Num 16-17,*" esp. 16:40 [MT 17:5];
18:1-7).*® The priests’ reaction to seeing Uzziah’s leprous skin echoes Aaron’s
reaction to Miriam’s affliction (Num 12:10). Uzziah lives the remainder of his days
excluded from society, in accordance with Leviticus 13:43-46 and Numbers 5:2.%°

But though the scene seems similar to Leviticus 10:1-3 and Numbers 16:6-7
inasmuch as Uzziah intends to burn incense, the terms for “firepan”/“censer”
are different (nnnn vs. N7vYpN), and the key term “strange fire” 171 WR is missing
from Chronicles. The priests hurry Uzziah out for fear that he will bring impurity
upon the altar/sanctuary (26:20). Uzziah is neither struck down as in Leviticus
10:2 and Numbers 16:35, nor swallowed up in Numbers 16:31-33; but neither is his

45 Compare N} W'Rn (45:20) to 13w°/13wn in Lev 4:13 and Num 15:22.

46 See especially the contribution of Lars Maskow to this volume.

47 1 recognize the discussion of whether these texts should be regarded as post-Priestly; see
Louis Jonker’s contribution within this volume.

48 This is in contrast to pre-Priestly texts that seem to allow royals to serve as priests or burn
incense at YHWH altars (2 Sam 6:17; 8:18).

49 Klein, 2 Chronicles, 381.
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affliction only temporary, as in Numbers 12. Perhaps because it does not appear
from the 2 Chronicles 26 text that Uzziah actually proceeded so far as to burn
incense, the Chronicler felt that death was too harsh but temporary ritual impu-
rity was not enough of a deterrent. For the purposes of our comparison to the Day
of Atonement ritual and the concept of atonement: despite the near similarities
to Leviticus 10, the extreme purgation ritual was not necessary because “str