STUDIES IN THE HISTORY OF THE
PRE-EXILIC LEVITES

A thesis presented
by
Merlin Dale Renm
to
The Faculty of Harvard Divinity Schocl
in pértial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
Doctor of Theology
in the subject of
"01d Testament

Harvard University _
Cambridge, Massachusetts

December, 1967

Copyright reserved by the author

EIBLICAL cCHBEL oF
THEGLOGY LIBRARY

HATFIELD, PA. = a9 04

L R



H ‘Q/afwazf%,,;( .

?17

vﬁr"‘ hw
CE A

7

lﬁ:ﬁéz«'

/
PP,

s

. ‘ o
o' aet o eepny e [l L fet

i

e

VAR

;
‘g‘a}"‘f/
N

o =~

&
‘.g{}

o

1024 -

- ACKNOWLEDGHENTS

Prank i, Cross, Jr., Hancock Professor of Hebrew

and other Oriental Languages, Harvard University, has served

as adviser in all stages of the preparation of this thesis.

Since his contributions have been too numerous to be ac-
knowledged indiyidually; the writer takes this opportunity
to thank him for his éenerous assistance. I wish to express
my gratitude also to Professor G. Ernest Wright and Dr. Paul
A. Riemann of the 0ld Testémenf Department of Harvard
Divinity School who read the entire first draft of the
dissertation énd have offered many valuable suggestions.
Thanks are due, further, to Professors Thorkild Jacobsen and
Thomas O, Lambdin of Harvard University and to Doctors Sadao
Asaml and Ralph Klein whd have'aided the wrilter in varlous
ways. These men, of course, are not responsible for any of
the writer's errors and shortcomings. Finélly, I wish to
thank my wife for her constant support and especially for
typing the manuscript.

ii.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

. .APage
ACKNOWLEDGIENTS '« o 4 o o o o o o s o o s o o o o o o o 11
TRANSLITERATION OF BIBLICAL HEBREW . o o o 4 ¢ « o o o o v
LIST OF AEBBREVIATIONS + ¢ o ¢ o o o o o » o o o o o o « Vi
INTRODUCTION . o 4 o ¢ o o. 6 e o s ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢« s o ¢ o o o 1
Chapter _

I, THE LEVITIC GENEALOGIES .+ o o« ¢ o o o o o o o 9
A, Text-critical Listing . « ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o 12
. Form-critical AnalysSisS . « ¢« « o« ¢ « o« ¢« « o« 35

The Content of the Levitic Genealogies . . . 63

B
C
D, Preliminary ConcluSionsS . « « o« o« o « o« o & O
II. LEVITIC AND/OR PRIESTLY TERMINOILOGIES . . « « . 92
A‘ JE L ] * - L 4 L 2 L ] - [ ] * L ] [ ] * L ] L ] . . ] [ ] * L ] . 93
1. Genesils
2. Exodus
3. Numbers
Excursus I: EXOQUS 32 o« o o o o o o ¢ ¢ o« » 102
B, Deuteronomy . « o« o o o o o ¢ o « o o o o o« 112
C. Deuteronomic HisStOTy . « ¢ ¢ ¢ « o ¢ o o o« o« 121
l. Joshua
2. Judges
3. First Samuel
. oSecond Samuel
5. First Kings
6. Second Kings

Excursus II: The List of "High Priests" . . 144




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

. » - . . . . B Page
D. Pre-Ex1lic ProphetsS o« o o « o o o o o « o o o 146

l, Hosea
2., Amos
2; Isalah
. Micah
5. Zephaniah
6. Jeremiah

E' Ezekiel L ] L] [ .. L ) * - L ‘. ® . -« * [ - - L ] L] L 152
F. P [ ] * L L 2 L] .. L] L ] L J L ] L ] L ] [ ] L » * L ] [ ] L ] . * 160 .
1., Exodus '
2. Leviticus
3. Numbers
G. The Chronicler's HIStOIY « o« « o o o o o o o 192

l. Pirst Chronicles.
2. Second Chronicles

H. Psalms . [ ] - . L J L . L L . 4. 4. ‘. L] ‘. L] L] . L 218

J. General Results of Part II . ¢« o o « o » o o« 220

III. COMPARISON OF CHAPTERS I AND II . ., . . & + . « . 228
A. The Line of Gershon . o« o ¢ o o o o o o & o 229
B, The Line of KOhath . o o o o o o o o o o o o 237
C. The Line ofAMerari s e e o o o s o s e o s & 2u5

IV, THE HISTORY OF THE PRE-EXILIC LEVITES IN THE
LIGI'H OFCI_IAPPERS I"‘III . P e e . s o ° e * e Y 251

A. The Desert Period e ® ® 6 & & o ®» & & & & o @ 251 :
B, The Tribal LEAZUE o « o « o o « o o o « o o « 258 |
C. The Monarchical Period .« o o o o o o o« o o o 286

BIBLIOGRAPI'IY ] L) . [ ] [ ] [ ] L] . ] [ ] . [ ] L] . [ L] [ ] L] . L} . . 297

iv,




o it R A S
TRANSLITERATICN OF BIBLICAL HEBREW
Consonants

? = R z = T m‘:D q:P
b = L }:1:71' n = 3 r = 1
g:)s 1:,=0 s:D é:iﬂ
a = 7T y = ° c =y g = v
h =71 k = D p = t = N
wo= | 1 = ﬁ 5 = X
Note: The presence or absence of dagesh lene in

the begsadkepat letters is not shown.

Consonants with dagesh

rodiunt - Sufiandiudel

- forte are written doubie when the vowels are included., Where

only the consonants are transliterated, dagesh forte is not

indicated.
N
ba -‘ngp
b0 = i3
@ = 1
e = 1
be = 1
T = 2
bah = P11
2
ba’> = R
: T

Vowels (shown as

=1

ba

bo

beh
beh

1T

pu |

“

ba = 1 ba
bo = 1 bo
h 3
bu = ;}
be
be = 1L v®
bi = ;l

i1 patah furtivum

Ve

preceded by

b)

a
u
T:

3
2

yo



AJSL

ATD
BA
BASOR

BHS
BWANT

CEQ
FRLANT

-GS

HAT
HTR
"HUCA

ICC
IDB
JAOS
JBL
JCS

ABBREVIATIONS
American Journal of Semitic Languages and
Literatures.

W. F. Aibright, Archaeclogy and the Religion
of Israel (Baltimore, 1950)

Das Alte Testament Deutsch (G3ttingen)
The Biblical Archaeologist

Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental
Research '

R, Kittel, ed., Biblia Hebraica, 3rd ed.

. Beitrdge zur VWissenschaft vom Alten und

Neuen Testament
Catholic Biblical Quarterly

Forschunger: zur Religion und Literatur des
Alten und Neuen Testaments

Gesammélte Studien zum Alten Testament
(M. Noth and G. von Rad)

Handbuch zum Alten Testament (TUbingen)
Harvard Theological Review

Hebrew Unilon College Annual

Thg Intérpreter's Bible

The International Critical Commentary

The iﬁterpretef's Dictionary of the Bible
Journal of the American Oriental Soclety
Journal of Biblical Literature

Journal of Cuneiform Studies

vi.



INES
JSS
JTS
- KS

MS
MSS
MT

oT

TLZ
TWNT

ZA
ZAW

Journal of Near Eastern Studies

Journal of Semiltic Studies

Journal of Theologlcal Studies

Kleine Schriften (A. Alt and O. Eissfeldt)

The Septuagint (The Greek Version of the
0ld Testament)

Manuscript
Manuscripts

The Massoretic (Hebrew) Text of the 0ld
Testament

Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift

0ld Testament

Revue Biblique

Theologische Literaturzeitung

Theologisches W8rterbuch zum Neuen TeStament
Vetus Testamentum

Zeitschrift flr Assyriologie

Zeitsﬁhrift fir die Alttestamentliche Wissen-
schaft

vili.



INTRODUCTION

"It seems evident that the Levites played a significant
role in the history of Israel Judging merely by the numerous
times that they are mentioned or discussed in the 0ld Testa-
ment.

- Exodus 32 describes the Levites' faithfulness to Yahweh
at Mount Sinal when the rest of Israel was dlsobedient. Before
the rise of higher criticism this passage was considered
fundamental for the understanding of the history of the Levites.
It was thought that thereafter Israelite priests were chosen
only from the tribe of Levi. |

There were, however,'many difficulties with this
simplistic vieﬁ. Thefe was £irst of all the problem of explain-
ing why the soﬁs of Aaron are so frequently called the priests
in Exodus-Leviticus-Numbers while the Levites are differen-
tiated from them; in fact, sometimes the Leviteé are said to
have "served" Aaron (cf, Num. 3:6), Deuteronomy, on the other

hand, uses an entirely different terminoclogy. It usually

calls the priests hakkahénﬁm halwfyim. Why should different
books talk about.the Levites in different ways?

The most serlous difficulty with the traditional view
was the totally different impression of the Levites that the

books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings glve, Here there
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18 no mention at all that the Levites have special priestly
rights, and instances are recorded where non-Levites carried
out priestly duties (Judges 17:5; 2 Samuel 8:18; 20:26;

1 Kinés 4:5; 12:31; 13:33). Even Samuel, the ranking priest at
the time of Saul, is called an Ephraimite and not a Levite.1

To be sure 1 and 2 Chronicles give a place to the Levites
‘more-in keepingzg with their prominence in Exodus, Numbers, and
Deuteronomy; but again this only sharpens the contrast with
Joshua to Kings.

In the age before the rise of literary criticism of the
0ld Testament, these were some of the most obvlious problems that
faced the scholar who sought to write a history of the Levites.

The classical statemené concerning the Levitical problem
has been made by Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918). He devoted a
whole chapter (Part I, chapter 4) of his epoch-making book,

Prolegomena to the History of Ancilent Israel,2 to a discussion

of "the priests and the Levites."3 He notes first of all that

. 11 Sam. 1:1. He is, however, called a Levite in 1 Chron,
6:13, 18 (Eng, vv. 26 and 33).

2New York, 1958, 121-151. Thils book was first published
in 1878 as Geschichte Israels. It was later revised and
called Prolegomena zur Ueschichte Israels, Berlin, 1383,

3It was Wellhausen's purpose to elucidate the source
theories that had been developed by several European 0l1d
Testament scholars--especially Eduard Reuss (1804-1891), K. H.
graf (1815-1859), Herman Hupfeld (ca. 1&50;, W. M. L. DeWette
(1780-1849), and Abraham Kuenen (1U20-1891)--as well as the
development theory of Israel's religion put forth in 1835 by
Wllhelm Vatke's book, Die Bibligche Theeolopie. Wellhausen
felt that hlis studles concernin; the priests and Levites
vindicated the Grafian hypothesis.




in the Priestly Code (P) the Levites were not really priests
themselves. vThough they were engaged in cultic duties, they
were merely hierodules who worked under the direction of Aaron
and hils sons.ﬂr Then Wellhausen looks at Ezekiel 4%, which he
dates to 573 B.C., that is, during the Babylonian Exile. In
his plan for the new Jerusalem Ezekiei'clearly.distinguished
between the Zadokite priests and the rest of the Levites.5 The
sons of Zadok were to serve as prlests, while the Levites were
nerely to perform the minor duties at the‘sanctuary. The
similarities to P are striking, and Wellhausen wonders why
Ezeklel did not refer to the laws of the Priestly Code that
subject the Levites to the sons of Aaron. VWellhausen concludes
that Ezekiel did not do so, because the Priestly Code was not
yet in existence. Therefore, Wellhausen has proved to his ouwn
satisfacﬁion that P was not written before the Exile. Hence,
the accounts in P that attribute an elaborate priesthood to
Israel already in the desert period are in fact describing
post-exilic times.6 This then explains why in Joshua to Kingzs

there is no mention of a professional class of priests. There

2"I’hiss is expressly stated in Num. 3:6. Wellhausen be-
lieved that, according to P, the Levites had become involved
in duties at the sanctuary caly by virtue of their relation to
the priest Aaron, and not vice versa--Prolegomena, 121f.

OThe exact designation of the Zadokite priests (44:15)
is: hakikohinim halwlyim b®né s3d8q. According to Ezekiel,
the Levites were not to serve as priests, because they had
sinned (44:10).

‘ 6Since 1 and 2 Chron., Ezra, and Nehemiah likewise épeak
of priests and Levites, Wellhauscen also. considers them to be
‘ post-exilic.
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was, 1in fact, no such thing, and the impfession given by these
books that in early Israel anyone could serve as a priest is
really correct.7 | |

Accordingly, Wellhausen does not believe that the
Levites could have formed a special priestly class in Israel's
early period, He does not deny the fact that there had once
been a tribe of Levi in remote antiquity.8 But the Levites
as a tribe had disappeared already before the rise of the
monarchy.9

Not until the monarchical period did priests begin to
play a significant role in Israel. Their new prominence is
reflected in Deuteronomy, which--followlng DeWette--Wellhausen
dates to the time of Josiah. Here for the first time the
priests are called "Levites." Wellhausen, however, does not
bellieve that this new priestly class mentioned in Deuteronomy

actually derived from the Levites of the pre-monarchical

period., Rather, these priests simply assumed the name "Levite"

7Only at a large sanctuafy, such as at Snhiloh, could
an independent priesthood deveiop--Wellhausen, 129.

8Prolegomena, 144, Perhaps Moses was actually
descendcd from Levi--145, It is even possible in turn that
¥Moses was the ancestor of the priests of Shilch and Dan.
Wlellhausen arrives at this by reading "iloses’ for "ilanasseh"
in Judges 18:30 and by identifying "father” in 1 Samuel 2:37
with "Moses'"--142. ‘ '

IWellhausen, 144. This disappearance of the Levites
is reflected in the historical books. Here Wellhausen--
after eliminating 1 Samuel ©:15; 2 Samuel 15:24; 1 Kings 8:4;
and 1 Kings 12:31 as elthcer late additlons or textual corrup-
tions~~-can find only two references to the Levites, namely
Judges 17-13 and 19-21. Even these passages 1n each case
refer only to a single Levite--142,

L)
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as a patronymic in order to bind thémse1ve§ together in azc;asSﬁaejg

Wellhausen then goes oh<fo'descfi5e how Déutefbnom§f§'75;f”’w
plcture of the priesthood was never fully put inﬁo practice,'
for the "Levitical" priests had to subordinate themselves to
the sons of Zadok.l1 From this arose the distinction between
prlests and Levites made first'by EZékiel, then by P, and
finally by the Chronicler.12

Thus Wellhausén had solved the problem of the Levites
by showing that they had never existéd as-a priestly class
before the monarchical period,’that is; not until shortly
before the writing of Deuteronomy. "And even the Levites of
that time were not really descenﬂantsvof the ancient tribe of
Levl, but they were merely priests who had taken over the
name "Levites"” to give ﬁhemselves more prestige.

Once it was widely_recoghized, however, that 0ld Testa-
ment traditlons could have had a lqhg oral history before they
were written down,13lit became possible to reconstruct
Ispael's history back into pre-mbnarchical times with some
assurance. One such effort which has‘been widely accepted by

scholars 1s Martin Noth's demonstration that Israel was

. 1O'I‘his name was all the mofe significant, because
Moses was thought to have been a Levite--Wellhausen, 145,

1lyeiihausen arrives at this conclusion by comparing
2 Kings 23:9 with Deut. 18:6f. .

12We11hausen, 147.
13ermann Gunkel was the first scholar to make wide-

spread use of this insight 1in his work, though the principle
was already recognized by Vellhausen,




organlzed in a Twelve-Tribe League in the period of the

Judges.l4
In the various attempts that have been made to recon-

struct Israel's early history the traditions concerhing the

pre-exilic Levites have frequently been discussed. These

discussions have been summarized by Hans Strauss .1

One of the most important of these post-Wellhausenian

studies of the Levites that uses the traditionsgeschichtlich

method is XKurt M8hlenbrink's article, "Die levitischen Ueber-
lieferungen des Alten Testaments."l6 M8hlenbrink investigates

four Levitic Gattungmen: Listen, Geschichten, Satzungen, and

poetische Stilcke. In his discussion of the Listen he suggests

how the Levitic genealogies may have come into their present
form., One of his maJjor contentions is that the Aaronide and

Zadokite lines were secondarlly added to earlier Levitic

1h4pag System der zwllf Stdmme Israels ("BWANT," LII;
Stuttgart, 19Z0).

15Untersuchungen zu den Ueberlieferungen der vorexliliscghen
Leviten (Bonn, 19500). Among the works not included by Strauss
are: .ax Weber, Das Antike Judentum (TlUbingen, 1¢21), trans.
Hans Gerth and Don :artindale, Ancient Judaism (Glencoe, Ill.,
1952); Yehezkel Kaufmann, n+hr3v 0 aipRn JTham
(Tel-Aviv, 1937-1956), trans. and abridged by Moshe Greenberg
under the title, The Religion of Israel (Chicago, 19060); Hoshe
Greenberg, "A New Approacii to the distory of the Israelite
Priesthood, " JAOS, LXX (1950), 41-47; Roland de Vaux,
Les Institutions de L'Ancien Testament, 2 vols. (Paris, 19586-
1960), trans. John rticHugh, Anclent Israel: Its Life and Insti-
tutions (New York, 19061); Benjamin .Jazar, 'Tne Cities or the
Priests and the Levites,'" Congress Volume, Oxford, 1U59G
(=Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, V1il, Leiden, 1900), 193-205;
and A.il.d. Gunneweg, Leviten una Prlester (”Forschungen zur
Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments,” ed,
Ernst Kdsemann und Ernst Wirthwein, 89; Gdttingen, 1yo5).

lézéﬂ, LII (1934), 184-231.
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genealogies. The original form of the genealogy in Exodus 6
(his Schema A) he dates sometime between David and Josiah,17
and Num, 25:53 (his Schema E) he believes originated in the

time "between Deborah and David. "o

Among the Geschichten H8hlenbrink does not find any

that can be dated as early as his Schema A, that is, pre-

g

exilic times., He deniles any original connection between

Zadokites and Eleasarites and between Eleasarites and

20 . . .
Aaronides, He does believe, however, that the Eleazarites

were the priests of a Canaanite sanctuary at Gibea already be-

fore the Conquest of Palestine by Israel. ILater they attached

21

themselves to the Levites, In the Geschichten he also notes

- . o . 22
an original heterogeneity between Aaron and ioses. ©

On the basis of his investigation of the Levitensatzungen,

of which he considers Deut. 18:1-3 and Ezek. 44:4-31 to be the
oldest, Shlenbrink again concludes that the Aaronite tradi-
23

tions are a late addition to the Levitic.

M8hlenbrink's study of the poetische Sticke (Leviten-

llieder) ylelds the following results: The "Levi" of Gen.
45:5-7 (and of Genesis 34) had nothing to do with the Levitic
priests. waevef, in Deuteronomy 33 Levi is a real Priester-
Qgggg.gu It is a poem about the origins and privileges of
the Mushite Levites. It dates even earlier than Schema E,

]
that 1s, shortly before or shortly after the Conquest.“5

17M8hlenbrink, 203, laM&hlenbrink, 196, 19M8hlenbrink, 213,

2

20y8nlenbrink, 217. 2lyéhlenbrink; 217f. 2, i¥hlenbrink, 219.

23u8nlenbrink, 226f. Hm8hlenbrink, 228.  25M8hlenbrink, 229.



Though M8hlenbrink is frequently referred to by

scholars,26 very litfle use has actually been made of his work,
and few scholars have included the genealogles in theilr study
of the Levitic problem.27 It is the writer's intention to re-
investigate the Levitic genealogies taking full cognizance of
what “8hlenbrinl has done and, where possible, to carry his
investigation further. As a check upon the study of the
genealogles a thorough analysis of Levitic and/or prlestly
terminologies will be made, something that iidhlenbrink did
not do, Finally, after the results of our genealogical and
terminological study have been cbmpared, a historical sketch
will be atfempted employing the insights gained. It is hoped’
that in this way the important study of M8hlenbrink will have
recelved 1ts due and that new light will have been shed on

the history of the pre-exilic Levites.

26E.g., W. F. Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of

Israel {4th ed.; Baltimore, 1950), 205, n. 44, calls it a
"valuable study.,”

27Typical is the remark of Eduard Nlielsen, Shechem:
A Traditlo-Historical Investigation (24 ed. rev.; Copenhagen,
1950}, 205, who dismlsses the Levitlc genealogies as a
"playground for late 'redactors?.”
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CHAPTER I

THE LEVITIC GENEALOGIES

The word "genealogy" as used in this thesis is taken in
the general sense of any 1ist of descendants or ancestors
according to the male line. When speaking of descendants, the

0ld Testament uses two main terms, namely, sons (bnym) and

. v . . . s 9
clans/families (mspht). From the modern point of view, '"families"

puinhenstt’ el wiihedil

1

is a wider term than “"sons."' However, in the Levitic genealogies

they seem to be generally synonymous.l
The reason for the loose use of kinship terms in the
0l1d Testament is no doubt to be found in the general attitude
of the Semites, who looked upon all members of a tribe as being
"brothers" in a wide sense, whether or not they were actually
related by blood, This led to the invention of eponymous an-
cestors, where each tribe'is thought to descend4from a single
ancestor, and ﬁhe ancestors of two allled tribes or clans are

considered brothers.2 Within the tribe there were various

clans or families (mSpht) which were again felt to have an
Lopll

lSee Ex, 6:24 and Numn. 3:19.

2See De Vaux, Ancient Israel, 5. The Semltic conception
of tribes and clans 1s mcest clearly seen in the genealogical
schemes of the Arabs. For a catalog of Arab genealogies see
F. Wistenfeld, Genealozische Tabellen der Arabischen Stdmme
und Familien (GSttingen, 1052).
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internal blood relationship., The head of a clan was an elder,
Accordingzly, in the case of the Levites, the eponymous
ancestor was Levl, and Gershon, Kohath, and Merarl viere clans
within the tribe. However, they vere also called "sons" of
Levi, Jjust as, in turn, their descendantsvwere called both

"sons" and "clans."

Hence,'the various némeé found in the
Levitic genealogies can renresent clansg as well as individuals,
and one should not expect to find everv'ﬁeneration represented
between an ancestor and his last descendant in a zgiven geneal-
ogy. In other words, "son" can mean grandson or any descendant,
as well as a llteral son.

S. A. Cook reminds us that, since "a novus homo desires

a noble pedigree, " much of the material in the genealogles,

or at least the way 1t is linked together, cannot be trusted.3
‘He therefore concludes: "In order to zain some ldea of the
origin of the lLevitical génealogies we may start with the
working theory that they are the result of later genealoglzing
skill, which has endeavoured to bring together into some sort

of family relationship clans and divisions formerly quite

distinct.")4

it

3”Genealo¢ies, Encyclcpedia Biblica, ed. T.K. Cheyne
and J.S. Black (London, 15017, II, iood.

4000k 1662, André Lefdvre, "Note d’exéﬁése sur les
geneaIOWLes Oehatites,’ Recherches de Science Rgli;icuse,
- XXXVII lego), 251, however, warng against thne quick dismissal
of a genealogy as veing factually in error, He says we must
try rather to see the art of the genealogist and to understand
"why he constructed a genealozy as he did,
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This has been the working hypothesis of i¥8hlenbrink in
his work already mentionéd, and the present writer will fol-
low the same critical stand toward the genealogies. However,
with M8hlenbrink the writer holds that a tradltio-historical
investigation of the genecalogies may nevertheless yield valu-
able historical insights.

The genealozies that we shall consider are those which
purport to go back to Isracl's earliest times or which are
parts of genealogieé that do. In addition, the priestly
genealogies from the time of the United onarchy are included,
althouzh thelr connection with the other genealogies, 1f any,
is not always apparent,

No attempt has been mdde to differentiate between
"Levitic" and "priestly” genealozles in the initial listing.
The relationship of these terms to each other will be discussed
in the course of the thesis, |

Most of the Levitic genealogies are imbedded in P or
the Chronicler's History. Thelr individual contexts will be

discussed in I.B. below.
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R
A. Text-critical Listing
Genesis 46:11 Exodus 28:1b Numbers 3:2
Levi-~ Gershon2 Aaron-~-{Nadab Aaron--{Nadab
Kohath Abihud Abihu
Merari Eleazar Eleazar
‘ Ithamar Ithamar

Numbers 26:57

Kohathites

Levites-4Gershonites
Merarites

Numbers 16:1

Levi--Kohath~-Izhar--Korah

Numbers 26:58a

Libnites
Hebronite
Korahites
lushites

Levi-

Numbers

S

26:58b-60

Kohath-

Numbers 3:17-21, 27, 33 Exodus 6:16-25

Levi-{Gershon-{Tibni
: Shimei

—

Amram
Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

Kohath~-

CEER

&erari -—-4Mahli
Mushi

=4

1l Chronicles 23:15

Moses-~-~-4Gershom
Eliezer

Judges 18:30b

-Amram--4Aaron--4Nadab
Moses JAbihu
Miriam \82leazar

Levi--{ﬁ-e_rshon-fibni

~

’Mose38—4>Gershom7-€>Jonathan

Shimei

oses

Merari--4Mahli
Mushi

Tthamar

Kohath—-iﬁhram-1§%ron-fﬁadab
M

Abinhu
Eleazar-Phinehas
Ephamar

Izhar-JKorah-{Assir
Nepheg jElkanah
Zichri (Ablasaph

Hebron

tg;ziel Mishael5
Elzaphan
Sithri®
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1 Chronicles 5:27-41
Levi—JE%rshom9~
Kohath--{Amram- Aaron-4Nadab
Moses {Abihu 10
Miriam|Eleasar--y Phinehas~- Abishua
Ithamar Buiki
UZei
Izhar Zerahiah
Hebron Me%aioth
Uzziel Amjariah
Ah}tub
yerari quok 11
Ahimaaz
: AZ4riah
Cf. 1 Chron- Cf. Nehe- Johanan
icles 9:11 miah 11:11 AZhriah
Anitub Ahitub Amfarianh
Meraioth Meraioth Anitub
Zadok Zadok Za¥ok+2
Meshullam Meshullam srallum
Hilkiah Hilkiah Hi% kiah
Azariah Seraiah Azbriah
Sg?aiah
: Jehozadak
"1 Chronicles 6:1-4 1 Chronicles 6:35-38
Levi- -!ré-er shom™3-{Libni Aaron--» Eleazar--»Phinehas-
Shimei Abishua
— Buidki
Kohath----4{Amram Uzzi
Izhar Zerahian
Hebron Meraioth
(Uzzlel Amariah
Ahifub
Lllfl_erari-~-—-ﬁahli Zadbk
. Mushi Ahimaaz
1 Chronicles 24:1 Ezra 7:1-5
Aaron-{Nadab Aaron--) Eleazar--y Phinehas--
Abihu , Abishua
Eleazar Bgfki
Ithamar Uzzi
Zerahiah
Meraioth
Azariah
Am%riah
Ahltub
Zadok
Shallum
Hilkiah
Az%?iah
Seraiah
Ezr’!a13



1 Chronicles
6:5-5

Gershonm
Libni
Jahath
Zimmig
Joaht-<
Iddolg
Zerah
Jeatherai

Ccf. %:g%%uel

Zuph=°

Tohu
Jeroham/Jerahmael
Elkanah

Samuel

1 Chronicles
6:138-23

Israel
Levi
Kohath
Izhar., ,

Korah3o

Ebiasaph37

Assgir

Tahath

Zephaniah

Azariah

Joel 35

Elkanal>"

Amasai~>-

Mahath

Elkagﬂh

Zuph§3

Toah 32

Eliel 31
Jeroham/Jerahmael
Elkanah

Samuel

Joel

Heman

Bt R R S R s
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1 Chronicles
6:7-13

Kohathn
Amminadabl7
Korah, .
Assigld
Elkanah
Ebiasgbh
Assir“ol
Tahath™
Uriel
Uzziah
Shaul
Ell{anelth

19

Amésai 23 Ahir?loth22
Elkanah

Zophain,y,

Nahath2

Eliab 25
Jeroham/Jderahmael
Elkanah<®

Samugl

JJ;iQY

-
Abijan

1 Chronicles
6:24-28

Levi
CGershon
Jahath
Shimel
Zimma&
Ethan
Adaiah
Zerah
Ethni
Malachiah
Baaseiah39
Mlchael
Shinea
Berechish
Asaph

1l Chronicles
6:14-15

HMerari
Mahli
Libni
Shimeil
Uzzah
Shimea
Haggiah
Asailah

1 Chronicles
6:29-32

Levi

© Merari

Mushi
Mahli
Shemer
Banil
Amzi
Hilkiah
Amaziah
Hashabiah
Malluch
Abdi
Kishi
Ethan
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1 Samuel 14:3a

Eli--> Phinehas->{Ahitub-~->Ahi jah
. Ichabod

L1 (

1 Samuel 22:20 22:9,11; 23:6)

Ahitub~~=> Ahimelech--3 Abliathar

1 Samuel 30:7

Ahimelech---y Abiathar

2 Samuel 8:17 ' -1 Chronicles 18:16

Ahitub----- >Zadok | Ahitub---»Zadok
4
%2_sAhimelech ' Ablathar-pAbimelech -

Abiathar

1 Chronicles 24:6

Abiathar---»Ahimelech

1 Chronicles 24:3 (cf. verses 6,31)

sons of Eleazar---»Zadok

sons of Ithamar---> Ahimelech44
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Footnotes to Chapter I1.A

lThe Levitic genealogies that purport to go back to
Israel's earliest times are here presented text-critically.
The basis for comparison is the Hebrew text of ¥T (BH?).
Where the ancient verslons do not have any significant
variants the evidence is not cited. When the readings differ
sufficiently to merit discussion, those that clearly appear to
be merely spelling variations based upon a common Vorlage are
listed directly behind the Hebrew word(s) in question, while
those that differ supstantially from MT are listed below the
Hebrew word(s).

Since we are interested mainly in establishing the
names contained in the Levitic genealogies and not the ori-
glnal text per se of all parts of the passages in question, we
have sometimes not written the conjunctive waw on Hebrew
names, though they appear in MT. T

If after citing the evidence of the versions no com-
ment 1s given, this implies that the reading of MI' is accepted.

The main source used for the Greek (and certain other
readings) were the appropriate volumes of A, E. Brooke,
" N. McLean, and H. St. John Thackeray (eds.), The 0ld Testament
in Greek: According to the Text of Codex Vaticanug, Supole-
mented I'rom Otner Uncial .anuscripts, With a Critvical Apparatus
~Contalining the Variants oi the Chief Ancient Authorities 1or
the Text oi the Septuagint. (London, 1927-32).

Other sources referred to were: August Freiherr von

Gall, Der Hebrdische Pentatcuch der Samaritaner (Giessen, 1918,
5 vols,); Alexander Sperver, tiae pible in Aramaic, I, II ;
(Leiden, 19592; W. E. Barnes (ed.), Pentateucnus Syriae post
Samuelem Lee (London, 1914); Versio Syriaca secundun editionen
Urmiensen- (American Protestant iilssionary Society, lon2; re-
printed 1954 by the Trinitarian Bible Society, London); Paul
de Lagarde (ed.), Bibliothecae Syriacae (G8ttingen, 1892).

The Greek manuscripts have been listed by families,
Therefore not all the manuscript evidence has been cited in
each case, but only as much as is necessary to establish which
readings the various families support. When the separation
into families is not obvious, colons wlll be used to separate
them. :

The Greek famlilies have been arrived at in the following
way: (the symbols are the writer's own, based on current
practice)



Genesls

Exodus

Source:

Families:

Source:

Pamllles:

b o G s, o
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Alfred Rahlfs (ed.), Septuaginta--Societatis
Scilentiarum Gottingensis auctoritate, 1.
Genesis (Stuttgart, 1520).

Origenic/Hexaplaric

Gackmozxc, g (Syro-Hexaplar)

]
1

= ILucilanic
l-gn
2-dpt
3-(2)bw
A Group

=2
1

Ay

(]
u

Catena

e jvs

o]
H

Egyptian
1 -Bh
2-fr
3~-qu
D. W, Gooding, The Account of the Tabernacle

~=-Translatiocn and Textual Proolcecms or
the Greek kxodus (Cambridze, 1959).

2]
]

B Group (Egzyptian)
Bafirhogqux
A (ch. 1-8)
papyri 962, 911, 961
Amharilc
Boharic
Coptic

i

B0 S N
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& =

A Group (Byzantine or Syrian)
A (chs. 9-40) F M ’
(v)

Crigenic

=
n

1l - Fb‘G ckm
2 - A (Armenian), g (Syro-Eexaplar),
cf (Coptic)

£
1]

Lucianic
1l - g h
2~-dpt
3-(?2)bw
¢¢ = Catena
e Jvs z
Numbers

Source: . Unpublished research of Frank M. Cross, Jr.
‘ of Harvard Unlversity.

Families: 'Bv

& Egyptian

l‘fBaé
L 2= ) () (v)
- Lucianic

5]
"

1l -gn
2-dpt
3-(N) -
& =‘Héxapharic
Gekxg

Caténae

£
[o]
1"

e Js vz



Judges

R R R Y

Source:

Note:

Families:

R .

-19-

GA = Byzantine
l -AFMYy
2 - (H) (a)
Mixed
b w
fhilmagu by ABCEL

Ilmari Scoisalon-Soininen, Die Textformen
der Uebersetzung des Richterouches
(Helsiniti, 1551)

Soisalon-Soininen has only the first three
families below. The fourth class has been
separated out by Frank i#. Cross, Jr., of
Harvard University (unpublisheds.

GO

Origenic/Hexapharic
AGabeckx

€& = ILucianic

1 -Kgn

2-2(d)pt

3-1(c)vw

& = Byzantine (0ld Xoine)
HNhyb,
GB = Egyptian/B Group

1-Bea2q

2-f1r.

3~-e Js vz (=Catenae)
4 - ¢ (Coptic)

5~ (a) (o)
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l,Samuel 1:1 - 2 Samuel 11:1

Source: Published and unpublished research of
‘ ’ Frank M. Cross, Jr. of Harvard University.

Famllles: L
&

Lucianic
1l -Dbbocy ey Thdt (Theodoret)
[, Jocephus
2-1

3 -~ gn P (Palestinian Aramaic)

]
]

0ld Greek-Egyptian
1 -BE ap
2-hve
3-a

v
. 01ld Greek-Byzantine

£
§

MY

0
1

014 Greek-Palestinian/Hexaplaric
l-Acxg
2 -A

1l and 2 Chronicles

Source: Martin Rehm, Textkritische Untersuchungen
zu den Parallcelstellen Ger sSaauel-aoalifsolcher
und der Chrcnilil (Alttestaiientiiche Adrand-
Tungen, ba. Xxiil, 3) (Minster, 1937).

Families:
S GL = Inecianic

1-D e

2 -y (2)
= A Group

l-“AN

2 -acegmni

3-1%3

GA
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GB

= B Group
1 - B 8 (Sinaiticus - only in
1 Chronicles 9:27-19:17)
2 -:02 |
Special group  _ dpat z

Foctude=7 2 [N/ ynprwv /yepeuwy @A G}C('V)gn:qr:amoce:ﬂ
vawrlnaz
yedawv/xeDawv /xefewv /yeawv /Getson/Tedson/Gesson
dptbwihf:v:i*® Eg A-ed E:BP Anon® codd-ap-0Or

A
Gedso Eﬁ

The interchange between "Gershon" and "Gershom" occurs
frequently in these genealogies. It is difficult to tell
which is original. Boeth dn-on and &Zm-0m can be used as
diminutive/.yporcoristic enaings on bipblical Hebrew names, cf,
Martin Noth, Die isracliitiscihen Pergconennamen im Rahmen der
gemeinsemlitischen sanenseouns (Stutitgart, 1UZ2d), 30 and 23388,
However, given thne antiquity of the Zn-0n hypecoristic ending
in Northwest Semitic (ef. C. H. Gordon, Uzaritic Manual (Rome,
1955), 51; and Georg Beer, Hecbriische Grampztil. (2no ea. edited
by Rudolf Meyer; Berlin, 1652), I, 100) and its greater fre-
quency in Biblical Hebrew than 2wm-Om, it seems probable that
"Gershon" is primary. In our discussions in Chapters I.C and
III we shall show the likelihood that toses originally belonged
to the line of Gershon. Hence, if "Gershon" is the original
name of the son of Levi, "Gersnon' may also pe the original
name of the son of ioses (Exodus 2:22; 13:3; Judges 18:30b)
according to the principlic ol papponyny (cf, Moth, Die igraclit-
1schen Personennamen, 50i'L; for an example in taoe recenily
discovered Samaria papyri, sce F. il. Cross, Jr., "The Digcovery
of the Samaria Papyri," BA. XXVI (1963), 120f.) Hence, "Gershom'
may be an avtificlal substitution for "Gershon” by a redactor
of the Levitic traditions. The substitution may have taken
place when Moses was separabted from the line of Gershon and
was attached to the line of Kohath (c¢f. I.C below). The name
of Gershon ben Moses would have been changed to Gershom ben
Moses to differentiate ioses! family from the Gershonites.
" The Chronicler seemingly had forzotten whatever significance the
n/m variation was to have, and he calls the son of Levi both
Gershon and Gershom.

1



“ge

s ﬂ»:i‘:»ﬁuw‘» S 56 g B S Gk i

S BT e e R s

-22 -

The reading y&§owv and 1ts derivatives is found in
the 014 Greek and prooably is due to reading I for 0 _in

Vorlage.
3 8-:77*;1&3]

4[3( oud Greek
>byhwd Syriac

"Abinu" (¥T) and "Abioud" (the Greek readi nb) may be
an Interchance between an cag Wi “nd later form of the same
s SO N |

nami, deriving both from "ALI™ + "M’ " 4+ "Adu" (smy father is
Adu). T

C 4

MI' has: Levl--{Libnites
Hebronites
slahlites
fushites
Korahites

There are significant varilances wilth regard to the last three
names.,

- MT ...mgbbt hmhliy mgb@t nwgy mgpht hQr@y...
Ui A . ——=  Swpes  © Kope  Kat Swpes o pevoEc
¢eAivearni ~

Xlmpqvw ‘

nge ——— - Kt S\\p.os ° )Lovo'( Ke&c :np.og © kopt
@038. Kdc fupos o poohi K Snpes o povec  Mde Swaeg o Kopg

One may of course argue that the inclusion of the
"Mahlites" in MT is original and that it is missing in the
dominant Greel readings by haplosraphy. Houever, because of
the clos e assoc1at*on of ilahll and iushi in other genealogies,

"Mahlites" may have beun added to the text here by a scribe
who was acquaintcd witn thnet a“"oc*ation. The fact that only
the Hexaplaric family and MS have "liahlites" is another indica-

tion that MT's reading may be in ervor, since one expects the
Hexaplaric readings to be corrected toward Wr, IHence, while

- not proven, our reasons for seeing "Mahlites" as secondary

are at least as strong as those for considering 1t original.

The order of the last two names in the Egyptlian and
Luclanic texts is probabliy the original one, though it makes
no differcnce as to the content of the genealogy wnether it
1ls or not,



5Verse 223
l]g@vj“b Jpeeand 62606 (P (=5) py noqux maxd]
om BAfir:s:b:nk

Since ilishael is menticned only in Leiiticus 10:4 in other
literature referring to pre-exillc times, 1t does not seem
likely that it would have been added here., Hence, we prefer
to-see it as a haplography in certain Greek manuscripts rather
than as an addition in liebrew,

6Verse 222
TV feetpn fwerper [/ cgbpec / K epe [aerpn Aanxce, M{I%CQ}AGL:cklaE}
TEYPEC /;rapt /gsx(n (71> Equir

EOVLIm
-gl!/ucgtB £
Soseri Anonl

a*{,xx,(»czn)\ 76
Mesori IBW

The interchange between t and ¥y (second consonant) may be a
confusion of Greek T and I . Several of the readinzs supported
by only one manuscript are ditfficult to explain other than as
mistakes. The bulk of the evidence sugzests retaining the

MT reading. The name occurs only here and in the Chronicler's
History. - .

o(-a )&Aqua2 tus thda

186 yrpoor /ympoup
mpToeY Jynwpewv /Gerson bickiay A-codd
Ynpew  ejsz |
I/ gepaan GL:a:fv:L:x ¢
yrpeav <237
Gessa L
Gethson A-ed.
Though "Gérshom" is the best attested reading, this may

already rest upon a scribal change from "Gershon." See our
discussion under footnotc 2 above,
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8The readings re !anasseh/iloses are:
O(-a)GB(—ejZ)EX

1 ke V?//.w.vuwr /T 2t n/i:Iaﬁase &
L3 . L C
poTn ¢ 4 E 2 Thdt
pwuen a:ejvaz L
A .
om & mru

The entire section according to famllies reads:

3 wywntn Forh  dmnk’ ¥ dbrh dgrswn  brh dmws’
GL Thdt Kl (wva fap 0 wutes /A,*Vd;q'oy; vier  ywpTwp Vioy Mwdw
MT - wyhwntn bn grém bn mnsh
A:Bi Ko cwvabuvi Vies  FMPTWR  VIoYhies e VVRTT R
a:ejvazt K& (w v&.P.w//.; veos ympTwiu uu%,..s PR g
GA mru : - - - -

. v . ’ .
The first brh dmns’ of the Syro-Hexaplar is corrected

toward MT as shown by thne asterisks. This plus its unusual

order show that the Syro-Hexaplar is a conflation of the other
two major readings.

The mnfh of MT with its raised n has caused a great deal
of discussion amonz scholars. Benjamin Kennicott (The State of
the Printed Hebrew Text of tha 0ld Testament Consldered: Dig-
serfation the Second. Oxford; 1754, bl-54) discusses tnis
suspended nuin. He considers it the work of a scribe who was
concerned lest Israel's great lawgiver iMoses be consldered the
grandfather of Israel's first priest of idolatry. He hoped
instead t0 suggest that Israel's wicked king ianasseh be thought
of at this point. Christian David Ginsburg, Introduction to
the Massovebtico-Critical Fdaltion of the Hebrew piuvle, with a
Prolegoizenon: Tne dasoretic Text: A Critical Lvaluation by
Harry ., Orlinsiy, iew Yorix, l1bo, 33H-33d, quotes Rashl (1040~
1105 A.D.) to sncw that this was also his understanding of the
suspended nun., Ginsburg lists the early editions of the Hebrew
Bible to show that some had the suspended nun and others did
not. Jacob b, Chayim's Bible of 1524-25 had it. Cf. the dis-
cussion in G. E. ioore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on Judges ("ICC," VII; Edinburgn, 1lowb), LO0IT.

We certainly belileve that iioses is the orlginal reading.
However, the reasons wihich the Jewish interpreters give for the
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change to ilanasseh are hardly believable. Certalinly everyone
would have known that Manasseh, the seventh century king,
could not have been the ancestor of someone in the Tribal
League, Did the corrector have HManasseh the son of Joseph 1in
mind? Or was nun inserted because that was the easiest way to
change "iHoses' TO another na:e without altering the text
greatly? Or was a vowel letter written above the line and
miscopied as a nun? (Cf. Frank i1, Cross, Jr., "The Develop-
ment of the Jewish Scripts,' The Bibvle and the Ancient Near
East: Essays in Honor of Williiam Foxuell Aloripznt, ed. G. E.
Wright (Garden City, 1¢bl), 135, 1line ¢,

Hevrew 5:273 Greek 6:1
Ji\lj’??}/x\xfac-wv/x—(‘orwv N-ace gma
yeSowv /yevfewv /Gethson b Bcy,ih-ed

§
xefewv A e,

¥rpewpr  d p qt z:f
Cf. remarks in footnote 2 above. Here and in 23:6f, 26:21,
29:8, and 2 Chronicles 29:12 the spelling of T is with final
‘n. Elsewhere the Chronicler, according to H4T, uses Gershonm.
1O0Hebrew 5:30; Greek 6:4 “ '
. A :
V1W IR/ afecaovffnew § dpat z::l;I

*Bcovs &
I ’ ABerove co
G could be the result of a vert¢cal dittography.

1ljebrew 5:34; Greek 5:8 )
Y2RTTIR / dyepods g(-%2) ¢* % 454 t\zil

—

d.xc)uo.a\e e,
. egﬁvxgds h

Manuscript h's reading is the result of metathesis of ) and m
in Vorlage.

ylzﬂebrew 5:38; Greek 6:12
Pi—ré 1° and 2° /radwk / ¢ 88 ovx L A( )GB dpa t:]

U'O‘A w)( - m

Manuscript m 1s a result of confusion between & and A in
Greek,

o s
o L St iR
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l3Cf. footnotes 7 and 9 above,

1aVers§_;
Esdras A : . Esdras B
RO/ eopss 8] Eqpas B |
3 EP"’*S GO & QF&S ANC
EfSp-LS /e rSPds GD(-B)N £ 5SPJS/€G-§PJ_S 'J}LG‘B(-B)

Th: Greek -4$ ending is a nominative form for Hebrew jgﬁ See
Thackeray (A& Gcamﬂdr of the 01ld Testament in Greek, 160, The
insertion of tnec § is provaply for eupnonic reasons,

l 5 ey "y L0
Hebrew 06:0; Greek 6:21

7oA ] A(-afj)
7T§l /twa)(/ wEY & B

waf3 B

'Lwd‘u 02

twdg dpgtz:f]
twlae( GL
P YN bl

The Greek seems to make an attempt to express the final 7T in
Hebrew, and it does it in various ways..

16Hebrew 6:6; Greek 6:21
iy | |
uSec /s /L Sac /4SS e'eB: apate
o Sbw @L('b)
oot Swv b
Abdiu ° A - ed

The -&¢/-&/~dt/-t terminations in Greek are no doubt due to con-
fusion of y/w in Vorlage.
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1Tyeprew 6:7; Creek 6:22
1:;-‘r-‘p§/d/-'-tcv¢5’-tﬁ B:mnif j: dpqt;
pr (T kdp ((cc'.c-\f:e2)uws_ «VTOoU GL(‘Y)

dr(V#Sd# ze
N'd'-tép ANa
T eap g
Sahar [

(TP vios SAUTOV ofpivet S""/"‘ g

Wilhelm Rudolf, Chronikblicher, TlUbingen, 1855, 54, says that
Amminadab is impossiole. 1In a complicated and unconvincing
reconstruction he attempts to show that Iznar was the original
reading. However, this disreszards lectio difficilor, Instead
the reading "Izhar" may be a correction ovased on 1 Chronicles
6:18,23. But it is also possible that the o*1glnal readln” is

not preserved at all, See our suggestion to read "Amram® in
I.C.9 below. _

18

Hebrew 6:7; Greek 6:22
"'l"'z:)f/occ'z'(P ANaci :1]

LpeaE( B
“oepec /xaecpe Cnh
L
“<Tnp dpatz& :egmrt j

Manuscript B has metathesized s and r. Note that Assir, Elkanah,
and Ebiasaph are really only one generation, cf, I.C.9 below,

194ebrew 6:3; Greek 6:23
] OLLE fuPrscap /uPinrays/<Pirdg MM L apagt z]
el[a(iedP B c2a

(tﬁl*a&? h

&PCfd? N

The Samaritan Pentateuch has the same readlng in Exodus 624

as MI' here. However, the T of Exodug O:24 has?ﬂx’lzl. These
are no doubt variations of the same name.

i
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B's reading may be due to a hearing error, a more
familiar person being substituted for a lesser kxnown one,

2oHeor ew 6:8; Greek 6:23

N7 DR/uenp/ueep/aorep fuse & ¢l p g ¢z
2

«*TepEl Jeaepe Be h
£A|¢r¢? a
om Syriac
2lpebrew 6:9; Greek 6:24
NT A/ 0sut " 6" ®apq ?]
Kea© B
Kt AD ¢y
QoLd.P. fox
Ot A © <{}4>
Hebrew h is represented vy Greek alpha, cf. A w a{ for 7‘7‘_17.7_2_5
in 1 Chronicles $:1 (Greek manuscript A), and A«E = JTTOR
in 4 Reigns 23:12 (Aq.) (Brooke-icLean, 3ZJ) Pernaps B's
reading 1s a result of confusion between t and k. The reading

of ¢y has resulted from confusion of KAA® and KAAO.

221 ebrew 6:10; Greelt 6:25

ni D"T]{i:/d.xx};.we @A("n) dpqt a
o )\i’(f.we B ¢,
SR Repwy n
Achoth fi-ed

J.’uwé Vieg duToV &

Hebrew T1 is represented in Greek elther by X (€2), A>A (Bes),
or not at all (G“). Cf. comments on R = alpha in footnote 2I
above,

234T has two Elkanahs in 6:11 (Greek 6:26). Ve retailn
only the first. The second is not in the Greek or Syrlac and
it_is also mlsolng in some Hebrew manuscripts, according to
3 MT may be conflatlion of" gynonymous- variants, namﬂly

a) 112 J PR L) paphe 1.
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241—Iebr'ew 6:11; Greel 6:26

JTT_T_.!! / K&t v at z:]

KM VAP /kevaD /ka veo & Beo " haANi

Canath A

Kot vaBu® m

vl GI‘ d p

Ko va\utf}v cegntjiagtz
~+drhh brh sml’ brh mry brh Syriac

Some CGreek manuscripts have combined the Hebrew conjunction
waw with the noun to form one word., Note in K&v«4a© that the
Greek again represents Hebrew L by alpna.

25Hebrew 6:12; Greek 6:27

" i N £
T 'l;[ :/ C&poa p acegni N /:-g

cepoafd it

o cp B ey
(EpoPoup A:fm:dpz

_ ‘ff's*“}" h
cepofoxfl q

(EPEpanN /CEPE penh e

gdhyl Syfiac
Manuscript A, perhaps by aural error, has 1n erted a b into

its Vorlaze, perhaps because the well-known "Jeroboam” sounds
similarly.

B's reading, /AAEP, may have developed as follows:
JEPAAA M > |EPOA (by haplography)

> IDAEP  (by metathesis of EP and AA ).
—- GL may be based on a VYorlage that had _L_l_t_? appended to
omn?,
The Syriac reading gdiyl is related to GL.

L beipn» 03

HEQLOGY
) :Syriac YIREE & B

(.‘.:Q

781
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261cprew 5:12; Greek 53127
.'|J:l_ nJPHX/S)\KeLV,L vios okvro«.a
. T'T Y

+d"d~)uu'7k vieg suTov D e2 y:ce

The reading of b ep ¥y Co would seem to be required in the
context. It could have” very easily fallen out of MI by
haplography.

2THebren 6:13; Greek 5:28

—]:):]_'] / o n/:w-rov-okog

+ aavEC G G
4+ LVToUL twi‘))\ ((w>\ 82) GL@L
brh bwkrh yw?yl Syriac

MT could be a haplography:
1220 b1 pw

for 9320 4xi hripvw

¢ A nas "Joel," as does the Syriac., '"Joel" is algo demanded
by 1 Samuel 3:2 (cf. 1 Chronicles 6:18). Hence, & SANEI
must somehow be a corruption of ISTHA.

280n differences in spelling between 1 Samuel 1:1;
1 Chronicles 6:11-13 (.LxXXQQ-c_b), and 1 Chronicles ©:16-20
(IXX33-35), see S. R. Driver, Hotes on the Hebrew Text of the
Books of Samuel (Ox¢ord 1650), &3 and E. L. Curtis ana A, A,
Madsen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of
Chronicles (Edinburgn, 1910;, 130f.

20T cepoup ail
rePt'/u-n”\ / CEPE)AWW\ GM {;B("V) Q}L('i)[;\

' (tfi)uv* A"
UPEJ.}L c X

The domlnant Greek reading is the same as MT plus an ’&l ending,
ef. 1 Samuel 27:10; and 1 Chronicles ©6:12, 19,
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3OCIIX_’3./ Viov @@ /viou Tov /Ucou aourr /vtou Tw
2 /viow ?
- P 8 eO(-A) M(ng) eo l

Voo gwe ‘E opovs v o«e«-ﬁ.g

ev voqe3 Sev vead /ev aceB /Ev daenf/
€V QO(p /Ev veeErgm /oy Vch‘Et/GV Ve TE s

_ Loty Co 1
EE dppabacn ¥
T @ /rovp i3 g sult of confusion between yod/waw in
Hebrew, &~ and a: re based on a wrong word division of the .
Hebrew (1L =c¢v), Follow aT,
3lyevren 6:19; Greek 6:34
T /¢ CE AN > ]
D'r :/ epEdp / O Exput acegmni
n§48 cy
_ lepem h |
CEPE ) »L-
PEPE™ /f&PE/J-dn,\ / ‘EPP/*”‘) t
Ieremiel A
tepoPoap fTitdapagt 2z

Cf. remarks re 1 Chronicles 6:12 for reading of GL The
readings of 8B and cp, HAAA and HAAA respectively, were ob-
viously confused in copying, and they in turn must be a
corruption of {E PE MAHA.

32Heprew 5:19; Greek 6:34
l7§"‘6.é.?’/SI\EU)/\/(EAH;A/?\AH\)‘ @B("CQ) Gf‘( N 4 patz
ehend

. 02
eA “‘B GL
& Atoo Eus-cod.

Confusion between & and A is evident in the readings of
¢, and N,
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33Hebrew 6:19; Greek 6:34

:[_T;ﬂ/gocu /Bavoo /Boove / Boovat (EA dpgtzi a
vt ot 6 | (}L

Beceg B ¢,

X - L .
B ¢, preobably read medial waw in Vorlare as yod., & is dif-
ficult to explain. Could it have arisen as an aural error?

34HebreW'6:2O; Greck 0:35
TIT D/ psb /paed /paab ¢* B cej
o(/xc w b : ‘ GL
th | | Syriac
onm dpat z
GL may be the result of a prosthetic alef in Vorlaze., Syriac

e

shows metathesis of n and R in T, The manuscripts that omit
this and the following two names (specifically they ocmit the
words Irom wov2 in verse 20=Creeck verse 35 10 gAdweve 11
verse 21=Greck verss 36) do so by homoloteleuton.

3Stebrew 5:20; Greek 6:35

" v hy/«,‘.m.‘ J<peac/ & pas /G(/ukﬂ“. G}A(Tce?‘j#)C}I‘ y H

T~
d,ukeuou B
Y- B
» . €2
ch.r*? Viour ekpme e c e
»mwéy ‘ Syriac
om - : dpqgqtz:f]

It 1s possible that the reading of Band c, resulted from some
type of confusilon between w and J1 in Hebrew or £ and € in
Greek. For the reading of manuscripts dpqtz see remaris on

the prcevlious word., The Syrlac may have resulted from the
dropping of the initial M somewnere in the Hebrew transmission.

3Ohebrew 6:21: Greek 6:306
U{EIIE/S/\\:‘,&V& GL G‘:A(Tcef‘j)B ﬂ

kope Viov ZAkave ucov €T wdp c e

om dpaqtzy:r
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The reading of manuscripts ce seems dependent on a lnowledge
of the content of Exodus 6:21, 24, althouzh here the order
is different. On manuscripts dpqtzy see remarks on the pre-
vious tTwo words. ’

3THebrew 6:22; Greek 6:37
‘]?13:2.22 /«ﬁﬂela'&?/d[;(dcgf/dﬁcdc’-(?GA( -n) Ba?hb 4 patz j
p(e!. T nf

a((B(d.c'a.T viou E€ARdvet VioY oLanp G}L(_b)

dﬁ(d.rd.?.n viev €AKdva Veov MO

b
® o
eiﬁnkr.tP B Co
Manuscript n has not reproduced the initial alefl of T, GL
and b contain glosses dependent on a knowledie of 1 Chronicles
6:8. B¥c, may have confused final ¢ and P.
38Hebrew 6:22; Greek 6:37

TI':I_P /Kop_s]

+4 vcov ol/uv«S’dB &

L

; GL is apparently a gloss based on 1 Chronicles 6:7.

3%Hebrew 6:25; Greck 5:40

n: V/_}_?;')_ /ﬁddva/ Baaas /ﬁdo‘o-:ot GA:dpqtz g
/ld-rh)Q ¥y
M T ek frddaae »GL(“y) B:h
oA . . . 02

It is difficult to tell which is the prlnary reading, but they
must all represent the same person,

uoHebrew 5:27; Greek 6:42

[J,;_"‘ﬁ/,lc Ouv g—] |
e Ot /n Gapr g={-o) cs
Npdb b
tpun © b’
ovpe " :apqtz §
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The Eeadings of b and bl are by metathesis of a reading such
as &, Ovpe is probably due to inner Greek corruption.

ML I TRt yipe ey ¢:A:N:hva G A
.(]?ic)xeksx cx:Bay E

42 Anaage|3 IR TR ke remenEx qeos APl
T Q}’ m_:.) bl & A @

Kdo oBecpedex vies ABcsbup
a:ex:depy €
wbytr br hymik - Syriac
The Syriac may be corrected on basis of 1 Samuel 22:20, which

is surely rignt historically. The MT reading may zo back to
a mistake in Vorlace. :

43 ?}L"I'Y?"‘g?_e./c(@e(/&skz)( S dmpz P]
T
agecpe Aex g G%A('m)Bcadqt Syriac .

" 0On the basis of 1 Samuel 22:20 one would exnect to read
"Ahimelech" here, althougzh he is the father and not the son of
Abiathar.

LYy . '
IR [wxegueheg fagepeden L g an(“p.Z] f

“Repe Aex Pz

L e A ¢ e s n



B. Form-critical Analysis

We shall examine the form of the Levitic genealogles in
two ways. First the genealogies presented in I.A will Te
listed again, but by various symbols we shall indicate whether
a given genaalogy is a list of ancestors or of descendants,
énd under cach of these categories there will be a further
division as to form. Our second analysis of the form of the
Levitic genealoglies will take note of tine precise wording by
which a genealogy is introduced, linked togetner, and concluded.
Arbitrary designations will be assigned to the various types
thus discovered, After these have been presented,ka'tentative
‘chronological listing will be made. Later these results will |
be compared with a study of tne content or internal structure
of the genealogies.

1. First Form Analysis

Legend

'a) List of descendants
—> =is the father of (Heb.=X's sons are)

V =is the father of (Heb.=X bnw, X bnw, etc.)

;%¥)=isvthe ancestor of the following families
(mSpht)

-)—);of* =produced (h81%d/yiwwaldd 1-) the following
sons

b) List of ancestors
«or T =is a son (bn) of

&&= =13 from the sons. of
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N.B. In the charts below, read from left to right and top to

bottom,

Genesls 46:11

Levl—> |Gcrshion
Kohath
serari

Excdus 2C:1%

Nadab
Abihu

Eleazar
Ithamar

eharon

Num. 16:1

Korah<4&—Izhar<&—

Num. 206:53b-00

"Kohatns»iAmram-3>»

Numbers 26:57

eg-rptCGershonlite
Kohathites

derarites

Levit

Numbers 3:

[

Ithanar

iKonath €— Lovi

Numbers 3:17-21,27,33
Levi— (’G‘er'shon-»Ebni

Kohath ->>

@_:Ier'ari > |ahli

Shinel :
Aiiram Konath—>
Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel
viusni
Merari-—»
S

(This is also the order in the text in question,)

Numbers 25:5Ea

Levid»({ Litnites
Hevrcnites
Xorahites
siushites

S

1 Chron, 24:1

Hadan
Abinu
Eleazar
Ithamar

Aaron->

1l Chron, 23:15
Moses-> o

Lipni
Shimei
" . —_
AnramlAarony»{iladab
vioges Abihu
Eleazarws -
Ithamar has
Izhar-—» [korah-» |Assir
Hephey |Eliianahn
szichri \Abiasaph
Hebron
Uzziel-|iiichael
\_.- A 2]
Blzapnan
Sithri
Aahli
Lf§13f11
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Judges 13:30

Jonathon &« Gershonm <« [08es

1 Samuel 1:1

Samuel ) <« Elizanah < Jeroham <— Elihu<— Tohu<— Zuph

1 Samuel 14:3a

Ahijan<- Ahltud \&—rPhinenase— ol
Ichabod

1 Sameel 22:2C

Ablathar «— i hinclech €« Ahituyn

1 Samuel 23:6

Aplathapr <&~ Ahimelech

l Samuel 3G:7

Aplathar < Ahimelech

~

1 Chronicles 13:15 and 2 Samuel $:17

Zedolk &— Altub
AvimelecheAsiathar

1 Chronicles 24:6

Ahlinmelech €« Aoiathar

1 Chréniclcs 11

1 Chronicles 24:3

Azarianh <« ll1lldian &« deshullan & sadoli<e teralotn< Ahltub
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Nehemiah 11:11

Seraiah ¢« Hilkiah <& Meshullam &« Zadolk<— [eraloth < Ahitub

Ezra 7:1-5

Ezra <« Seraiah <« Azariah ¢ Hilkiah €<—-Shallium
»
Zadok

)
Ahitub

A
Amariah

Azariah

‘A
Meraioth

4
Zerahiah

"~

Uzzl
VN

Bukki

: A
Abishua
:}
Phinehas
Eleazar

1
Aaron

1 Chronicles 6:35-38

Aaren

- Eleazar
Phizqehas
Abishua
Bulki

Uz
Zerahiah
Meggioth
A iah
Aﬁ?ﬁub
Zadbk

— _Ahiﬁaaz
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1 Chronicles 5:27-41

Levi-araérshom

Moses Abihu

Kohath — ([ Amram —>{Aaron —»{Hadab
Miriam |Eleazar »»Phinehas »»Abishua

Ithamar
Bukki
Izhar
Hebron , Uzzi
Uzziel
Zerahiah
Merari
Meraioth
Amariah
Ahitub
Zacok
Ahimaaz
Azariah'
Johanan
Aza;iah
Amariah
Ahiiub
Zadgk
Shaglum
2
' : Hilkiah
1 Chronicles 6:1-4
N — Azariah
Levi-»|Gershom—>|Libni ‘
Shimel ‘ Seraiah
\ Kohath — (Amram : Jehgzadak
o Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

Mushi

~ (Merari — Eljathli




1 Chronicles

6:5-6

Gerﬁhom
Libni
Jahath
Zir¥aah
Jog

Zedan

Jeatheral

1 Chronicles
6:18-23

Heman

Jobl

Safuel

Elﬁanah
ioham/ﬂerahmael

Toah
Zuph
Elkanah
Malath
AmQ§ai
Elkanah
Joe
Azariah
Zephaniah
Tahath
Asslr
Eblasaph
Korah
Izhar
Kohith
Levl
Israel

1l Chronicles
6:7-13

Kohath
Amninadab
Korah
Assir
Elitanah
Eblasapn
As 1r
Tahath
Umjjel
Uzziah
Shafil
Elkanah

Amagai Ahimoth
Ellgnah
Zopgai

' Nahéth

Eliab
Jerdham/Jerahmael
Elkanah

Samuel

Joel Abl jah

1l Chronicles
6:24-28

Asaph
BePechiah
Shinea
Migpael
Baaseiah
Maﬂéchlah
Ethnl
Zerah
Adq}ah
Ethgn
Zimgah
Shinel
Jahdth
Gershon

Levi

S R A e g e 4

1 Chfonicles
6:14-15

Meg@ri
11
lenl
Smpei
Uzggh
Shl
§¢ah

Asglah

1 Chronicles
6:29-32

Ethan
Kikni
Abai
MaIluch
Hashablah
Amdziah
Hilkiah
Amzi
Bani
Shemer
Mahli
Mu S‘!hi
Mquri
Levil



1.

Summary of Texts According to First

—>

" Genesis 46:11
Numbers 3:2

1 Caronicles 24:1
1l Chronicles 23: 15

Numbers 3 17
Exodus 5:15-19

Exodus 6:21,22,24

1 Chronicles 5:27-29

1 Chronicles 6:1

. Note:

\

1 Chronicles 6
1 Chronicles 6

-

Form Analysis

—>

Numbers 26:57
Numbers 20:58a,b,c,d,e
Numbers 3:106-21,27,33

—»béorf

Numbers 26:53b-50
Exodus 0:20,23,25
1 Chronicles 5:30-41

There is only a slight difference between

~> and -%» because sometimes (e.g. Num-

bers 3:18-20) bny X is followed by ImSphtrn,

(cf. also Exodus 6:24),

P2
:3

5=3

5

e-or 1

Exodus 28: lb
Numbers 10 1
Judges 16:30
Samuel 1:1
Samuel 1l4:3a
Samuel 22:20
Samuel 23:6
Samuel 22:9Q and 22:11
Samuel 30: 7
Samuel &:17
Chronicles '18:16
Chronicles 24:6
Chronicles 9:11"
Nehemian 11:11

(WEWENY NS WYY Wy W

- Ezra 7:1-5

1 Chronicles 6:18-32

SR

el
1 Chronicles 24:3
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2. Second Form Analysis
a) e A
form: (w)bny X X,ete. (=(and) the sons of X

are/uere X, etc.)

examples: Genesis 46:11
Exodus 6:17; 6:18; 6:19a; 6:21; 6:22; 6:24
Exodus 23:1b (here the listing of names

precedes the formula)

Numbers 3:19-20 (plus lmSphtm)
1 Chronicles 23:0-24
1 Chronicles 24:1
1 Chronicles 5:27-29; 6:1, 3-4

mixed: bny X X bnw (=the sons of X: X his son)
1 Chron. 6:7a, 13, lda, 36a

bny X ... X bn X (=the sons of X: X the
son of XJ

1 Chron, 0:2%a

composite
content: Levi—{aérshon- ibni
Snimel

Kohath---ﬁ%%am-J@éron- fladab

Abihu

Moses--Gershom
liezer

~ \{iriam

Izhar-4Xorah~-4Assir
Nepheg [Elkanah

Zlchri Ablasaph

Hebron

\g?ziel fdishael
Elzaphan

Sithri
Merari---4:ahli
ffushi
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examples elsewhere (not Levitic):

Numbers 26:5ff
1 Chronicles 1:5, 8, 17, 28, etec.; 2:2ff
Genesis 9:13; 10:2, 60, 22

Comment:

(1) Genesis 46

The context of Genesis 46:11 is a list of
seventy persons who came to Egypt with Jacob to live in Goshen.

Included are the twelve sons of Jacob/Israel. The entire sec-

tion 1s introduced by the words (verse 8): wlh St bny yér’l
..; ELEEE- ihis, as we>shall see, 1is our Type B. With Jacob's
second son, Simeon, our Type A 1is introduced. Levi, in third
place, is also in Type A, as are all the rest of the sons of
Jacob in the genealogy ending with verse 27. It is therefore
poésible to conclude that at one time the entire genealogy of
Jacob'!s sons was in the form of Type A, but that in the text
as 1t now stands the beginning has been secondarily changed.
(2)‘ Exodus 6 _
The passages cited from Exodus 6 are part of a
larger sectlon, namely, verses 14-25, That thils section was
originally independent of the context in which it 1s now found
1s indicated by the lack of connectlon betweenAverses 13 énd 14,
and by the fact that verses 26-30 éeek to combine the content
of the genealogy with the verses before verse 13 by stating
(verse 26), "These (i.e., the sons mentloned in the genealogy)
"

are the Moses and Aaron to whom Yahweh said....

The entire section (Exodus 6:14-25) begins as
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a list of Israel's sons in the traditional order, namely, Reuben,
Simeon, Levi, etc.l Obviously, however, the writer or redactor
is only 1nterested in showlng that Aaron and Moses belong to the
line of Levi (cf. verse 26), for after listing the descendants
of Levl he does not continue with the genealogy of the other
sons of Israei, but he returns to the narrative.

The entire list begins with the words (verse

14a): 1h r’Sy byt ’btm (="These are the heads of the house

~of their fathers'"). Then the sons of Reuben and Simeon are
listed according to Type A, Each listing is concluded by

?1h m3pht X (=These are the families of X) (verses 14b and 15b).
- The Levites are introduced with a new formula,

namely, our Type B (verse 16a): w’lh Smwt bny lwy 1tldim

(=These are the names of the sons of Levl according to thelr
generations). Then the names Gershon, Kohath, and iferari are
listed (verse 16b), and the age which Levi éttained is given
(verse 16c).
| The sons of Gershon, Kbhath, and llerari are

listed in the form of Type A (verses 17-19a), as followus:

Exodus 6:17 bny griwm lbny wsn“y lmSphtm

Exodus 6:18 wbny ght “mrm wyshr whbrwn w‘zj’l...

Exodus 6:19a wbny mrry mhly WISy

This section is concluded with the statement (verse 19b):

lNoth, 39, dates the 1llsts that include Levi t¢ the
earliest period of the period of the,Judges.



s1h mgppt hluwy 1ltldtm (=These are the families of the Levites

according to their generations). This could mean that verses
16-19 once formed an independent genealogy.2

Exodus 6:20 follows a different pattern from

6:17-19a.3

It reads: wygh ‘nrm °t ywkbd...wtld lw °t “hrn wt
1 2 =% L b 7]

mEh.... While we cannot be sure of the slgnificance of this
variant wording, let us herewlth note it especially and hold
dpen the possibility that the statemeht calling Aaron and iosges
the sons of Amram 1s a secondary expansion of Type A as listed
above.

Exodus 5:23 could be secondary for the saue

L - .
reason. It begins: wych ’hrn st ’1y50°.... Finally, Exodus
‘6;2535 could be the third instance of an addition: w’1<czr bn

hrn loh lw mbnwt pwty2l....
[] ]

If our suggestion is correct, it would mean that
the followlng information has been secondarily connected to
Amram in Type A: | o ~

(Amram)--{Aaron--{Nadab
Hoses Abihu
Eleazar---Phinehas
Ithamar

Though Exodus 6:21 (the sons of Izhar), 22 (the

sons of Uzziel), and 24a (the sons of Korah) now have the form

of Type A, they may not have originally been connected with

2This 1s the opinion of M8hlenbrink, 188.
318nlenbrink, 188f and 198, calls it an crzdhlender Stil,

In M8hlenbrink's article Exodus 6:20 is several tiumcs erroneously

listed as 9:22.

Hu8nlenbrink, 188. ~ Smohlenbrink, 183f, 198,
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6 Such a hypothesis gains confirmation by the

Exodus 6:16-19,
fact that a second conclusion (in addition to verse 19b) is

added in E:odus 6:25b, namely: 21h r’Sy sbwt hlwym 1lmSphtm,

The independent character of the genealogy of the sons of Korah
is further indicated by its special conclusion in 6:24b:

’lh mépht harhy.

(3) Exodus 28:1b

This is a slight variant of the pure form of
~ Type A, The list of sons precedes the formula ggz_g_(=the sons
| of X are) rather than follows it. In view of the possible
secondary character of\the genealogy of Aaron in Exodus O, we
must pose the question whether this passage may not have been
.secondarily adapted to Type A,

(4) Numbers 3:17-39

~
In the census of the tribes given in HNumbers 1

the Levites were specifically excluded. In Numbers 3, however,
Yahweh gilves the command to number the Levites. In the course
of the enumeration the three main Levitic groups, together with
their sub-groups, are mentioned.

This section begins with the words (verse 1l7a):

’1h bny lwy bfmtm (=these were the sons of Levl by their names).

Then Gershon, Kohath, and Merari are listed (verse 17b). The

next step in the genealogy (verse 18a) is put in the following

form (our Type B): w’lh Smwt bny griwn lmSphtm (=and these are

the names of the sons of Gershon according to their families).

6y8nlenbrink, 1857, 198.
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Then Libni and Shimeil are listed (verse 18b).

The sons of Kohath (verse 19) and Merari
(verse.EOa) are given according to Type A. However, since one
would expect to find Type B used throughout the gehealogy (in
agreement with the formula used for the sons of Gershon), 1t
seems plausible to consider verses 19-20a as shortened versions
of Type B, caused by the dropping of 21h Smwt at the beginning
of the formula. '

The concluding phrasé (verse 20b), 21lh hm

mép@t hlwy lbyt »btm, suggests that in Numbers 3:17-20 we are

once more dealing with an originally independent genealogy.

In Numbers 3:21-39 the three main branches of
-the Levites are again listed, this time (verses 21, 27, 33).
according to the following formulg} ;:z_g§g§§.§,(gentilic) etc.,
>1h Eg_mép@t X (gentilic) (= belonging to X there were the

families of X, etc., and these were the families of‘X). We
shall call this Type C.
(5) 1 Chronicles 23:6-24

Comments concerning the total content of this
seétion wlll be reserved until Part II., It purports to be a
list of Levites at the time of David and Solomon. The form is
basically Type A. For the present we shall ignore those nanmes
which do not coincide with Exodus 6. It 1s interesting to note,
however, that, whereas the sons of Aaron are not listed, the
sons of Moses, Gershom and Ellezer, are given (verse 15), They

are not recorded in the other examples of Type. A, The genecalogy
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is concluded with the statement (verse 24): s1h bny lwy lbyt

sbwtyhm rs&v h’buwt... (=these were the sons of Levi according

to the house of their fathers, the heads of the fathers....)
(6) 1 Chronicles 24:1

The reason why the sons of Aaron were not listed
in chapter 23 now becomes apparent. Aaron is singled out for
speclal attention here. The genealogy is given in Type A, and
the same four sons are mentiloned as in Exodus 6 and Exodus 20.
Since the genealogy of Aaron appeared to be a secondary expan-
slon of Type A in Exodus 6, it is possibié that its appearance
in Type A here is to be taken as harmonlzation of secondary
material to an earlier genealoglcal type.

(7) 1 Chronicles 5:27ff

This section makes up the single largest col-
lection of Levitic genealogical materiél in th% 01d Testament.
It comes in the midst of nine chapters of genealogles. It starts
out in Type A (5:27-29), giving the following content:
— L o TR T T
Ievi--Gersh%@}*

Kohath——{ﬁaram---ﬁg}on- Nadab
Abihu
Eleazar
Ithamar
Moées
iiriam
Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

ggrari

The faét thét the sons of Gershom and ilerari are not given, but

B I i o b s, L. i R
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that the déscendants of Kohath are carried out through Aaron's
sons, indicates the Chronicler's interest in providing a Levitic
genealogy for the sons of Aaron. Given this Tendenz, it is
possible that the inclusion of the Aaronides heré does not
invalidate our suggestion that they originally were not part
of the Levitic genealogy in Type‘A.

The sons of Levi and Kohath are agaln given
in Type A in 6:1 and 6:3. The sons of Merari, omitted in 5:27-29,
are listed according to Type A in 6:da,

(8) Revised content of Type A

For the reasons given under our discussion of

Exodus 6 we suggest that the criginal content of Type A may have
z-;%jA

o orie?
PN A

//
Levi~{Gershofi-{Lioni
Shimel

Kohath--4Amram ~
Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

Uerari~-{ilahli
{ushi

b) Type B!

form: »1h Smut bny X 1tldtm/lmSphtm XXX
(=thesc are the names or the sons of X
according to their generations/families:

or slh bny X bSatm X X X (Numbers 3:17a only)

examples: Exodus 6:16a
' Numbers 3 18
Numbers 3:2 (- ltdtm/l1ouhtm)
1 Chronicles 6:2 (- thA/lqoﬁdtm)

7This type can be considered the same as Type A with the
addition of an introduction, namely, *1h HmWL.
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mixed: wlh Smut bny X...X="and these are the

Genesis 46:38 (introduction to list
of sons that includes Levi)

content: Israel--levi-4Gershon~--Libni
: Shimel
Xohath

Mlerarl
Aaron--tladab
: Abinu
Eleazar
thamar
~ examples elsewhere (not Levitic):
Genesis 35:10

(1) Exodus 6:15: w’lh Smut bny lwy ltldtm grgwn
vght vmrry...

This is a more elaborate form than Type A, but
it has the same content.

(2) Numbers 3:17-20

Verse 17 1s a slight variant of the pure form
of Type B in verse 18, On the surface, verses 19-20 belong to
Type A, ﬁut see our comments there. We therefore believe that
thg original form of verseé 19-20 was in the form of Type B.
How Type B can be easily shortened to Type A 1s illustrated by
the wording of the three verses in question:

3:18 w’lh Smwt bny grdwn ImSphtm lbny winy

'3:19 ‘wbny ght  1lmSphtm €mrm wyshr hbrun wézy?l
3:20 wbny mrry 1lmSphtm mhly wmwsy

(3) MNumbers 3:2

This contains the genealogy of Aarcon (although

no connection is made with Amram)., At first glance this seems
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to distingulsh the content of Type B from.what we suggested was
the original content of Type A, where Aaron and his sons are

not included. However, since the sons'of Iihar and Uzziel are not
given in Type B, the genealogy of Aaron cculd possibly be an
addition which has been cast in the wording of Type B.

(4) Revised content of Type B

According to our suggestion above concerning
Numbers 3:19-20 and 3:2, the original content of Type B would
be the same as Type A,
c) Type C ‘
| form: 1-X m¥nht X (gentilic) ete., 21h hm
mEpht X (geéntilic) (=belonging to X

there was the Tamily of X, etc., and
these were the families of X).

examples: Numbers 3:21, 27, 33
Numbers 26:57b, ¢, 4 {-the conclusion)

composite PR
content: Gershon--Gerghonites--4lLibnites
Shimeltes

‘Kohath---Kohathites---JAmramites
' Izharites

Hebronites
Uzzlelites

Merari---iMerariteg-~--tilahlites
Mlushites

Comment

(1) MNumbers 3:21, 27, 33

For the context see the discussion under
Type A above. The examples are as follows:

. .. AR TPIRYROSUN ¥ o€ s Yo
3:21 lgrswn mspht hlbny wmspht hsm'y ?1lh hm mspht
: hgrsny



3:27 wlght mgb@t h‘hrmy wmépgt hyshry wméppt hnorny
+ wm3pht hezy’ly ’1h hn mSpht hahty

3:33 lmrry mgppt hmhly wmgp@t nmwdy ‘1h hnm mgp@t
mrry

(2) HNumbers 20:57b, ¢, d

The’ context is the second census of the
Israelites. First the tribal listing is given according to
genealogical Type A, each section having as a conclusion

:1h mipht X (msphtm). Then the Levites are given separately

aécording to our Type C:
26:57b  1lgrswn mgp@t hzriny
26:57c  lgnht mSpit hahty
26:574  lmrry mSpht hmrry
The composite content of Type C is exactly the
same as in the original forms of Types A and B, except that they
are not explicitly connected to ngi. Again nothing 1s said
about the family of Aaron. This further supports the suggestion
of the secondary character of the statement about Aaron in
Type B.
| It should be noted that the descendants of
Gefshon, Kohath, and perarl are given with gentilic forms, hence
- as groups and not as individuals. It 1s possible that this may
denote an older form of the geneélogies than Types A and B.
Within Type‘C 1tself, the separate listing of the Gershonites,
Kohathites, and Merarites (Numbers 26:57) may Iindicate this as
being older than the form in Numbers 3:21, 27, 33, and for con-
venlience we shall henceforth speak of them as Type C-older form

and Type C—later'form, respectively.



d) Type D
form: mSoht X (=the family of X) (X is gentilic)

example and comment: There is only one example of
Type D. This is found in Numbers 26:58b, ¢, d, e. It evi-
dently constituted a separate genealogy originally. This is

shown by its special introductlion (verse 5%a), 21h mgpht lvy,

by its special form (verse 57, which precedes, is in Type €),
and its content (which is at variance with the preceding verse).
mgp@t hlbny
mSpht hhbray
mSpht haqrhy

“~
mipht hmwsy
e) Type E p
beja ,
forms: X hwld *t X (=X was the father of X)

examples: Numbers 26:58, section f
1 Chronicles 5:30-41

composite

content: Kohath---Amram Eleazar--Phinehas--Ablishua
Bugki
Uzgi
Zeqahiah
Meqaioth
Amgrian
Anhitub
Zadok
Ahimcaz
Azariah
Johanan
Azariah
Anariah
Ahitub
Zadolk
Sha%lum
Hilkiah
Azaﬁiah
Seraiah
Jehozadak

8M&hlenbrink, 192f, 206f; Leroy Waterman, "Scme Determining Fac-
tors in the Northward Progress of Levi," JAQS, LVII (1937), 376~379.




Comment:

1 Chronicles 5:27ff, after starting out 1in

Type A, then changes to Type E in verse 30, One link of the

content of Type A is found in Type E (Kohath---Amram), and one

P

part of the section of Exodus 0 which we considered as posslbly

being secondary te Type A& is also represented here (Eleazapr---

Phinehas). The rest of the content of

in any of the types discussed so far.

Type E has not appeared

Since the list purporis

to give Levites extending to the time of the Exile (verse 41),

one would naturally not expect to find

in the genealogics of the ¥Yentateuch.

the last group of names

By the very nature of

the case, therefore, this list, or at least most of it, cannot

be consgldered as old as the lists stud

f) Type F
form: X £1d 1-X °t X g
or ywld l-X - X

examples: Numbers 25:59b

Numbers 26:60

Exodus 6:20
6:23

6:25

composite
content: Amram-

vloses

Miriam (il

ied thug far.

=X bore to X: X}
=and there was born
to X: X)

wtld 1mrm *¢ *hrn wt

ndh w't mrym 2htin

wywld 1’hrn °t ndéb w?t
*byhw? 2t ?1Czr w’t ?ytmr

wyqh “mrm *t ywkdb - :
<o Wtld 1w g ‘hrn w’t msh....
wyahh chrn *t ’1]“0 »oowtld

lw 2t ndb wt *byhw? 8 ?1-
“zr wt :ytmr....

w?l€zr bn hrn lah 1w mbnwt
pwty’l 1w 1°8h wtld 1w *t
Pynhs 2000

Aaron--4Nadab
Apina

eazar--{Phinehas

Itnamar

e -
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examples: Genesis 4:18a; 5:3b, 6b, Sb, etec.
Corment:

This type, in which, llke Type E, the key word is
yld, differs irom Type E in that it 1s in a more informal or
editorial style.9 The content of Numbers 26:5%b, 60 agrees
with Exodus 6:20, 23, and 25, which we hypothetically suggested
might be a secondary expansion of Type A, that 1s, they both
glve the family of Amram.b It 1s curious that among the children
of Amram only Aaron's family is mentioned. Since we suggested
that the genealogy of A;;on (Mumbers 3:2) might be secondary in
Type B, this would mean that its original form is to be found
here in Type F, whose “informal" style we have already noted.
Does this suggest that Type F is a late scribal compilation?

g) Type G o e

form: ) X (=X the son of X)

IC'

éxamples: Numbers 15:1

1l Samuel 1:1

1 Samuel 14:3a

1 Samuel 22:20

1 Samuel 23:0

1l Samuel 22:9 and 22:11

1 Samuel 30:7

1 Chronicles 18:16 = 2 Samuel 8:17

1 Chronicles 24:06 ‘
1l Chronicles 9:1l=Nehemiah 11:1
Ezra T7:1-5

1 Chronicles 6:18-28, 29b-32.

contents: cf, I.A
Comment:
Only Numbers 16:1, Judges 18:30, Ezra 7:15, and the

singer lists of l~0hronicles~6:13ffﬁcontéin names- that- purport

9M551enbrink, 138,
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to go back to premonarchical times. Numbérs 16:1 presents the
genealogy of Korah in agreement wlth Exodus 6, but in our dis-
cussion of Type A we suggested that the gencalogy of the sons
of Korah may not have been originally connected to Izhar.
Hence, the connection of Korah to Izhar here could be a scribal
compilatlion that is later than the content of Types A-D in
origin. Ezra 7:1-5 does not connect Aaron with Amran, and so
it does.not contradict the hypothesgsis put forth in the dis-
cussion of Types X and B, namely, that the family of Aaron is
not partc of the orlzinal form of the genealogies that purport
to go back to Levi. The singer lists, though they trace Heman,
Asaph, and Ethan back to Levi, 4o not present the sons of Levi
in their traditional order, but they place Kchath before Gershon
and HMerarli. Does this indicate that they are late reconstruc-
tlons intended to emphasize the importance of the Kohathites?
The only genealogy of this type ﬁurporting to go back to
Israel's earliest history that presents fresh material is
Judges 18:30. The very fact that elsewhere in the genealogles
(except for 1 Chronicles 23:15) the sons of ioses are never
given, although the sons of Aaron frequently are (albeit in what
we suggest may be a secondary form), may mean that in Judges 18:30
a tradition 1s preserved which was omitted in most of the later
genealogical schemes. | |
h) e H A |
form: X mn ggz_§ (=X from the sons of X)

example: 1 Chronicles 24:3 (cf. 1 Chronicles 6:18a)
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content: cf, I.A

comment: This will be discussed in II.G 1 below,

1) Type J

form: X bnw (=X his son)
exampleg: 1 Chronicles 6:5-6
1 Chronicles 0:7b-12
1 Chronicliles 5:14b-15
1 Chronicles 56:350=-33

examples elsewhere:
1 Chronicles 3:10ff
Comment:
| The content of 1 Chronicles 6:35-38 is almost
identical with Ezra 7:1-5 except that the list of Ezra 7 ex-
ﬁends‘for four more generations (cf. I;A above). On Ezra 7 see
our comments under Type G avove. On the artificial character of

1 Chronicles 6:5~15 see I.C telow.

J) Introductory and concludling formulae

~ (1) Introductions
(a) To Type A
Exodus 6:lla 21h r>8y byt *btm (=these
: are the heads of the house
of their fathers)
Non-Levitic example: Genesis 10:1
() To Type C
Numbers 26:57a ’1h pquwdy X 1lmSphtm (=these
are X as nunbered by their
families)
(c) To Type D

Numbers 26:58a ?1h mSpht X (=these are the
families of X)



(a)
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Independent

Nunmbers 3:1

(2) Conclusions

(a)

(v)

(c)

To Tyne A

Exodus 6:138b,2L%

1 Chronicles 23:

*1h twldt X (=these are
the generations of X)
(cf. Genesis 10:1)

(¢cf. Exodus 0:14b, i50)
s1h mSpht X ltldtm (=these
are the families of X accor-

ding to their gencrations)

24

>1ln bny X 1byt *bwtyhm...
(=these are the sons of X
accoraing to the house of
their fathers...)

Non-Levitic example:

To Tyne C

>1h msoht X {Numbers 25:7,
14, 22, ‘ete.

Numbers 3:20b, 21b, 27b, J33b

To Type ¥

Exodus &:25b

Y1h hun mSpht X (gentilic)
1oyt »bim —tnese were tae
families of X according to
the house of their fathers)

R r’8y bwt X lmsnhtm

(=these are the heads of
the fathers of ¥ according
to their families)
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Summary of the Form-Critical Analysis of
the Leovitic Geacaloglies
-4

Our study has shown that there is a correlation between

our first and second form analysis, as followus:

Symbols used in first Correspondent in second

Analysis Analysis

- Type i

-7 . Typcs B, C, D
—ﬁ>%F>- $' ' Types E, F

« N Type G

< ' ‘ Type H

b Type dJd

Types A (original form suggested), B {original form

suggested), and C have the sane content, namely:

Levi—~~E;rshon~—— Libni
Shimel

Kohathe~~~4Anram
Izhar

Hebron
Uzziel

_ggrari;--— Mahlites
v Yushites

Type C does not connect the names to Levi, but this is surely

understood. A more significant difference among the three
tyﬁes is that Type C lists the descendants of Gershon,*Kohath?
and Merarl with gentillic endinzs. This means thatvthe names
so listed represented groups and not Just individuals.

Type D seemingly has no connectlon with the content of

Types A, B, and C. It is as follows:
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Libnites
Hevronites
Xorahites
vlushltes

Levi---
[}

‘In the present form of the 0ld Testament text, all or part of
Types E, F, G,lo ané J are made to fit into Types A, B, and C.ll
However, there ig never any connection with Type D; yet Type D
purports to'come from Israel's earliest history. This could
mean that Type D (Numbers 20:538a) is to be considered even
older than the content of Types A, B, and C as they are now
constitutead.

Type D is in gentililic form, If it is in fact so very
old as we suggested, this may mean that in general one is to
consilder gentilic forms of names To be older than their non-
gentlilic counterparts. Accordingly, {ype C, which is also in
gentilic form would be olider than Types A and B, and within
Type C itself there séem to have been two foriis, namely, one
which stopped with the first generation of Levi's descendants
(Numbers 25:57b, c, d), and another which added a second genera-

tion (Numbers 3:2%, 27, 33).

10prom Type G the following are not glven an explicit
Levitic genealogy nor are they part of another genealogy which
is said to derive from Levi: Judzes 10:30; 1 Samuel 1l4:3a; 22:9,
11,20; 23:6; 30:7; and 1 Chronicles 24:0. It will later be shown
how these may nevertheless be Levitic genealogies. 1 Chronlcles
18:16 and 2 Samuel ©:17, which also belong to Type G, call Zadok
the son of Ahitub. This fits with the long gencalogy of 1 Chron-
icles 5:27-41, which goes back to Levi; but they also list
Animelech the son of Abiathar. The place of Ablathar will also
be discussed in the following chapters.

1l'I‘ype H lists Zadok as belonging to the line of Fleazar,
which agrees with the content of Type E. However, it also speaks
of Ahimelech as part of the llne or Lthamar. The possible Levitic
connection of this latter listing will be discussed below.



AR R B el it

ot . -61-

Our first form ?nalysis showed that with the famlly of
Amram a new form (£§$>9) begins, Our discussion of Type F
suggests why on the basis of the analysis of the wording this
element is secondary in IExodus O, which is basically Form A,

Cur first form analysis brings out the same shift in
form in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41. Here the new form (=) bezins
" with Phinehas (verse 30).

What we have suggested throughout our analysis is that a
change in fori within a glven section may indicate the

o

bullding in of a later form into an earlier one., The use of
the ten tuldwl{ in Genesls may be a similar example.12 Genesis 5
in 1ts present form may be the result of attaching various
smaller genealogies to the " wldut of Adam." Likewise with
the "twldwt of the sons of Noanh® in 10:1ff; the "twldut of Shem"
in 11:10£f; the "twldwt of Ishmael"” in 25:12ff; and the "twldwt
of Esau" in 30:1f

None of the texts using Type G connects Aaron with Anran.
Judges 18:30 gives a genealogy going bvack to Moses, There is
no explicit mention of how Moses fits into the Levitic gZenealogy,
but that he does is implicit in the context.

Hence, if our analysils is borrect, it would appear that
Types D and C (older form) are the two oldest Levitic genealogieé.

They are:

125ce Claus Westermann, Genegsis (”Bibl*scher Kommentar," I;
Neuk;rchen—Vluyn, 1966), loff.



Type D Type C (older forn)

Livbnites Gershonites
Hebronites Kohathites
Koranites Merarites

Mushites
Somewhat later a second generation (Type C-later form) was
apparéntly added to £it in with Type C-older form. Type C-
later form was still in gentilic style., If it is true that
gentilics are generally tane older form, Types A and B would

be an adaptation of Type C-later form to a list of individuals,

The two lists of the second generation are as followuws:

. Type C (later form) Types A and B
[Livnites Libni
| Shimneites Shimel

fﬁﬁramites
Izharites
Hebronites
_ggzielites

Mahlites
ilushites

Whether Type D antedates Type C (older form), or whether

Amran
Izhar
Hebron

i1t may have at one time been a link between Type C (older form)
and Type C (later form) we leave an open question for the

present.

o R



I.C. The Content of the Levitic Genealogies

On the basis of our form analysis of the Levitic gene-
alogles 1t appeared that Types C and D were the'oldest. FSince
there 1s only one example of D, and i1t has no obvious relation-
ship to any of the other genealogies, 1t willl be left out of
consideration for now. On the other hand, Type C 1s clearly
related to all of the 6ther genealogies that purport to go
back to the beginning of Israel's history. Therefore the
content of Type C will serve as our starting point for a study
of the internal structure or content.

l. Group A

The content of Type C-older form is found without
addition in Numbers 26:57 and Genesis 46:11, GenesiS“46:11
- says that Gershon, Kohath, and lMerari. were "the sons of Levi,"
while Numbers 26:57 qalls the Gershonites, Kohathites, and
Merarites "families" of the Levites, We shall call this first
generation of descendants from Levi "Group A," We list it
here for conveniénce.

Group A: Gershon/Gershonites

Kohath/Kohathites

_ Merari/Merarites

The order of the "sons" in each group must be
closely observed, for it 1s the writer's contention that the

first son in a three-name genealogy, or sometimes the third
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son was considered the most important.l Accordingly, in

lThorkild Jacobsen has suggested this view to the writer.
Jacobsen bases himself on Axel Olrik, "Epische Gesetze der
Volksdichtung, " Zeitschrifit flr Deutsches Altertwa und Deutsche
Literatur, LI (1S509), I-12. Oirik snows how Volisepilk 1s
governed by a Gesetz der Dreizahl. Althouzgh in storics from
India the Vierzanl often replaces the Dreizahl, the great
majority or Volksdoerlieferunsen (e.g., Greex, Celtic, and
German) use the Dreizahl. Olirik states (page 4): '"Wie ein
breiter streifen zient sich das gesetz der dreizahl durch
die sagenwelt hin, durch Jjahrhunderte und jahrtausende
menschlicher cultur. ie semitische und noch mehr die arische
cultur ist diesem michtigen nerscher untertan” (underlining
added), Olrilt describes how the Gesetz der Dreizahl works
(page 7): "Wenn eine reihe von personen oder dinsgen vorkommt,
dann wird der vornehmste aul den ersten platz gesetzt; aufl
den letzten platz aber der, der den besonderen epischen anteil
erregt. diese verhiltnisse nennen wir mit einem nautischen
ausdrucke toppgewicht und achtergewicht....achtergewicht nmit
dreizahl verbunden ist das vornehmste merknal der volksdicntung
--es 1st ein episches gesetz, sobald wir uns in religidsen
verhdltnissen vefinden, dann herscht das toppgewicht; dann ist
0din grdsser als seine zwei begleiter, wenn dieselben gestalten
- in epischen erzahlungen auftreten, dann bekommen sie das
achtergewlicnt: dann ist nicht mehr 0din der aglerende &als
hauptperson der triade, sondern immner--als letzter der dreil
gbtter--Loki." Olrik also points out the Gesetz der scenischen
zweiheit (page 5), in which two persons appear on the stage,
one being the opposite of the other, e.g., young and old,
large and small, good and evil (paze 6). Though Olrik's
examples come from European Volksdichtung he states (paze &),
as we noted, that the principle of Dreizahl also applies to
Semitic literature. Though he does not say so explicitly, he
no doudbt would agree that the principle of Zweihelit 1s like-
wise to be found among the Semites. Given Olrik's observations,
Jacobsen's application of the Dreizahl principle to Gershon-
Kohath-Merari seems very plausible. This is especially so,
because there seem to be other examples of this principle in
the 0ld Testament. The sons of Noah are listed as Shem-Ham-
Japheth (Genesis 5:32; 10:1; 1 Chronicles 1:4). Here the
placement of Shem in first place could be an example of what
Olrik called Toppgewicht. In the breakdown of the three sons
of Noah with their daescendants the order is Japheth, Ham, and
Shem (10:2ff, 6ff, 21ff--cf. 1 Chronicles 1:5,3,17)., The
placement of Shem in third place could be an example of Olrik's
Achtergewlcht, One might ask whether Shadrach, ileshach, and
Abednego in the Book of Daniel are not another example of the
Dreizahl principle, althoush here they all seem to bLe on the
same level. There are also cxamples of Zwelheit in the 01d
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the genealogies that we shall consider, 1t 1s interesting that
Gershon is usually listed first aﬁd Kohath second; while in
the breakdown of the names Kohath is given in the greatest de-
tail, and his line is also amplified in the narratives. There
is therefore a certain tenéion in our material concerning the
significance of Xohath. Perhéps the order of Group A is old
and sd well established in the tradition that it could not easily
be changed at a later time when Kohath had gained in importance,
2, Group B |

_ Group A 1s repeated in Numbers 3:17-21, 27, 33;
Exodus 6:16-19; and 1 Chronicles 0:1-4; but in these places
the sons of Gershon, Kchath, and Merari are named, We call

this new generation "Group B," The names are as follows:

(Levi)——-—(Gershon)———{??bni

Shinmel

Amram
Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

(Kohath)-~--

Testament: Isaac and Ishmael (listed in that order in 1
Chronicles 1:25, but see Genesis 25:12, 1¢); Esau and Israel
1 Chronicles 1:34, cf. Genesis 25); Ephraim and Hanasseh
Genesls U&:5, cf. Genesis 41:51f and 48:1); ioses and Aaron
Exodus 6:20; Nunbers 26:59; 1 Chronicles 5:29, 23:13;; and
Gershom and Eliezer (Exodus 1¢:3f; 1 Chronicles 23:15). When
two sons are listed it appears that the first-born is usually
placed first, unless the writer wishes to make the point that
the gecond-born outranks his older brother, e.g., Isaac-
Ishmael in 1 Chronicles 1:28, Ephraim-fianasseh in Genesis 43:5,
and Moses-Aaron (cf. discussion of plague stories in "J-E" in
Chapter II below)., Finally the families of Kohath {(Amram-Izhar-
Hebron-Uzziel) and Aaron (Hadab-Abihu-Eleacar-Ithamar) may be
examples of the principle of Vierzahl., Judging by the Biblical
evidence, Anmrail was considered to be the most important of the
songs of Kohath; and at one tlilme Nadab may have been consldered
the most important, as well as the first-born, son oi Aaron,
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(Merari)-~--‘3

Here, too, the order of the names is constant and signi-
ficant. The first name in each case, according to the
principle we have outlined is the most important {cf. footnote 1, p. 6k)

3. Group C (and D)

In the genealogies that we are considering, the names
of Group B are carried out to the next generation as follows:
(These new names we tentatively call "Group C,")

Hebron's sons are not given at all; Uzziel's sons
(Mishael, Elzaphan, and Sithri) are gilven only once (and cf.
'Leviticus 10), namely, in Exodus 6:22; Izhar's family (Korah, .
Nepheg, Zichri) is mentioned only in Exodus 6:21 (and cf. Num-
bers 15:1); while the sons of Amram (Aaron and Moses) are
recorded together four times (Exodus 6:20; Numbers 20:59; and
1 Chronicles 5:29 and 23:13),° and Aaron is listed separately
twice (Exodus 28:1band Numbers 3:2).

In our study of the extegnal structure of .Exodus 6:21
and 22 (cf. I.B above) it was éﬁggested that if we took the ex-
térnal fdrm‘seriously, we might consider the sons of Izhar and
Uzzlel as artificial additions to an existing genealogy (Type A).
The fact that Hebron has no sons at all and that Aaron and ioses
were probably nopyorigihallyrattaChed to Amram (cf. I.B) makes
it doubtful whééher any of the connections between Groups C

and B are original, or even whether the names now found in

20n the "informal”tsty;e of E.odus 6:20 and Numbers 26:59
see the discussion of Type F in I.B above.
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Group B were originally linked together as members of one
generation. If they were, we would expect to see a uniform
development of all four names, Also we would expect to sece f?
Mushi connected to Gershon, according to Judges 18:30b. But
thls we do not have, It is possible thatAthe names in Group B
are an artif1c1al connection between the ancient Levitic group
of Gershon, Kohath, and Merari and later independent groups:
Misﬁael, Elzaphan, and Sifhri; Korah,}Nepheg, and Zichri.3
That is to say, it looks as though there 1s a break in the
genealogy between Groups B and C. Accordingly, if a priestly
document existed before "PB,' it probably included only Groups
A and B. -

On the basis of the foregoing dlscussion the defin-
ition of Group C can be chahged. We would now consider Korah,
Nepheg, and Zichri to be related and contemporaneous Levitic
groups, which we call "Group C." Since Korah was active in a
rebellion in the desert (Numbers 16), these groups can tenta-
tively be dated to the earliest timés bf Israel's history.
Group C is then:

Korah
Nepheg
Zichri

Mishael, Elzaphan, and Sithri form another related

_ 3Aaron and Moses, who are linked together as brothers in

a "standard" genealogical form only in the late texts of 1 Chron-
lcles 5:29 and. 23:13, whlle in the Pentateuch they are listed in
"informal” style (cf. Type F in I.B), pose a. speclal problem to
be dealt with more fully later.
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group of three, which we label "Group D." Mishael and Elzaphan
date to the Desert Period, if Leviticus can be trusted. Group

D 1s thus:

Mishael
Elzaphan
Sithri
Libni, Shimei,u Mahli, and Mushi, all of whom belong

‘to Group B, have descendants who are recorded in 1 Chronicles

6. However, as we shall sec, this is probably an artificilal

construction, and so we do not consider their "sons" as part
of Groups C or D.
4. Group E (and F)°
Aaron and Moses are called brothers in Exodus 6:20,
Numbers 26:52, and 1 Chronicles 5:29 and 23:13 (cf. also Num-
bers 3:1). It is significant that each time the order is

1"

"Aaron and Moses," whereas, as we shall see later, in the
narrative sections it 1s normally "Moses and Aaron.” Secondly,
Moses' sons are never mentioned in the genealogles (except
1 Chronicles 23:15). These two faéts»alone indicate that Aaron
and Moses may not be as closely assoclated as 1s often thought,
and that they are best studied separately.

We start with the famlly of Aaron, which we tenta-

tively call "Group E." Aaron is said to have four sons: Nadab,

Abihu, Eleazar, and Ithamar. Aaron's sons are recorded in

AJahath who 1n the present form of the text of 1 Chron-
icles 6:24-28 comes between Gershom and Shimel, ls probably
secondary, cf, Group K below,.

PSee M8hlenbrink, 214£f.




Exodus 28:1b, Numbers 3:2, Numbers 26:60, Exodus 6:23, and
1 Chronicles 5:29 and 24:1., Xurt MBhlenbrink6 compares

Exodus 6:23 and Numbers 3:2, and he rightly contends that

lrd

{

Exodus 6:23, because it 1s an Erzédhlungsgenealogie' must be

dependent on Numbers 3:2 and not vice versa. HNumbers 26:60
would be dependent on Numbers 3:2 for the same reason, Exodué
28:1b may be a secondary adaptation to the wordihg of Type A,
It too could have derived its content from Numbers 3:2, Since
Numbers 3:2 is, then, undoubtedly the oldest‘genealogy of
Aaron, and since 1t is not connected torAmram,8 this provides
further support for the view that the connection of Aaron with
Amram may be artificial,

. It should be noted also that, since Nadab and Abihug
are listed in posltions one and two, they were probably the
oldest and at one time the most important sons of Aaron, él-
though according to Leviticus 10 they came {o an early and
ignominious end. Could this mean that Elcazar and Ithamar have
been added to the sons of Aaron by a scribe who was attempting
to reduce names to a scheme? At least it is historically
possibie that Eleazar and Ithamar toolk The place of Nadab and

Abihu (cf. Leviticus 10), but that they were originally not

6p. 191.

7See the discussion under I1I.B.

!

8Aaron ig connected to Amram only in the Erzdhlungs-
genealogien of Exodus ©6:20, 23 and Numbers 20:00.

Isee i8hlenbrink, 21k; and Gustav Westphal, "Aaron und

die Aaroniden," ZAW, XXVI- (1906), 222,

i i & R AR S s ST
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assoéiated Wwith them.lo

The 0ld Testament provides scant information about

11

the activity of Ithamar, except to state that at one point

he was the leader of all the Levites (Exodus 33:21), at another ;
time of the CGershonites only (Numbers 4:28), and at still f
another times of the Merarites (Numbers 4:33; 7:8). 1In

Leviticus 10 he is assoclated with Eleazar, However, there 1s

no statement that he ever was the leader of the Kohathites.

Thus his attachment to the Konathites in the genealogies appears
to be secondary. VWe can therefore say no more than that Ithamar
was a ranking priest, probably sometime during the premonarchical

period.12

Since Eleazar13 in the 0Cld Testament narratives is
clearly the outstanding son of Aaron (cf. Numbers 4:16; 19:3f;
20:28; 26:1-3; 27:18-21; 31:12f, 21), and later genealogies
are attached to him (cf. Ezra 7:1-5 and 1 Chronicles 5:30ff;
6:35ff), 1t is unusual to find him in third spot in the list
of Aaron's sons, This tends toAconfirm our suspicion that
Eleazar's background may not be historlcally certain, for his

connection with Aaron is not part of the primary traditlon,

Most scholars have noted the Similarity between

10gce Gunneweg,.l66, n. 1.

11See M8hlenbrink, 215; and Gunneweg, 159f.

125¢e¢ 1 Chronicles 24:3 which says that Ahimelech, and
so also Eli, is from the line of IJthomar, C{. 1 Samuel 22:20
and 14:3a.

13sce ii8hlenbrink, 216f; Gunneweg, 160; and Westphal, 223,
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Eleazar (=WI§$§ ) the son of Aarcn and Eliezer (= 'IT§’§§)

the son of Moses (cf. Exodus 13:4), and many have suggested

that the two are identical‘14 For example, Gustav HBlscher15

calls attention to the fact that the mater lectionis with
the i-vowel in Eliezer is secondary and that therefore there
was originally no difference in the consonantal writing of
the two names. Josephus in fact spelled the son of HMoses
’E’\Ci'f;&pos . Hdlscher believes that a group of Aaronides
appropriated Eleazar ben oses as theilr ancestor to be on
equal footing with the priests who traced their lineége to
Gershom ben HMoses.

A, H., J. Gunnevweg's recent book on the Levites, to
which we have already referred, zresents a similar vieﬁ; He
holds that the Jerusalem priesthood sometime before the writing
of P16 believed itselfl to be derived from Phinehas ben Eleazar
17

ben Moses. Gunnevieg believes that the Jerusalem priesthood
had taken over this tradition from Shiloh18 where El1 was

considered to be a descendant of loses (cf; 1 Samuel 2:27f).

14For bibliography see Gunneweg, 164, n, 2,

15"Levi, " Paulys Real-Encyclonddie, Neue Bearbeitung,
ed., Georg Wissowa et al. (Stucbsart, lol), XII, 2172f.

16Gunneweg‘s date is very roneral: "von eilner bestimmten,
nicht allzu frlhen Zeit" (p. 164%

17

1‘SJust as 1t had fallen heir to the ark that had been
at Shilonh, } :

P, 165,
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Hence, according to Gunneweg, Eli and Eliezerl9 areAidenti-
cal. Finally in P the line Eliezer/Eli--Phinehas was broken
away from Moses and attached to Aaron, and Eliezer/Eli was
given the name Eleazar. This also explains the downfall of
the house of Eli (cf. 1 Samuel 2:30-36).

The present writer agrees with H&lscher and Gunneveg
that Eliczer and Eleazar are identical. The strong "Aaron-
izing" Tendenz that we have already noted in I.B. would seen
to be sufficient explanation for the separation of Eliezer/
Eleazar from MHoses and for his attachment to Aaron.‘

On the contrary, we agree with M8hlenbrink=C that
the identification of Ellezer/Elecazar with Ell goes too far,
It 1s, however, possible that Elli descended from Elieéer/
Eleazax’.21

If our contentions here are‘correct, we ¢an now

revise Group E to inciude only the following:

“Group E: Aaron--4Nadab
Abihu

Ithamar22 we list separately.
Group F: [E;hamar

Eleazar is reserved for the next. group.

19Aswell as Phinehas beﬁ Eli and Phinehas ben Eleazar.
20p, 217, |
21See Chapter III below.

22g5e¢ Mhlenbrink, 215f; Westphal, 223; and Gunnewe:s,
159f,
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5. Group G
The information provided by Judges 18:3Ob,23

namely, Moses--Gershom--Jonathagn, together with Eliezer/
Eleazar as a son of Moses makes up our "Group G" (cf. 1 Chron-
icles 23:15). &ince this group consists of three generations,
we also add Phinehaszg the son of Eleazar., He is mentioned
four times in the zenealozgies (EBxodus 6:25--"informal" style;
1 Chronicles 5:30; 6:35; and Ezra 7:5) and also in various
narratives (Numbers 25; Joshua 24:33; and Judges 20:28).
Hence, Group G looks like this:
Moses-~{%grshom~--Jonathan
Lllezer--~Phinehas
Therefore, according to our view, P, or a priestly wrifer of
his time, would have had at his disposal Groups A-B, E, and G.
Because of his Aaronizing Téndenz he broke up Hoses'! genealogy
and attached it to Aaron.
6. Group H

The sons of Korah, namely, Assir, Elkanah, and
Abiasaph form "Group H," They are recorded in Exodus 6:24
(here they are vrothers) and 1 Chronicles 6:7 (this time they
are construed in a Tfather-son relationship).

Group H: Agsir

Elkanah
Ablasaph

2

30n the antiquity of this text see Charles Hauret, "Aux
origines du sacerdoce danite, h propos de Jud. 1o, 30- A,‘
Melanges Dibliques Rediges en L2 Honneur de Andr vd Qobc:t (Paris,

1957), 107,
24See WGstphal, 224f; and Gunneuweg, 161-164,

G AR
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1 Chronicles

p

The line of prilests recorded in 1 Chronicles 5:30-41
(and repeated partially in 1 Chronicles 6:35-38, Ezra T7:1-5,

and 1 Chronicles 9:11 = Nehemiah ll:ll)25 makes up "Group J."

£:35-38 Ezra 7:1-5
Abishua Abishua
Buicki Mukiki

Uzzi Uzzi
serahiah Zerahiah
Meraioth Meraioth
Amariah I (six
Ahitub I names
Zadok I seemingly
Ahinaaz omitted)

Azarian IX
Amariah Il
“Ahitudb II

Zadok IX
Shallumn
Hilkiah

Azariah 111

Seralahn

Ezra

7:1-5, and 1 Chronicles
via Phinehas and
Exodus 6 showed, hoﬁ-
have been originally

connected to Aaron. Rather we proposed (cf. Group G) that they

| T. Group J
The names are:
'“f”‘\\\\ 1 Chronicles 1 Chronicles
~_9:11= Nehe- 5:30-41
miah 11:11
Y. ¥shua
5 bukki
6 Uzzi
1 Zerahiah
8 ileraioth
QO Amariah I
10 Ahitub I
1l Zadok I
12 Ahimaaz
1l Azariah I
2 Johanan
3 Azariah 11
4 pmariah II
Ahitub 5 Ahitub II
Meraioth 3} '
Zadok II 7 Zadok II
Meshullam . 8 Shallum
Hilkiah S Hilkianh
Azariah 10 Azarian III
(1 chron.9)
Seralilah 1l Serailah.
(Nehemiah 11)
. 12 Jehozadak
In 1 Chronicles 5:27-41, Ezra
’ 6:35—38 Abishua is traced vack to Aaron
Eleézar. Our study of the genealogy in
ever, that Eleazar and Phinehas may not
253ee Mbhlenbrink, 210,

PO CINERRE e, T EE . A
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are to be construed as son and grandson of Moses. If this be
true, then Zadok I would be Separated from Moses/Aarcn by ten
generations, If one’allows twenty-~-five years per generation,
two nundred {ifty years would separate {oses/Aaron and Zadok I.
Since Zadck I can be dated fairly accurately to circa 950 B.C.
(time of Solomon),26 this would place Eleazar/Fliezer at

1200 B.C., which agrees with the commonly accepted date for
the beginning of the Tribal League.27
We are not here contending that Zadok was a descend-
ant of Moses. Rather we would make the suggestion, which at -
this time can be no gaore than a hypothesis, that the genealogy

that 1s now attributed to Zadok was originally the genealogy

of Eli. This could have been adopted by Zadok, a novus homo

who desired a noble pedigree,28 when various traditions, in-
cluding the ark, that had once been in Shiloh found their way
to Jerusalem.gg Whether or not this theory’can be proven,
there was no doubt some appropriation of names from the line
of Ell by the Zadokites, as is shown by the listing of Ahitub
as the father of both Zadok I and Zadok II, whereas 1 Samuel
14:3a5‘22:9, 11, 20; and 23:5 clearly make Ahitub a descendant
of E11. | |

Group J is, however, not to be construed as the

' See John Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia,
1959), 406, .

ee Bright, 406,

See footnote. 3. in Chapter I, p. 10.

291n this respect we agree with Gunneweg, 165.
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fabrication of the Chronicler. Rathep i1t appears that he has
combined two twelve-name genealogical documents,30 both of
which had been worked out and preserved by the Zadokite
priesthood of Jerusalem, The first'group was seemingly
formed‘by adding Zadok and his son Ahlmaaz to the ten-name
genealogy (Aaron through Ahitub) which we suggested the
Jerusalem priesthocd had assimilated ffom Shiloh, This group
of twelve would have reached from the Exodus to the building
of the First Temple. Since the temple was begun in €59 E.C.,3l
this would place the Exodus at 125¢ B.C., if one reékons each
generation as twenty-five years. This date agrees with one
of the commonly held dates for the Exodus.32

That this first group of twelve once had a SGQarate
existence seems confirmed by 1 Chronicles 6:35-38, which has
exactly these twelve names, stopping with Ahinmaaz.

The second‘group of twelvé goes from Azariah I %o
Jehozadak., If one compares this list with the priests menticned

in the Books of Kings, 1t is obvious that there are historical

gaps in the genealogy.33 This fact, plus the repetition of

3OSee Westphal, 219.

31Bright, 197, following the research of W. F. Albright
and M, B. Rowton.

32prignt, 113; and G. E. Wrizht, Biblical Archaeolowy
§Philadelphia, 1957), 60. Doth Bright (p. 113) and trigns
pp. O31) assume that 1 Kings 6:1, which states that there
were 450 yecars betueen the LExodus and the bullding of the
Temple, must be understood as meaning twelve generations, which
agrees wilh our analysis of ths Levitic genealogy.

335ce the cxcursus after IT,C.6, pp. 144F,
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the group Amariah-Ahitub-Zadol, have led many scholars to be-
lieve that this second group of twelve is an artistilc creation

of a priestly scribé.34

Thus it is not surprising that, if
one allows three hundred years for these twelve generations
and figures back from the destruction of Jerusalem in 587 B.C.
(when Jehozadak lived, 1 Chronicles 5:41), one falls consider-
ably short of 659 B.C., the date which we set for the end of
the first group of twelve, Yet this second twelve-group had
probably also become stylized in Zadokite circles long before

the Chronicler used it in his work (1 Chronicles 5:27-41).

8, Group X ~ The Sinzer Lists

The ancestors of the three singers, Heman, Asaph,
and Ethan (sometimes called Jeduthun), are recorded in

1 Chronicles 6:18-32, We consider them to be "Group X."

1l -Chronicles 1 Chronicles .1 Chronicles
6:18-23 . 6:24-28 6:2¢-32
1l Levi 1l ILevi 1 Levi
2 Kohath 2 Gershonm 2 Meraril
Jahath

3 Izhar 3 Shimei 3 Mushi

4  Xorah 4 Zimmah 4 Mahli

5 Ebilasaph 5 Ethan 5 Shener
-6 Assir 6 Adaiah 6 Bani

T Tahath T Zerah T Anzi

8 Zephaniah 8 Ethni & Hilkiah

9 Azariah 9 Malachiah 9 Amaziah

348ee M8hlenbrink, 204, The practice of papponymy ({(nam-

" ing grandson after grandfather) discussed by Frank M. Cross in
"The Discovery of the Samaria Papyri," BA, XXVI (1963), 121,
as well as the repetition of similar names like Thutmosis and
Amenophis in Egyptian king 1ists and clscwhere would, however,
seem to be sufficicent evidence for the repetition of a certain
name in a gilven genealogical line.



1l Chronicles 1l Chronilcles 1 Chronicles
6:18-23 6:24-23 6:29-32
10 Joel 10 Raaseiah 10 Hashabiah
1l Elkanah 11 iichael 11 #alluch
12 Amasail 12 Shimea 12 Abdi
13 Hahath v 13 Berechiah 13 Kishi
Elkanah
Zuph
Toah
Eliel
Jdehoram
Elkanah
Samuel
. Joel ; :
14 Heman 14  Asaph 14 Ethan

The numbering is that of #Shlenbrink.3” In order to
arrive at what he believes were originally three equally long

genealogies, he considers Elkanah of the line of KXohath and

36

Jahath of the line of Gershom to be mistakes. Then he points

out that Zuph to Samuel in the line of Kohath have been taken
37

over from 1 Samuel 1:1. The recult is three genealogies of

fourteen names each,
We agree with Mﬁhlenbrink38 that these singer lists
afe artificlal attempts to provide Heman, Asaph, and Ethan

39

“with a Levitic genealogy. Eveniif there were not exactly

35p, 203. 30uShlenbrink, 202.

37Joel, which is not part of the genealogy in 1 Samuel 1l:1,
may have been brouzght into the text here by virtue of the
scribe's familiarity with 1 Samuel &:2.

38p. 203.

39This does not, however, mean that Heman, Asaph, and Ethan
are themselves unhistorical or that the phencmenon of zuilds of
temple muslcians is unlikely for pre-exilic times. V. &. Albright,
-126f, has shown the antiquity both of musical puilds and of the
names Ethan and Heman. See algo Albright, "Some Cunaanite-
Phoenlcian Sources of Hebrew Wisdom," Sunnlement to Vetus Testa-
mentum, IIL: VWisdom 1in Isracl and in the Ancient Heax kast
(Leiden, 19060), 1-15.
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fourteen names in each line originally, it 1s clear that the
genealogy of Samuel is out of place in the line of Kohath,
especlally since it contains what are probably the same names

ko and Samuel's ancestors are there

as glven in 1 Samuel 1l:1
said to come from Ephraim, If dne removes this list, the
three genealogies are already approximately equal in length.
Another indicatlion of the scribve's difficulty in
understanding his data is provided by the fact that the line
of Kohath is here given first. This indicates that the
genealogist 1s living in a time when the o0ld formula Gershon-
Kohath-lMerari no longer represents the historical facts
concerning the relative prominence of the threc groups.
Finally, the names Korah to Joel in the line of
Kohath and Gershom to Ethni in the line of Gershom may have
been taken from 1 Chronicles 6:7-9 and 6:5-6 respectively.
In their present form the twd sets of lists are not exactly
the same, but they are close enough to suggest that here is
another indicatlan of how the genealogist of 1 Chronicles
6:18~32 cast about in his attempt to find enough names to

carry out his plan of constructing theAsinger lists.ul

uOSee S. R, Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the
Books of Samuel (Oxford, 10907, 1;f, and remarks under L,A.
above,

quor an explanatlon of the mlnor differences between
1 Chronlcles 6:21f and 6: -9 see Lelevrc, 290, For a conm-
parison of 1 Chronlcles 6:206-28 and 6:5-6 see E. L. Curtis
and A, A. Madgen, A Critical and Exegetlcal Commentary on
the Books of Chronicles ( 1CC"; Edinourgh, 1¢10), 130.
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The sons of Libni and Mahli are carried out seven

places each.

This is "Group L."

1 Chronicles 6:5-6

~N O\ W -

Gershom
Libni.
Jahath
Zimmah
Joah

Iddo
Zerah
Jeatheral

1 Chrohicles 6:14-15

~N W Wi

Merari
Mahli
Libni
Shinmei
Uzzah
Shimea
Haggiah
Asaiah

The genealogy of Kohath given in this section

(1 Chronicles 6:7-13) does not fit the seven-generation

pattern as it stands.

However, that 1t is not in its

original form 1s evident from the fact that its last six or

42

seven names are virtually ildentical with 1 Samuel 1:1, A

chart points this out.

1 Chronicles 6:11-13

Zophai

: |
Nahath

|
Eliab
Jeroham

]
Elkanah

I
Saquel

—
Joel

™
Abijah

1 Samuel 1:1

Zuph
)
Tohu

|
El}hu
Jeroham
BElkanah

Samuel

After one has removed the genealogy'of Samuel plus

H250e Driver, 1ff; Albright, Arch. and Rel. of Israel,

205, n. 44, Ccurtis and Madsen, 130f.
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his sonsh3 in an attempt to get at the original form of the gene-
alog&, there are still some problems. .The remaining names are:
Kohath
Ammgnadab
Korah
Assgr
Elkanah
Ebiasaph
Assir
Tah;th
Uriél
Uzziah
ShaLl
At this point the genealogical form is broken and
the‘text continues (verse 10): "And the sons of Elkanah,

; Ahésai and Ahimoth." 'Then the genealogical form is picked up
agaih (disregarding the Massoretic punctuation) in verse 11:
"Eikanah his son." However, it is not stated explicitly of

"phom.Elkanah is a son. Evidently Elkanah here in verse 11

«fépeats the Elkanah of verse 10.44

One can only make sense out of the text by fol-

bl
lowlng a suggestion as that by LefévrefS He first of

43The sons of Samuel may have been added secondarily
from 1 Samuel 8:2. For a discussion of the textual problems
of 1 Chronicles 6:11-13 see I.A above., ~

unhe next Elkanah in #MT v, 11 we have seen to be not
original in the text, cf. L.A. above.

45Pages 289f,




all recalls the fact that in Exodus 6:24 Asgir, Elkanah, and
Ebiasaph are not 1n a father-son relationship as here, but
they are the "sons" of Korah. He suggeéts that the Chron-
icler has purposely changed the arrangement of Exodus 6 to

fit his new circumstances. Lefdvre further suggests that the
second Assir in the list is really the same as the first one,
and that at this point.the genealogist 1s simply taking up

the name again and giving his descendants. Having done that,
he also repeats the name of Elkanah and lists his sons, Amasail
and Ahimoth. The words of the Massoretic Text, "Elkanah his
son, Elkanah" in verse 11 he calls a "collector's notation.”a'6
Thus he has arrived at seven generations, Jjust as in the
case of Gershom and Merari., This 1s made clear in a chart:

Sons of Xohath

1 Amminadab

~ : 2 _Kopah
3 Assir Ll anad Eblasaph
4 Tahath Amasal Ahimoth :
5 Ur+e1 '
6 Uzziah
7 Shaul
Amminadab is a problem.47 The suggestion of Ii8hlen-
brink48 and Lefévre49 commends 1tself. They sce if as an
46In I.A above we saw that the scecond Elkanah of I

v. 11 1is °ocondary, and the first Elkanah of v, 11 would be
a repetition of 1?‘Lcanah in v, 10, or in Lefdvre's terms, a
"collector's notation,”

ATNote that an Amminadabd is mentioned in 1 Chronicles
15 10 as belonging to the song of Uzziel.

58 Page 201.

49p1pe 201,

bt i SR
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artificial substitute for Amram.5o Sincé the seven-name
lineage of Gershom and terari passes through one who is re-
peatedly reckoned as their first-born, i.e., Libnli and “ahli
respectively, it 1s to be expected that the original seven-
name lineage of Kohath would likewlse pass through his pur-
ported first-born, i.e., Amramn.
Since these genealogies of Group L pass through

the "oldest" sons of Gershom, Xohath, and lMerari, it is highly
probable that we have here one of the first {albeit probably
post-exilic) attempts to work out a full genealogy for the
famous three branches of the Levites, That it is artificial
is indicated by the schematic three sevens; that it is post-
exllic is suggested by the fact that only the Chronicler
records'these genealogies, thouzh we simply cannot reconstruct
the Chronicler's sources in their entirety.51

10. Group M

| "Group M," found in 1 Samuel 14:3a, is very inter-
esting 1n that it lists the descendants of Elili, a priest who is

known from the narratives of 1 Samuel 1-4, VUhether or not Eli

was a Levite and, 1f so, who his ancestors in the Levitic line

50payul Riemann (private communication) suggests LTI NY

is the result of a haplography.
Thus: 143 TP FENE T i R o2fhy

" " " :LTJ h ) Dv
This however, would be the only instance of Korah being
reckoned as a descendant of Nadab, Curtis and Madsen, 1301,
believe that 1 Chronicles 0L:7-1X3 is. really the. same as 1 Chron-
icles 6:15-23, and so they suggest that Amminadab 1s a mistake
for Izhar. But their analysls 1s not able to arrive at a
seven-name genealogy for nohath,

5lsce discussion of Type J above and I.D below,
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were, are questions that have no obvious answer. However, we
have suggested that hls genealogy was abpropriated by the
Jerusalem priesthood and attached to Zadok.52 If this is
true, we would have to reconstruct the genealogy of Eli from
the list of priests in 1 Chronicles 5:27-34. Group ¥ is as
follows: .

Eli---Phinehas--4Ahitub-~--Ahi jah
Ichabod

11. Group N
The genealogy of Samuel, which we call "Group N,"
is given in 1 Sanmuel l:l; According to 1 Samuel 1:1, Sanuel's
ancestors came from Ephraim, Therefore Samuel was not strictly
speaking a Levite. Yet, because his genealogy was artificially
built into the line of Xohath (1 Chronicles 6:7-13 and 6:16-23),
as we have seen, 1t is necessary to list it: |
Zuph-—?Tohu-—~Elihu—--Jeroham---Elkanah—-—Samuel
12, Group O
We now present Numbers 26:58a:
Levi--fLiknites
Hebronites

Xorahites
Mashites

If M8hlenbrink is correct,s3 this may date from the
time of the Judzes, that 1s, sometime between the conquest and
the monarchy.

13. Oihers

2 Sarmel 8:17 and 1 Chronlcles 18:16 both present

T R G e e

52For now see 1 Chronicles-24:3 and point 13 below.

53Pages 191-197 and 206f; Waterman, -376ff; cf. also
I.B above,



the following:
Ahitub-->Zadok and Abiathar--}Ahimelech5u

Zadok 1is repeatedly called the son of Ahitub in the
genealogies of 1 Chronicles 5-6, Ahimelech, however, is
called the son of Ablathar only here. According to 1 Samuel
22:20 and 23:6 (cf. 22:9, 11) Abiathar is the son of Ahimelech
who is the son of Ahitub (cf. 1 Samuel 30:7). In 1 Chronicles
24:3 Ahimelech is linked with the sons of Ithamar; while

Zadok, in agreement with 1 Chronicles 5-6 is said to be of

the lineage of Eleazar.

DAMT of 1 Chronicles 15:16 actually has Abimelech, but
this is surely a mistake.
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1.D, Preliminary conclusions

In our form-critical analysis of the Levitic gene-
alogies (I.B), Type D had no notlceable relationship to the

other genealogles. We tentatively put it first:

Libnites
Heoronites
Korahites
JAushites

Levi

Next we place Type C-older form:

Gershonitces
Kohathlites
fierarites

Levites

In third piace we list Types A, B, and C, which all have

'Gershon Libni
Shiimel

Xchath

the same content:

Levi

Anmram
‘1 Izhar
Hebron
Uzziel

Merari

We will not attempt to date these now, or even to say
definltely Whether Type D should chronologically be placed
first or third, Ve did suggest, however, that, at least
according to the external form, the other genealcgical
material (except Type C-older'form) is not as old.

Our investigation of the content of the genealogies (I1.C)
largely confirmed the findings of I.D. ‘

Leaving Numbers 206:58a (Group O) temporarily outside

our conslcderation, it appears thav Group A 1s the oldest.
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Levi Gershon/Gershonites
Kohath/fohathites

Merari/ierarites

Litni
Shimel

Amram
izhar
Hebron
Uzzicl

Group B 1s as follows:

((aershon)

(Kohath)

(Levi)

Group B agrees with the content of Types A, B, and C,
It 1s very well established in the tradition., But neverthe-
less we found reason to belicve (cf, discussion of Group C)
that Group B is already an artificial construction of a. gene-
alogist, although this does not rule out the fact that each
name in Group B represents a Levitic group. In keeping with

the lettering for our groups, we shall call this artificial

geﬁealogy "Document A-B." We can set a terminus ad quem for
it, namely, circa 587 B.C., since i1t antedated both P and the
Chronicler, as we shall see.

| It is our hope that a study of the narratives dealing
with Levites and/or priests in Chapter II will help establish
a more precise dating of the other Levitic groups. For the

present we are only able to isolate them and to place them

within very broad historical boundaries. Where a name is very

commonly used in the narrvatives veferring to a certain period,

we shall assume that the person lived then. For exauple,. we
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assume that there was someone called Aaron or Phinchas in
Israel's earliest period,

Therefore we simply list below the groups that, accord-
ing to our principle of investigation of the Levitic genealogies,
were active sometime between the Exodus and the Exile. We
number them to keep them separate, but no historical sequence
i1s thereby implied. VWhere an inclident, datable according to
the narrative tradltions, involving one or more of the names
is involved, this ig noted:

1. Amram

2. Izhar

3. Hebron (mentioned in the Conguest Period - Joshua

10:35, cf. Judges 1:10; Joshua 14:13-15; 15,

13~14; also Levitical city and clty of refuse

- Joshua 20:7; 21:10-13; 1 Chronicles 6:42)
L. Uzziel (Numbers 3:30)

5. Korah ({cf. Numbers 16 - Desert Period), Nepheg,
Zichri

6. Libni {connection with city of Libnah? - conguered
by Joshua, Joshua 10:29f; a city of refuge
- alongside Hebron, 1 Chronicles 6:42)

T. Shimel
8., Mahli

9. Mushi (usually considered by scholars to be derived
from Hoses)

10, Aaron——{Nadab g (cf. narratives in Exodus,
Abihu - Leviticus, Numbers, especially
Exodus 24:1ff; 32-34; Leviticus
10; Numbers 12; 20)

11, ZIthamar ?bukhs 38321; Leviticus 10; Numbers 4:28;
Lo 2. 7.2
R Bt {-U
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12, lioses —-{Gershom —»Jonathan } (cf. re Moses Exodus-
Ellezer —% Phinehas Deuteronony
Numbers 4:1
20:28; 26:1-3; 27:16-21; 31:12f, 2
Jonathan Jldgeu 17-13; re Phinehas Numbers 25;
Joshua 24:33; and Judges 20:23)

13. Eli———Phlnehas«-{{%ituo—-~—Ah13ah (ef. 1 Saauel 1-4)
‘ Ifcnavod

14, Zuph~-Tohu--Elihu--Jersham--Elkanzh~-Samuel
(ef. 1 Sanuel)

15, Ahitub--»Zadok; Abiathar--»Ahimelech
(1 and 2 sa anl 1 Kings)

16, Ahltub---Ahimelech-~~-Akizathar

17. Song of Ithamar---Ahimelech:; sons of Elecazar-~--Zadok
(Two more groups are probably pre-exilic,

'

since they are found in Exodus &)
18. iishaecl, Elzaphan (cf. 3 Chronicles 15), Sithri
Leviticus 10:4 - flishael, Elzaphan)
Nunbers 3:30 - b¢iamphuN)
19, Assir, Elkanah Ablasaph

It 1s now possible to construct a theory as to the
development of the Levitlic genealogles beginnling with our sug-
gestion in I.C (Group J), continuing with Groups A and B, then
with the Levitic groups Just ll“ted and ending with the work
of the Chrdnicler.

1, Shiloh preserved a ten-naite genecalogy [ron livoses to
Ell (cf. I.C, Group J).

2. The Zadokite priesthood of Jerusalem appropriated
the genealogy of Ell and applled it to Zadok. With the addi-
tion.of Ahimaaz it became a stylized group of twelve nanmes,

3. Sometime durlng the monarchlical period, probably not

long before the Exile, a (presumably Jc srusalenite) genealoglst
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constructed a genealogy which we call “Document A-B" (to
correspond to Groups A and B in I.C above). It consisted of
attaching Libni, Shimel, Amram, Izhar, Hebron, Uzziel, #Mahli,
and Mushi (which may or may not correspond to actual Levitic
groups of the time, cf, 1 Chronicles 15:4-10) to the time-
honored Levitic genealogy_df Gershon-Kohath-merari,

4, P, working during thé Exile {circa 550 B.C.), pro-
ceeded to develop Document A-B farther. He also had at his
disposal a lnowledge of the Levitic groups and small gene-
alogies listed above. Since he was describing the desert
period, he could not use the genealogy of Zadok any farther
than Phinehas (cf. Exodus 6). Apparently he was particularly
interested in presenting the Aarcnides in a favorable 1light,
for he attached the line of Aaron (Group E) to Amram, and he
broke up the line of Moses (Group G) and attached Eleazar and
Phinehas to Aaron. The other results of his handiwork are
to be seen especially in Exodus 6:16-25,

5. Another genealogist, either contemporaneous witn or
somewhat later than P, made a different use of Document A-B.
He added seven names (about whose historicity and dating

very little can be sald) to each of the first-born sons of

Gershon-Xohath~-Merari. This is Group L above., He either was
not aware of, or he disregarded P's attachment of the Aaronides
to Amram (who 1s the "first-born" son of Kohath).

6. Then the same or another genealogist attached the

singer 1ists (Group K--here too 1t does not necessarily follow
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that all the names are fictitious or late simply because they
are arranged in a schematic way) of fourteen names each to

the second-born sons of Gershon-Kohath-Merari, He also was

either not awarc of, or he disregarded P's attachment of two
generations of groups of three each to Izhar (the "second-born'
son of Kohath). This gencalogist gives some indication of the
time that he worked by placing the Xohathites {irst. This
means that the tradition that put Gershon first was no 1onger-'
held so sacrosanct.
7. Another genealoglist, or the Chronicler himselfl,
added the content of 1 Samuel 1:1 to the line of the Kohathites
in Group L (thereby destroying the symmetry of the three sevens)‘
and also to the singer list of Kohathites, i.e. Group K;
(thereby breaking up the three fourteens).
8. The work of the Chronicler: |

a) He discdnnected 1 ChroniclesA6:7—l3 from Amran
and attached it to Amminadab.

b) Then, taking Document A-B (which he knew to be
va separate document, cf., 1 Chronicles 6:1—4) plus P's work
with Groups E and G (which he uses separatély in 1 Chronicles
24:1), and the two Zadokite twelve-name gencalogies (point 1
above), he worked out a whole line of Levitic (high?) priests
from Eleazar to the Exile (Jehozadok) and attached them to

Aaron. This was our Group J.



CHAPTER II1
LEVITIC AND/OR PRIESTLY TERHMINOLOGIES

Thusifar we have limited ocur discussion to genealogical
items. In this chapter we shall seek to investigate the
priestly and/or Levitic terminolOgies in non-genealogical
material. The following order will be followed: JE, D,
Deuteronomic History, the pre-exilic prophets, Ezekiel, P,
and the Chronicler's History.l

Assuming that we were correct in our judgment that
Group B (Libni-Shimei; Amram-Izhar-Hebron-Uzzlel; Mahli-
Mushi) was an artificial construction of a genealogist toward
the end of the monarchical period, it shall be the major task
'of this chapter to isolate, and to arrange in chronological
order 1f possible, the various Levites and Levitic groups
that historically ante-date the fdrmétion of this Group B.

As we proceed into an investigation of the narrative

sources we shall make use of the insights gained in Chapter I

: lFor' the extent of the Deuteronomlic and Chronicler's
History see :dartin Noth, Ueberlieflerungsgeschichtliche Studien
(2nd ed.; TUbingen, 1957). 4he source analysis is ocased mainly
upon the researches of 0Otto Eissfeldt, Hexateuch-Synopse:
(Leipzig, 1922; reprinted without change, Darmstadt, 1s02);
and J. Estlin Carpenter and George Harford, The Composition of
the Hexateuch (London, 1902). Eissfeldt's "L" we consider as
part or JE. It is of course acknowledzed that P and the
Chronicler can contain material as old as JE or D,




and shall attempt to validate them further. The hypothesis
which we are seeking to develop 1s as follows:

The earliest Levitic groups were the Gershonites,
Kohathites, and Merarites. During the Tribal League there
were four groups, namely, iushites, Hebronites, Korahites,
and Libnites. Between these two groups in time one must
place the family of [lloses and the family of Aaron, It has
been our position that Eleazer and Phinehas must be reckoned
as descendants of iloses and not of Aaron. Another position
~we have taken 1s that Zadok 1s a descendant of Aaron. We may
still regard Aaron as a Kohathite, as he 1s listed in the
genealogies., Hoses, on the other hand, may well be a
Gershonite rather than a Kohathite. How the line of the
Merarites fits into this picture is still unclear at this
time. The family of Eli (including Ablathar) we have taken
to'be descendants of iloses, If loses 1s a Gershonite, then
it follows that Eli must alsc be.

After this hypothesis has been checked in Chapter II,

it will bve clearly set forth by a chart in Chapter III.
A, JE

1. Genesis 29:34; 34:1»315‘&9:5~72

The JE stratum of Genesis contalns only one personal

name that appears in the Levitlc genealogies, nanmnely, Levi,

2Eissfeldt, 69~71, does not Lind any P material in
Geneslis 34, Carpenter and IHarford, 512, call about half of
the chapter P.

it AL, i BB
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In the three passages where Levi 1is mentioned he is spoken
of as an individual, and specifically as one of the sons of
Jacob., Nevertheless most scholars3 are of the opinion that
what lies beneath the surface is an episode out of the
history of the clan Levi. At this time we shall not discuss
the content (éf. IV below) other than to state that the
present context places the story before the Exodus and even'
before the sojourn in Egypt. |

Since there is no indlcaticn of any groﬁps within the
clan, any comparison with the Levitic genealogical material
is difficult. The connection of Levi and Simeon which is
contained in these passages does not occur again in the 0l1d
Testament, However, the greatest problem in using these texts
to apply to ﬁhe later Levites is found in the fact that Levi
is not a priest here but a warring tribe. It is therefore
debatable whether or not this so-called "secular" tribe has

any connection with the later priestly tribe of Levites.LL

3E.g., John Skinner, A Critical and Execetical Commentary
on Genesis ("The International Critical Conmenbari,” I, 2nd
ed.; Ldinourgh, 1930),421f; #. H. Rowley, "Barly vaite History
and the ﬂuestlon of the Ex oauu," JHES, III (1844) 75-70;
Eduard Nielsen, Shechem (Cooenan,a, 1))5), 215—@03, and
"The Levites in Bncient Israel,"” Annual of the Swedish Theo-
‘logical Institute, III, ed. Hans KoSiala 6f ai. (Leiden, 1Go4),
20-22; Hans Strauss, Untersucnungen zu den Uebcrlieferuncen der
vorexlilischen Leviten (onn, 10D0), 113-120; k. A. Speilser,
Genesis ( 'The Anchor Bible, ' I; Garden City, N.¥., 1964), 266-8;
and A, H. J. Gunneweg, Leviten und Priester ('Forschungen zur
Religion und Literatur des Alten una Heuen Testaments) ed.
Ernst Kisemann and Ernst Wirthwein, $9; G8ttingen, 1905), 44-52,

L .
See the literature referred to in footnote 3 above,,

R il e el
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2. Exodus
The names which the JE stratum of Exodus has in
common with the Levitic genealogies are: Moses, Aaron, Nadab,
Abihu, Gershon/m, and Eleazar/Eliezer.5 By far the majority
of references are to ioses and Aaron. Exodus 32:25-2Y speaks
of the Levites as a group.

According to 2:1, Joses was a Levite. Hig father was

-
£

from the byt lwy, and his mother was a bt lwy.

The intermarriage between Levites and ilidianltes that
occurred when ioses mafried Zipporanh (2:21) will have to be
taken note of In Chapter IV Dbelow,

Hoses' son was called Gershom (2:22), This informa-
tion about Hoses' son agrees with the genealogy in Judges
18:30, and it is the same name, though not necessarily the
same person, that occurs in Group A (cf. I.C). It is strange
that Gershom 1s never called a son of Hoses in the genealogies
of Exodus or Chronicles (except c¢f. 1 Chronicles 23:15). This
is one indication that JE and the genealogies imbedded in P
and Chronicles have different interesfs.

We shall not cite every instance of the use of the

5For the interchange in spelling between Gershom here
and Gershon of the genealogies see I.A above, On Ellezer=
Eleazar see I1.C above and Gunneweg, 1lol,

6Martin Noth, Exodus, trans. J, S. Bowden ('The 0ld
Testament Library’; Philodelphia, 1952), 25, calls this J. Leroy
Waterman, "Jacob the Forgotten Supplanter,' AJSL, LV (1935), 34,
considers 1t a secondary addition to J. T. J. ieek, "loses and
the Levites,'" AJSL, LVI (1339}, 114, points out thab the passage
has usually been considered E, and that it {its well in the
context. He theréiore sees no reason to consider it secondary.
With thls we agree.
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name Moses, but we are interested in all cases where loses and
Aaron are mentioned together. It will be recalled that in the
genealogles Moses and Aaron are brothers, but Aaron is always

listed first, i.e., he is the firstborn and, according to our

principle (cf. I.C), the most important,

Aaron is called a Levite in 4:14 ("hrn Lyl hlwv).7

This {verses 14-15 and 27-31) is the only JE passage of Exodus
Where Moses seems dependent upon Aaron.8 Otherwise HMoses 1is
the dominant figure in JE,. This is particularly clear in the
plague stories, wheré floses 13 constantly mentioned first.
In the very first encounter with Pharaoh (5:1-4) Moses is first
and Aaron Second.9
In the fourth plague (8:16—28=English;8:20-32),Hoses
dominates the scene, Aarcn is mentioned only in verse 21
.{=English 25), and then he 1s in second place benind Moses.lo
In the fifth plague (9:1-7) Aaron is not mentioned at
all; in the seventh plague (9:13-35) he is mentioned only in

verse 27, again in second place;ll in plague eight (10:1-20)

(Cf. Gunnewey, 950F.

8Noth, Exodus, 46f, considers vv. 13-16 to be secondary
to the epic source, and he drops Aaron as also secondary in vv.,
27-31 (p. 51); Eissfeldt, Hexateuch-Synopse, 115, takes Aaron
as secondary in v. 29, whicn he classifies as d.

9Noth, Exodus, 48, drops Aaron as secondary; Elssfeldt,

Hexateuch-Synopse, 110, considers him so only in v, L, part
of his J source.

10 '
Noth, Exodus, 64, again takes Aaron as secondary;
Elssfeldt, 123, agrces, since this is J.

llln Eissfeldt this is J, and he drops Aaron, 125; Noth,
Exodus, 65, also drops Aaron.
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he is mentioned three times (verses 3, &, 16), but always in
second position;12 and in plagues nine (10:21-25) and ten
(11:1-8) Hoses acts alone,

In the actual Exodus (12:21-39 and chapters 13-14)
Aaron is mentioned only twice (verses 28 and 31), both times
as a tag behind #oses; and there 1s some doubt as to whether
even tnese two instances pelong to JE.13

Interestingly, after her famous song (15:1--18)1br
Miriam is called the sister of Aaron, but ioses is not men-
tiohed.15 The song itself is an old piece16 now part of JE.
The mention of Aaron at this point has all the earmarks of
being original, even if many of the other instances of his
"name discussed up to this point can be dismissed as secondary,

Therefore, one would have to conclude that there was indeed

: . . . . 17 .
a figure such as Aaron in Israel's earliest period, though

18

up to this point we have not seen him functioning as a priest.

12pissfeldt, 125f, makes this J and drops Aaron each
time, as does Noth, Exodus, 0O.

1 o - .
‘3thh, Exodus,IBO; Eissfeldt, 130; and Carpenter and
Harford, 516, call v. 23 P, and Noth drops Aaron from v, 31.

l
11lQn why this is so called see F, i1, Cross, Jr., and :
D. N. Freedman, "The Song of Hiriam," JNES, XIV (1555), 237-250.

-
1)Cf. Noth, Exodus, 1l22; Gustav Westphal, "Aaron und
die Asroniden, ' ZAW, XXVI (1906), 207f and 211.

L
lOFor reasons, cf, Crogs and Freedman, footnote 14 above,
17cr. westphal, 211.

-

*eNoth, Exodus, 122f, cannot ovelieve Lhat 15:201 velongs

to the baslic material of J, since Noth is concerned to ecliminate
Aaron from J altogether.
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At the time when Yahweh first sent manna to the

 people, Moses alone 1s mentioned (16:4-5).

During the war with the Amalekites (chapter 17) Aaron
is a military leader of the same stafure as Hur (verses
10, 12), but he is not descrived as a prilest, nor is he on

10 -

a par with Moses.

In Chapter 138 where Jethro, Moses' father-in-law, acts
as a priest by sacrificiné, Aaron (verse 12), together with
the elders of Israel, apparently is involved only as a partici-
pant in the communal meal which followed.go

Gershom, Moses' son, is mentioned a second time (18:3);
and for the first time lMoses' other son, Eliezer, 1s referred
to (18:4).2%

In the preparation for the giving of the covenant at
Sinai (chapter 19) Aaron is mentioned only once, and then in
distinction to the “priests" (15:24, cf. verse 22). VWho
these hpriests” are is not indicated. Though Aaron was given
the honor of being asked to o up the mountain with #oses,
in chapter 20 it is Moses alone (verse 21) who drew near to
speak to God.

In the covenant ratification proceedings (chapter 24)

ny 22 '
Moses acts as a priest (versos 5, 8), while Aaron, Nadab,

12ce. vestpnal, 211. 20ce, Westphal, 213.

21 v ‘ .
On Ellezer=Llcazar see dilscussion under I.C.

220f. Gunnewey, ¢b. It is .not clear who- bhe- young
men are who sacrificed (v. 5)..



and Abihu function on the same level as elders in two cases
(verses 1, 9), and in another instance (verse 14) Aaron and
Hur stay with the elders.
Exodu 32_in its present form presents Aaron and

Moses as being at loggerheads over the erection of a molten
calf', Because the Levites (here mentioned as a group for
the first time) sided with Wasés, they were consecrated as
priests (verse 2G). See our Excursus on this chapter below.

3. Numbers

The role of Aaron is similar to that in Exodus. In
10:29 - 11:35 he does nct appear at all, and Moses is the
main figure. Lilkeuwise in the JE sections of chapters 13-14;

21:4-35; and chapter 32.
3

In chapter 122 Aaron {and Miriam) is actually opposed

. \ 24
to Moses (cf. Exodus 32), though some scholars belleve Aaron
is secondary in the story, since he is not punished the way

. 25
Miriam was.

The source analysis of chapter 16 is very difficult,

[p1 7

=0 2
but Carpenter and Harferd and Eissfeldt agree that the

1

rebellion of Korah, whose followers are called "sons of Levi"

(verses 8 and 10), belongs to P, and thercfore the proovlems

23
ol

M8hlenbrink, 219; Gunneweg, &2.

Cf. Noth, Ueber., des Pent., 139.

Kennett, "Origin of the Aaronite Priesthood, "

25¢ce, R. H
cical Studics, IV (1904-1905), 105,

Journal of Theolog

e

6 27, . N
Page 519. “{dexateuchfSynopse, 173=5.
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posed by the story will be discussed below. The JE stratum
of the chapter pnresents the story of the revolt of Dathan,
Abiram, and On (all Reubenites and therefore presumably not

priests) ageinst Moses. In this story Aaron is not mentioned.
N SUMMARY

JE portrays faron as beinzg a significant leader
during the Exodus and w11dérness periods., He is always
associated with Moses, but is never superlor to him (except
perhaps in chapter 4). Unlike the picture in the zgenealozies

(especially Exodus and 1 Chronicles), where he is pictured as

)

the Urpriester, in JE he does not appear as priest at all

_ 28,

(except perhaps chapter 32).

In agreement with the genealogies, he 1s once called
a Levite (4:14), and also once (4:14) the brother of Hoses as
well as of iMiriam (15:20). Thus it can be said that JE is
aware of much of the information about Hoses and Aaron con-
tained in the genealogies; howéver, the emphasis 1s entirely
different. JE is "Moses-orlented," whereas the genealogiles,
especially the later developments of them as seen in I.B and
I.C above, are "Aaron-oriented." Thus we see no reason to
doubt the historicity of Aaron in the early period;29 but we
do belleve that JE contains a more accurate account of his
standing than one gets from studying the genealogies in their

final form. In fact JE contains remnants of actual strusgles

¢ - - N R e g
28cf . Kennett, 163. 29¢1, Westphal, 216,
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be tween Mushite and Aaronite priesthoods (Exodus 32 and Num-
bers 12).

In JE Nadab and Abihu appear alongside Aaron on one
occasion (Exodus 24), It may be that JE lmew them to be
Aaron s sons {as the genealogies say), althouzh he does not

iests,

t
l..'.

say so, There is also no indication that they were p:

-

Strangely, there 1s no mont;on of the three-fcld

O

division of the Levites, Gershon-~XKohath-iierari, so prevalent
in the genealogiles, though the name Gershom=Gershon does
appear as the son of iHoses (Exodus 2:22 and 13:3).
Eliezer=Eleazar is callied Moses' son in 18:4. This
is never recorded in the present {orm of the levitic gene-
alogies (except 1 Chronicles 23:15). However, it agzrecs

with our Group G as reconstructed in I1.C above.

Vi AR i deti et

R . S wais
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EXCURSUS I
EXODUS 32 (AND 1 XINGS 12)

Onc of the prévailing interpretations of Exodus 32 is
that it arose as a polemic against the cult of Jeroboan I,
This is the position of lartin Noth.l lle sees the whole of
Exodus 32 as a secondary tradition in a complex that runs from
Exodus 32 to 34, which is a continuation of the narrative
intefrupted at Exodus 24:15 by P material,

Within Exodus 32 itself Noth believes there are several
levels of tradition. Verses 7-14, which explain how Israel
was spared, he considers a Deuteronomistic addition rvecause of
its style and the mention of the oath given to the Patriarchs.2

Iﬁ 1s Noth's contention3 that Aaron's role is not
deeply rooted in the narrative of Exodus 32, since the sub-
ordinate clauses that refer to him in verses 25 and 35 are

clearly secondary additions. Verses 21-24, which record a

lMartin Noth, Exodus, trans. J. S. Dowden ("The Cld
Testament Library™; Philaaelphia, 1U02), 243ff, iurray L.
Newman, Jr., The People of tac Covenant (Nashville, 1402),
182, believes that Lxcdus 32 arose as an attempt to relate
Jeroboam's calf to the jlosalc period but that its original
form was favorable to the calf. For further biblicgraphy
see Moses Aberbach and Lelvy Smolar, "Aaron, Jeroboam, and
the Golden Calves," JBL, LXXXVI (1967), 136, n. 30.

2Noth, Ueberlileferuncaoreschichte des Pentateuch (Stutt-
gart, 1048), 33, n. 113; and ci. Strauss, os3.

3Exodus, 24y,



conversation between HMoses and Aaron, are out of place and
evidently also an addition., Accordingly, verses 1-0 in their
original form would have dealt with the people's action alone;
and though verse 5, which mentions Aaron, is probably original
in verses 1-6, it presents him as "one who tolerated the

fait accompli of the people."u.

Noth further claim55 that verses 25-29, the Levite~
passage, must be Judged a.later addition, because it conflicts
with the punishment described in verse 20. He sees the real
purpose of verses 25-29 to be an aetiolbgy of the Levitic
priesthood and at the same time a polemic against the non-
Levitic priesthood of Jeroboam I. Though secondary, these
-verses are older than the insertions concerning Aaron.

Hence, according to Noth, the Grundtext of Exodus 32
" is to be found in la...lb-6. 15-20, (25-29). 30-33, 3ba«,
(34ap). 34b. (35).7 Because of its close connection with
chaptér 34, this Grundtext, according to Noth, is certainly
related to J.8 However, if one assumes, as does Noth, that
the Grundtext was composed with reference to Jeroboam's cult-
politics, then it does not fit a Davidic/Solomonic date for J.

" Accordingly, Noth adopts the position'that the basic narrative

Hexodus, 245.  SExodus, 245.

6Cf. Noth, Ueberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch,
160, n. 416,

7Cf. Noth, Ueber. des Pentateuch, 33.

80f. Noth, Exodus, 246.
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of Exodus 32 was added to the J narrative at the time of
Jeroboan 1.9

That there is a connection between Exodus 32 and
1 Kings 12:25-33 there can be no doubt. This has been pointed
out many times in the past, and in a recent article HMoses
Aberbach and Leivy Smolar find no less than thirteen points
of identity or contact between the two accounts.lo The ques-
tion, however, i1s: Vhat is the nature of this connection?
Is Noth correct in saying that Exodus 32 was composed to
condemn Jeroboam for apostasy by showing that Aaron had once
been condemned for introducing a bull into the cult? We be-
lieve that there is a historical tradition behind Exodus 32
and that Aaron, far from being secondary, is at its heart,

As Frank M. Cross, Jr., has pointed out,11

it is impossible
to believe that the opponents of Jeréboam I would have fabri-
cated the idea that a venerable priest like Aaron had once
made a double of the Eethel bull, unless there already existed
a cult legend (at Bethel?) to that effect.l®

Another argument strengthens the vliew that Exodus 32
is not simply an ad hoc document composed "to accommodate the

condemnation of the cult introduced by Jeroboam."l3 This is

9ct. Noth, Exodus, 246. 10JBL, Ixxxvi, 129ff.

1luyahweh and the God of the Patriarchs," HTR, LV (1962),
257¢f.

: leThis is true, we believe, even if Aaron was condemned
iIn the orlginal version of Lxodus 32; and even 1f the opponents
of Jeroboam were slushites who woukd-not-have  held Aaron in the
same reverence-as Uhe Jadolcites  dids,

13These are the words of Noth, Exodus, 246,
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the now generally accepted view that Jeroboam was not inno-
vating with the use of bulls in his cult, but that he was

14 In other words, the

harking back to an earlier practice,
bulls of Jeroboém were not intended as 1dols but as pedestals
for Yahweh.l5 Cross, basing himself on a study of ’El epi-
thets (of which the "bull" is one) in Ugaritic literature and
the Bible, believes that Jeroboam patterned his iconography
for Yahweh after the ’El traditions of the Patriarchs;l6

If the bull was in fact a cultic symbol already in the
Pafriarchal age, then it is certainly possible that this same
symbol was used in early Israel, and specifically by Aaron at
Sinai, This 1s especilally true, if one grants that Aaron had
to be at the center of the orizinal tradition behind Exodus
32 in order for his Inclusion in the narrative to be under-
stood at all.
| The next question is: Vhat abtually did Aaron do at
Sinai, and was the original tradition favorable to the bull
or not? The prevailing scholarly opinion today, among those
who consider Aaron as part of the origlnal story, 1s that he

17

did nothing idolatrous. Wie do not presume to know exactly

what went on at Sinal, but that Aaron committed some act for

140f. Cross, HTR, LV, 253; Newman, 182.

) 15For bibliography see Aberbach and Smolar, 135, notes
32"'3 .

16ce. cross, HTR, LV, 258.

17cr, Newman, 18285 R. H. Xennebt, "Opdgin. oft the
Aaronitc Priesthood,” J03, VI. (1904/1905),. 1051,

i



which he was condemned by Moses we accept as true. One
naturally looks for an explanation of the ninor role of
Aaron in JE as well as for the "absence" of "the sons of
Aaron" from the tradition of the Tribal League (cf. Chapters
II.B and IV.B). Exodus 32 could be the explanation for these
circumstances,

We lilkewise hold that one cannot explain The promi-
nence of the Levites in the Tribal League (cf. Deuteronomy
33:8-11 and Chapters II.B and IV.B), except by positing some
event which caused them to be recognized as Israel's (only)
legitimate priests. Exodus 32:25-29 can provide the explana-
tion for this.l8 V |

We do not deny that some retouching of Exodus 32 took
place as a result of the events of 1 Kings 12. For example,
"these are your gods" (Exodus 32:4) must have read originally,

19

"this is your god," since Aaron only made one calf. How-
ever, we contend that the basic picture of Exodus 32 is correct,
namely, that Aaron (and presumably his followers) were con-
demned (and demoted?) for cultic irregularities, and that as
a result the Levites (=tushites) became the dominant priests
in early Israel.go

If our reconstruction of the events at Sinail is

Brop a discussion of the grammar of Exodus 32:29, see
Gunneweg, 31-33; and Strauss, off.

19¢r, cross, HTR, LV, 257.

20¢r, W, W. BaudL331n, "PPL““ﬁSdﬂd Levites, " A Dic-
tionary of the "Bible, ed. James. Hastings (iew Yorn, 1502), 69
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correct, one may ask what happened to the Aaronides. There
is a virtual silence'as to thelr activities during the Period
of the Tribal League. We assume that once Israel settled in
her own land that the Aaronides centered at Hebron (ef.
Chapter III below for reasons),

Many scholars21 believe that the Aaronides made their
home at Bethel. They base this primarily on Judges 20:23,
which says that Phinehas ben Eleazar ben Aaron served before
the ark at Bethel. If, however, Phinehas was a Mushite, as
we have contended (cf. I.C), then there are two ways to under-
stand this notice of Judges 20:23. One explanation would ve
to consider the pre-~monarchical priesthood of Bethel as
Mushite and not as Aaronite. Thus when 1 Kings 12:31 states
that Jeroboam appointed non-Levitic prlests at Bethel (and
Dan?), it could mean that up till this point the Levites
(i.e., iushites) had been in control there, However, Judges
20:28 could be understood in another way also. According %o
this second theory the priesthood of Bethel would have been
Aaronite, and, since according to the Zadokite view Phinehas
was an Aaronide, the reference to Phinehas would simply be
the scribe's way of ldentifying the priesthood there to be
Aaronite; but it?would.not rule out the possihility that in

reality Phinehas was a Mushite.

2ler, R. H. Kemnett, 168; I', S. North, "Aaron's Rise
in Prestige, " ZAW, LXVI (1995 J), ly 1rf; T, J. Meek, Hebrew
Origins (3rd ed., New Yoprk, 1900), 136f; Albricht, AQL, T10;

Aberbach and Smolar, 137.
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If one adopts the second theory, one hasg to explain
why Jeroboam brought in new priests (1 Kings 12:31 seems to
be saying that there was a change in priesthood) to set up
the bull cult, when,as most scholars contend, this was part
of the cult legend of the priests that had been serving
there, namely, the Aaronidecs.

We would rather adopt the first explanation, which,
to be sure, also has its difficultlies; but we believe they
are less severe. According to this theory, the Mushite
Levites had been serving at Bethel since the days of Phinehas,
but now Jeroboam removed them from the priesthood of Bethel,
bécause, in his zeal to archaize his cult for the purpose

ez he needed priests who were

23

of establishing his kingdom,
Intimately acgquainted with the bull symbol. Thus he
turned to the Aaronides. These we believe were his '"non-

Levitic"24 priests. Another consideration is the probabillity

22¢r, Cross,'HTR Lv, 258,

23Tne Levites may have been unacceptable to Jeroboam
for other reasons as well. Sadao Asami, "The Central
Sanctuary in Israel in The Ninth Century B.C." (Unpublished
Th.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1664), 281, suggests
that the Levites were tied to Jderusalem by David'ls gift of
the Levitical citles. Hence they opposed Jeroboam mainly
for establishing a rival to the central sanctuary in Jerusalem.

2MWe still belleve that the sons of Aaron were Levites

in the broad sense (cf, Chapter III below); but frequently
Levites was applied in a narrow sense to the i{lushites alone,
since they had been the dowlnant priests of the Tribal League.

The stateumient that the non-Levitic priests were chogen
" maswt h'm 12 31) we believe does not invalidate our sugges-

on that Jeroboam'n non-Levitic priests were actually
Aaronides. As James sontgomery; A Critical and kxesetical
Commentary on the Rooks or Kings (Ldlnovursga, 1951, 55, points
out, magsuc h“m saould not be Lranslated "from the 1owest of the
people™ (AV); but "from the whole range of the peopie.

e B, R L S



that these non-Levitic priests were not asked to serve in
the old sanctuary of Bethel, but in a new sancbtuary called
the byt bmwt,2?

When we adopt this first explanation, we of course
are left with explaining the crligin of the Aaronides who
now, aocofding to our theory, served under Jeroboam. There
may still have been a contingent of Aaronides at Hebron that
was willing to take the opportunity.provided by Jeroboam's
invitation to leave the South and becone his priests at
Bethel. But this is only a guess. Our point is that one
can make Just as strong a case for a Mushite priesthood at
Bethel in pre-monarchical times as for an Aaronite one.

If Jeroboam installed a "new" priesthood at Bethel,
did he also do it at Dan? The text of 1 Kings 12:31 does not
say specifically where Jeroboam installed his new priests.
It could have been at Bethel alone, at Dan alone, or at both.

There are two statements in Judges 18:30f that must
be taken into consideration. Chapter 18:31 states that the
graven image, which presumably was under the supervision of
the Mushite priesthood, continued to exist in Dan "as long

-~

as the house of God was at Shiloh." Hartin Noth20 understands

§5Cf. Roland de Vaux, "Le schisme religleux de Jero-
boam I®F," Angelicum, XX (1943), 86, for arguments that this

refers to a single sanctuary,.

26yartin Noth, "The Background of Judges 17-18,"
Israel's Prophetlic Heritane: Essays in Honor of James W,
Iullenbers (licw Yok, Jwodl), Oif.

i i
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this to refer to the establishment'of a royal sanctuvary in
Dan by Jerobcanm I.

Though Noth considers Judges 18:30 to be a gloss, be-
cause he sees a conflict with 14:31, it nust not be rejected
out of hand. Chapter 18:30 states that the Danites were
priests at Dan "until the captivity of the land," that is,

27

presumably until the Assyrian captivity. This need not be

a gloss, 1f cne follows De Vaux's reconstruction of 1 Kings
12:29—31.28 He talzes 30a as a Deuteronomistic gloss, which,
once inserted, isolated the reference to the inage al Bethel;
thus the reference to Dan's image (verse 29b) was added. But
if these two additions are onitted, the resulting text (29a,
30b) makes excellent sense: "He erected one (of the images)
at Bethel {? and the people went in procession before the
other until (it reached) Dan." De Vaux believes that the
scence does not change in verse 31, and that consequently the
reference to a non-Levitic priesthood refers only to Bethel.
Accordingly; if DeVaux 1is correct, the statement of Judges 18:30
that Mushites continued as priests at Dan "until the captivity
of the land" may be correct.

If Jeroboam's act was not idolatrousg in itself, why was
it so strongly condemned by the Deuteronomic Historian? One

reason for this coﬁld be animosity in the South toward the

27733 B.C., or 722/721. Cf. John Bright, A Hisbory of
Israel (Philadelphia, 1959), 257f.

23pe Vaux, Angelicum, XX, 79.
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man who caused a schism in the kingdom, This would agree with
Noth's view that Excdus 32 is to be attributed to J. However,
if we were ccrrect in suggesting that Jeroboam was responsible
for removing the HMushite Levites from the sanctuary at Bethél

as well as cutting them off from Jerusalem, which they con-
sidered to‘be the new central sanctuary, then we believe one
should lcokx to the Levites as the vearers of the traditions
which made of Jerovoam an agostate. 4These tradlitions eventually
received written form at the hand of the Deuteronomic Historian;
| If our understandinz of the Levites has thus far been
correct, namely, that they can be narrowly delfined as iushites,
and that these Mushites had numerous conflicts with the
Aaronides; then it follows that Exodus 32 (in a form critical

of Aaron) would likewise have been preserved by theserLevites
whom we have placed mainly in the North., Hence, acéording to
this view, Exodus 32 owes its preservation to Levitic circles

in the North, and it presumably would have received written

29

form from E,

2 . _ .
9Cf. Walter Beyerlin, lerkunft und Geschichte der
dltesten Sinaitraditionen (TUbinZen, 1901), JLL4lL.




B. Deuteronomyl

The "sons of Aaron" are not mentioned at all in
Deuteronomy. Aaron himself 1s mentloned only in the re-
‘telling of the apostasy with the golden bull (Deuteronomy
9:16-21) and with respect to his death (Deuteronomy 10:6 and
32:50). This is an even more significant playing-down of
Aaron than in JE. Clearly the dominant.figure in the re-
telling of the Exodus and Vandering Periods 1s HMoses.

lloses does not identify himself as a Levite,2 nor
does he mention them in his account of the golden bull
incident. He does, however, say (10:7-8) that the tribe of
Levi (Sbt hlwy) was set apart as a special priestly tribe
at Jotbathah (in Exodus 32 it was at Sinail), one of the
desert stations where Israel stopped (cf. Numbers 33:33-34),
after Aaron's death. This 1s the first expliclt usage of
Levi as a tribe in the sources thus far discussed.

In the rest of the book of Deuteronomy the Levites
are mentioned quite often, Two main types of'terminologies

are used to refer to them.3 One is simply "the Levite" (hlwy).

le. Gunneweg, 09ff; Strauss, 61ff; Eduard Nielsen,
Shechem (2nd ed.; Copenhagen, 1959), 207ff.

2p1though T. J. Meek, "Moses and the Levites," AJSL, LVI
(1939), 115, suggests that ’yS hsydi of 33:8 is HMoses.

370 the writer's lmowled e, G, E, Wright, "The Levites
in Deuteronomy," VT, IV (1954), 325-330; and "The Book of
Deuteronomy: Introduction and Exegesis,.' IB.(Hashville, 1953),
II, 309-329, 1s the first to distingulish clearly betwcen these
two groups. It 1s Wright's opinion that the "Levites" in
Deuteronony, scattered over the countiry, were. engaged. mainly
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The Levite is said to live "in your gates=towns"

12:12 - whlwy *¥r bE‘rykm ky °yn 1w hlg wnhlh
Ttk

12:18f - whlwy *Sr »S<ryk....h3mr 1k pn tzb ’t
hIwy

14:27-29 - yhiwz 1 8p bs ryk 1’ t‘zonw ky ’yn lw hlq
wnhlh “nk mgsh sh 518 Snym tusy’ 2t kl mesr...
wb’ hlwy ky >yn 1w hlq wnhlh “mk...

16:11,13% - Womhu lpny yhwh...whiwy s 8 bEryk
bmqwm sSr ybar thh sinyk 15kn Smw Sm

16:13f - h’)‘ hSk‘Nt LCSh' . e tha . Q‘Ibll‘uyo . e DSCPJJ’C
4
18:6r - wky yb’ hluy w’hd S¢ryk...’1 hmqum ’Sp
ybhr yhwh; 1 WSPt bSm yhwn 2 lhyw kil 2 hyw
hlwym hmdym Sm lpny yhwh
26:12 - ...°t k1 medr. tbw’tk binh holyut...wntth

llwy lgr lytwm wl?lmnn w?’klw Ds‘rz wibw

i1}

An alternate expression is "among you':

26:11 - wsmht...whluy...bqrbk.

The name "the Levite" 1s used without the qualifying phrase
"in your gates" only in 10:9.

In all of these cases, except 10:9, the context is:
The Israelite is to rejolce with the Levite (by providing

food, etc. for him) when he goes to "the place which Yahweh

"

in "teaching." while the "Levitical priests" served at the
central sanctuary, where they enjoyed a regular, dependable
income wilth government support. Wright is opposed by J. A.
Emerton, "Priests and Levites in Deuteronomy,” VT, XII (1562),
129-138. Emerton favors the view that all Levites usually
served at altars before the policy of centralization was
enforced. The present writer's position is that, while all
Levlites had the right to serve at sanctuaries, Wright is
correct in emphasizing that most country Levites of the North
were primarily engaged in teaching.

4Wright, VT, IV, 328, dcnies that this is a country
Levite; Emerton,. 135f,. says 1t is. any Levite.
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your God will choose" (12:11, 18; 14:25; 16:11; 18:6; 26:2).
The Levite is to be speclally remembered, "because he has no
portion or inheritance with his brothers/with you" (12:12; 14:
27-9; cf. 10:9, 18:1).

The other maln terminology is Leviltical priests
(hkhnym hlwym). It is used in the following places:

17:9 - wblt 71 hidwnym hlwym...whgydw 1k °t dbr
hmspt
17:18 - whyh k¥btw <1 ks’...wktb...’t minh hturh...
mlipny nikhnym hilwyn
18:1-2 - 1’ yhwh l¥hnym hlwym...hlq wnhlh,..yhwh hw’
- nhltw...
248 - h8mr bng¢ hgre<t... 194wt wa ‘S ywrw ’tkm
Chkhnym nlwym...
27:9 -  wWydbr nsh whihnym hluynm 71 k1 ysr’l,..

They render legal decisions (17:8f; cf. 21:5 and 24:8); and
they are in charge of the Torah (17:18).
"The priests the sons of Levi" (hkhnym bny 1lwy) (21:5)

is an alternate term for Levitical priests (cf. 17:8f). It is
also used in 31:9.

"Levi" in 10:8f seens to be equivalent to "Levitical
priests"” because it says he 1s to minister (égg) to Yahweh,
Just as 18:7 and 21:5 describe the Levitical priests.

Similarly 33:8-—11,5 where he is saild to use Urlm and

Thummim, reminds one of the Levitical priests of 17:8f and
17:18.

"Priests" and "priest" of 18:3 must also be the

5Cf. M8hlenbrink, 228f; also the IXX reading.
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Levitical priests (this is the context starting in 138:1; and
note that 18:5,7, speaking of these same "priests,”" uses
terminology similar to 10:8, which was_just shown to refer to
"Levitical priests"). "Priest" in 17:12 is surely also a
synonym for "Levitical priests" in 17:9. In 19:17 "priests"
is parallel with Judges, as it was in 17:8-13, Hence, it
again is a reference to the Levitical priests. "Priest" in
26:4 is at the sanctuary that Yahweh chooses (verse 2) and
so must be a Levitical priest (cf. 18:6-7).

The plural "Levites" (hluym) of 27:14 (cf. verse 9)
must be Levitical priests, since participating in a covenant
ceremony agrees with the description of Levitical priests in
Joshua 8:33 and Deuteronomy 31:9-11; cf. 31:25¢ and 18:7.

It is not absolutely clear who the "priest" of 20:2
is. But since preparing the people'for holy war was a very

| important assignment, it would seem much more likely that
this was the function of the levitical priests, who through-
out the book have»the important assignments given to then.

"The tribe of Levi' of 18:1 is difficult.6 It may

refer to only the Levitilcal priests; but it could also be
intended to include both the Levitical priests and the
Levites, since both groups are séid to be without inheritance
(ef. 10:9; 12:12; 14:27-9).

Deuteronony generally speaks of the Levites as a

6Wright, vT, 1V, 3263 and Emerton, 133f, for discussion.
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group (of the names in the genealogies, only Moses and Aaron
are mentioned; and of the two, Aaron 1is referred to only in
9:16-21; 10:6; 32:50), 1In 27:12 Levi is listed as one of

7 It is strange that no reference is made

the twelve tribes.
to Gershon-Kohath-Merari,

The two dominant terminoclogies seem to thls writer
to reflect different times.8 "The Levite" (hlwuy) is

described as a poor person dwelling in various cities through-

g

out the land. It is not stated what this country Levite did.
One 1s strongly reminded of the Levitic cities, since they
could have served as the ?haven"for‘thevécaéteréd Levites.lo
The account of the Levitic cities in 1 Chronicles 6
and Joshua 21, which WGllhausenll called "historical fiction,"
is now thought by many to be historical. True, these cities
were not reserved especially for the Levites already in the
Period of the Judzes, as the Biblical narrative has 1t; but

‘the list may represent an actual situation at the time of

7See discussion of Levi as a tribe and 1ts place in
the tribal. lists in Chapter IV below.

BWPight) VT, IV, 325-350, does not make explicit
whether this is his position also, or whether he believes the
two groups functioned at tihe same time,

9wright, VT, IV, 329, infers that they were teachers
of the law. : : :

19, wrignt, vT, Iv, 329.

1) atus Wellhausen, Prolegomena- to the Hlistory of
Ancient Isracl (New York, 10537, 155-I0L (Tirst puolished in
~los3 as Prolepomena zur Geschiahte,I;raelS)-
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David,12 or Solomon,
15

or Josiah, or at least some pre-
exilic times.
The other main terminology, "Levitical priests"

(hkhnym hlwyn), i1s used of a group who: served at the central

sanctuary (18:6f); performed priestly duties (18:1,7 cf. 10:8,
33:10b); taught (27:9; 31:9-13; cf. 33:10a); took care of
Judicial matters (17:80; 21:5; 24:8f cf. 33:8); carried the
ark of the covenant (31:9; 25, cf. 10:8); and perhaps called
Israel to war (20:1-4)., Clearly the Levitical priests were
very prominent and influential peonle. The problem is to
determine what time is reflected by this terminology.

It has generallyl6 been thought that in Deuteronomy

all priests were Levites and all Levites were priests. DBut

12cr. w. P. Albright, "The List of Levitic Cities,"
ILouis Ginzberg Jubllee Volume, ed., Saul Liecbernan, et al.

l3Cf. Benjamin Mazar, "The Cities of the Priests and
the Levites," Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, VII (Leiden,
1960), 193-205.

lqu. Albrecht Alt, "Bemerkungen zu einigen Judiischen
Ortslisten des Alten Testanents, " Kleine Schriften zur
Geschichte des Volkes Israel, (ilnchen, 1953), 11, 205-305;
and "Festungen und Levicenorte im Lande Juda, ' Kleine Schriften
zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Minchen, 19537, 1L, 300-315,

15De Vaux, Ancient Israel, 367; and Menahem Haran,
"Studies in the Account of tine Levltical Citiles--II: Utopia
and Historical Reality," JBL, LXXX ( 1961), 156, Haran accepts
the view that there were Lorty-eight Levitic cities at some
point in pre-exilic times. The statement of the Biblical text
that these cities were an exclusive reservation for the Levites
Haran finds to be a utoplan reflection oft P,

YOyrignt, vr, IV, 326, cites S. R. Driver and R. H.
Pfelffer as examples. ,
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17

this does not do Jjustice to the two terminologles. The
country Levites may or may not have functioned as priests;l
Deuteronomy does not tell us in so many words, though they

19

are invited to do so in 18:7. But thét they were poor and
scattered is spelled out clearly. On'the other hand, the
Levitical priests :unctioned both as priests and as teachers/
Judges according to Deubteronony. Hence, we are obviously
dealing with two different layers of tradition and nre-
sumably with two different times, both of course sometinme
prior to €22 B.C.Qo For now we tentatively suggest the
following theory:

The situation of the poor country Levite who is to

.be helped by the Israelites coming to the central sanctuary

reflects the time of Josiah. Josiah was concerned aboub

171n this we are following Wright and opposing Emerton.
Cf. footnote 3 above.

lSWright, VT, IV, 329, says their main work was
teaching and exposition; he does not say, however, that they
never sacrificed. Emerton, 132f, says that all Levites had
the right to serve as priests. With this we agree, but we
do not believe the country Levites had much opportunity to
carry out this right.

Vwright, VT, IV, 328, denies that the "Levite" of
18:6 is a country Levite, GEmerton, 135f, says this refers
to any Levite.

20Deut. 18:7 combines the twe traditions. It says
that the country Levites have the right to serve at the central
sanctuary the way the Levitical priests of the Tribal League
did (cf. IV.B below). In the time bebtween Jerotoam I and
Josiah the right of serving at the central sanctuary, which
- formerly belonged to all Levites, had been usurped by the
Jerusalen Levites who were provaply all Zadokidites=sons of
Aaron., Now Levites of the northern Devitical citlies are asked
to Jjoin then,

Factanin i sl
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helping the Levites living in the Levitlc citles who since
the time of Jderoboam I had been cut off from any royal sup-
port.21 If Albright 1s correct, the Levitic citlies had been
established by David, and the Levites living there would
have recelved royal support during the United Monarchy.

The description of the Levitical priests seens to
refer to priests of the centra sanctuary.22> The dating is
difficult, but it 1s suggested here that the connection with
the ark (10:8; 31:9; 31:25; zlso Joshua 3:3 and 8:33) as well
as with the covenant renewal festival at Shechem (27:9-14;
31:9-11; Joshua 8:33) make it possible to conclude that in
the Levlitical priests of Deuteroncmy we have a very ancient
tradition reaching all the way back to the Tribal League.

Accordinzly, we offer the following analysis of
18:1-7 as an example of how this hypothesis would work out:23

Verses 1-5 (considering "all the tribe of Levi" in
verse 1 as secondary or as a synonym for Levitical priests;
but in any case, the "all" could not include the country
Levites, who are Introduced into this passage first in verse
6) are a description of the Levites 1n the Tribal League.

Verses 6-8 reflect the time of Josiah when most

Levites ("the Levite") were poor and living in varilous cities

throughout the land. To ameliorate thelr condition, Josiah

2ler, II.C.5 and IV.C below,
22¢e. wWright, VT, IV, 327.

2‘DC;f',. Strauss, 45ff; and Emerton, 133£f; and IV B
below, : ) ,



proposes that they Join the Levites ("fellow-Levites" here
probably means Zadokites) in Jerusalem and thus share in
their priestly portions.

If the two parts of this section did refer to the
saite timc and to'only one group, then it is difficuli to
see how the Levite of verses 6-8 could be hungry after the
lavish description of his fawve in verses 1-5.

Our hypothesis will have tokbe-checked again
(Chapter IV below) when inore evidence has been accunmlated.
One thing that would help us is a dating of 33:3-11, a
passage that very neatly summarizes all that we have sai
abvout the Levitical—priests, that is, according to our

24
_theory, the Levites of the Trival League.

24E. Nielson, "The Levites in Ancient Israel,”
Annual of the Swiedlsh Theolozical Insvitute, ed, ilans Xosmala
et al. (Leciden, 19o4), III, 17-10 and 25, suggests that the
passaze dates back to pre-monavcinical times. H3hlenbrini,
229, sets it shortly arfter the Conquest, TFor further dis-
cussion see Gunneveg, 37r<; and Strauss, T728f,.

e A A R



C. Deuteronomic History

1. Joshua
lere we find the "Levitical priests” mentioned in
3:3 and 8:33., This 1s the terminology of the older stratum
of Deuteronomy (cf. II.B above). In both passages they arc
carrying the ark (cf. Deuteronomy 10:8; 31:9; 31:25), and in
8:33 they are leaders in a covenant ceremony (cf. Deuteronomy
27:14; 31:9-11). 1In 3:6, 6:4, 12f (on the Levites' role in
war see Decuteronomy 20:2f) the people who carry the ark and
blow the trumpets are simply called "priests™ (EEEZQ)’ thouzh
the Levitical priests must be meant (compare 3:3 with 3:6).
In the first twelve chapters the "sons of Aaron,"
which 1s P's favorite term for the priests, are not méntioned.
Joshua 9:27 tells how the Gibeonites were made nhitby

v 9 3 3 T
. ¢<sym ws’by mym for the congregation and the altar of Yahwen.

Eleazar, the priest, and Joshua distributed the land
by lot at Shileh (19:51). It is frequently stated that the
Levites received no inheritance in the land, because Yahweh
had chosen them as his priests, 13:14, 33; 14:3f; 18:7 (cf.
Deuteronony 12:12; 14:27~29; cf. 10:9; 18:1)., 1In 13:14, 33
they are called "the tribe of Levl" (Sbg hlwy); in 14:3f and
18:7 they are "the Levites" (hlwym).

In Chapter 21 the Levites (hlwym) come to Eleazar the
priest and ask for the cities- that were promised to them. In
21:39 (English verse 41) it is stated that they reccived

forty-elght cities.
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Chapter 21 speaks of the three-fold division of the
Levites, namely: Kohath, Gershon, and Merari.l The order,
with Kohath first,2 indicates that it is later than the
traditional Gershon-Kohath-Merari sequence found in so many
of the genealogies.3 The Kohathites are divided into two
groups, the sons of Aaron and thé rest of the Xohathites.
Both in its order and in the division of fhe Xchathites
chapter 21 is identical with 1 Chronicles 6:397f (English
verse 54ff). The precise terminclogy of chapter 21 is as
follows:

a) mpht hqnhty (verse 4)

(1) bony ’hrn hkhn nn hlwym (verse 4)
bny ’hrn nmsp}g% hqghty mbny lwy (verse 10)
bny ’hrn hkhn ?gerses 13 and 19)
(2) bny ght hnwtrym (verse 5)
or:

mspbwt bny ght hlwym hnwtrym mbny ght
(verse 20)

b) bny grSwn (verse 6)
or:
bny grdwn mmspht hlwym (verse 27)

1John Bright, "The Book of Joshua," (NashVLlle, 1953),
II, 546, states that cnapuers 20-21 recelved thorough editing
by P.

2¢f. M8hlenbrink, 212.

3The first positlon of the Kohathites here¢ means that
at least by the time of the editing of the Deuteronomic History
(which some would place circa 600 B.C.) the.Kohatlltes. were
consldered the most important of the Levitic groups. Inter-
estingly, P i1s the one who preserves the older order of Gershon-
Kohath-lMerari in the genealoygles of the Pentateuch..
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¢) bny mrry (verse T)
mSpht ony mrry hlw;;.hnwtrym (verse 34)
bny mrry 1m§pbtm hggérym mm%pbwt hlwym (verse 38,
English verse 40)
Joshua 24:33 states that Eleazar was the son of Aaron
and that Phinehas was the son of Eleazar. This agrees with
many of the gencalogies (Exodus 6:16-25; 1 Chronicles 5:27-41;

6:35-38; Ezra 7:1-5).
SUMMARY

i. Dating

In the traditionél view, Joshua is the last book of
the "Hexateuch," andkthe same sources are to be found here
as in Genesis through Numbérs. In this scheme, almost all of
the second half of the book is ascribed to P (except chapters
23-24), whereas the first half belongs mostly to J and E.A

Martin Noth's well-known theory5 states that Joshua
is part of the Deuteronomic History which has Deuteronomy as
its introduction.6 He places the editing of the work circa
550 B.C., ét a time when the history of the people of Israel

had collapsed.7 With this we would agree as a date for the

4Cf Carpenter and Harford, 522f.

5Ueberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien (2nd ed.;
TUbingen, 1557).

6For' a comparison of the tradiLLDnal view with Noth,
see John Bright, IB, II, 541-5406,

TNoth, Ueber. Studicn, 91.
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final editing, but we assume that there was also an carlier
edition completed shortly before the death of Josiah.8

Under either the traditional view or that of Noth,
however, it 1s possible to think of the pre-literary stage
of the documnents as going back to a time much earlier than
the final editing of the book. As a notavle example, one
may consider how F. M, Cross, Jr. and G. E, Wright con-
vincingly show that the province list of 15:21-62 "represents
a revised edition of the Judahite province 1isf, brought up
to date in the couft of Jehoshapnat during tne second quarter
of the Ninth Century B.C."”

Likewise the account of the Levitic cities 1n Chapter
21, which according to Albright goes back to the time of
David (see II.B above). Here, however, the division into
three groups of Levites represents a later revision, for it
is in the order Kohath-Gershon-ilerari (agreeing with 1 Chron-
icles 6:39ffF). |

In general therefore 1t can be said that there is
a priori no reason why at least some of the material concerning

the Levites in Joshua cannot actually reflect the period that

8Some scholars who posit two editings of the Deutero-
nomic History set one at about 610 B.C. (just before the death .
of Josiah), the other during the Exlle, ocrhans circa 550 B.C.
See, e.g., B. W, Anderson, Jnaar tanding the 0ld Testanent
(2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, W.J., 1900), 379; and Harold
Forshey, "The End of the Deubteronomic History” (unpublished

seminar paper; Cambridge: Harvard University, lwoa) cr.
L. Eissfeldt, Einleitung in da) Alte Tcutament (2nd ed.; iublngen, 1956),

357ff for dlscu951on ST . . SRR VYOt

u:'p‘ ; ‘1, T el
9”The Boundary cud” Province Lists of the Kingdom of Judsh,!
JBL, IXXV (1956), 226.
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it purports to describe, i.e.,, the period of the Conquest.

2. Terminology

The terminology (and even the description of the
duﬁies) of the Levites in chapters 1-12 is identical with
what we called the older stratum of Deuteronomy. If the
description of the "Levitical priests" there goes back 1o
the Tribal League, so also here. It may be that the Deutero-
nomic historian has chosen the term "Levitical priests” as a
polemic against the Zadokite Aaronides who were in control of
the priesthood of Jerusalem. |

The references in chapters 13-20 seem more akin to
the younger stratum in Deuteronomy, since they refer to the
Levites as not having any inheritance (cf. Deuteronomy 12:12;
14:27-29; cf, 10:9, 18:1). '

Chapter 21 appears to be a revision of an o0ld document
concerning the Levitic cities in a time when the Kohathites
were most promlnent. This would have its counterpart in the

' genealogies (cf. I.C above).

"Aaronizing'
Finally there are three references to Eleazar. In
'19:51-he distributed the land to the tribes at Shiloh. This
puts him into the context of the Congquest period. He 1s also
‘sald to have distributed citles to the Levites (21:1). But
if the matter of the Levitic citles belongs to the time of
David, then his name has here been added scecondarily. The

reference to him in 24:33 agrees with the late Aaronizing

genealogies,
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2. Judges
Judges 1:16 states that the descendants of the Kenite
(i,e., Hobab), Moses! father-in-law, went up from the city of
the palms (Jericho) in Judah and settled in Arad,
Judges 4:11 states how Heber the Kenlte left his kins-
men in Arad and went and pitched his tent at Elon Bezaannaim

(?1lvwn bsnym), near Kedesh.

If Moses was a priest, then the Kenites, becatge of
their relationship to iMoses, may have also been priests.

What is more, oaks were frequently considered sacred (cf.
"Joshua 24.26; Genesis 12:6);10 so 4:11 which mentions "Elon, "
nmay mean that the Kenites built a sanctuary at Kedesh,

This may now have found archaeclogical confirmation
by the excavations of Y. Aharoni and Ruth Amiran at Tell Arad.
One of thelr finds was a sanctuary which B. Mazarll dates to
"between the tenth century B.C. (Stratum XI) and a late stage
in the history of the Kingdom of Judah (Stratum VIII)." If
this 1s true, the sanctuary of'Arad may have been the harbor
for Mosaic. traditions, since the Kenites (who lived at Arad,
1:18) were connected with HMoses by marriage. These traditions
could héve been transplanted to the North (Kedesh) by Heber
the Kenite (ef. 4:11). According‘to the genealogy of Judges

18:30, Dan would have been another northern sanctuary where

lOCf. G. E. Wright, Shechem: The Biography ol a-
Biblical City (New York, 19005), 132-135.

11”The Sanctuary of" Arad and the Family of* Hobab the
Kenite," JNES, XXIV (1y05), 297-303.
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HMosaic, and consequently Levitic, traditions viere preserved.
According to 18:30 there was a Mushite priesthood in Dan
"until the captivity of the land," that is, presumably until
circa 722 B.C. |

Judges 17:7ff12 speaks of a single Levite (lwy) of
Bethlehem in Judan who became tie priest of the Ephrainite
Micah. ILater he became the priest of the Danites (chapter 18).
In 18:3013 his name, Jonathan, is given and he is called "the

. _ L1l
son of Gershom, son of Moses.‘l’

This agrees with JE, where
Gershom is called the son of ioses (Exodus 2:22), and it in-
directly declares Moses to be a Levite. So at Dan there were
Levites who presumably would have preserved Mosalc traditions.

Chapter 19 relates the story of anofher single Levite,

15

- this one from Ephraim. Since Bethel and Shiloh, both of

which had sanctuaries, lay in Ephraim, this Levite may have

been a priest at either of them.
SUMMARY

16
Most commentators agree that the story underlying

12¢e, Gunneweg, lU4Cf; and Strauss, G4rr.

13On the text see I.A above; qnd G. E,. Hoore, A Critical
and Exegzetical Commentary on Judses ("ICC," VII; Edinburgh,
1085), 4O01f. ’ :

14

Cf. M8hlenbrink, 223; and Hauret, 100f.
l5Cf. Gunneveg, 23115 and Strauss, 10511,

16See, e.g., Straugs, 1l00r,
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chapters 17-18 is very old. Judges 17:6 and 13:1 say as

much when they say that there was then no king in Israei.

Judges 18:31 is also important for dating, since it states

thét the cult image whlch the Danites took over from Micah

was in Dan “as long as the house of God was at Shiloh."

According to 1 Samuel there was a sanctuary at Shilch until
, 17

the time of Eli. Of 18:31 . Noth™' says: "This must be

considered historical information.” Stréﬁssla also dates
the story of Judges 19-20 to the period of the Tribal League,
Hauret19 says the migration of the Danites harmonizes with
the beginnings of the Period of the Judges.

There 1is alsQ no reason to deny the antiquity of the
notices about the Kenites (chapters 1 and 4) and their rela-
tion to Moses and the Levites (cf. Mazar).

The Kenltes probably héd priestly functions, and the
Levite of chapters 17-18 is specifically called a priest.

Very significant 1s the impression given in chapters
17-18 that Leviﬁes were considered to be the most legitimate
priests and so were greatly in demand. Also it must De noted

that we have reference to Levites/Kenites from or in Bethlehem-

Judah, Arad, Dan, Kedesh, and Ephraim. This gives the picture

1Tnppe Background of Judges 17-18," Israel's Prophetic
Heritage: Essays in Honor of James W. Mullenbery (New York,
1602, dJh.

18

Strauss, 105f.

C » e - £ 3 1 1 v
thauret, 107, On page 103 he lists other scholars
who consider thla. a very ancient. story.

. e ey ekt e
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of Levites being spread throughout the land.

Finally, since the one Levite whose name is given,
namely, Jonathan, i1s traced back to HMoses, we have here sub-
stantial agreement with JE, especially since the "sons of
Aaron" are nowhere called priests in the Book of Judges.

One other name irom the Levitic genealogies is men-
tioned--Puinghas in 20:25-23, His name is used in a
parenthetical remark to explain why the people came to Bethel,
He is called the son of Eleazar, the son of Aaron, Many havé
explained this as a gloss introduced by a late Aardnizing
editor, However, AlbrigthO suggests that the Phinehas here
may have been Phinechas II and ﬁhe prédecessor of E1i, If
Phinehas was a Mushite as we suggested (I.C), there would be
evidence here for a lMushite priesthood at Bethel., The ark

is mentioned only here (verses 27-28)in Judges.

20quoted in Jacob ¥. Myers, "The Book of Judges," IB
(Nashville, 1953), II, 318r,
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3. First Samuel

The priests at the beginning of the book are Eli and
his two sons, Hophni and Phinehas (1:3). This Phinehas is
therefore apparently not the same as the one of the genealogies
(1.C). As we saw in Chapter I, the genealogy of Eli (ecf.

1 Samuel 14:3) does not now appear as a part of the genealogies
that purport to go back to Israel's earliest history; so it

is impossible to prove whether or not the line of Eli is
Levitic. But on the chance that it is, we must discuss it.

Some commentators try to guess who "the house of
your father who belonged to the house of Pharaoh when they
were (slaves) in Egypt," taken from Yahweh's words to Eli
(2:27), refersto.>- If one takes "house of Pharaoh" to be
a synonym for Egypt, then a number of answers are possible.

T. J. Meek22 takes 1t as a reference to the house of Levi;

2lngiaves™ is from the LXX reading. It may have been
added by a hand who understood the phrase, "the house of your
father," to be speaking about all the Israelites., However,
"slaves" is not needed to understand the passage. The words,
1byt pr¢h (=to the house of Pharaoh), can modify sbyk (=your
father) and together the two phrases would mean: 'Your
father who belonged to the house of Pharaoh." '"When they
were in Egypt" can also refer to the Israelites in general,
or it can be a reference specifically to the ancestors of
Eli. If one understands "the house of Pharaoh" to be the
literal house of the Egyptian king and not a circumlocution
for the land of Egypt, then of course "your father" would
have to refer to Moses. This is the position of Wellhausen,
142, and it is also our position, since it is defensible in
l1ts own right, and it also agrees with our analysis of the
Levitic genealogiles.

22'"Moses and the Levites," AJSL, LVI (1939), 117f.
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H. W, Hertzbergz3 says 1t can mean either the trive of Levi

or the sons of Aaron,

Wellhausen24 considers it to mean Moses, Wellhausen's
view can be defended, for the text says: 'Your father who
belonged to the house of Pharaoh." This could only be Hoses,
‘since only Moses lived in Pharaoh's house,

The ldentification of the "faithful priest" (2:35)
who is to replace Elil is also a problem. The immediate con-
text suggests Samuel;25 but it could already be a reference
to the fact that Zadok would eventually replace Ablathar as
the main priest of the people (cf. 1 Kings 2:256f; 35).

The Levitic classification of Samuel 1s even more
in doubt, Though he 1s inclﬁded in the present form of the
Levitic genealogles recorded in 1 Chronicles 6:7-13 and
1 Chronicles 6:18-23, it has been shown in I.C how these are
simply secondary additions to what were originally schematic
‘genealogies of seven and fourteen names respectively. These
additions were taken from 1 Samuel 1l:1, where Samuel'!s fore-
father Zuph 1s said to be an Ephraimite, That Samuel
functioned as a priest, at least on occasion (cf. 7:10, etc.),
, seems8 clear. Therefore one must either reckon with a non-

Levitic priesthood during this time; or the term "Levite" -

231 and II Samuel ("The 0la Testament Library," ed. G. E.
Wright et al., trans. J. S. Bowden; London, 1964), 37.

24

Page 142; cf. footnote 21 above.

25Cf. T. J. Meek, "Aaronites-and- Zadokites;'" ATSL, XLV
(1929), 160. —



..3_32-

was used more as an appellative meaning priest than as an.
ethnic title. According to the former view, anyone, in-
-cluding Samuel, could have been considered a priest,
irregardless of his tribal affiliation.26
et there is a third possibllity concerning Samuel,

namely, that despite certain pricstly functions he was tech-
nically a judge (despite 2:11). At least Sémuel's sons who
succeeded him were called "judges" (8:1; cf. 12:2).27

The son of Phinehas is called Ichabod (4:21). This
agrees with the genealogy of 1 Samuel 1l4:3a.

The sanctuary that Eli served was at Shiloh, which

according to archaeologist528

was destroyed at the time of

Israél's defeat at the hands of the Philistines (chapter 4).
Samuel is said to have worked at Bethel, Gllgal, ilizpah, and
Ramah (7:16-17).

The only explicit mention of Levites is in 6:15,
where it 1is stated that they took the ark of Yahweh after it
was returned by the Philistines and put it on a great stone
at Beth-shemesh., This description of the Levites' duties '
azrees with Deuteronomy 10:6; 31:9; Joshua 3:3; 3:33.

The priest at the time of Saul was Ahijah (14:3, 18).
He 1s called the son of Ahltub, the son of Phinehas, the son

of Eli (verse 3). If this is correct, the line of Eli was not

26See Chapter- IV,.B below for a discussion of Levl as
a tribe.

27

20pop bibliography sece Martin A, Cohen, "The Role of
the Shilonlte Priesthood,” HUCA, XXXVI (1965), 05.

Note that even Eli was- called a Jjudpe in 1 Sam., 4:18,
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replaced Ly Samuel and his descendants (and thus the fulfill-
ment of the oracle re the "faithful priest” in 2:35 was still
to come--presumably in Zadok).

If one compares 22:20, which contains the genealogy
Ahitub---> Ahimelech---> Abiathar, it seems better to identify
Ahimelech and Ahijah rather than to call them brothers.29

First Samuel 15:6 states that the Kenites, kinsmen of
Moses, were 1living among the Amalekites but were asked by
Saul to move before Israel attacked the Amalekites,

irst Samuel 21:1 (cf. 22:9) states that Ahimelech
was the priest at Noo to whom David fled for protection from
Saul., As we have seen, this is no doubt the same person as
the Anhijah of 14:3, 13, whose father was Ahitub (cf., 22:9, 11,
12). Ahimelech's son was Abiathar (22:20; 23:0; 30:7).
Abiathar became the personal priest of David (22:20), IF is
specifically stated (22:18-20) that Saul's commandef, called

Doeg, killed all the other sons of Ahimelech. Hence, Abiathar

represented the last remnant of the line of ILli,
SUMIIARY

The writer belileves that Samuel was in the strict
sense not a Levite. The line of Eli, however, seems best
understood as belonging to the Levitical priesthood, though

the connection can ve made only on the basis of 2:27. If our

29¢cr, Cohen, 86, n, 91; so also Hertzberg, 112,



AR

-]_3}.4. -

representation of the priesthood of the Tribal Leazue in IL,B,

ag far as we were able to detect it, was correct, then one

would expect E1i to be a Levite. The fact that his son was

called Phinehas and his grandson Ahitub, both names which

occur in the line of priests from Eleazar o Zadok as re-

corded in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41, gzilves some support to this

theory.So
The fact that the father of Eli is never named leads

one to suspect edltorial tampering. It may be, as we already

suggested in I.C above, that the first group of ten (Eleazar

to Zadok) or twelve (Aaron to Ahimaaz) names in 1 Chronicles

5:27-41 (cf. I.D above), which in its present form ends with

Zadok or Ahimaaz, may have originally been the genealogy of

~Eli, If Eleazar was originally connected to lioses and not

to Aaron, as we proposed-in I.C, then we willl have traced

the Levitic line of ioses all the way to Eli, and Wellhausen

would be correct in calling the "father" of Eli (I Sam. 2:27) Moses.
As we saw, the Levites are mentioned once by name in

!

1 Samuel. The terminology of P, "sons of Aaron," is not

used, nor is there any rceference to Gershon-Kohath-ilerari,

3OCf. discussion of 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 in I.C
above, A
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L, Second Samuel

The Massoretic Text of 8:17 reads: B

wsdwq bn ‘hytwb w’bym1k>bn ’bytr khnym...

This is the first mention of Zadok outside of the
genealogies (c¢f. 1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 1 Chronicles 9:11=
Nehemiah 11:11; 1 Chronicles 6:35-38; Ezra 7:1-5). If the
genealogy of 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 is correct in maintalning
that there were two Zadoks, the first one mentioned there
would coincide better with the Zadok of our passage,

Ahitub is called the Tather of Ahijah (=% Ahimelech)
in 1 Samuel 14:3a, and of Ahimelech (=? Ahijah) in 1 Samuel
22:9, 11, 20, But in our passage (8:17), 1 Chronicles 18:16,
and in the large genealogies (1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 6:35-38)
he 1s the father of Zadok I. Ahitub is the father of Zadok II
according to 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 and Ezra 7:1-5; however,

1l Chronicles 9:11=Nehemiah 11:11 inserts Meraioth betiween
Ahitub and Zadok iI, no doubt correctly (cf. I.C above).

Ahimelech is also called the son of Abiathar in
1 Chronicles 24:6 (cf, 1 Chronicles 18:16 where the lassoretic
'Text has Abimelech). But this clashes with 1 Samuel 22:20
| (ef, 22:9, 11); 23:6; and 30:7, where Ablathar is called the
son, not the father, of Ahimelech.

31

Beginning with Tirinus in 1660~ scholars have

noticed these discrepancies and concluded that the text of

JlQuoted by H. H. Rowley, "Zadok and Nehushtan,"
JBL, LVIII (1935), 114,
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our passage (8:17) is out of order. Wellhauseno® calls the
corruption intentional and reads: "Ebjathar Sohn Ahimelechs
Sohnes Ahitubs und Sadok waren Priester." Justification for

revising the HMassoretic Text can also be found in the Syriac

verslon which reads: W bytr br *hymlk.

This writer agzrees that the historical notices con-
cerning Abiathar must be given preference. This means, as
almost 21l scholars admit?B that in the original text of
2 Samuel}8:17 Zadok was left entirely without genealogy.
The genealozy that he has in the present form of 2 Samuel
8:17 and in some of the genealogics has obviously been
artificially constructed out of the genealoczy of Abiathar,

Evidently not all priests of the time were Levites.
Second Samuel &8:18 states that Devidls sons were priests.
Second Samuel 20:26 says Ira the Jairite was also David's
priest, A

According to 15:24 the Levites were still in charge
of the ark of the covenant, but theyAseem to have served
‘under Zadok and Ablathar. In this same chapter we hear of
Jonathan the son of Ablathar and Animaaz the son o Zadok
(cf, 18:19, 22, 27). Ahimaaz is the son of Zadok I in
1 Chronicles 5:27-41 and 6:35-38,

Wherever Zadok and Avblathar are mentlioned together,

32per Text der Blicher Samuclis (G8ttingen, 1871), 177.

33Cf Rowley, JBL, LVIII, llhff, for a survey of
scholarly opinion re /auok up- to 1439,

ottt A AP



s

o O

-337-

Zadok's name is always firgt, indicating that he wasg the

).34 In

more important (15:27-29, 35; 17:15; 19:12; 20:25
chapter 15:24-29 David addresses his words primarily to
Zadok, again indicating hls superior rank, Abiathar in verse

35

24 is presently out of place, Wellhausen™~ sees here a post-

exilic attempt To eliminate Avniathar from The text altogether.
SUMMARY

For the first time outside of 1 Samuel 1:1 and
Judges 17:5 we hear that non-Levites are priests {cf. 5:13
and 20:26 above). The Levites as a group are mentioned by
name only in 15:24.‘ There is no mention of Gershon, Kohath,
and Merarl. Zadok and Abiathar are the chief priests, with

adok having a slignt edge.

In II.C.3 we saw that Abliathar was probably a Levite.
our analysis here and in I.C has shown that Zadok had no
genealogy in the original form of the pre-exilic texts. All
the places where in these texts he,has one, it can be shown
to be secondary. This can mean either that Jadok was not a
Levite, or he was, but of é different branch than Ablathar,

DeVaux36 lists three possibilities for the origin

“of Zadok (presumably as a non-Levite):

1. That he was originally a high priest at Gibeon;37

340f. DeVaux, Anclent Israel, 373.
36

35Der Textaeey, 197, Ancient Israel, 373f..

3Tcr. E. Auerbach, "Die Herkunft déer Sadokiden," ZAW,
XLIX (1931), 327f.
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2. That he was a priest of Kiriath-gearim;3
3. That he was a Jebusite priest of Jerusalem.39
Our worling hypotheslis is that Zadok was a Levite
of the Aaronifte line from Hebron.uo This will be checked

in Chapter III below,

38cr. Karl Budde, "Die Herkunft Sadoks," ZAW, LII
(193k), Lerr.

Q .
3/Cf. especlially Rowley, JBL, IVIII; and nost re-
cently C. E. Hauer, "Who Vas Zadok," JBL, ILXXXII (19063),

2
8g-04,

4oy,

his is also the position of Haran, JBL, LX3I, 161,
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5. First Kings.

The first two chapters tell us how Abiathar sided
with Adonijah in his attempt to succeed David (1:7, 19, 25).
Zadok was not with Adonijah (1:8, 26). David then called
Zadok and Nathan, the préphet, and told them to anoint
Solomon to be the next king (1:32—24). This was carried out
(1:38f, 44f), Solomon of course now distrusted Aviathar
(2:22), and he finally exiled him to Anathoth (.2:261").""l
Zadok was now obviously Solomon'!s mein priest (2:35).

Solomon sacrificed at Gibeon (3:4) where, according
to 1 Chronicles 16:39-42, Zadok had sacrificed during David's
time, -

In 4:2 (Massoretic Text) Azariah the son. of Zadok is
called "the priest."” In 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 there is mention
of an Azariah who was Zadok's grandson. However, there is
doubt whether the words "the priest" in our passage are
original, It is missing in GB and GL, and it is easy to ex-
plain hkhn as the secondary expansion of a hand who wanted it
to apply to Zadok and not Azariah, especlally when one takes
the first word of verse 3 as the predicate of Azariah with

the meaning "over—the-year."42

43

Montgomery ~ correctly explains the Massoretic Text

ulInterestingly, this was a Levitical city, Joshua 21:18,
and the place from which Jeremiah later came, Jeremiah 1l:1,

thf. James Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Com-
mentary on the Books of Kings (Tidinburgh, 1951), 113.

u%Page 113.
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L:4v, which states that Zadok and Abiathar were the priests,
as an erroneous introduction inte the text from 2 Samuel
8:16;18.

Massoretlc Text 8:4b states that priests and Levites
brought up the ark to the temple. I the Massoretic Text 1is
correct, this would be the first usage of this terminology .
which 1s common in P and the Chronicler*.lm However, the
entire phrase 1ls in doubt, éince in 8:3 and 8:6 it is only
"the priests” who bring up the ark, Therefore Montgomery,a5
together with the Septuagint (except Angeg), considers all
of 8:4b, i,e,, the last four words of the verse in»Massoretio
Text, as a gloss. However, though Massoretic Text S:lp is
admittedly ocut of place and therefore seemingly secondary,
it 1s not impossible that the phrase nevertheless reflects
the beginnings of the separation of the Zadokites (=priests)
from the rest of the Levites as a superior group whom the
others éerved. Thls distinction became full-blown in P, al-

though there "the priests" are called "the sons of Aaron,"

Zabud/Zakur the son of Nathan is called "priest" as

" well as "king's friend" in 4:5, If this Nathan is the well-

known prophet, we have another instance of a non-Levitic
priest.

Jeroboam's cultic innovations (1 Kings 12) are said

auJohn Gray, I & II Kings ("0ld Testament Library";
London, 1964), 194, does not belleve this usage can be pre-
exlilic,

u5Page 186.
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to have included the appointment of non-Levit{lc priests
(verse 31).46 It has generally been assumed that Jeroboam's
action applied to both Bethel and Dan. However, the text
does not say expliclitly where the non-Levitic priests were
installed, but Bethel was probably one of the places,
According to Jdudzes 20 a certaln Phinehas was a priest at
Bethel in the Period of the Judges. I our analiysis of the
genealogies in I,C was correct, Phinchas was a HMushite.
Accordingly, Bethel would have had a liushite priesthood
during the Tfibal League, If 1 Kings 12:31 appnlies to Bethel,
this would mean that Jeroboam brought an end to the Hushite
line thcre. On the other hand, if Judges 18:30 is correct
in stating that the Mushite line continued at Dan until'the
captivity (circa 722 B.C.), Jeroboam's action did not apply
to.Dan. And as we shall show in Chapter IV.C, even at Bethel
Jeroboam's decree may not have prevailed long. In other
words, one should not conclude on the basis of 1 Kings 12
that all Levites had been excluded from the sanctuaries of
the'North, even ﬁhough 2 Chronicles 11:13f says that some
fled south. Those, however, who remained would have become

b

poor, since they no longer had any royal support. As we

46

Thls passage has been discussed in comnnection with
the Excursus on Exodus 32 above. FYor a surmary of views con-
cerning Jeroboam's action in appointing non-Levitic priests
sece Moses Aberbach and Leivy Smolayr, 'Aaron, Jeroboam, and
the Golden Calves," JBL, LXXOVI (1967), 131, n. 8.

%ce. sadao Asaml, "The Central. Sanctvary in Israel in
the Ninth Century B.C." (unpublished Th.D dissertation; Cam-
bridge: Harvard Unilversity, 19o4), 281, 205.
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suggested (IL.B above), this would explain the legislation
in Deuteroncmy wnich encourages charity for the poor country

Levites.,

6. Second Kings

This boox mentions Various individual priests., The
priest at the time of King Joash was Jeholada (chapters
11-i2). Urijah was the priest at the time of Ahaz (106:10£f).
The priest at Josiah's time was called Hilkiah (22:4, 3, 10,
12, 14). He has the title "great priest" (22:4, 8) (hihn
ggggl)?g The same term is applied to Hilkian in 23:4, It
should not simply be dismissed as a "post-exilic gloss."”9

Second Kings 23:4 specaks of "priests of the second

N T N - o v 2
rank" (lhny hminh) and "keepers of the threshhold" (fury hsp).

"Pagan" priests (kmrym) are also mentioned (23:5). They were
priests at the high places. Other priests of the high places
were seemingly orthbdox, for they were invited to serve at
Jerusalem, although they did not go (23:9--cf. Deuteronomy
18:6-3). The priests of the high places at Bethel were slain
by Josiah (23:20).

At the time of King Zedekliah Seraiah was the chiefl
priest (khn hr’f) and Zephaniah was the second priest (khn
m¥nh) (25:18). |

We see heré already in Second Kings the content of

48Cf. Ve Fo AlDright, Archaeology and the Religilon
of Israel (4th ed,; Baltimore, 1941), 107-109,

*6ray, I & II Kings, 657.
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the office of "high priest,” though the title does not yet
seem to have been applied in a systematic way. We have dis-

cussed this question further in IV.C below,
SUMMARY RE FIRST AND SECOND KINGS

The ascendancy of Zadok and decline of Abiathar 1s
described, If Ablathar was a Levite (II.C.3) and Zadok an
Aaronide (II.C.4), this would mark the beginning of the
period when the Levites (in Jerusalem) served the "sons of
Aaron." See our discussion of 8:4b apove, which is also
the only expliciﬁ mentlon of the Levites as a groun in

"priests of the second rank"

J and 2 Kings. The expression,
(2 Kings 23:4), may refer to this sane subservient role of
the Levites.

_ In 2 Kings we may have the first reference to the
high priesthood (22:4, 8; 23:4; and 25:18). Hilkiah and
Seraiah are specifilcally given the title, but it may have
reference to Jeholada and Urijah as well,

Jeholada, Urijah, and Hilkiah are not mentioned in
tﬁe genealogies, but Seraiah is mentioned in the genealogies
of 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 (c¢f. Nehemiah 11:11), and Ezra T:1-5,

There 1s no mention of Gershon-Kohath-ierari. Non-

Levitic priests are mentioned in 1 Kings 4:5 and 12:31.

s i b e cd s+ i A AN
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- D, Pre-Exilic Prophets

1. Hosea (circa 750-725)

A northern prophet, he condemns the priests for their
wickedness in 4:4, 9; 5:1; and 6:9. H. W, Wolff sees in 6:9
a reference to persecution of the Levites, He extrapolates
from 10:5, 13:2, 3:5f (where Hosea attacks the bull cultug,
ef. 1 Kings 12:206f) and Exodus 32:25-29 (where the Levites
are opposed to the goldeh bull) the theory that Hosea had
allied himself with the Levites in opposing the cult intro-
duced by Jeroboam I (1 Kings 12:25-33). According to Wolff's
theory, the Levites were engaged in the preservation ol early
Mosalc traditions ever since Jercboam I's appointment of non-
Levitic pricsts (1 Kings 12:31).l He further sees in 6#9 an
indlcation that these "exiled" Levites. had made Shechem their
center. This would explain the absénce of any polemic against
Shechem i1n Hosea. However, as Wolff understands 6:9, the
wicked non-Levitic pfiests opposed and killed many of these
Levites in and around Shechem.2

Wolff's theory is attractive, but it does not agree
with the archaeology of Shechem, for the famous sacred area
of Shechem had been brougnht to an end by Ablmelech circa

1100 B.C.,> and the city itself (Strata VIII-VII) was probably

1H. W. Wolff, "Hoseas gelstige Heimat," TLZ, LXXXI (1956),

glr.

2y, w. Wolff, Dodekapropheton I: Hosea ("Biblischer
Kommentar Altes Testamcnt, " XLv/1; llicukirchen, 19061), 155,

3G. E, Wright, Shechem: The Biography of a Biblical
City (New York, 196%5), 101,
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not important in Hosea's time.u Hence, Wolff's localization
of the Levites in Shechem cannot be proved, but his conten-
tion that he has uncovered a reference to a conflict between
Levites and non-Levitic priests may be true.

2. Amos (circa 750 B.C.)

Amos also worked in thé North. He mentions a priest
called Amaziah who served at Bethel at the time of Jerobean
II., He opposed Amos' work (7:10-17). Amaziah was obviously
the ranking or "high" priest in the North at the time, Though
Bethel probably had non-Levitic priests at the time of
Jeroboam I (cf. 1 Kings 12:31), it is possible that Bethel
had not always been in Israelite hands during the Divided
Monarchy (ecf. IV.C below), and therefore Levites could have
feturned to Bethel. However, it is very doubtful whether
Amaziah could be a Levite, Jjudgingz by his opposition tovAmos,
w?o, like the Lévites, sougnt to promote Hushite traditions.5

3. Isaiah (circa T40-700 B.C.)
He gives almost no information about the Levites.
In 8:2 he tells 'us that the prieét at the time of King Ahaz
of Judah was Urijah. This agrees with 2 Kings 16:10ff. 1In
24:2 and 28:7 he speaks out against the priésts for being as
wicked as the rest of Jerusalem, but he does not identify them.
4, Micah (circa 722-701)
He condemns wlcked priests and prophets allke (3:11).

He perhaps 1ls acquainted with the tradition that made ioses,

4Wright, Shechem, 154ff, S¢cr. Anderson, 236.
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Aaron, and HMiriam leaders of Israel (6:&). Note that he
lists Moses in first place in agreement with JE,
5. Zephaniah (circa 523-622 B,.C.)
He also condemns the priests of Jerusalem (1:4;
3:4),
6. Jeremiah (626-587 B.C.)
Jeremiah mentions the priests more often than any of
the other writing prophets, He himself is said to be the
gson of Hilklah (not the Hilkiah of 2 Kings 22-23) of the
priests in Anathoth (1:1). Thils presumably mecans that he
was of a priestly family; and, since he came from Anathoth,
he may have been a descendant of Abiathar (cf. 1 Kings 2:26f).6
Yet we have no evidence that Jeremiah ever acted as a priest.
Jeremlah also calls attention to the sins of the
priests,_andkhe cbndemns them accordingly (1:13; 2:8, 256; 4:9;
5:31;¢ 6:13; 8:1, 10; 13:13; 14:18; 2£3:11, 33f; 32:32; 34:19).
. Jeremiah tells us that it is the peculiar function of
the priests to handle the Torah (2:8; 18:18), 1In 19:1 the

"senior priests" (zany hkhnym) are mentioned. It is unclear

whether they are good or bad. Pashhur was an evil prilest
who opposed Jeremiah (20:1; cf, chapter 38). In chapter 26
the "priests and prophets’ opposed Jeremiah,

Priests are ﬁentioned in 27:16 (Jeremiah speaks to

them); in 28:1 (Hananlah the prophet spoke to Jeremiah in the

6

Cf. John Bright, Jeremiah ("The Anchor Bible";
Garden City, N.Y., 19ob), Ioxxviidi, ~
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presence of the priests); and in 29:1 (the priests in exile
to whom Jeremiah writes).

Jeremiah 29:24-32 informs us that Zephaniah the son
of Maaseiah had replaced Jehoiada as the priest in Jerusalem
(ef. 21:1; 37:3). Zephaniah refused to arrest Jeremiah,

7

Jeremiah' foresces a time when the priests will
again be good (31:14; 33:17-22). In the latter passage the

priests are called Levitical priests (hkhnym hlwym), which is

Deuteronomic terminology. His hope 1s that these Levitical
priests might occupy the priesthood forever.

If our analysis in I.C was correct, Ablathar was a
HMushite. He would therefore have kept MMushite traditions
alive in Anathoth, the place of his exile. Accordingly,

Jeremiah, coming from Anathoth, would have had northern theo-

logical ,braining. According to our theory (II.B), the northern

point of view considered the Levites (that is, Mushite Levites

particularly) as the rightful priests of the central sanctuary,

and they refer to these Levites as the "Levitical priests." Of
course when the Book of Deuteronomy was found in Josizah's
time, the Jerusalem (Zadokite) priests lmmediately identified
themselves with the Levitical priests, but we believe éhat the
term originally referred to the prlests at the central
sanctuary of the Tribal League (cf. IV.B below)., Hence, when

Jeremlah states that the priests of the future will be

"ot all scholars take chapters 30-33 as being by
Jeremiah, For a defense of Jeremiah's authorship see bBright,

Jeremiah, 284fF,
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"Levitical priests," he may be using the term as it was

understood in the HNorth, and his words may in effect be a

poleitic against the Zadokite priesthiocd of Jerusalem.
Jereniah 52:2U4 says that the chief ﬁfiest (:hn r’“

at the fall of Jerusalem (537 B.C.) was Seraiah. This agrees

with the genealogies in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41, Ezra 7:1-5,

and Nenemiah 11:11.
SUMMARY RE PRE-EXILIC PROPHETS

Hosea and Amos speak abcut wicked priests in the
North. Hosea connects them with the bull cultus of
Jeroboam I; and, i1f lUolff is correct, they were non-Levites.
The "orthodox" riests, Volff believes, were Levites who re-
sided at Shechem (?).

Isaiah, Hlcah, and Zephaniah condemn the priests of
Jerusalem for false practices. These were presumably
Zadokite priests.

Jeremiah, who himselfl may'haﬁe been a descendant
of the Levite Ablathar, likewise condemns the Jerusalemite
priesthood, It is his hope that the "Levitical priests”
might be the priests of the future. This implles a knowledge
that the Levitical priests once had been Israel's main priests,
and an admission that at present someone eise occupies the
priesthood (i.e. the Zadokites), Jeremiah thus puts himself
clearly on the side of the Levitical priests.
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Since none of the pre-exilic prophets mention
Gershon-Kohatn-Merari, this strongiy suggests that this
belonged to the early tradition about the Levites but that

it was no longer operable except as a genealogical theory,.
(=)
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'E. Ezekiel (593-563 B.c.)l

Ezekiel himself is a priest (1:3), but he is critical
of the priests of Jerusalem who served at the first temple
(7:26; 22:26).

' Ezekiel identifies the Levitical priests with the
sons of Zadok. This is in his vision of the new Jerusalem.
The priests who will serve there are described'in the fol-
lowing ways: _ .

40:46  bny sdwq hqrbym mbny lwy ’1 yhwh

=the sons of Zadok wno {alomne) among the
sons of Levli may approach Yahweh

43:19  hkhnym hlwym ?Sr hm mzr< sdwq
=the Levitical priests who are from the
seed of Zadok

Why:15 hkhnym hlwym bny sdwa :
=the Levitical priests (who are) the sons
of Zadok .

‘48:11  1lkhnym hmqd$ mbny sdwq
=the congecrated priests of the sons of Zadok

Sometimes the priests who are to function in the new temple
are simply called "priests," but the context indicates that
this probably has reference to these special sons of Zadok

(LO:45r; 42:13F; 43:24, 27; 44:21f, 30f; 45:4, 19; L6:2, 19r;

lrne passages discussed in this section are not all

attributed to Ezeklel by scholars. This 1s particularly true
of chapters 40-45, See H. G. May, "The Book of Ezekiel," IB
(Nashville, 1956), VI, 53ff for discussion; also Gunneweg ~
188ff; and Strauss 66ff., It 1s our position that even 1f the
entire book was not written by Ezeklel, nevertheless the sec-
tions we are interested in reflect the Zadokite point of view
for which he stood.
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48:10).2 .
| These sons of Zadok/priests will be the altar clergy
in the temple (40:45f) in charge of the various offerings
(42:13f; 43:19, 24, 27; 46:2), and they shall be the recipi-
ents of the firstfruits, the sacrificial food (44:30) and a
holy district of land (45:4), They are commended for their
faithfulness in the past (44:15; 45:11).

On the other hand, -"the Levites' are condemned for
having gone astray. They wiil be punished by having to serve
as minor temple servants rather than as full-fledged priests
in charge of the sacrifices (44:10-14; 48:11), But they will
nevertheless recelve a special precinct of the cify which
will be equal in size to that of the Zadokites.

Tcrminolovy Relatin to Duties of Levites and

Jadokites in bkzokiel?

Note: Underlinings point out significant dif;erences
between the two groups.

Levites Zaddkites
40:45 khnym Emry mSmrt hbyt
40:46’ , khnym Smry mSmrt hnzbhi. ..
| harbym...’ 1 yhwh lys»ftw,

2Contr'ary to most other scholars, W. W, Baudissin, "Priests
and Levites," A Dictionary of the DBible, ed. James Hastings .
(Edinburgh, 1902), IV, (0, sees in 'priests" of 40:45 a reference
to the Levites who are elsewhere described by Ezekiel as beilng
demoted., Cf. also DeVaux, Ancient Israel, 305; and Strauss, 190,

Sour chart includes references to priests who once were
(cf. especially 44:10, 15; 48:11) and those who are to be in
the future. The position of the priests in the future temple
Im determined by how they acted in the past. Thls. mcans. that
in the past the Levites may not have been in the inferior posi-
tion to which Ezeklel relegates them for the future,.
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Levites Zadokites

harbym *ly...18rtny

whyw bmqdSy mSrtym

padwt 1 $<ry hbyt

wnsrtym ’t hbyt

hmh yShtw ’t hlh w't hzbh 1m

whmh y°mdw lpnyhm 1Srtm

wl’ ygfw 21y lkhn ly

wlgst €1 k1 dSy 1 ¢dSy hodsym
v v .
smry msmrt hbyt 1kl bdtw

Smrw ’t mémrt nqdsy...
yarbw ’1y 18rtny
w ndw lpny lhgryb ly hlb wdm

hmh yb’w *1 medSy

whmh yqrbw 1 Elhny 18rtny

v v
wsurv ‘t msmrty

khnym mgrty hqu§ yhyh
haqrbyn 18rt °t yhwh

v v
smrw msnrty



-155.-

'~ SUMMARY RE EZEKIEL

According to ﬁhe view of Ezekiel, the only priests
who will be eligible to perform all the priestly duties in
the "new Jerusalem" are the Levites/Levitical priests who
are descendants of Zadok. They are given this privileze be-
cause they remained faithful when the other Levites went
astray (44:10-15; 43:11),

A question arises how Ezekiel can commend the sons
of Zadok, whereas in the pre-exilic southern prophets they
are harshly condenned. It is also necessary to ask what
situation Ezekiel had in mind when he referred to the
Zadokites' falthfulness and the Levites! sin. 'Jellhausen4
answered the second question by stating that Ezeklel waé
simply trying to legalize the consequences of Josiah's
reformation of circa 622 B.C. (2 Kings 22-23; 2 Chronicles
34-35). At that time the Jerusalem priesthood (i1.e.,
Zadokites) participated in the reform, while the Levites who
had formerly serfed}at the high places were invited to come
to Jerusalem but were not pérmitted to serve at the altar of
the temple, preswnavly bécause they were rejected by the
Zadokites (2 Kings 23:9; cf. Deuteronomy 18:6-8). As a re-

sult, they were degraded.5 Most other scholars have followed

4Proleg;omena, 122-127, 147.

S5Because Wellhausen did not find this distinction
between priests and Levites in Deuteronomy but in P it 1s
explicit, this became one of his criteria for dating P after
Ezekiel, :

s st AN
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Wellhausen's interpretation of Ezekiel's reasons for con-

© Two who do not are Strauss7

demning the Levites, and George

Berry.8 Berry dates Ezeklel 40-48 to the Maccabean period
and thus sees the Levites who went astray as the priests of
the Samaritan temple.

As regards the question of the prophets' condennation
of the (Zadokite) priesthood of Jerusalem, Ezekiel evidently
does not believe their aberrations were so great as to dis-
qualify them as priests, although he too is critical of them
in 7:6 and 22:26.9 However, Ezekiel's own criticism comes
in the midst of a stylized condemnation of all the leaders of
Israel and is therefore probably not to be taken as belng
specifically against the Zadokite priesthcod, In fact, in
chapter 8, which gives a picture of paganism in the temple,
there is no explicit criticism of the priests.lo It must
also not be forgotten that Ezekiel's references to the Zadokite
priesthood after chapter 40 not only refer to it in the past,
but they also deal with the idealized new Jerusalein, where

the priesthood would as a matter of course be perfect.

6C.f.‘. Baudissin, 78; de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 304.

7Page T2,

8George Berry, "Priests and Levites," JBL, XLII (1923),
237.

Ialter Zimmerli, Ezcchiel ("Bibllscher Kommentar Altes
Testament, " XIII; Neukirchen, 1950- ), 1G4, says that 7:25
has been taken from Jeremiah 18:18; and May, 55, doubts the
genuineness of 22:20,

1OCf._May, 55.

N
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The description of the duties of the "Levites" and
"sons of Zadok" here corresponds well with the description ofl
the "Levites" as hierodules of the "sons of Aaron" in P.%
Why, however, are the two groups referred to in two different
ways? Scholars have made many guesses. Kennett12 suggests
that the Aaronides, who had previously been at home in Bethel,
were invited to become the priests of Jerusalem during the
time when the Zadoklites were in exile of Babylon, F, S.
Northl3 holds that the Aaronides were in charge of Bethel,
and that Bethel actually supplanted Jerusalem as the religious
center of Palestine during the Exile. After the Exile the
Zadokites returned to establish a new cult in Jerusalem, and
now they claimed that they themselves were Aaronite in
descent. T. J. Meequ assuwues that the Aaronides took over
the Jerusalemite priesthood during the Exile when the
Zadokites were for the most part deported. After the Exlle
Zadokites were again accepted into the higher priestly ranks,
but there was a certain amount of friction until finally in

New Testament times the Zadoklites triumphed. George Berryl5

sees the "change" from the name "Zadokites" to "sons of Aaron"

1le. the comparative chart in Gunneweg, 199f.

12z, &, Kennett, "Origin of the Aaronite Prie sthood,"
Journal of Theological Studies, VI (1S04-1905), 174,

\\13F. S. North, "Aaron's Rise 1n Prestige," ZAW, IXVI
(1954), 194, —

qu. J. Meek, "Aaronites and Zadokites," AJSL, XLV
(1929), 155ff. —

15Page 235,

RUCERELE S
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as the work of P who was seeking to enhance the glory of the
Jerusalemite priesthood by giving 1t an ancient lineage.

De Vauxlo

rejects the contention that the sanctuary of
Bethel took on new life after the reform of Josiah. Rather
he favors a view that the "sons of Aaron" constitutes a conm-
promise between the descendants of Zadok and Abiathar, who,
from the time of the Exile on, both traced their descent to
Aaron--the Zadokites through Tleazar and the Abiatharites
through Ithamar,

We disagree with these scholars who consider the
Zadokite and Aaronite priesthoods to be two different
phenoriena., Likewise we reject De Vaux' opinion that "the
sons of Aaron" was merely a title adopted by both Zadokites
and Abiatharites from Exilic times on.

In Chapter III below we shall try to show that Zadok
was a descendant of Aaron and Ablathar of Moses. The various
links between Aaron and Zadok in the genealogy of 1 Chronicles
5:27-41, however, we have considered to be not genuine.l7
Thls genecalogy had no doubt been worked out by the Zadokite
priesthood of Jerusalen td bolster its legltimacy. Though
in itself, then, unhistorical; it nevertheless presented what

we consider was an historical fact, namely, that Zadok was a

descendant of Aaron.

1 6 A 3 . o YL 7
Ancient Israel, 394-397.

17Cf. I.C.7 above., We considered this gencalogy to
be origlinally a geneadogy of Eli which the Zadokite priest-
hood attached to Zadok.
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; Hence, we believe that the "sons of Aaron" and
the'Zadokites" stood for one and the same thing, namely,
the priesthood of Jerusalem. We also hold that one should-
not speak of a "change" from one terminology to the other,
Rather they could be used interchangeably after the time
of Solouwn, depending on thie context. Accordingly, when
P spolke about the Desert Perlod he used the term "sons of
Aaron," because Zadok would have been an anachronism for
the time. On the other hand, Ezeklel, since he spoke about
his oun day and the future, was free to use the term\”sons

of Zadok."

i et st i
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In discussing the terminology used by P we are con-
cerned mainly with the narrative sources, since the genealogies,
which are usually attributed to P, have been treated in
Chapter I. |

Though our discussion of P is placed after the other
Pentateuchal sources, JE and D, this does not necesgsarily
imply that the content of P is younger than the material in
the other sources. We subscribe to the theory advanced by
Frank M., Cross, Jr.l that P is a supplement (and not a
separate document) to the other Tetrateuchal sources written -
circa 550 B.C., and that rnwuch of this supplementary material
.is very old. Accordingly, Cross has demonstrated the
antiquity of the tabernacle materials in Exodus.2 Other
scholars have ﬁointed out other ancient elements in P.3 P was
no doubt a member of the Zadokite priesthood with access to
the traditional materials of the temple archives. As such
he set forth the "orthodox" Zadokite view that had been worked
out by the Jerusalem priesthood in the Monarchical Period,
beginning in the Tenth Century B.C. Hence,-P was more of an

archalzing than a creative theologian.

1unpublished.

2'Dhe Tabernacle," BA, X (1947), 45-68.
3Cf. Cross, BA, X, 52-54, for a survey up to 1947,
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1. Exodus

Yahweh spoke tb "Moses and Aaron" (6:13). In 6:26
they are identified with the Moses and Aaron mentioned in
the genealogy (6:16-25) whose parents are Jochebed and Amram
(6:20).

In 7:1 Aaron is called the brother of llogses, and he
is to be ioses!' spokesman (7:2), In 7:7 Aaron is considered
three years older than ioses. In 7:8-13 Moses and Aaron go
to Pharaoh together, but Aaron is the more prominent in the
action which follows.

'In 7:19 Yahweh gives instructions to ifoses (about the
first plague) which he is to convey to Aaron, In 8:1-3
(English verses 5-7) the same procedure is follpwed~with the
}second plague; likewise with the third plague (8:12-15=English
verses 16-19). With regard to the sixth plague, the revela-
tion of Yahweh is to both Moses and Aéron, and they both act
(9:8-12). In‘11:9 the revelation 1s to ioses alone, but he
and Aaron work together in carrying it out (verse 10).

The instructions concerning the sacrifice of the pass-
over were given to both Moses and Aaron (12:1-20, 28, 40-51).
The command to consecrate the first-bofn went only to Moses
(13:1-2).

In 16:2 the Israelites murmurred against Moses and
Aaron (cf. Numbers 20)., In 16:6-13 they spoke together to
Israel concerning manna,

At Sinal 1t was iMoses alone who went_upﬂon.theamountain

“of God (24:15-18),
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In 25:1ff Moses 1s commanded to speak to the children
of Israel to ask them to bring materials for the tabernacle;
In 27:21 the terminology "Aaron and hls sons" is used for
the first time. They are to care for the tent of meeting.

In 28:1, 4 Aaron and his sons are specifically cailed
the priests (albeit under ioses), and the sons of Aaron are
called MNadab, Abihu, Eleazar, and Ithamar, in agreement with
the genealogies, In 23:2-29 Aaron has special priestly gar-
ments: ephod, bréastplate, Urin and Thummim, nitre, and
girdle (cf. chapter 39).4 Aaron's sons have less imposing
garments (28:40-42), ioses consecrated Aaron and his sons
(chapter 29).5 loses was to make an altar of ilncense and
Aaron was to take care of it. Aaron and his sons were to
wash in a brass laver before performing their priestly dutiles
(30:17-21). They were anointed with a special holy oil
- (30:22-33), In chapter 31 loses appoints Bezalel and Oholiab
to make the tabernaclé.

| In 38:21 wé are told that Levites under Ithamar, the
son of Aaron the priest, worked at the tabernacle, Thils is
“the traditional Zadokite point of view, wnhich P here presents.
Our position (cf. I.C above) is that "historically" Ithamar
was not an Aaronide and that the Levites were not subservient

to the Aaronides before the monarchy (cf. Chapter IV below).

4'I‘his is usually thought to be P's description of the

"high priest," although the term is not used, On whether there

was such an office in pre-exilic times, cf. IV.B.C below.

o¢f, Lieviticus 8.



ST T L ;.

163-

After Aaron and his sons recelved their priestly
garments (chapter 39) they were anolnted by Moses for a

"perpetual priesthood" (40:15).

Chart of P's Terminology re Moses, Aaron, Priests,

Levites in kxodus 25-31 and 34:25-40:33

Note: Parentheses in the colwan under iMoses indicate
that he simply provides the framework for the
passage(s) so marked.

Nadab,
Aaron and Sons Abihu
His or Eleazar
Moses Sons Aaron Aaron Levites Ithamar Ithamar
25:1 ‘
27:21
28: 1 . 28 11
238:2-39
28:40
chapter
30:7f
30:10
30:19
(30:11,17,
22,31) * 30:30
(31:1,12,
18) 31:10
34:29-35 ‘
34:30f
chapters
35-38 '
38:21  38:21
(chapter 39) 30:1 .
3g9:27
©30:41 39:41
(chapter

40) 4o:12 .
; , 40:13
Lo:14f

40:31 :
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SUMMARY

In Chapters 2-24 Moses and Aaron appear as brothers
who lead Israel from Egypt. Once the cult had been founded
P describes Aaron as the priest par excellence (chanters
95.31 and 35-40), but he is still responsible to Moses. It
appears that ioses was so dominant in the received tradition
(JE) that even P, despite his interest in presenting Aaronite-
Zadokite tradltions, had to acknowledge this, Nor could P
cover up the fact that Moses was the dominant figure at
Sinai (31:18; 34:29-35).

The P strand of Exodus with 1ts predominance of
"Aaronite" terminology seems to come from the same tradition
'as Levitlcus. There is no mention of Gershon-XKohath-ierari
in the narratives, but 28:1 agrees with the genealogy of
chapter 6 in making Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar, and Ithamar the
sons of Aaron. We have contended (I.C above) that this does
not,rebresent the "historical" situation (cf. also Chapter III
below), .

P's view of the priesthood comes out also in 38:21,
where Ithamar ben Aaron 1s called the leader of the Levites.
‘This is the.only reference to the Levites as a group by P in
Exodus. However, in presenting them as being subservientvto
the Aaronildes, 1t i1s our opinion that P 1is reading back into
the Desert Period a point of view that»had long been held by
the Zadokites, but which was capable of realization only since

the days of Solomon.

s i s i SR
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2. Leviticus

Chart of terminologies used:

Chapters 1-7 ~ regulations as to how Aaron and his sons
are to take care of the sacrifices

"The Sons "Aaron and

of Aaron" His Sons" Aaron Moses
1:1
1:5,7,8,11
2:2
2:3,10
3:2:5.»8: 13
L2
5:14,20
A 6:1,12,17
6:2,9,13,15,18
6:7,11
T:10
T:31
7:33
7:34F
Chapter 8 (cf. Exodus 29) - Moses consecrates Aaron and
his sons to the priesthood
Chapter 8
8:2,6
- 8:12
8:13
8:14,18,22
. 8:23
8:24
. 8:27: 30,31, 36

Chapter 9 - the flrst ministrations of Aaron and his
sons

9:1 g 9:1
9:2,
9:9,12,18
9:21,22
9:23 (+Moses)

(Chapter 10 ~ treated separately below):
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Chapters 11-15 - Rules concerning ritual purity

"The Sons "pAaron and Moses and
of Aaron' His Sons" Aaron Aaron Moses
11:1
j2:1
13:1
13:2
(13:3 ete.) ‘
14:1
(14:2 ete.)
14:33
151
(15:15 ete.)
Chapter
16
16:2
Chapters 17-25 - Holiness Code
17:1
17:2
18:1
1G:1
20:1
21:1 ‘ . ' 21:1
21:16
21:17,21
22:1
22:2
22:4 (=seed
of Aaron)
' 22:18
.23:1,9,23,33
21
24:37F
24:9
24:13,23
25:1
Levites
25:32fF

27:1
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Chapter lO6

The terminology of this chapter diverges from the
rest of the book, 8o 1t is not surprising that Martin Noth7
says that "behind the narrative...there stood in the far
background internal disputes between different priestly
groups, about which we have no further knowledge.”

Nadab and Abihu‘are known to us from JE (Exodus 24)
and the genecalogies. Here (verse 1), in agreement with the
genealogies, they are called Aaron's sons.8 It is possible
that their death is another phase in the decline of the

Aaronite priesthood which we noted also in Exodus 32. At

the sane timé it marks the beginning of the domlinance of the

Mushite line, for our chapter presents the punlishnient of the

Aaronites as a vindlcation of Moses. Hence we believe that
P is here presenting traditional materlal from Jerusalem
archives which preserves the nmemory of an anclent Aaronite-
Mushlite conflict in which the Aaronites were defeated.

Mishael and Elzaphan are preéented as being on
Mosea! side, for they removed the bodies of Nadab and Abihu
(verses 4-5), and, as is the case in the gencalogy of Exodus
6, they are called the sons of Uzziel. Sithri, who in

Exodus 6 1s their brother, is not mentioned here.

6Cf’. M8hlenbrink, 214 and 218,

Tiartin Noth, Leviticus (London, 1965), 84.
8

Cf. our discussion of CGroup E in Chapter I.C for what

"we believe was the historical situation, Ci% also Chapter III

below,

R
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In verses U-11 Yahwen addresses Aaron directly (cf.
Numbers 1i8:1-7).

As soon as Nadab and Abihu are dead, Eleazar and
Ithamar are introduced as the other sons of Aaron (verses
6, 12). This agrees well with our analysis of Groups F and
G in Chapter I.C. Also with the service of Eleazar and
Ithamar lMoses was unhappy (verse 16), but he did not punish
them, It is odd that Moses should be angry with Eleagzar if
he was actually loses' son (cf. I.C above)., However, since
according to our view we are here dealing with artificial
replacements for Nadab and Abihu, this part of the story is
gust a continuation of the Aaronide-Mushite conilict, and

Eleazar here represents the Aaronides, not the ilughites.
SUMMARY

Chapters 1-7 are put in the framework of laws given

to Mosés (wydbr yawh ’1 mfh 1’mr), but the main actors are

Aaron and hls sons.

"In Chapter 8 Aaron and his sons are ordained to the
priesthood, but it 1is through the instrumentality of lioses
‘who himself engages 1in sacrifice in the process.

Chapter 9 describes Aaron and his sons carrying out
thelr priestly dutiles.

Chapters 11-16 speak of the action of Aaron and his

sons only in 13:2, although they are perhaps referred to with

the title "priest" in chapters 13-15,
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Chapters 17-27 (the Holiness Code) also tell us very
little about the action of the prlests, except in chapter
24, HMost of the other uses of priestly names and/or titles
are found within the formulae, "Yahweh spoke to loses,” and
"Yahweh spoke to Moses, saying: 'Speak to Aaron and his
sons.,.'"

Cnly in one place are the Levites explicitly mentioned,
namely, 25:32-33. In only one chapter do vwe find any con-
firmation for any of the elements in the genecalogies: in
Chapter 10 Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar, and Iithawmar are mentioned,

as are ilishael and Elzaphan, the sons of Uzziel, This might
well indicate that the story underiying Chapter 10 is much
clder than the parts of Leviticus in which "the sons of Aaron"

are mentioned.

s Ao s e AN
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3. Numbers

Chapter 1.9

Verse 3 - "You and Aaron shall number them..."
Verses 17,44 - "Moses and Aaron..."

Verses 47-53 - The Levites are not to be numbered
(but ef. 3:15ff). They are spoken of as a group with no sub-
groupings mentioned. Théy are considered the priests in
charge of the tabernacle, that is, they carry the tabernacle
and its furnishings; they set it up and take it down; and

they encamp around 1t.

Note: The tribes are listed twice: Verses. 5-15 and 20-43,
In both lists Levi is omitted. To get the total of

twelve Joseph has been split into Ephraim and Manas-

10

seh,™ In the first list Levi is simply dropped,

9On the census lists here and in chapter 26 see G. E.
Mendenhall, "The Census Lists of Numbers 1 and 26," JBL, LXXVII
(1558), 52-66. It is iendenhall's position (p. 60) That they
are "an authentic list from the period of the Federation...,
probably coming from specific occasions when the federation
army had to be mobilized to meet. a common peril.” Concerning
P's use of these lists Mendenhall states (p. 65): "Ve can
assume also that he knew the lists to be earlier than the
"time of the kings, and therefore assigned them to the time
of HMoses, whlch was standard procedure from the perspective
of the post-Exilic period.” It 1s interesting that the lists
do not include Levi. If ilendenhall's dating of the lists 1s
correct, this means that the Levites did not send men into the
army. Thilis 1s understandable. if they were a priestly tribe,

IOCf. Martin Noth, Das System der zwdlf Stimme Israels
("BWANT, " 52; Stuttgart, 1G30), 14-20; also Chapter IV.D below.,
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and Judah etc. move up one place in the list., In

the second list Gad is put into Levi's usual third

spot (for the inclusion of Levl in position three see

Genesis 29:31-30:24; 35:23-26; L46:8-25; 49:1-27;

Exodus 1:2-4; 1 Chronicles 2:1-2; cf. also Deuter-
~onomy 27:12f and ¥zekiel 48:31-35),

Chapter 2%

Verse 1 - Yahweh spoke to Moses and Aaron.

Verse 17 -~ The Levites shall be in the midét of’ the
tribes on the march around the tabernacle. Although it is
not herc explicltly stated, it was P's viewpbint that the
Lévites* service at the tabernacle was under the supérVision
of the sons of Aaron, who alone had the right to serve the

altar. If our analysis of Exodus 3é (and Leviticus 10) was
‘correct, however, the Mushites, not the Aaronldes, were the
dominant prilests (and hence the altar clergy) of the Desert
Period. Therefore we believe that the stratum of material

ih Numbers which speaks of the Levites in isolation (cf. chart
- below) preserves a memory of their position as the altar
'.clergy of the Desert Period (and Tribal League), but that it
was reworked by the Zadokite priesthood in such a way as to
.méke‘it appear that thls was a service rendered to the sons

" of Aaron. This Zadoklte viewpoint had become "orthodox"

e, Arnulr Kuschke, "Die Lagervorstellung der
priesterschriftlichen ELrzdhlung, " ZaW, XL (1ysT), 74-105.
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doctrine by the time of Ezeklel, and it became P's task to

present 1t in a systematic literary fashion.

Verses 3-9 give the position of the tribes on the
east; 10-16 on the.south; 18-24 on the west; and 25-31 on
the north. The position of the Levites in the center of the
camp is‘sﬁecified in 3:23, 29, 35, 38 -- the Gershonites on
the vest; the Konathites on the south; the Merarites on the
north; and "Moses and Aaron and his sons" on the east silde
of the tabernacle "toward the sunrise." P has here pre-
served the anclent three~fold division of the Levites with
the Gershonites first (cf. Chapter I.C abbve). The separa-
tion of "Moses and Aaron and his sons” from the rest of the
‘Levites is unusual. There is gsomething similar in Joshua 21
and 1 Chronicies 6:39ff (English verse 54ff), but there it

is Just "the sons of Aaron, "

and they are specifically
separated from "the rest of the Kohathites," (Note that in
Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles 6:39ff the order is Kohath-Gershon-
Merari, betraying the hand of the editor). Here in Numbers

it is not stated that "Moses and Aaron and his sons" belongA
to the Kohathltes; and, if Exodus 32 is accﬁrate in portraying
a dispute between Moses and Aaron (cf. also our discussion of
Leviticus 10), one would not expcct them to be so closely
allied here. Hence, it seems to fit the evidence better to

assume that in the tradition lying behind 3:38 only Hoses

(who according to our reconstruction in Chapter III is a
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Gershonite) was mentioned, and that it was his family that
led the rest of the Levites. The addition of the Aaronides

here would be due to Zadokite reworking reproduced by P.

Verse 33 - It is again stated that the Levites are

not to be numbered among the rest of the Israelites.

Camp Arrangement of the Israelites {Numbers 2-3)

N
Asher Dan Naphtali
Benjamin [ , y Issachar
Merarites
Ger- Moses
W Ephraim shonites {tabernaciﬁl(and Aaron-| Judah E
. o S . ides)
Kohathltes
- Manasseh Zebulon
Gad Reuben Simeon
S

: 120f Cross, BA, X, 55, who says: "The heavily idealized
camn of the Prilestly tradition, Witﬂ priests and tribes grouped
in systematic order in protective array about the Tabernacle,
may reflect the battle formation of Israel both before and after
the Conquest." Kuschke, 102f, states: '"Die Lagerordnung ist
zwar in lhrer vorliegenden Form eine durchaus eigene Schépfung
des priesterschriftlichen Erzdhlers; er hat sich Jjedoech bei
ihrem Ausbau Uberncmmener Ueberlieferungselemente bedient.”
Kuschke believes that there were especially two "streams of
“tradition" that Pg used, the one deriving from the Twelve-Tribe
League at Shechem, the other stemning from an old Six-Tribe
League centered at Hebron. We prefer to speak simply of P,
rather than Pg. Thouzh Kuschke is no doubt correct in ﬁointing
out that many individual elements coming from different times
can be uncovered in the text as 1t now stands, we belleve the
position of the prlests in the camp was a flxed tradition of
the Zadokite priests of Jerusalem that P nerely reproduced.,
The different elements in the traditlion that Kuschke points
out (we do not entirely agree with the provenance that he posits
for the various elements) would then have been combined into
one plcture, not by P, but by the Jcruualem priesthood of the
monarchy,
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Chapter 3
Verse 1 - "And these are the toledoth of Aaron and

it

Moses.,.. [Moses seems secondary, since in what follows .the

descendants of Moses are not given; and where Aaron and Moses
its

are mentioned together, the usual order, even in P, is 'Moses

and Aaron."”

Verse 2 - Now a different form 1s used to introduce
the sons of Aaron, namely, '"these are the names of the sons
of Aaron." Then they are listed. Hence, there must have
been two forms for listing the sons of Aaron, but the first
one (verse 1) was interrupted by the second,~whioh'is-given

in full,

Verse 3f - A brief description of why Eleazar and

Ithamar have replaced Nadab and Abihu (cf. Leviticus 10).

Verses 5-10 - Hoses is instructed to present the
tribe of Levl to Aaron and his sons as their servants, But
it is explicitly stated {verse 10) that only Aaron and his

sons are to act as priests.

Verses 1l-13 - Yahweh accepts the Levites as a sub-
stitute for the first-born of all the people. It 1s lmplied
that the Levites are accepted as Yahweh's priests, which con-

tradicts the previous passage; but 1t agrees with 1:47-53.‘

Verses 14-16 - iloses recelves the command to take a
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census of the Levites.  Evidently 1:47 and 2:33 did not mean
that the Levites were not to be numbered at all, bub that
they were not to be numbered at the same time with the rest

of the tribves.
(Verses 17-20 - A genealogy. Cf. Chapter I.)

Verses 21-37 - The results of the census of the
Levites are given. They'are divided into three groups
(Gershon-Kohath-Merari) in agreement with the previous gehe-
alogy. The respective sub-groups also agrec with the gene—
alogy. The heads of the three groups listed here are
interesting. They are: Eliasaph ben Lael for Gershon,
Elizaphan ben Uzziel for Kohath, and Zuriel ben Abihail for
Merari, The names are obviously old, though they are not
given in the genealogies (except Elizaphan may=Elzaphan ben
Uzziel of Exodus 6, cf., 1 Chronicles 15), VThey are given
the title ggéii (=patriarchal representative), a term which
Noth has shown to be Tribal Léague terminology.13
passage, which is the only one in the 0ld Testvament that
e

. L e e . : ,
attributes n®si’Tm to the Levites, be indirect "proof" that

.the Levites Gid in fact constitute a tribe in the Tiibal

League?la

13Noth, Das Systenm, 151-162, Cf, also Cross, BA, X,

65; Kuschke, 9of; and L. A. Speiser, "Background and Function

of the Biblical Nagis," CQ, XXv (1963), 111-117.

lb’See discussion of the trine Levi in. IV.D below,

Could this
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Verses 21-26 - QGershon:

7,500 males above one nmonth old

- encamp west of the tabernacle

care for tabernacle, tent, covering,

hangings

Eliasaph ben Lael is the n3dils

puSabn S

H

Verses 27-31 - Kohath:
| - 8,600 males above one month old
- encamp south of the tabernacle
- care for ark, table, candlestick,
altars, and vessels c¢of the sanctuary
(i.e., the most holy'things)

in
&

~ Elizaphan ten Uzziel is the nasi

Verse 32 -~ Eleazar ben Aaron is said to be a gééii
over the n®s1’%m of the Levites. This is in line with P's
conception that Eleazar is the son of Aaron, and that the
Aaronldes were the dominant prlests in the Desert Period.
However, the mention of the n®s1 I betrays the fact that
underlying this passage there 1is a tradition stemming from
the Tribal ILeague. We have considered Eleazar to be a son of

Moses rather than of Aaron (ef. I.C above). If this is true,

“he may indeed have been a n3st’ of the Levites in the earliest

periocd of the Tribal League, We shall also attempt to show

below (Chapter III) in what sense one can still speak of
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three branches or lines of Levites in the Period of the

Judges.

Verses 33-37 - Merari:
- 6,200 males above one month old
- encamp north of the tabernacle
- care for boards of tabernacle, bars,
pillars, sockets, etc,

. . . ~ /A
- Zuriel ben Abihail is the nas?‘
Verse 38 - Cf. comments under 2:17 and 3:32 above,

Verse 39 - The total of the Levites is said to be
22,000, which is universally considered to be impossible for

-the Desert Period.lS

Verses 40-51 - Moses numbers the firstborn Israelites
and finds that there are 22,273. Since there were only 22,000
Levites to act as a substitute for the firstborn (ef. 3:11-13
and 3:39) ioses redeems the additional 273 firstborn at five

shekels apiece,

Note: Though the Kochathites are mentioned second, they
have the greatest nunber, and they have the honor

of handling the most sacred objects.

15¢r. G. B. Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Counnentary
on Numbers ("ICG"; New York, 1903), ll-15, for diiicrcnt
understandlngs of s1p see Hendenhall, JBL, LXXVII, 52if,
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16

Chapter Kour

Note: This chapter is very similar to chapter three., Both

' describe a census of the Levites; but here it is of
the Levites between thirty and fifty years. Both
list the Levites according to the well-known three-fold
division; but here the order 1is Kohath-~Gershon-lerari,
Though Kohath is still given the most honorable work,
the largest number in the censusyis attributed to
Merari. Among the Konathites Aaron and his sons are
singled out for special duties (verses 5, 15, 1G).
The three chiefs of chapter three are not mentioned
here; instead Ithamar is over the Gershonites and the
Merarites. Eleazar again séems to be over all the

Levites.

Verse 1 - Aaron may be a secondary, since he is nissing

in verse 21.

Verses 2-15 and 17-20 - XKohath: They are to handle
the most holy things (ark, table of the presence plus parapher-
nalia, candlestick plus utensils, golden altar, vessels for
service in the sanctuary, and altar of burnt offering plus
utensils), but only after they have been wrapped in a tajhash

skin by Aaron and his sons (verses 5, 15).

10¢e, MBhlenbrink, 224f.
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Verse 16 - Cf. discussion under 3:32 above. '"Histor-
ically" it may have been Eleazar=Eliezer ben Moses who was
the leader of the Levites in the desert, but to P he is a

son of Aaron.

Verses 21-20 -~ Gershon: They are to carry the curtains
of the~tabernacle, etc., They are to serve under Aaron and his
sons (verse 27), or under Ithamar (verse 28), Verse 27 is the
orthodox Zadoklte view, while verse 28 may represent the re-
working of a tradition in which Ithamar was not an Aaronide
(cf. I.C above and III bvelow). Note also 3:24 which called
Eliasaph ben Lael tne chlef of the Gershonites. This may

repregsent yet another pre-monarchical period,

Verses 29-33 - Merari: They carry the boards, bars,
ete, They do thls under the leadership of Ithamar., P con-
slders him an Aaronide, but for the "historical” situation,
see verses 21-2C above and Chapter III velow. Note that 3:35

called Zuriel ben Abihail thelr chief.

Kohath numbers 2,750.17

Verses 34-37

Verses 38-4) - Gershon numbers 2,630,

i

Verses 42-45 - Merarli numbers 3,200,
The total number of Levites between

. the ages of thirty and fifty years was 8,580.18

Verses 46-49

17¢r. mShlenbrink, 211.

18
¢f., G, B. Gray, A Crit....Com. on Numbers, 11-15
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Chapters 5 and 6

These chapters are set in the framework of words
spoken by Yahweh to loses. Several duties of "the pfiest"
(unspecified) are outlined. In 6:22f Yahweh tells ioses how

Aaron and his sons are to bless the people,

Chapter 7

Verses 1-6 - There is no mention of Aaron, Iiloses re-

ceived offerings for the Levites from the various princes.

Verse 7 - Gershon: Recelves two wagons and four

19

oxen,

Verse & - Merari: Recelves four wagons ond eight

bxen; they serve under Ithamar (cf. 4:33).

Verse 9 - Kohath: Does not receive any, since they

were to carry the sanctuary.go

Chapter 8

Verses 1-4 - Aaron is in charge of the lanps.

Verses 5-22 - The Levites have been given as a gift

to assist and-serve under Aaron and his sons (ef. 3:5-10; 4:27).

Verscs 23-26° - These verses, if taken by themselves,

can be construcd to mean that only the Levites served as

159¢r, {i6hlenbrink, 212,

' 20Notc that Kohath 1is placed last, no doubt because
they received 1o wagons or oxen.
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priests of the tabernacle. They were to serve between the
ages of twenty-five and fifty. (Cf. comments under 2:17

above),

Chapter 10

~ Verses 3-10 - The sons of Aaron are in charge of
blowing the trumpets to call people together at time of war

and on feast days,

Verse 17 - When Israel left Sinai, the Gershonites

and Merarltes carried the tabernacle (mSkn).
Verse 21 - The Kohathites carried the holy things
f) B

(qug).Ll

Chapter 1622

Note: Carpenter and Harford23 and Eissfeldt24

agree that
the rebellion of XKorah in this chapter belongs to
P, whereas the revolt of Dathan, Abiram, and On

belongs to the JE stratum.25

Verse la - Korah is glven a genealogy identical wit
that given in Exodus ©, that is, he 1s said to be a Levite

(cf. discussion in Chapter III below).

22

23page 519. 24 page 173-5.

ele. M8hlenbrink, 212, Cf., Gunneweg, 171-182,

25For reasons why the scholars thus divide the sources
see G. B. Gray, A Crit....Com. on Numbers, 180-108.
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Verses 2b-11 - Together.with two hundred fifty
leadefs of the people Korah protests that Moses and Aaron
have kept the priesthood for themselves, whefeas any‘Isfaeiite
ought to be able to become a priest. First Moses 1nvites
Korah and his company to come with their censers on the
morrow, and Yahweh will show whom he has chosen as priests
(verses 4-7). Then Moses addresses the Korahites as "sons
of Levi" and condemns them for not being satisfied with their
position of helper to the priests (verses 8-11).

After what we have seen of strife between ioses and
Aaron 1n Exodus 32 and Leviticus 10, it is Strange that lloses
should be defending the idea that only the family of Aaron
could be priests (verses 6-11, especially 11b). DBut this is
P, who 1s expounding Zadoklte doctrine. Therefore to get at
the "historical" situation, it seems better to consider verses
"4§-7 as containing the original account of Moses' reaction to
the revolt (Aaron being secondary in verse 3), and to see
verses 8-11 as the harmonizing work of the Jerusalem priests,
who as always were interested in promoting the prestlige of
Aaron. This means that "historically" the revolt would have
been directed against the HMushite-~Levites by the Korahite-
Levites (see Chapter III below).

Verses 16-24 - The test proposed by Moses (verses 4-7)
is set up. It is told as though Aaron 1s alsoc present, but in
accordance with our theory above 1t 1s easy to see the nane

of Aaron (four times) as a secondary addition.
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Verses 26a, 27a, 32b; 35 - The carrying out of the
test, and the death of the two hundred fifty men; and pre-

sumably also Korah. Aaron is not mentioned in these verses.

,
Chapter 17°°

Verses 1-5 ~ Eleazar is directed by Moses to collect
the censefs of the dead men and to make out of them a bronze
covering for the altar. If the rebellion "historically" had
been against Aaron, one would expect to see him and not Eleazar
mentioned nere, So perhaps Eleazar is again really Eliezer ben
Moses. This nicely fits our theory that the rebellion was
actually against Moses; and so a Mushite, namely, Eleazar/
Eliezer would be expected to be involved in the defense and
-not Aaron. This means of course that the words, "who is not

of the descendants of Aaron," in verse 40 must be secondary.

Verses-6~15 - This is another account of the sequel
to the Korah rebellion., It is told as though the rebellion
was mainly a threat to the priestly prerogatives of Aaron.
As such it fits better as a conélusion to verses 86-11 than

to 4-7., See our discussion of these verses above.

Verses 16-28 - This 18 still another story of the vindi-
cation of Aaron's priestly rights, this time by means of hils
blossoming rod. Twice it 1s indicated that Aaron is a Levite

(verses 18 and 23).

26Gunneweg, 18217,
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Chapter 18

Verses 1-7 ~ Yahweh speaks to Aaron alone, This is
unusual but does occur also in Leviticus 10:8-11. HMost
often Yahweh's words are directed to lMoses alone, or to
Moses and Aaron. |

These verses presume that the Korahite Levites re-
belled against Aaron, and therefore they seek to regularize
the position of the non-Aaronite Levites as helpers of the
-priests, This agrees with 3:5-10; 4:27; and 8:5-22, Here
(verse 7) the warning is given that anyone who assumes

priestly duties except the Aaronides will be put to death.

Verses 8-20 - Offerings that were to be given to the

Aaronides.

2
Verses 21-24 - The Levites are to get the tithe. 4

Verses 25-32 - The Levites are to give a tithe of

their portion to the Aaronides.

Chapter 20

Verses la, 2, 3b-4, 6-0a, 10, 12f - The people murmur
against Moses and Aaron concerning the lack of water (cf,
Exodus 16:2)., They produce water for the people, but Yahweh

rebukes them for their unbellefl,

27Ezekiel Kaufman, discussed in M, Greenberg, "A New
Approach to the History of the Israelite Priesthood," JAQS,
LXX (1950), 43, calls this pre-exilic.

N e -
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Verses 22-29 - Aaron does not get into Canaan because
of hls sin at Merlbah. Eleazar replaces Aaron as the new

priest.

Chapter 25

Verses 6~18 - Phinehas slays a Simeonite named Zimri
and the Midianite woman Cozbi whom he had brought into his
home., Phinechas is given an Aaronite genealogy in agreement
with Exodus 6; 1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 6:35-38; and Ezra T7:1-5.
Because of his zeal he was given the promise of a "perpetual
priesthood, " |

If our analysis in I,.C is correct, Phinehas was
"historically" really a Mushite, and we consequently have here -
another example of the priestly activity and prominaﬁce of the

family of Moses.

‘Chapter 26 - the second census2

Verses l-4 - Eleazar is instructed to take a census.
According to the narrative in Numbers, the Wilderness Wandering
has now been completed, and therefore it has been some years

since the first census (chapters 1-3).

Verse 9f - A reminder that the company of Korah died
(e¢f. Numbers 16), However, 1t is stated that the "sons of

Korah'" did not die.

Verses 57-66 - Cf. Chapter I. P here presents two

280f. Mendenhall's work discugsed in footnote 9 above,
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breakdowns of the Levites, as though they were numbered ac;
cording to two divisions., Obviously they reflect two
different times and/or situations (cf. Chapter I). The
first breakdown is the same one used in Chapter 3, namely,
Gershon-Kohath-ilerari., There, however, P listed the number
in each gréup, with a total of 22,000, Here he ligsts only

the total.

Verse 58a - Jochebed, the wife of Amram, was born to

Levi in Egypt.

Verse 61 - A reminder of the death of Nadab and Abihu '

(cf. Leviticus 10 and Numbers 3:3f).

Verse 62 - The total number of Levites over a month

old is now set at 23,000,

Verses 63-64 -~ A reminder that it was Eleazar who
numbered the Israelites, and that this is an entirely different

generation from the first census.

Note: On tribal lists see comments in note under chapter
one above, The list here (verses 5-50) agaln has

dropped Levli and replaced him with Gad, as in 1:20-43,

Chapter 27

Verse 3 - A reference to the rebellion of Korah

(chapter 16),

Verses 18-23 - Moses instructs Eleazar to commission

i i
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Joshua to be HMoses! successor.

Chapter 31

Verses 1-12 - Moses sends Pninehas and Eleazar, who
according to our theory are Mushites, to lead Israel in war
against the Midianites., That such duties could be construed

as priestly 1s seen in 10:8f, cf. Deuteronomy 20:1-4,

Verses 13-54 - The distribution of the booty adminis-

tered by Moses and Eleazar.

Verses 30, 47 - The Levites receive one~fiftieth of
the half of the booty that was assigned to those of the congre-

gatlion who had guarded the camp during the battle,

Chapter 35

Verses 1-8 - The Levites are promised six cities of
refuge plus forty-two other cities as thelr dwelling place.
This ls to include the pasturé land around the cities.29 The
names of the forty-eight Levitical cities are given in 1 Chron-
icles 6 and Joshua 21. For bibliography and dating see IIL.B

above,

29On the size of the pasture lands see G. B. Gray,
A Crit....Com, on Numbers, 4OTE,
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SUMMARY

The chart makes clear that Numbers has preserved a
great variety of priestly material. Yet in the present form
of the text it i1s all understood in one way, namely, that
the "sons of Aaron" are the only legitimate altar clergy and

that the rest of the Levites make up a clerus minor who serve

under the Aaronides. This point of view was worked out by
the Jerusalem priesthood 6f Solomon's temple, l.,e., the
Zadokites. This view was read back into the Desert Period,
and the Zadokites of the ifonarchlcal Period obviously identi-
fied themselves as the descendants of the Aaronides and the
rightful heirs of thelr priestly prerogatives. This Zadokite
view had crystallized by the end of the Monarchical Period
and was reproduced by P with little or no change.
Qur analysis of the genealogies (Chapter I)'and of
JE and D (reconstructed), however, produced quite another
picture of the priesthood in pre-monarchical times. Yet we
believe that even beneatihh P's treatment of the priesthood in
Numbers one 1s able to see some remnants of this traditilon.
.This 1s especially true of the passages in the columns marked
"Phinehas," "Levites,'" "Moses," and "Eleazar." Here;we think
we have found some glimpses of an earlier traditionvﬁhich was
reshaped by the Zadokite priesthood to fit its own point of
view, This earlier tradition, as far as we were able to un-

cover it, agrees with the picture of the priesthood given in

e e S i A
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JE and in our reconstruction of D. 1In this tradition the
1egitimate altar clergy of the Desert and Tribal League
Periods were the Mushite Levites, not the Aaronides.

The column marked "Gershon-Kohath-lierari" preserves
a knbwledge of the most ancient'Levitic groups, although
4:1-49, which places Kohath first, looks like a Zadokite
"revision.," (On the significance of the order of these
names see I.C above). Though most of P's material in Numbers
is no doubt a "picture" of the Monarchical rather than of the
Desert Period, as it purports, the reference to n®€%°%n of
the Levites (chapter 3) provbably stems from the Tribal
Amphictyony. .

The incident concerning Korah (chapter 16), which in
the present context has been made to redound to Aaron's
- glory, may preserve the memory of a rebellion by the powerful

Korahite Levites against the Mushites, who in their eyes'(per—

haps4after the events of Exodus 32) were becoming too powerful.

Numbers also refers to Ithamar as a ranking priest of
the Desert Period. To be sure, in the present state of the
text he is reckoned as a son of Aaron. But here too this
could constitute a "revision" of an earlier tradition in
thich Ithamar was a powerful.(Merarite?) Levite, but not of

the Aaronite clan,

PRI . e i
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G. The Chronicler's History

It 1s not our purpose to discuss all the aspects of
the Chronicler's theology.l We are interested only in his
view of the Levites and/or the priesthood, though to be sure

this is part and parcel of his overall interest 1n David and

Jerusalem.2 Since the Chronicler stands at the end of the

0ld Testament era3

he had at his disposal the Deuteronomic
History as well as P. IMuch of his work can be traced to
these sources, but he also presents much material that is
peculiar to hiﬁ.a The Chronicler is certainly not a
historian in the modern sense of the word. If Rudolph is
correct, the Chronicler's purpose was not to write objective
'history but to teach his contemporaries in the post-exilic
congregation that they had the right to think of themselves

5

as the true Israel. Accordingly he was not interested in

. lThere are many trecatments of this. See, e.g.,
Robert North, "Theology of the Chronicler,” JBL, LXXXII
(1963), 369-381. ‘ -

2¢f. Robert North, 375f.; A. C. Welch, The Work of
the Chronicler (London, 1939), 55ff.

3Dates for the composition of the Chronicler's work
range anywhere from 515 B.C. for a "first" edition (e.z., D. N,
‘Freedman, "The Chroniclers Purpose," CBQ, XXIII (19061), ﬁ36—42)
to the third century B.C. (Martin Noth, Ueberlicferunss—- -
geschichtliche Studien (2nd ed.; Tlbingen, 1557), 155). Iany
choose a date of 400 B.C., cf, Jacob ilyers, I Chronicles ("Anchor
Bible," 12; Garden City, 1965), 1xxxix. .

) 4
}Cf. Wilhelm Rudolph, ChronikblUcher ("Handbuch zum
Alten Testament"; TlUbingen, 1955), x-xiii.

5Rudolph, xvl.
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"historical facts" as such. On the other hand, as Jacob
Myers has pointed 0ut;6 "archaeological and historical
studies have now rendered (the Chronicler's History) more
respectable and have shown it to be at times more accurate
than some of 1ts parallel sources,"

These matters must be kept in mind also when study-
ing the Chronicler's treatment of the Levites and/or priests.
Here too he has mixed together a varlety of elements, sone

late and some early,7

in order to plece together a picture
of the priesthood beginning with David's reign with which
the post-exilic priests would be happy to identify. What
the Chronlcler presents is basically the view of P, but he
treats the Levites in a much more Ffavorabhle light, and he
certainly does not have the condemnatory tone toward then

that Ezekiel exhibits.8

1, 1 Chronicles

Chapters 5:27 to 6:33 contain various genealogies
treated in Chapter I. The Chronicler is well acquainted with

the familiar division of the Levites, namely, Gershon/m-Kohath-

6

iiyers, . I Chronicles, x%v,

7E.g., Martin Noth, Die ilsraelitischen Personennamen
im Rahmen der gemeinsemitischon Hameneouns ( TBUWANT, T 3 Te

FPolge, Hett 10; Stuttgart, 1uZd), Hollt considers the use of
papponymy in the gencalogies of Chronicles to be a post-exilic
phenomenon in Israel, We queatlion this assumption in Chapter
III below,

8Cf. Rudolph, xxii.

S
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Merari, and he uses it.-in 5:27-41, 6:1-4, 6:5-15, and 6:18-32,
In 6:18-32 the order is Kohath-Gershom-Merari.

The Chronicler's genealogical lists also include much
* that is new, namely: A list of (chief) priests from Phinehas
to Jehozadak (complete in 5:27-41, and partial in 6:35-38); a
list of seven descendants of Gershon, Xohath, and HMerari
respectively (6:5-15); and fourteen ancestors for each of
the three singers, Heman, Asaph, and Ethan (cf. I.D above).

Chapter 6:39-66 (English 6:54-81) contains a list of
Levitical cities very similar to Joshua 21:4-42, Here too
Kohath comes first and is divided into "the sons of Aaron" and
"the rest of the Kohathites." (See II.B for bibliography.)

Massoretic Text 9:2 uses the terminclogy "Levitical
priests,” This could be an error for "priests and Levites,”
since 9:10-13 and 9:14-16 divides them into these two groups
respectively.9 However, 1t may also be a remnant of the
terminology used by Deuteronomy to refer {o the clefgy of
the central sanctuary (of the Tribal League, according to our
hypothesis) which the Zadoklte priesthood of Jerusalem applied
to itself and which the Chronicler has also adopted., IHere it
.refers to those who returned from the Exile, This 1s outside
the area of our investigation.

Chapter 9:10-13. Though this purports to be a list

of priests returning from the Exile in Babylon, the list of

9Cf. IX¥ and Myers, I Chronicles, 03.
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ancestors of Azariah back to Ahitub agrees with a portion of

the genealogy in 5:27-41, except that 9:10-13 has an extra
name between Ahltub and Zadok. Virtually the same list
occurs in Nehemlah 11:11 as well (cf. I.A above). ience,
9:11 seems to be a pre-exilic genecalogy that has been brought
into the text here and put into a post-exilic context. This
exemplifies the Chfonicler's method of mixing the old with
the new,

Chapter 9:14-16 - List of post-exlllc Levites.

Chapter 9:17ff -~ A post-exilic list of gatékeepers.
They served the Levites (verse 18); and the’four chief gate-
keepers were Levites (verse 26), HMattithiah is called a
Korahite Levite (verse 31). The name Korah itselfl is in the
list as the father of Ebiasaph (verge 19). This could of
. course pe an accurate nistorical notice for the post-exilic
period. However, given the Chronicler's method for combining
ancient and late material, it 1s probably an artificial take-
off on Abiasaph ben Korah of Exodus 6. The Chronicler says
(verse 20) that Phinehas ben Eleazar was ruler of the gate-~
keepers in former times. He also speaks of Korahites-and
Kohathites as being groups extant during his time, but he
places them among the gatekeépers.

Chapter 9:33f - The post-exilic singers are called

Levites.
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SUMMARY RE CHAPTER 9

Instead of speaking about Gershon-Kohath-llerari, as
he has done in his genealogies, the Chronicler speaks of the
post-exilic priests as priests and Levites, alﬁnough G:2 may
be an exception., He is the first to taik apbout gatekeepers
and singers. He calls them Levites. The Chronicler scems
to consider the lLevites as an honorable group, and by calling
the gatekeepers and singers "Levites” he no doubt wished to

enhance their prestige.lo

This agrees with the Levitic gene-
alogies that he has provided for Heman, Asaph, and Ethan in
6:18-32,

Material Purporting. to Date to the
Pame o Yavid

Among the list of David's forces at Hebron there are
said to have been 4,500 ILevites (12:27; English verse 20)
plus 3,700 (presumably priests) with Jeholada the Aaronite
(verse 28; English verse 27). Zadok and twenty-two commanders
(égzg) from his family are also mentioned (verse 29; English
verse 23), but it is not clear whether they are part of the
3,700 (so HMyers) or whether they form a separate group (RSV).
This reference, however, seems ciear in placing Zadok at home
in Hebron (see dlscussion in III.B.7 below), though he is

called a nr gbwr hyl and not a priest. But the two terms

are not mutually exclusive, i.e., some priests could have also

lOCf. tyers, I Chronicles, 72f.
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been connected with the am
David invited "the priests and the Levites" to bring
up the ark from Kiriath-jearim (13 2). lLater (15:2) he states
that no one but the Levites are to carry the ark. This could
be the original statement, and the statemen@ of 13:2, since it
agrees with P-terminology, could ve a later harmonization.
Chapter 15:4 says that David summoned "the sons of

Aaron and the Levites." Here "the sons of Aaron" must be
identical with "the priests"” of 13:2, Chapter 15:5-10 gives
the divisions of the Levites:

120 Kohathites with Uriel as 1eader,ll~

220 Merarites with Asaiah as’leader;

130 Gershonites with Joel as: leader;

200 sons of Ilizaphan with Shemaiah as leader;

30 sons of Hebron with Eliel as leader;

112 sons of Uzzlel with Amminadab as leader.
These six leaders are called "Levites," and together with
Zadok and Ablathar, who are called priests (15:11), they are
all addressed by David as "chiefs of the Levitical families"
(15:12). Verse 14 says that "the priests and Levites" sancti-

fied themselves before taking hold of the ark., Verse 15,

Tnote - that the Hebrew wor anslated as "leader” i1n
this passage 15 sar, not nagi’. W is an amphictyonic term,
cf, Martin MNoth, bas Syosteam, 151f7; and E, A. Speiser, '"Back-
ground and Function ol the Biblical MNagis," CBY, XXV (1563),
1llff G. L. Hendenhall, JBL, LXXVII, 61, footnote 45, states,

"...all references to &d“im in Israel before the monarchy are
anachronistic...."”

a tr
~ 1A
asi?

/
3
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however, only mentions Levites as actually carrying the ark,
Hence, verses 11l and 15 seem composite., Evidently the Chron-
~icler has combined three different traditions in this
passage:

| (2) The ancient tradition that only Levites served
at the ark (in this connection the breakdown of the Levites
provided here is extremely interesting and may in fact give

12

us a breakdown from the time of the Tribal League ", ci. Num-

bers 26:55, or one related to it)

(b) The tradition of the Deuteronomic Historian that
the priests of David's time were Zadok and Abilathar with the
Levites under them (cf. 2 Samuel 15:24);

(¢) The tradition (which seems %o be the idea of
the Chronicler's own time) that the sons of Aaron are the
- main priests, -

Chapter 15:17—24 says that the Levites appointed
singers (the leaders are Heman, Asaph, and Ethan, c¢f, 1 Chron-
icles 5:18-32 and chapter 25) and gatekeepers. Though David

13

-probably originated musical guillds in Israel, this passage
may be the creation of the Chronicler who wished to give
groups of his own time the guise of being founded at the very

' 4
time when the ark was brought to Jerusalem.1

12The title 4ar would in this case be anachronistic,
cf. footnote 11 above.

13ce. w. F. Albright, ARI, 125.

. Myers, I Chronicles, 111f.
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Chapters 15:25-156:3 describe how the Levites brought
the ark into Jerusalem and placed it in the tent that David
had set up for it. Then (15:4-7) hc appointed the Levites
to serve as ministers before the ark and as singers. It is
not impossible that this may repreSent historical fact,15

. . . . 10
even as far as velng singers is concerned,

Asapi and nine
other Levites are mentioned by name (verse 5). The two priests
mentioned in verse O may resresent the time of the Chrenicler,

Chapter 10:33 states that Obed-edom and sixty-eizht
brothers helped Asaph the singer and his brothers. Obed-edon
and Hosah werc also gateleepers.,

Zadok tne pfiest and his brothers, the priests, con-
tinued to serve at the hizh place at“ibeon‘(16:39).l7 This
seems to go contrary to the account in 2 Sanwuel and 1 Xings,
where Zadok was the main (or one of the two main) priests at
Jerusalem during the time of David and Solomon, But it may
simply be a reflection of 1 Kings 3:3-15, which indicates
that in the time of Solomon Gibedn vas an important holy
place. Heman and Jedutimun provided the music at Gibeon as
well as scrved as gatekeepers (10:417),

Chapter 106:16 states that Zadok ben Ahitub and Ahime-
lech (Massoretic Text Abimelech) ben Abiathar were David's

priests, This is identical with 2 Samuel 8:17. (5ee the

15cr . Myers, I Chronicles, 120f.

10ce, Albriznt, ARI, 125. +7Cf. iiyers, I Chronicles, 1

2

2
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discussion in II,C.4),
SUILIARY CF CHAPTERS 12-18

Here there is evidence that the Levites viere the
priests at the time of David with Zadok and Abiathar as their
leaders. All mention of the "priests" or "sons of Aaron" can
be explained as being adced by the Chronicler hiusell to
harmonize with his oun time,

There i1s no nmention of Gershom-Xchath-ilerari. Instead
chapter 15 contains the‘following division: Iohath-iicrari-

Gershon-Elizaphan-Hebron-Uzziel,

Chapter 23, etc. -

In 23:2 David summons 'the priests and the Levites,”
In what follows the Levites are numbered, organized, and
nade subject to the priests (23:28 - ¢f, Numbers 3:5-10; 4:27;
8:5-22). The traditional Gershon-Kohath-Merari breakdown is.
used, but the rest of the divisions evidently come from post-
exilic times, at least insofar as the sons of Gershon,l8 Kohath,
and Merarl are concerned. The sons and grandsons agree only
partially with the information given in‘the other genealogles
‘(cf. I.A) (some of the names are rcpeated in 26:21, 24f). See
the charts below., Strangely, this is the only geﬁealogy where

Moses' sons arc mentioned (and cf, Judges 18:30 and 1 Chron-

icles 26:24), ©Note, however, that in the corresponding

1BNote the final n in MT here.
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genealogy 1n 2U4:20 they arelmissing. Otherwise they are men-
tioned only in the narrative sections of JE (Exodus 2:22 and
18:4),

The number of the Levites here (23:3) over thirty
years of age (38,000) is much greater than the total between
thirty and £ifty in Numbers 4:438 (3,580), Also in verse 27
the age at which Levites begin their temple service is lowered
to twenty (in agreement with 2 Chronicles 31:17 and Ezra 3:8)
as 6pposed to thirty (verse 3, also Numbers 4:3, 23, 30, 47)
or twenty-five in Numbers 3:24 ., Both facts are indications
that the Chronicler wanted to portray the Levites as a great
power at the time of David to enhance their position in his
own time.19

As is his custom, the Chronicler includes gatekeepers

and musicians in the number of the Levites as well as officers

and judges (23:Af).20
\ 21
SUMMARY RE CHAPTER 23

(2) Here the Chronicler makes use of the time-honored
breakdown of the Levites, namely, Gershon-XKohath-Herari, but

he combines with it names that must come from the Chronicler's

19Baudissin, "Priests and Levites," A Dictionary of
the Bible, ed, James Hastings (New York, 190Z2), 1V, 92, says
there are really twenty-four classes of Levites here,

2Oy, F. Albright, "The Judicial Reform of Jehoshaphat,"
Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume (New York, 1950), 77, says the
nuntbers given here are anachronlstic.

21Cf. Mazar, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, VII, 197.

o i 250 A
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(b) Also he repeats the view of P (cf. Numbers 3:5-10;

h:27; 8:5-22) that the Levites are to serve the priests.

(c) But his main aim seems to be to enhance the

prestige of the Levites. Hence,

here again there seem to be

a combination of three layers of tradition.

v — — ‘
Gershon — Ladan-—*réehlel'”‘ Shelcmoth

]
1 Chronicles 23:6—23“2

Zetham
(Joel

Kohath —

Merari—

Shimel—{[Jahath
. , Zina
Jeush
1HBeriah
S

n
qr?lram """EZ&I‘OI’)2

losesg =

Hebron — |{Jeriah
Amariah
Jahaziel
Jelkameam”

Uzzilel —(slicah
I Isshiah

—
ifahli — |[Eleazar
Kish

Jeremoth

Izhaf — Shelomith

23

Hazlel
Haran

iGershom-—-Shebuel
Ell

liezer —Rehabiahn

continued
in

chapter 24

22

Cf. i8hlenbrink, 205f.

23Cf. Myers, I Chronlcles, 158,

2b‘Note that no descendants.are attached to Aaron.
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Chapter 24 - The classification of the sons of Aaron
is given in the traditional way: Nadab, Abihu, Eleazar,
Ithamar (verse 1). After referring to the premature death
of Nadab and Abihu (verse 2), the Chronicler says that at
David's time Zadok represents the line of Eleazar and Ahime-
lech the line of Ithamar.25 The actual classification of
the sons of Aaron is registered by the Levitical scribe |
Shemaiah in the presence of David and his priests Zadok and
Ahimelech, Since there are twice as many families from
Eleazar as from Ithamar, sixteen courses are taken from
Eleazar and eight from Ithamar for a total of twenty-four
(see list velow for names). Of the twenty-four, Jedaiah,
Harim, and Immer are mentioned in Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 7 as
being among those who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel.

Next, the '"rest of'the.Levites" are enumerated. What
follows 1s a continuation of the breakdown of the Kohathites
and Merarites given in chapter 23 with additional names men-

tipned?7 Gershon has, however, been omitted here.
SUMMARY RE CHAPTER 24

Saying that Zadok belongs to the line of Elcazar 1s

simply stating the same thing that is contained in the

25¢r. Myers, I Chronicles, 164f, for discussion of
problems.

20¢cr, Myers, I Chronicles, 166.

27Cf. Myers, I Chronicles, 100.
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genealogies of 1 Chronicles (5:27-41; 6:35-38). We have con-
sidered this to be a fabrication worked out alréady by the "
pre-exilic Jerusalem priesthood. That he was an Aaronide,
however, we accept. See our discussion in I.C.7 and II.C.4.

The Chronicler's statement that Ahimelech (and there-
fore presumably also Abiathar and Eli, cf. I.A) is of the
line of Ithamar cannot be verified or disproven. But see our
suggestion in Chapter III below.

DeVaux28 suggests that the distinction between
Eleazarites and Ithamarites mentioned‘here goes back to the
Exile in Babylonla, when the sons of Zadok and the sons of
Abiathar reached an agreement that the Zadokites would trace
their Aaronite lineage through Eleaéar and the Abiatharites
through Ithamar. See our rejection of this theory in II.E
above,

The distinction between the sons of Aaron and the
Levites is the same as that made by P. That David organized
his priests in various divisions for temple service is very
probablé, but the number of the divisions given here may not
be accurate fof Dévid‘s time, for most of the names are found
only in the Chronicier, and we cannot reconstruct his sources

or their tradition-history.29

28Ancient Israel, 396,

29¢cr. Myers, I Chronicles, who suggests late pre-
exllic or exilic times for tnc priestly divisions (p. 105)
and a generation later than chapter 23 for the Levitic divi-
sions (p. 1060f).
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1 Chronicles 2&30
l. 1bny ’hrn mhlowtn
a) Ancient division:
Nadab Abihu Eleazér Ithaﬁar
Present priests ] {
(verses 3,31) are —> Zadok Ahimelech

b) UNew Division:

Tuenty-four courses (sixteen from Eleazar and

eight fron Ibhazar)——re istered by Shemaiah in
presence of king, princes, and priests.

(1) Jehoiarib (5) ilalchijah (S) Jeshua (13) Huppah

(2) Jedaiah (6) Mijamin (10) Shecaniah (14) Jeshebeab

(3) Harim (7) Hakkoz  (11) Eliashid (15) Bilgah
(4) Seorim (8) Avijan  (12) Jakim (16) Immer
(17) Hezir (21) Jachin

(18) Happizzez (22) Gamul
(19) Pethahiah  (23) Delaiah
(20) Jehezkel (24) Maaziah

2. 1lbny lwy hnwtrym (continuation of 1 Chronicles 23)

(Kohath)”-'(—;ram "ﬁP,Shuoael —> Jehdeilah
(Heholah —> Isshiah

zhar — Shelomoth —» Jahath

I

Hebron —> { Jeri jah
Amariah
Jahaziel
Jekameam

——————— - q—— >y g -

tgzziel~—¢> #licah =——————> Shamir
Isshliah ——> Zecharilah

0 i -
Cf. M8hlenbrink, 2056,
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. i . 1

Merari Jaaziah —> bhonam3
Zacecurp
Ibri

Mahli ~————> |Eleazar
Kisih —— Jerahmeel

Lﬂushij—~—~—?

Chavpter 2532 - That David founded musical orders

(verse 1) is very possible.33 That.Asaph, Jeduthun=Ethan,
and Heman were leaders of musilcal guilds in pre-exilic times
is also possible, since their names are contained in several
Psalm titles (335, 62, 50, 73-83, 83, 69). The various sons
of Asaph, Jeduthun, and Heman, nowever, probably represent
_post-exilic people whom The Chronicler is trying to cloal
with the respectability of Davidic ordination.

‘Those that David set aside to lead %the worship of the

people:
. . .
Agsaph-~{ Zaccur Jeduthun-{ Gedaliah Heman-| Bukkiah
Joseph . Zeri/Uzri Mattaniah
Hethaniah | Jeshalah Uzziel
| Asharelah (Shimei) Shabuel
- Hashabiah Jerimoth
Hattithiah Hananiah
: Hanani
Cf. I.A (1 Chronicles 6:18-32) Eliathah
for the genealogles of Heman, Giddalti
Asaph, and Ethan (descending Romamtiezer
froin Kohath, Gershom, and Joshbekashah
Meraril respectively) iallothi
Hothir
Kgghazioth

3le. Myers, I Chroni

Cl@s, 163.’ 1660

32¢r, M8hlenbrink, 200,

?3 ! 2wt AT "
“9Albhright, ARI, 125.
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5.

6.

T
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The twenty-four courses during which the abvove men-~

served:
Joseph
Gedaliah
Zaccur
Izri/Zeri
Nethaniah
Bukkilah
Jesharelah

-Jesharian

9.

15.
16.

Mattaniah
Shimel

Azarel /Uzziel
Hashabiah
Shubael
attithiah
Jeremoth

Hananiah

17.
18.

19,

20,-

21,
22,
23.
24,

Joshbekashah
Hanani
HMallothi
Fliathah
Hothir
Giddaltl
Mahazioth

Romamtiezer

Each of the twenty-four leaders was assisted Ly

twelve brethren and sons.

Comparing the courses with tne

three groups of leaders we see that the sons of Asaph received

courses 1, 3, 5, 7; the sons of Jeduthun 2, 4, 8, 10, 12, 14;

and the sons of Heman 6, 9, 11, 13, 15-24,

ey sl
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34

Chapter 206~ - The gatekeepers (cf. 9:17£f; 16:37ff)

1. Xorahites

a) HMeshelemianh/ . b) Obededom-{Shemaiah-[0thni

Shelemian-y |Zechariah Jehozabvad {Rephael

(ben Kore Jediael Joah Ubed

of sons Zebadiah Sacher Elzabad

of Asaph) [Jathniel Nethanel [Elihu
Elan Ammiel Semachiah
Jehohanan Issachar
(Elichoenai Peullethal

2. dMerarites

Hoash«—— \ Shimri
Hilkiah
Tetaliah
Zechariah

The gates of the temple were assigned as follows:
East - Shelemiah/ieshclemiah

Zecharian ben Shelemiah/ifeshelemiah

35

North

i

West Ho“ah
South - Obededom
The temple treasury was in charge of the following
groups (verses 20-28): (Though Kohath is not mentioned by name,
the names in Group 2 are assigned to Kohath in chapters 23-24.)

1. Gershonlites: Sons of Ladan-> Jehielites—>\Zetham
: Joel

2. Kohathites:

Amramites---tosesg~-4Gershom —» Shebuel
!Ll

Izharites 1liezer —» Rehabiah-—sJeshalah->Joram
Hebronites
Uzzlelites - Zichri

v
Shelemoth

, 34Cf. Mazar, Suanemcntn to Vetus Testamentum, VII,
197, and M8hlenbrinlk, 200.

35¢e. Myers, I Chronicles, 176.

i
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Levites serving as officershand Judges {cf. 2 Chron-
icles 17:9; 19:8):
1, Izharites: Chenaniah
2. AHebronites:SOHashabiah and 1,700 brethren

Jerijan and 2,700 brethren

Chapter 27

Verses 16-17 - Chief of the Levites: Hashabiah ben
Kemuél; Chief of the Aaronides: Zadok.

We see that the Chronicler considered Zadok an
Aaronite. This agrees with his genealogies (5:27-41;
6:35-38).

Y

Chapter 20

Verse 8 (=26:20-22) ~ Jehiel the Gershonite is

treasurer of preclous stones.,

36Cf. Mazar, Supplements to Vetus Téstamentum, Vii, 197.

37¢e. M8hlenbrink, 213.
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2. 2 Chronicles

Solomon - When Solomon ordered the ark to be brought
into the temple, the Levites (1 Xings 6:3 has 'priests™) éar—
ried it (5:4). In 5:5 they are called the Levitical priests
(1 Kings 8:4 has "priests ggg_Levites”). See our comment on
1 Chronicles 6:2 above., DBut the actual placing of the ark in
the holy of h&lies was done by "the priests" (verse 7). As
the priests came out of the holy of holies (5?11-12) the
"Levitical singers, Asaph, Heman, Jeduthun, and their sons

and theilr kinsmen,

priests.38
The Chronicler here works with P's concept that there
are priests and Levites (except see 5:5), but he does treat
~the Levites with great respect. (Note that the Levitical
singers are garbed in linen, c¢f. 1 Chronicles 15:27. This was
priestly material).' He continues this same terminology in
chapter 7 (verses 2 and 6). Chapter 8:14f says that Solomon
installed the priests and the Levites as David had prescribved.

Time of Rehoboam-Jeroboam - First Kings 12:31 said

that Jeroboam appointed non-Levitic priests. Here in 2 Chron-
icles (11:13) we are told that "the priests and Levites" then
went to Jerusalem. This verse, by mentioning priests as well

as Levlites, may be late harmonizing, since the very next

38I.e., five for each of the twenty-four divisions,
ef. J. M. Myers, II Chronicles ("The Anchor Bible, " 13;
Garden Cilty, 1905), 27.

were there together with one hundred twenty

T
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verse (14) says that the Levites left their pasture lands
and property and went to Jerusalem because Jerocboam had ex-

59 .
Verse 14 is more in

cluded them from the priesthood.
agreement with 1 Kings 12:31 and may represent the historical
feality, though it surely goes too far in implying that all
Levites left the North.

In his speech to Jeroboam (13:4ff) King Abijah of
Judah reflers to Jeroboam's act against the Levites, but he
says that Jeroboam also expelled "the sons of Aaron" (13:9).
This must be an error, since nowhere else are "sons of Aaron"
anything but priests of Jerusalem, This is what they are in
verse 10,

Abijah ~ He calls his priests in Jerusalem "sons of

~ Aaron" and "Levites” (13:10), or simply "priests" (verse 12).
This agrees with the terminology of P.

Asa - Asa is reminded by Azariah ben Oded (who is not
mentioned elsewhere) that Israel has not had a "teaching
priest" (khn mwrh) for a.long time (15:3), but it is not clear
how far back this "long time" goes.

Jehoshaphatuo - Jehoshaphat instituted a reform in

39Sadao Asami, "The Central Sanctuary in Israel in the
Ninth Century B.C." (unpublished Th.D. dissertation; Camoridge:
Harvard University, 1964), 231, says that Jeroboam took this
action, because the Levites held that Jerusalem was the only
proper central sanctuary at the time.

“Ow. F. Albright, "The Judicial Reform of Jehoshaphat,"
Alexander Hlarx Jubillee Volume (New York, 1950),.52, says that
2 Chron. 1U is a supstantially corrcct account” of Jehoshaphat's
Judicial reform; while 17:7-9 he sees.as probably "a.misunder-
stood doublet of the tradition of Judicial reform."
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which he used Levites (Shemaiah, Nethaniah, Zebadlah Asahel,
Shemiramoth, Jehonathan, Adonijah, Tobijah, Tobadonijah) and
priests (Elishama and Jehoram) to go throughout Judah., In
17:3f it 1s reported that they taught, having the book of the
law with then.

In 19:8 it is stated that Jehoshaphat appointed
Levites oné priests, together with family heads, to handle
cases pertaining to the cultql and other disputes. Their
seat was Jerusalem, Amariah was the chief priest (khn ggig),k

and the Levites were to-serve as ox“icars (19: 11)

When attacked by the Moabites and Ammonites it was

o

Levite of the Asaph clan called Jahaziel who called on Judah
to be confident and engage in holy war (20:14),. Aftef“his
specech the Levites, who are identllled as XKohathites and
Korahites, praised Yahweh (20: 19)

Athaliah - At the time of Athaliah we hear that
Jehoiada was the prie t (22:11). He is also referred to in
2 Kings 11-12, He is called the high priest only in 24:6,
He called together the priests and the Levites to help in a
plot againsﬁ Athaliah (chapter 23). Twice he refers to them
as "priests and Levites" (verses 4 and 6), three times as
Levites (verses 2, 7, 8), and once as Levitical priests (verse
18). Again the Chronicler has mixed terminologies.

Joash - At Joash' Time the priests and the Leviltes

were called upon to gather funds for the renovation of the

41Myers‘ translation, 100, 42Cf. Mﬁhlenbrink, 213.
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temple (24:4), The Levites were slow in carrying out the
project (24:5). It is not stated in so many words that the
priests did any better (cf. 2 Kings 12). The Job was finally
done,  but the Levites were not permitted to actually handle
the money that they had gathered (verse 11).

(Second Kings 12 has a somewhat different account of
this incident. There "the priests" are blamed by Jehoiada
and the other priests for not getting the job done quickly,)

Uzzlah -~ At Uzziah's time Azariah was the high priest
(26;20), and the priests are called the sons of Aaron (26:18).

Hezekiah - Hezekilan czlled the priests and Levites
together (29:4), but then he addressed only the Levites (29:5).
He reminded the Levites that Yahweh had chogsen them to serve
‘him (29:11). The Levites then arosé,a3 The groups of Levites

are the following (verses 12-14):
Ly

Kohathites Mlerarites Gershonites
Mahath ben Amasai Kish ben Abdi Joah ben Zimmah
Joel ben Azariah Azariah ben Jehallelel Eden ben Joah
Elizaphanites Asaphites Hemanites Jeduthunites

Shimrl Zechariah Jehuel Shemaiah
Jeuel - Mattanijah Shimei Uzziel

Note that the Kohathltes are first.
| In the actual cleansing and in the rededication

ceremony of the temple both the priests and the Levites are

, 43Cf. Myers, II Chronicles, 171. QQCf. i8hlenbrink, 213.
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active (29:15-36). The priests, who are again identified with
the sons of Aaron (29:21), were to take care of the actual
sacrificing, but since there were not enough priests (verse
34), they received help from the Levites, who had been more
conscientious in consecrating themselves (verse 3i4).

£
Hezelkiah decided to have a passover.g)

Again the nun-
ber of priests who had sanctified themselves was not sufficient
(30:3). Therefore the passover was held a month later than
usual (perhaps also to accommodate the northerners who since
Jeroboam had been celebrating festivals according to a different
calendar, cf. 1 Kings 12:32),

In the actual celebration of the passover both priests
and Levites are active in performing the sacred rites
(30:15-17, 21, 25), but the Levites are especially commended
by Hezekiah for excellent service (verée 22). 1In 30:27 the
térm "Levitical priests" is assigned to the pricsts. See com-
ment on 1 Chronicles 9:2 above.

Hezeklah arranged the priests and Levites according
to divisions (31:2), no doubt as done previously by David and
Solomon (cf. i Chronicles 23—24} 2 Chronicles &:14). When he
commanded the people to give provisions in support of the
prilests and the Levites (31:%4), the people responded overihelm-
ingly.A The chief priest (hkhn hr’%) Azariah of the house of

Zadok informed Hezeklah that more had been contributed than

45It is not recorded in 2 Xings. For the hlstorical
problenms sce Myers, II Chronicles, 170,
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needed, s0 that there was a great store left (31:9f). Twelve
Levites under the leadersnip of Conaniah were then placed in |
charge of the collections (31:11-13), while Kore the son of
Imnan the Levite, keeper of the east gate, was made overseer
of the freewill offerings and theif distribution (31:14)., He
had assistants who nelped distribute to the priests (called
the sons of Aaron) and the Levites in the various cities

where they lived (31:1%).

The priests were enrolled. according to their T

£
o
o
[}
=
©

houses, and the Levites according to their divisions, that
is, according to their function (31:17). The age is from
twenty up (c¢f. 1 Chronicles 23:27, Ezra 3:3), as opposed to
thirty (1 Chronicles 23:3, Numbers 4:3, 23, 30, 47) and tuenty-
five (Nunbers 6:24) elsewhere.

Josiah - Josian set out to répair the temple in the
eighteenth year of his reign (34:8). He engaged the Levites
to gather money from the North as well as from the South (34:9).

They dellvecred the money to Hilkiah, who was the high priest

(hkhn hgdwl).
A The actual temple repair was supervised by two classes
of Levites, the Merarites and the Kohathites (314:12).Dr6 (The
Gershonites are not mentioned). Some of the Levites were also
scribes, officials, and gatekeepers (verse 13).

When Josiah read the book of the law to the people,

he priests and Levites were present (34:30).

AGCf. M8hlenbrink, 213,
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When Josliah proposed to celebrate the passover
(chapter 35), he first encouraged the priests (verse 2), and
he then told the Levites, who are here called the teachers
of  all Israel, that since they no longer had to carry the
ark they should serve Yahweh (verse 3). Their duties were
to be the following: 'to.arrange themselves by families into
the traditional divisions sel up by David and Solomon
(1 Chronicles 23-24; 2 Chronicles 8:14); to be ready in the
' court of the temple to render service; and to kill the pass-
- over (up t1ll now this had been the work of the priests, but
at the time of Hezekiah the Levites helped out, and by now
it had become their function,)”7

Chapter 35:7-9 describes the large number of'animals,
both paschal and regular sacrificial animals, that were
.brought to the priests and the Levites. Chapter 35:10-15
describes the actual passover ceremony at which the Levites
slaughtercd the animals and passed the blood to the priests

" - verse 14), The singers

(twice called "the sons of Aaron

Asaph; leman, and Jeduthun were also present (verse 15), and

were provided for by the Levites, Throughout the account

the Levites are portrayed in a very favorable light.48
Zedekiéh - The priesfs were unfaithful in Zedeklah's

time (36:14).

Blee. Myers, II Chronicles, 212.

ABCf. Myers, II Corvenlicles, 213,
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SUMMARY OF 2 CHRONICLES

The usual terminology is "priests and Levites,” but

in 5:5 and 23:18 and 30:27 the Massoretic Text has "Levitical

: priests" (but each time the versions have priests and Levites).
There is sporadic use of "sons of Aaron” for priests:

13:9, 10 (verse Q seems to be an error, since it calls priests

; of the North "sons of Aaron"); 26:18; 28:21; 31:19; 35:14,

There are the following groups of lLevites mentioned:

20:16 (time of - Kohathites and Korahites
Jehoshaphat)
29:12-14 (time of - Xohathites, ilerarites, Gershonites,
Hezekiah) ' Elizavhanites, Asapnltes, Hemanites,
' - Jeuuthunites
34:12 (Gime of -  derarites and Kohathites
Josiah) ‘

Other terminologies and significant statements:
Chief priest: 19:11; 26:20; 31:10; 34:9
" Asaph, Heman and
Jeduthun: 5:12 (Solomon's time); 29:12 (Heze-
kich's time); 35:15 (Josiah's time)
(cf. 20:14, Jehoshaphat's time)

Levites teach: 17:8 (Jehoshaphat); 35:3 (Josiah)
(cf. 15:3)

Levites apparently

better than 29:3&; 30:17; 30:22 (Hezeklah's time)
priests:
Levites sacrifice: 29:34; 30:17; 35:6,11
House of Zadok: 31:10 ~ Azariah the High Priest fron

house of Zadox (time of Hezekiah)
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H., Psalins

Chaepter T78:50{f seens to refer to the déstruction of
Shiloh by the Philistines in circa 1050 E.C.l (ct. Jeremiah
7:12; 25:6), Chapter 78:64 says that the priests then fell
by the sword (cf. 1 Samuel 4), 2

Chapter 99:& calls ioses and Aaron priests and adds
that Samuel also called on the name of Yahweh, i.e., he too
was a priest.

Chapter 110:4 refers to the strange priesthood of
lelchizedek, which belongs to Abraham's time (cf. Genesis 14).

Chapter 132:9 mentions the priests in connection with
the ark (verse &).
| Chapter 135:19-20 mentions the "house of Aaron' and
"house of Lévi."

Levitical names are found in the Massoretic Text

titles of thevfollowing psalus:

Sons of Korah3 ho, hh-ho, 84, 85, 87, &8

(cf Exodus o, Numbers 10;
1 Chronicles 6:7-13, 18-23)

Jeduthun (=Et*nan)4 39, 62, 77 (2 Chronicles 5:12)
, 10f John Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia,
1959), 105.

2

Otto Eissfeldt, Das Lied MOScS Deut, 32:1-43 und das

[y

Lehrzedicht Asaphs Psalm 7¢ {(Leipzig, 1 JU), 30, dates this
psaLnEeIore ca.y30 B.C., l.€., prooaoly during the United

‘Monarchy.

3Cf. Martin J. Buss, "The Psalms of Asarh and Korah,"

_fgggy LX¥XII (1963), 302-392.

4On the 1ldentification of Ethan and Jdecduthun see

Mﬁhlenbrink, 230.

i A



Ethan

Asaph

Heman

iloses

(=Jeduthun)

-219-

89 (1 Chronicles 5:23-32)

50, 73-83 (ef. 1 Caronicles
6:24-25; 16:5)

88)(1 Chronicles 5:18-23; 15:17,
19 .

90
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Jd. G@General Results of Part II

1. JE

loses and Aaron were both prominent Levitic (2:1;
4:14) leaders during the Exodus and Wandering Periods., Of
the two, Moses was the more important. Accordingly, he was
normally Israel's spokesman before Yahweh (but cf. Exodus
4:14-16, 27-31), and 1t was to Hoses that Yahweh normally re-
vealed himself (e.g., Exodus 20:21) and to whom he entrusted
messagzes for Israel.

JE does not describe the cult in any detail, but it
does mention that Moses was'engaged in sacrifice at Sinai
(Exodus 24:6,8) and that Aaron served as a priest for tha
people by constructing a golden bull (Exodus 32), though for
this he was condemned by ioses. On cher occasions (e.g.,
Exodus 17:10, 12 - ef. 18:12; 24:1, 9, 14) Aaron appeared as
a military leader. But the same can certainly be said for
Moses; and in view of Deuteronomy 20:2f and Joshua 6 1t is
not surprising to see priests engaged in military leadership.

Thét there was rivalry betucen tloses and Aaron 1s
brought out 1in Exodus 32 and Numbers 12. Hénce, the close
assoclation of the two that is usually assumed may be over-
drawn,

Miriam appears to be Aaron's sister (Exodus 15:20;
Numbers 12), but the contention of the genealogies that she

is also the sister of Moses is not substantiated in JE (the
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sister of Moses in Exodus 2:4,7 is notAidentified).

Nadab and Abihu appear alongside Aaron in Exodus 24,
but it is impossible to determine from this whether they
were Aaron's sons and/or priests, |

JE tells us that iloses had two sons: Gershom/n
(Exodus 2:22; 18:3) and Eliezer=Eleazar (18:4). See our
analysis in Chapters I.C and III.

The Levites are menticned as a group only once
(Exodus 32), and there they are the allies of loses and
-opponents of Aaron. No sub-groups of the Levites are given.

It is difficult to divide JE into its component parts.
No doubt Hoses was an imposing flgure in both northern and |
‘southern treditions. Howeven,'aocoﬁding\ﬁo our gtudy of the
Deuteronomic History, sanctuaries of the North were the spe-
cial seat of rushite traditions., Hence, it was probably there
that the story underlyling Exodus 32 wlith its account of iluses'
dominance over Aaron was preserved; and E, belonging to the
North, may have been responsible for its literary form
(Exodus 32). |

2. Deutercnomy

In the retelling of the eventé of the Desert Perilod
’Aaron is referred to only in the account concerning the golden
bull (Deuteronomy 9:16-21). In agreement with JE, Deuteronomy
makes Moses the dominant {igure in Israel's formative years.
In the legislation of chapters 12-20 two groups of

3]

Levites are mentioned: "Levites," and "Levitical priests.”
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The former are poor and scattered; the latter are the priests
of the central sanctuary. The Levitical priests served as
priests and teachers; the Levites may have been primarily
teachers, though Deuterononmy does not say so explicitly.

| This description of the Levites obviously does not
fit the Desert Period, as the book itself purports. Dubt it
would make excellent sense to see the "Levitical priests” as
the clergy in charge of the central sanctuary during the Tribal
. League. The "Levites," meanwhile, seem best understood as the
Levites of the Northern Kingdom from Jeroboam I until Josiah.

if von Rad and Wright are correct, the Deuteronomic

traditions were preserved in tie North by the Leviltes them-
selves until Josiah's time. Then no doubt the Zadokite
priesthood of Jerusalem appropriated @hem and identified
themselves with the "Levitical priests" of Deuteronomy.

3. Deuteroncmic History

a) Joshua

In Joshua 1-12 the priests are called "Levitical
priests,” and they carry the ark. In the distribution of the
iand the Levites do not receive an inheritance. They are,
however, given cilties to live in (chapter 21). Close investiga-
‘tion of the account of the Levitic cities has led scholars to
the conclusion that this cannot represent pfe—monarchical
times, but it may reflect a period as early as the reign of
LDaVid (so Albright). The Deuteronomic edltor dlvided the

Levites who receilve the cities into Kohath, Gershon, and Merari.



s B e AR B kg e

-223-

Kohatnh is further divided into "sons of Aaron” and “the rest
of the Kohathites." By their position, the Kohathites are
obviously considered the most important of the three Levitic
groups at the time when this passage was put in final form.

The one priest mentioned Yy name in the book is
Bleazar (10:51; 21:1; 24:33). His son is called Phiﬁehas
(24:33). See our discussion in Chapter I.C.7 and III.

b} Judges

Moses!' relatives, the Kenites, established a sanctuary
near‘Kedesh in the HNorth.

Chapters 17-18 relate how the Levite Jonathan ben
Gershcm ben ﬁoses was made tne priest of the sancituary at
northern Dan. Chapter 18:300 explicitly states that the sons

of Jonathan (=Mushites) were pricsts at Dan until the cap-

Ctivity (722 B.C:.).

Phinehas ben Eleazar ven Aaron 1ls called the prilest
before the ark in Bethel (20:25-23).

These few statements can.bé taken to mean that the
far North had a lMushite and Bethel an Aaronite priesthood.
But in our discussion in I.C we consldered Phinehas a iushite.
This could mean that the whole northern priesthood was iushite
in the early period and at Dan at least until the Captivity
of the North,

¢) 1 Samuel

The line of Eli 1s as follows:

Eli--> Phinehas—e-> Ahitub-—-—> Ahijah/Ahimelech-~/ " Abiathar
Ichabod '

i me e
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Eli's ancestor is sald to have belonged to the house
of Pharach (2:27). This would make Eli a descendant of lioses.
Eli's descendant, Abiathar, was chosen as David's prilest.

According to our view a !Mushite (Eli) was a priest
at Shiloh in the North., Later (1 Kings 2) Abiathar is exiled
in Anathoth, also belonging to the North,

d) 2 Samuel

Zadok, wac 1s without genealogy in pre-exillc textis,
becones David's scecond main prlest alongside Abliathar.

-

e) and £) 1 and 2 Kings

Zadok replaces Abliathar in Solomon's tinme, and his
descendants become the ruling priests of Jerusalem, Some are
mentioned by name: Jehoiada, Urijah, Hilkish, Scralall,
Zephanizh,

If Zadokites controlled Jerusalem, one would assume
" that non-Zadokite Levites continued to serve at sanctuaries
in the North., (Abiathar nmay have kept Mushite traditions:
alive at Anathoth.) However, even there they recelved opposi-
tion, for 1 Kings 12:31 says that Jeroboam I appointed non-
Levites as priecsts. As we suggested, however, Jeroboam's
action may have been short-lived, Yet Bethel was the object
of polemics hurled by Hosea (4:15; 5:8; 10:5) and Amos (3:14;
h:l; 5:5F), | |

L, Pre-Exillc Prophets

There 1s some evidence in Hosea for Levites centered
at Shechem (?) being persecuted by non-Levitic priests.

é
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Jeremiah, probably an Abiatharite by birth although not by
function, especially condemns the Zadokite priesthood of
Jerusalem. This may reflect his northern (Mushite) theologl~
cal training. He hopes that "Tevitical priests" (by this he
probably means Mushites) will one day again occupy the
priesthocd,
5, Ezckiel

He condemns the Levites for their past sins and de-
motes them to the status of servants of the Zadokites, whon
he lauds, Unlike Jeremiah, Ezekiel identifies "Levitical
priests" with the Zadokites. Evidently all priests wished
to have the statements in Deuteronomy about "Levitical priests”
apply to themselves. It is our contention that it originally
meant Mushite~Levites particularly but that after Josiah it
was usurped by the Zadokites. This éxplains Ezekiel's use of
.the term,

6, P

P follows Ezekiel's view of the priesthood, but be-
cause he purports to be describing the Desert Period he uses
‘the terminologzy "sons of Aaron" rather than "sons of Zadok."

a) Exodus - cf. chart in II.F.l

The "sons of Aaron" are mentioned again and again as
being the priests of the sangtuary where the ark was.

Once Ithamar is called the leader of the Levites (38:21),

b) Leviticus - cf, chart in II,F.2

Again the dominant termlnology for priests is "sons
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=

of Aaron." Only Chapter 10 departs somewhat from this in
that it speaks of the sons of Aaron individually, and it men-
tions their sin and punishment, Hoses, supported by Mishael

ricsts,

ke

and Elzapnan, is presented as the overseer of the

¢) Numbers - cf. chart in II.F.3

Ih one strand the Levitic groups Gershon, Hohath, and
HMerari are spowen about.

In a second strand the "Levites” are said to be the
priests of the tabernacle (here we include Eleazar, cf. Num-
bers 3:32; 4:16; 17:1-5; and Phinehas, c¢f, Numbers 25).

In a third stratum the terminology “sons of Aarocn’ is
used, in agrcement with Exodus and Leviticus.

Numbers 10 may provide some evidence Tor the decline
of another prominent Levit{ic group, namely, the Xorahites.

7. The Chronilcler's History

Tne basic starting point for the Chronicler's under-
standing of the history of the Levites seems to have been the
genealogies which he took over ffom.the Zdadokite piriesthood
of Jerusalem via P (cf. I.D above). This made ZadoXk a
descendant of Aaron, The Chronicler usually referred to the
Aaronides (P) or Zadokites (Ezekiel) as "the priests,” and
the other (lower) clergy he called "Levites." Frequently
{especially in his description of the reign of David) he

''without reference

speaks in glowing terms about the “Levites'
to "the priests." ©One may conclude that eilther hc remembered

a time in early Israel when the Levites were the dominant

ian i
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altar clergy, cr that during David's time non—haronid¢8'(i.e.
"Levites") and Aaronides=Zadolites were on the same level and
enjoyed equal priestly privilezes. We favor the latter view,
becaugse 1 HKings 2 speaks of the elevation of Zadok over
Aviathar by Solomon.

Tne scattered references to the "Levitical nriests”
may l1ndicate now this Deuteronomic term (which we considered
to refer originally to the Levites at the central sanctuary
in the Tribal League) was taken over by the Zadokites after
the Deutercnomic Reform and anplied to themselves. The sane
identification of Levitical priests with Zadokites was mzade
vy Fzeklel, and the Chronicler may have picked 1t up from
him,

The Chronicler also knew the old Document A-B (cf.
I.C.D above) which contained the three-fold division, Gershon-
Kohatn-lMerari. But in his narratives he Trequently places
the Kohathites first, e.g., 1 Chronicles 15 and 24, This
‘may represent the winning out of the Zadokite line (descendants
of Kohath) in the monarchical period,

There seenis to be a general decline of the Gershonites.
In‘2 Chronicles they are mentioned only in 29:12-14, and then
in third place. If the Gershonltes are to be identifled with

the Mushltes (cf. Chapter III below), then thls may represent

the decline of the Mushites after the time of Solomon,
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The present writer now proposes that the data
discussed Iin Chapters I and II can be summarized and pre-
sented by means of the foregoing chart.

It shall be the purpose of Chapter III to cite the
evidence for ecach link (both genealogical and otherwise) in
thg chart»in order to show, where possible, the "reasonatle-
ness' of our reconstruction.l It is not presumed that all

problems have been solved, but it 1is claimed that all the

data can be '"reasonably” accounted for by our hypothesis.

A, The line of Gershon

1. Gershon - (Kohath - lerari)
a) Genecalogies

Genesis 46:11 .
Numpers 2:57
Numbers 3
Exodus 6

1 Chronicles
1 Chronicles

L

8-32 (nohath Gershon-ierari)

C“b1

27-b1; 6:1-4; 6:5-15
l

b) Other sources

Deuteronomic History
Joshua 21 (Kohath-Gershon-ilerari)

P
Numbers (cf. chart in II.F.3)

lThorkild Jacobsen, '"REarly Political Development in
Mesopotamia,” Zeitschrift {lr Assyriologie, N.LF.13 (1957), 95,
says that the Ancilent rlesopotamian h¢utorlan, because of the
nature of his materials, cannot write a meaningful historical
account on the basis of “what the evidence obliges us to believe."
However, by taking account of "what the evidence makes 1t reason-
able for us to bellieve one can intcgrate the data into a
consistent and meaningful presentation. It 1s the present writer
contention that this principle must also be appllied to the Levitic
problem,
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¢) Comment

Chronicl
Merari
Chronicl
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es 6:39-66 (Kohath-Gershon-

es 15 (Kohath-ierari-Gershon

plus Elizaphan, Hebron, Uzziel)

Chronicl

es 23

Chronicles 26 (Gershon-Kohath)

Chronicles 29:8 (Jehiel the Gershonite)

Chronicles 29:12-14 (Kohath-serari-
Gershon plus Elizaphan, Asaph, Heman,
Jeduthun

Especially the picture in Numbers, where Gershon-

Kohath-Merari are encamped.around the tabernacle, suggests

that Gershon—Kohath~ﬂerari'belong in the earliest traditions

of the Desert Period.2

This agrees with our study in Chapter I,

which determined that Gershon~Kohath-ilerari constitute the

oldest element in the genealogles.

The order Xohath-Gershon-ilerari and Kohath-llerari-

Gershon occurs only in the Chronicler and Joshua 21. The

order Kohath-Gershon-ierari is used in contexts where the

Aaronides, who are said to be the descendants of Kohath, are

being especially stressed. In

some of the listings in the

Chronicler (1 Chronicles 24; 26--re gatekeepers; 2 Chronicles

Ccross, BA, X (1947), 61, has pointed out that one motive

‘of P's tabernacle derives from the desert (the other motive he
finds in the Syro-Phoenician temple structure). Cf. also

DeVaux, Ancient Isracl,

250f1,

If Cross and DeVaux are correct,

we believe we can say more about Gershon-Kohath-iderari than
Gunneweg, who states (p. 109):
heit mit Bezug auf dile drei Levis8hne feststellen lHsst, ist,
‘dass sle in nachexilischer Zeit Eponymen von drel Klassen des
Clerus minor sind, ohne dass sich nachwelsen oder auch nur

wahrscheinlich machen liesse, dass diese Nuainzen in alter oder

auch in der Spitzeit Jemals Eponymen echter Levitengeschlechter

waren,"

"Alles, was sich mit Sicher-
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20:19; 34:12) Gershon is no longer listed at all--a radical

departure from his original first position.

2. Moses3

a) Genealogies
Exodus 6
Numbers 206:58b-60
Judges 1¢:30
1 Chronicles 5:27-41
b) Other sources

JE
passim (Moses dominant)

Deutéronomy
passim
Deuteronomic History
1 Samuel 2:27 ("your father in the house
of Pharaoh'=ioses) o
P
Exodus and Leviticus -- Moses present
but the emphasis is on Aaron

Nunmbers -- Moses dominant in one strand
of P (cf. chart)

c¢) Comment
The antiquity of Mdses is more strongly attested

than any other Levitic figure.u He overshadows Aaron

3For a suwnmary of those who see in Moses mainly a priestly
figure see Rudolf Smend, Das #oseblld von Helnrich Ewald bis
Martin Noth ("Beitrige zur Geschichfe der piblischen Exegese,
IIT; Tdbingen, 1959), 57-59. Cf. Gunneweg, 65-09,

aMartin Noth, Ueberliefcrungsgeschichte des Pentateuch
(Stuttgsart, 1948), 172-191, deénles that one can establish any
significant role for ioses in the Desert Period. The only tradi-
tion about Moses that ne belileves is authentic 1s the Grabtradition
(p. 18g). We believe that Noth's views have been adequatoly
refuted by John Bright, Early Isracl in Recent History Writing
("studies in Biblical Thcolosy, " 19; Chicamo, 1050), ©0. Ci.
also Walter Beyerlin, llerlunft und Geschichte der dltesten
Sinaltraditionen (Tdbingen, 1961), passin,

e e e S
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everywhere except in P, and even there Moses' importance is
recognlized.

d) Connection with Gershon ben Levi

No explicit statement was found which called

.Moses the descendant of Gershon. We did, however, show that
Moses and‘Aaron may not be as closely associated ag it appears
on the surface of the 0ld Testament text; at least they are
frequently at odds, Since it 1is weil established that Aaron
was a Kohathite, it would seem to follow that Moses was not
a descendant of Kohath, but of either Gershon or lMerari The
fact that Moses named his son Gershom/n would seem to support
the supposition that Moses was a 'sond of Gershon and that his
. son was simply being gilven the name of the 'grandfather, This
exemplifies the Near Eastern principlc of papponymy.5 There

is also sufficient evidence both in biblical (cf. 1 Chronicles

5:27=41) and extra-biblical (cf. Egyptian 18th dynasty) sources

that names tend to be repeated in a given famlly line,

Another indication tﬁat Moses was indeed a descend-

ant of Geirshon is found in the minor role played by Moses in
most of P and in the major genealogies. This parallels the
gradual disappearance of Gershon that we noted in our source

study above (II.J). In other words, the fact that both Moscs

5This is the prlnc*ple of papponJmJ exemplified in the

recently dlscovered Samaria papyri. Cf. Cross, BA, XXVI, 120f,

who reconstructs the followlng sequence of governors for
Samaria: Sanballat - Delaiah - Sanballat II - [lananiah -
Sanballay III. Cf. also Roger T. O'Calldvhan, Aram Naharim
("Analecta Orientulia,“ 26; Rome, 1948), 81, 85F, who deals
with this phenomenon among the Mitanni; also Noth, Die
israelitischen Personennamen, 55ff,
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and Gershon were de-emphasized in the later stages of 0ld
Testament history may indicate that it was known that they
represented one and the same Levitic group.
3. Gershom/n (ben Moses)
a) Genealogies

Judges 18:30b
1 Chronicles 23:15

b) Other sources

JE
Exodus 2:22; 18:3

c) Date 5
Desert Period

4, Eliezer!
a) Genealogies
13 Chronicles 23:15
b) Other sources .

JE
Exodus 18:4

P ! N
Numbers 3:32; 4:16; 17:1-5 (cf. II.F.3
ahove )

6Noth Ueberlieferuncsgeschichte des Pentateuch, 202, says
that the Geruhou of Judgzes 1u:30 cannot be sepa’ated from
Gershom ben HMoses, cf. Exodus 2:22; 4:20a, 24-20,

7There is a certain amount of evidence (cf. remarks under
II.F.3 ~ Numbcrs 3:32; 4:16; 17:1-5) that Elcaaer ben Aaron
(gencalogle3° Exodus 6; 28:1; Numbers 3:2; 206:58b-60; 1 Chron-
icles 5:27-U41; 6:35-38; 24: 1, Ezra 7:1-5) actually = Eliezer
ben Moses (cf. Noth, Ueber d. Pentateuch, 203). This has been
our working hypothesis, and it has everywhere ylelded excellent
sense, for 1f Aaron was not really the chief priest in the

Desert Period, one would not expect his son to be an important

priest either. Hence, Eleazar's important prlestly role 1s
best explalned by considering him to be Moses'! son.
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¢) Date - Desert and Conquest periods

5. Jonathan

a) Genealogles
Judges 18:30b8
b) Sources

Judges 17-18 (indirectly)

¢) Date - Tribal League

G
6. Phinehas”
a) Genealogies
Exodus 6
1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 6:35-38
Ezra 7:1-5
b) Other sources
Deuteronomic History
Joshua 24:33 (successor to Eleazar in
Ephraim)
Judzes 20:26-28 (priest at Bethel)

P
Numbers 25

¢) Date - Conguest period

7. Mushites
a) Genealogies

Numbers 26:55a

8Cf. Hauret, 109,

9Cf. Gunneweg, 101, Much of our argumentation concerning
Elcazar also applies here. Since the role of Aaron, as we
have uncovered 1it, is nct the glorious picture given in most
of P, one would not expect his grandson to be the chief priest
ol the early stages of the Tribal League. But again, if he is
really a grandson of Moses, his importance is easily explained,
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b) Other sources
Deuteronomylo
¢) Date
~According to all we have said of the #ushites
being equal to the family of Moses, one would look for the
Mushites any time'after Moses., Since, as we shall develop,

the Mushite line réceived a setback at Abilathar's time, that

would be the ferminus ad quem for the term. After that

(e.g. in Deuteronomy) they were called Levitical priests.
“8hlenbrinkll believes all four groups of Numbers 26:58a
date to the time betwéen the Conquest and the kingdom of
David,.

8. Eli-?| Phinehas—¥|{Ahitub —> Ahimelech/Ahijah —> (Abiathar)
Hophni - Ichabod

a) Genealogies
1 Samuel 14:3a

1 Samuel 22:20 (22:9,11; 23:6)
1 Samuel 30:7

b) Other sources

Deuteronomic Hiétory
1 Sanuel 1-4
1 Samuel 21-22

105ince "Mushites" means descendants of Moses (cf. M8hlen-
brink, 196; Leroy Waterman, JAOS, LVII, 377, n. 2, 378), all of
the references to iHoses and his sons would flt here. If our
analysis of the terminology 1a Deuteronomy is correct, the term
"Levitical priests" 1s equivalent to the "#Mushites" of the
Tribal League. Accordingly, the sushltes seem to have monono-
llzed the service at the central sanctuary. It is also inter-
esting, as our study in II1.C.2 showed, that the Kenltes, who
were related to Moses, established a sanctuary near Kedesh (cf.
Judges 1 and 4). In the account of the Levitle cltles (Joshua
21 and 1 Chronicles 6), Kedesh 1s assigned to the Gershonitces,
who according to our reconstruction were related to the Mushites.

llPages 191-1¢7.,
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¢) Date - late Tribal League period
d) Comment
Or: the connection of Eli with Moges see I.C.T

and II.D above,

9. Abiathar
a) Genealogles - cf. above under Eli et al,
b) Other sources -
Deutcronomic History
1 Samuel 22, 23, 30
2 Samuel passim

1 Xings 1-2

Chronicler's History
1l Chronicles  passim

¢) Date - time of David

10, Gershom/n

1 Chronicles 15 lists six groups of Levlites as being
extant at David's time. They are: he sons of Kohath, ilerari,
Gershom/h, Ellzaphan, Hebron, Uzziel. The sons of Gershon
would naturally be the descendants of the earlier Gershonite
line, This explains our placement of Gershom behind Abiathar,
wnom we have shown to be a Gershonite.

In 2 Chronicles 29 (purported to be the time of
Hezeklah) the groups remain the same except that Asaph, leman,

and Jeduthun are added and Hebron and Uzziel are dropped.

11. Libni and Shimeil
Historically, as we have shown, one should find dushi

connected wlth Gershon instead of Merari. But for some reason

e



I SR

et o

RO —

237~

Libni and Shimel are listed as the sons of Gershon in the

genealogies (Exodus 6; Numbers 3; 1 Chronicles 6:1-4, cf.

1 Chronicles 6:5-6, 24-25; in 1 Chronicles 23:7 Libni has

been replaced by Ladan, cf. 1 Chronicles 26:21)., This al-
ready indicates the artificlality of this part of the

12

gen@alogies; in oﬁher‘words, sometime between the time of
Hezekiah (ef. 1 Chronicles 2£9:12-14) and the inclusion of

the genealogles in P and the Chroniclér the Levitic groups
had begun to be referred to in a stylized, shigtorical form
(this was our Group B in I.C). This means that, if one tries
to understand our so-called document A-B {cf. I.D) histori-
cally, all the narrative accounts concerning the Levites
must be inserted between Group A (Gershon-Kchath-ierari) and
Group B (Libni-Shimei, Amrai-Izhar-Hebron-Uzziel, Mahli-lushi).
To put it still differently, Document A-B has combined the
earliest Levlitic groups with the latest pre-exilic groups,
although there is a great gap between the two historilcally.
This gap we have filled in by a study of the narrative sources

and certain of the smaller genealogies,

B. The line of Kohath

1. Kohath®3

(Cf. A.1 above, also 1 Chronicles 9; 24; and
2 Chronicles 20:19; 34:12)

12M8hlenbrink, 203, sees a connection uvetween Shimel and
the tribe of Simeon. :

13¢cr. Guaneweg, 169.
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2. Aaron
a) Genecalogies
Exodus &
Exodus 28:1 ,
Numbers 3:2; 26:58b-60
1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 6:35-38; 24:1
Fzra 7:1-5H
b) Other sources
' JE
passim (Moses dominant)
Ixodus 32 - Aaron sins
Deutercnomy $:16-21 - Aaron sins

d Exodus and Leviticus - Aaron dominant
Nunbers - Aaron dominant in cne strand
of P only (cf. chart)
d) Comment

Though the role of Aaron has been exaggerated
in the later sources, there is no reason to doubt his
existence as an important Levitic figure contemporaneous
with Hoses. However, the numerous conflicts between Moses
and Aaron cause one to dqubt whether they were as closely

. L
associated as the genealogies would have it.l

1
3. Nadab and Ablhu 2

a) Genealogies
Exodus 6; 26:1

Numbers 3:2; 26:58b-060
1 Chronicles 5:27-41; 24:1

M
l‘Cf. artin Noth, Ueberlieferungsgeschichtce des Penta-
teuch, 19517°f,

£
Locp, Gunneweg, 159.
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b) Other sources

JB
Exodus 24

d Leviticus 10
Numbers 3:2-4; 26:60f
¢) Comment

The tradition that Hadab and Abihu are the sons
of Aaron seens sound. This would place them in the Desert
Perlod, as does also Exodus 24, The sin and resultant death
of Nadab and Abihu (Leviticus 10) plus the sin of Aaron in
Exodus 32 would seem to be sufficient explanation for the
decline of the Aaronite Levites during the period of the

Tribal League.

L, Korah
a) Genealogies

Exodus 0O
Numbers 16
1 Chronicles 6:7-13, 13-23

b) Other sources

p .
Numbers 16; 26:9-11

Chronicler's History

1 Chronicles ¢ - gatekeepers

1 Chronicles 20 - gatckeepers

2 Chronicles 20:19 (time of Ahab and
Jehoshapnat)

c) Comment
Numbers 10 makes Korah a contemporary of Moses

and Aaron., Although thls narrative in its present form
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indicates that the Koralhiites were annihilated, Numbers 26:9-11
specifically says that "the sons of Korah did not die." The
Chronicler (II,20:19) lists them alongside the Kohathites as
being Levites during the time of Ahab and Jehoshaphat, and in
1 Chronicles § and 206 he lists them among the gzatekeepers. 6
Therefore‘it seems safe to assume that, thoﬁgh the Korahites
may have gone into a period of decline after the events of
Numbers 16, they still played an important role during the
late monarchy and post-exillc times.

According to our analysis of the genealogiles,

Group B has as 1ts termlnus a quo the late monarchy. There-

fore the linking of Xorah to Izhar in Exodus 6 cannot

.represent historical fact, if this Korah is the Xorah of

Numbers 16. Undoubtedly, then, the Korah of the genealogies

represents the descendants of the Korah of Numbers 16, rather

than df Izhar; and these Korahites functioned as gatekeepers
in ﬁhe last stages of Israel's history.

| Nevertheless, the cbnstant association of Korah
with Kohath in the genealogies (and ef, 1 Chronicles 9), as
wel%'as in 2 Chronicles 20:19, probably represents historical
reality. Hence, we have connected Korah to Kohath 1n our
feconstructed genecalogy. Korah's declline would then parallel

Aaron's, and one can therefore conclude that in Israel's

16M8hlenbrink, 230, thinks they are not related to the
Korahites of Numbers 10.

o
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-earliest period the Kohathites were not the raﬁking priests.

5. Xorahites
The Korahites of Numbers 25:58a would naturally repre-
sent the descendants of Kocrah (cf. 4 above) and, like the

17

Mushites, (cf. A.7 above) would date to the Tribal Leasue,

6. Hebronites
The Hebronites are also mentioned in Numbers 25:58a

18

as being a Levitic group. They were no doubt the inhabi-

tants of the city of Hebron, mentioned in Joshua 10:306 as
having been taken by the Israelites during the Conques‘c.19
The connection of the Hebrenites with the AaronidesQo
as made by our chart, is very tenuous. If our assignment of
the Mushites as scns of Gershon and Korahites as sons of Korah
is correct, then by a process of elimination the Hebronites
could be the descendants of either Kohath or Merari. However,

since the Mushites probably were in control of the sanctuaries

at Dan (cf. Judges 17-18}, Kedesh (cf. our discussion of

lTWaterman, JAOS, LVII, 377 refers to Genesis 36:5,14,
where Xorah is cne of the sons of Esau, and to 1 Chronicles 2:42,
where he 1is a son of Hebron, as support for the southern origin
of Korah. Cf. also DeVaux, Ancient Isrzel, 370.

(]
lon. M8hlenbrinl;, 195-197, who dates them between the
Conquest and David's reign.

190n Hebronites in 1 Chronicles 26 see B.8 below.

20Kuschke, Git, cites this as the view of Joh. Hempel, but
he believes Hempel has gone too fur. The connection of
Aaronides with the Hebronites is, howcver, defended by furray
Newman, The People oi the Covenant (Nashville, 1402}, 139,

PREFS 2
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Judges 1 and 4 in II.C.2), Bethel (cf. Judges 20:26 - taking -
Phinehas as a Mushite), and Shiloh (ef. 1 Samuel 1-4 - taking
Eli as a lushite), one would expect to find their rilvals,

the Adronides, in the South.21 Hebron would be a likely
place for their center, It is significant, accordingly,

that in the account concerning the Levitic cities, Hebron

is assigned to "the sons of Aaron, one of the families of

the Kohathites who belonged to the Levites'" (Joshua 21:13

and 1 Chronicles 6:32fF, 14-2).22 Thugs our connection of ﬁhe
Hebronites ﬁith Aaron and vice versa, while not being proven,

would not be at all improbable.

Te Zadokes
a) Genealogies
None in pre~exilic "'sextselIL (ef. II.C.4)
b) Other sources
Deutercnonic History

2 Samuel - passim
1 Kings 1-4

¢) Datc -~ Time of David and Soloucn;
contecmporary of Abiathar

21It 1s pecssible that Arad in the South remained a Hushite
sanctuary, cf, 1I1.C,2 above.

~ .

221t 15 truc that W. F. Albrignt, Louis Qinzberg Jubilee.
Volume, 52, conglders Hebron to be a gsccondary intrusion in the
I1st Decause it is a city of refuge, However, Benjamin Mazar,
Supplements to Vetus Testeomentum, VII, 195{f, includes Hebron

among the Levitic citlcs,
23 :
2Cf, Gunneweg, 98.

240f. DeVaux, Ancilent Israel, 373.

PRI S22
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d) Comment

The pre-exilic texts do not list the ancestors
of Zadok. In the genealogy of 1 Chronicles 6:35-38, however,
he is traced back to Aaron, and in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 his
lineage is traced through Aaron to Levi. In our discussion
in Chapter I1.C.D we suggested that the names in these gene-
alogies from Eleazar to Ahitub are actually the descendants
of Moses, not of Aaron, and that they constitute the genealogy
of Eli. Yet even if this should be true, Zadok may still be
a descendant of Aaron,and we belleve that he is. In fact,
1 Chronicles 27:17 calls him the chief of the Aaronides; and,
as we have seen (II.E), Ezekiel equates the sons of Zadok
with the Levitical priests, which undoubtedly means that he
considered them to be Aaronides.,

If our contention (point 6 above) that the
Aaronides were connected with Hebron be allowed to stand,
then 1 Chronicles 12:29 (Eng. v. 28), which states that Zadok
was with David at Hebron when.David became king, may provide
indirect "proof" that Zadok was an Aaronide, Accordingly,
when P speaks of the "sons of Aaron" he would actually be
talking about the Zadokites, who according to our sources
became the ruling priests of Jerusalem from Solomon on.25 Ir,
as we have seen, the Aaronides were suppressed by the iMushites

up to the time of David, what would have been more natural

25Gunneweg, 156f, understands the "sons of Aaron" to be
the ideal priesthood of P's ideal sanctuary in Jerusalem.
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than for the Zadokites to rehablilitate Aaron, thelr fore-
father, once they came into power?

Hence, the genealogies in 1 Chronicles are
ultimately correct in connecting Zadok with the line of
Aaron,26 and the explanation for a lack of proper genealogy
for Zadok in pre-exilic texts would be the discrediting of
the line of Aaron that we have posited during the Tribal

League as a result of unsuccessful skirmishes with the

powerful Mushite line (cf. Exodus 32 ete.).

8. Hebron - Uzziel - Kohath and Kohath (alone)

These three branches of Levites mentioned in 1 Chron-
icles 15 would seem to be related to the Aaronides and
Korahites before them, since we have connected the Aaronides
with Hebron and Kohath, and the Korahites with Kohath. Our
connection of Uzziel with Kohatp is based upon the genealogies
in Numbers 3; Exodus 6; and 1 Chronicles 5:27-41, which in
this case may represent the historical situation.

Iﬁ 2 Chronlcles 29 these groups have seemingly all

merged into Kohath.

9. Amram, Izhar, Hebron, Uzzlel
These are the stylized groups of Kohathites as they
were conceived of in the late monarchy (cf. A.1ll above). That

they do not represent historical groups which precede ifoges,

26

' Cf, Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel,
1100 ’
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Aaron, and Korah by a generation we have already contended in
our study of the genealogies (r.B.C.D.) Although 1 Chron-
icles 26, which purports to come from the "fortieth year of
David's reign" (verse 31), states that Izharites and Hebron-

27

ites served as officers and Judges, references to Amran,
Izhar, Hebron, and Uzziel are rather sketchy in our narrative
sources (cf. references to the city Hebron; alsc notices about
the Hebronites in Numbers 26:58a and 1 Chronicles 15)., This
further underlines our contention about their ahistorical form.
Once they had been established in the stylized form in

Document A-B, however, they became the springboard for the

late genealogical work of P and the Chronicler (cf. I.D).

C. The Line of Marari

1. Merari26
cf. A.l avove, plus
1 Chronicles 26 (Xohath-Merari) and
2 Chronicles 34:12 (iferari-Kohath)

2, Ithamar29
a) Genealogies -
. Exodus 6
Exodus 28:1
Numbers 3:2; 26:58b-60
1 Chronicles 5:27-41
1 Chronicles 24:3 Ithamar —»(El1l)-» Ahimelech
Note: All these genealogles call Ithamar a son of Aaron.

However, see our discussion in I.C.4 where we saw

27Mazar, Sunplements to Vetus Testamentum, VII, 197f, finds
this to fit the period of the Levitic cities.

'28Gunneweg, 169, 29Gunneweg, 159.
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this as a secondary connectlon,
b) Other sources
. 13 .
; ' Exodus 33:21 -~ Levites serve under Ithamar
i o at tabernacle
: : o Leviticus 10 -~ HMoses unhappy with hilg ser-
i} vice (verse 15)
Numbers 4:23 - Leader of Gershonites
Humbers 4:33 - Leader of Herarites
Numbers 7:9 = ILeader of ierarites
" ¢) Comment
The sources place Ithamar in the Desert Period.
Ithamar is never connected with Kohath in the narratives.
Therefore his connection with Kochath in the genealogies
appears secondary. The narratives connect him both with the
Gershonites and Merarites, but more prominently with the
Merarites. Again, though our connection of Ithamar with
Merari 1s tenuocus, it is not without. some support; and since
‘Merari has no other known descendant in the Desert Period,
we feel confident in connecting Ithamar with him.
The conhection between Ithamar and Gershon in
Numbers 4:28, and indirectly in 1 Chronicles 24:3 (considering
‘Ahinmelech to be a Gershonite), as well as the connection of
Mushi (a Gershonite) with Merari in so many of the genealogies
may be explained by the_apparently close and friendly relations
between the Gershonite/ilushite Levites and the HMerarite/

Ithamarite Levites.

3. Libnites

A Levitic group mentioned in Numbers 26:58a. It 1s
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probably to be connected with the cit& Liéhah conquered by
Joshua in Joshua 10:29f, Hence, the Levitic Libnites prob-

. ably date toc the Tribal League.30 Their connection with

Merari/Ithamar cannot be clearly established; but by employing
a process of elimination (all the other groups of Numbers
26:58 already having been assignéd) we can say that the con-

nection 1s at least possible, 1f not prabable.gl

4, Merari, Elizaphan
Here, toco, these are the only groups mentioned in
1 Chronicles 15 that are unassigned. Hence, we suggest a
connection going back to HMerari, At least the Merari of
1 Chronicles 15 would thus seem to be corractly connected
with Merari ben Levi,

These same two groups are listed in 2 Chronicles 29,

- Then Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun are also added, Tnese last

three may represent groups going back to David's time, but

it is hazardous to maintaln that the stylistic genealogles

30¢cr, A,7 above; Mbhlenbrink, 194-196; Waterman, JAOS

IVII, 378f.

5180mewhat disturbing for our connection of Libnl with
Merarl is the assignment of the city Libnah to the sons of
Aaron in Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles ©. However, it is
possible that by the time the Levitlce cilties were inaugurated
(perhaps during the reizn of David or Solomon) the Libnites
no longer lived 1n Libnan, but because of thelr ecarly connec-
tion with the city the name still clung to them, Perhaps
they moved amongs the Gershonites, since in Document A-B Libni
is connected to Gershon. The Danites of Judges 17-18 are
another example of a pcople who moved from thelr original home
but still retained its name,
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in 1 Chronicles 6:18-32 are historically correct in their
assignment of Heman to Kohath, Asaph to Gershon, and Ethan

to Merari,

5. Mahli and iushi
Historlcally we would expect lushi with Gershon,
but we have here reached the point of stylized, ahistorical

groupings (ef. A.11 and B.9).
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Speclal Note on Group Terminologies

"Levites" i1s a term that can be used in eilther a broad
sense including all the descendants of Gershon, Kohath, and
HMerari, or in a narrow sense referring to the iushites and/or
Merarites.

"Tevites" seems equal to Mushites in Exodus 32. In Exodus
38:21 it may be equivalent to Merarites, since Iﬁhamar is
called thelr leader, and he isg elsewhere the leader of the
Merarites (Numbers 4:33; 7:8). Likewlise, in the oldest strand ‘
of Numbers "Levites" seems to mean !ushites. In Chronicles,
in the terminology ("priest and) Levites,"” the term "Leviktes"
refers to non-Zadokites (i.e. probably Hushites and/or Merarites),
~and this is probably the meaning of Levites in Ezekiel as well,

In Deuteronomy the editor has had to differentiate two
groups of non-Zadokite Levites in two different periods. He
calls the older group "Levitical priests," though surely this
is only D's term for a group equivalent to the Mushite and/or
Merarite Levites. His term "Leyiteé" would then refer to
Levites of the same pedigree (that is Hushite/ilerarite) as the
Levitical prilests but who lived at a different time and under
far diffefent conditlons than the Levitical prlests.

"Sons of Aaron," (P)32 "Zadolkites" (Ezekiel) and "the
priests" (cf. especially the Chronicler) we take to refer to

essentially the same group, i.e. the descendants of Kohath

32p ¢ould not use "Zadokites," since he was purporting to

talk about the Descrt Perica, when Zadok had not yet been pdorn,
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(though as we have seen, the Korahites may have belonged to

this group also).
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CHAPTER IV

THE HISTORY OF THHE PRE-EXILIC LEVITES IN THE LIGHT OF
CHAPTERS I-III
Hote: Throughout this section the results of Chapters I,
I1 and III will be assuned, and only where it

seens necessary willl cross references to the first
three chapters be made.

A, The Desert Periad

Note: The sources for the Desert Period are JE and

certain sections of P, especially in Numbers.l

The history of the "sons of Israel" begins, properly

speaking, when they Jeft Egypt and became an independent

2

people. However, some years passed before Isrzel settled

"down in a land of its owm. The 01d Testament is filled with
references to these intervening years, a time when Israel

3

wandered in the desert. It is in the earliest traditions

of this period that one first hears of Levites who serve as

lF.M. Cross, Jr., BA, X, 52, states: "While the Priestly
account is schematized and ideslized, and while the Priestly
writers read the theological interpretations and historical
developaents of later ages into their systenm, nevertheless,
Priestly tradition rmust be dcemed an important nistorical
witiess to tine sosaic Age." See also Cross! comment on p. 59,

QE.g., gee tne approach of B. W. Anderson, Understanding
the 01d Testament (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 150C), 150f.

3cr, ertin Noth, Ucberllieferungzogseschichte des Pentateuch,
62f and 127Cf, who calls this period "Fuhrung in der wuste..
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priests. 1In fact, lioses, Israel's leader in the Desert Perlod,

was considered to be a Levite (Exodus 2:1).4

There were three main Levitic grcups in the Deseré
Period: ~ Gershonites, Kohathites, and Merarites (cf. Numbers
3:21—3"} 10:17, 21). They took their names from their
eponymous ancestors Gershon, Kchath, and llerari, the sons of
Levi ben Jacob/Israel. As we contended in Chapter III,

Moses was the chief of the Gershonites, Aaron and Korah of
the Kohathites, and Ithamar of the Mefarites.

“According to JE (Exodus 2:16-22), Moses married Zipporah,
the daughter of a Midianite priest.b That the priesthood of

IHoses was henceforth closely connected with ilfidian's is

r—

Ll

]|
“Leroy Waterman, JAOS, IVII, 37¢, and "Jacob the For-
gotten Supplanter,” AJEL, LV (nﬂ?’), 34, calls this passaze
secondary and there;oLe denies that ifloces was & va“;e. Hov-
ever, T. J. Heek, "Hoses and the Levites," AJSL, LVI (1939),
113~1106, upholds lMoses' Levitic ancestryy. .ic pelieves that
Exodus 2:1 Tits well into E. He sees support for this
position in 1 Chronicles 5:29; 23:13, lizodus 0:20, and HNumbers
26:59, He further believes tnat ’VK lsvdk in Dbutoronony 33:8
refers to loses; that “Iushi’ in Numbers 20:58 is a gentilic
of Hoses: and that Judmes 15:30 orizinally ?aV“ a epealogy
going back to Moses. Cunneuwey, 65-50, taies "Levite' to oe
originally an appellative rather than an ethnic term. Accord-
ingly, he considers iloses to be a "Levite," regordless of
whether his parents belonged to Levitic circles or not.,

=0

SHe is called Reuel in Exodus 2:18 and Nwibers 10:29.

Otherwlse he is called Jethro (3:1; 4:18; 18:1£ff). A possible-

way out of the difficulty is to consider Reuel a clan name and
Jethro his personal name. Another complication is that 1ﬁ
Nuwabers 10:25, Judzes 1:10, and 4:11 ilobab 1s called lioses

- father-in-law. ‘“Father-in-luaw,” however, can be translated

"son~in~law" by a simple change in the Hebrew vowcls. Accord-
ingly, toth Jethro and lvbab would be Trom the rlidianite clan
of Reuel, and Jethro would be floses' father-in-law ond Hobab
his son-ln-law. CI., W. P, Albright, "Jothro, Hobab and Reuel
in Early Hebrew Traditilon," CBQ, XXV {1963), 1-11.

e et R
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suggested by Exodus 18:12 (JE), where in a cultic meeting of .
Israel and the lMidianites the dominant pertner was Hidian
(probably representing Moses, since ioses is not anong
'Israel's representatives), while Aaron and the elders of
Israel appeared as guests.

Only two sons are attributed to kMoses and Zipporah:
Gershom/n and Eliezer (Exodus 18:37). Of Cershom/n we lnow
very little, except that he was the ancestor of Jenathan, the
priést of nortiern Dan (Judges 17-18). Eliezer/Eleazar, how-
ever, ovecame Israel's chiefl priest after louses! death.7

The Levites appear to have been prilests already when
Israel left IEgypt, for we sec #oses sacrificing at Sinai

Exodus 24:6,8). Some time later the priesthood of the
Gershonite/iushite and Merarite/Ithagarite Levites was for-
‘malized.a |

Aaron was another Levite (Exodus 4:14) who dates to the

Desert Periocd. He was of the Kohathite line (cf. the

OCcf, Phyllis Bird, "The Traditions of Hoses' Father-in-
Law: Their Origin and Function” (unpublished seminar paper)
(Cambridsze: Harvard University, 1964), 17.

Tce, IIT.A.3.4 above for full listing of data.

8Cf. Exodus 32:25-29 and Deuteronony 10:7-&. Exodus 32
takes place at Sinail, whille Deoutcronomy 1C:7-3 says that Levi
was set apart "to carry the ark..., to stand before Yahweh to
minister to him" at Jotbatihiah; eof. Numbers 33:33L, Iither
one or both may be correct. At all events the Levites appear
as the only legltimate priesthiood from the Desert Perlod on.
Cf. FEduard Nielsen, "The Levites in Ancient Israel,” Annual of
Swedish Theologleal Institute, ed, Hans rosimala et al,
(Lelden, 1504), 11, 17-20.
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genealogies). As a Levite he performed priestly duties.
Exodus 18 describes a culitic meal at which Aaron is one of
the representatives of Israel. Exodus 32 (cf. Ixcursus after
II.A,3 above), houever, is our chief source for a description

very bad

o)

of Aaron's priesthood. IiHere he is pregented in
light, He led Israel in unorthodox religious practices for
which he was berated by iloses. As a result of this incident
tihie Aavonite Leviftes were virtually read out of the priest-
hood,9 and the Levites (i.e. Gershonite/iushite and tierarite/
Ithamarite lines) became the dominant priests. The Aaronides,
however, were not annihilated. Rather they merely went into
isolation,lo only to cmerge later as the Zadokites.

Another story about rivalry between Moses and Aaron
and/or iiriam is contained in Mumbers 12 (JE). The incident
is set at Hazeroth. Hiriam and Aaron criticized ¥oses for
his choice of a Cushite wife, perhaps a reference to Zipporah
(Exodus 2). Moses was vindicated by Yehweh himself, and
Miriam was punished with leprosy for seven days. |

Henée, P's account is not historicszlly accurate when it
attributes the main priestly duties of the Desert Period,

especially the supervision. ol the tabernacle, to Aaron and

9cr. Waterman, JAOS, IVII, 37S.

10prter the Conquest they made Mebron their home, CF,
our analysis in Chapter IIL, Newman, The People of the
Covenant, 95, belicves that Exodus 32:25-29 siould probably
be associated with Kadesh, He thinks certain tribes went
directly nortn from Hoadesh and conguercd southn
and that their priests, who were Aaronides, centered at licbron
(pp. 101, 107, 139).

7

‘
<
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his sons. This is not to deny that Israel had a movable
shrine duvring the Desert Peripd.ll The priests who served at
Israel's movable shrine or tabernacle were, however, not the
Aaronides but the Levites (i.e. Gershonite/iusnhite and

Merarite/Ithamarite Levites). They carried the tabernacle

nd its furnishings, set 1t up and took 1t down, and encamped

)

S o)

around it (Numbers 1:47-53; &:23-26),

The camp arrangemenﬁ of the Israelites as descrlibved
in Numbers 2-3 may be essentially correct for the Desert
Period.12 In this description the famnily of lloses (ct. our
discussion in II.F.3) is directly in front, i.e., on the
castern side, of the tabernacle, and the rest of the

Gershonites are behind it, 1.e., on the vest. The Merarites

were saild to be on the north and the Kohathites on the
l")
south, >
£ 3 ; , 4 3 A0
Eleazar/Elilezer is salid to be the nasi’over the n si’in

11Two terms Jare used Ffor the movable shrine: ’dohel 3<Ed
(JE and P) and mifkan (only P). Cf. Cross, LA, X 053 Newnan,
The People of the Covenant, 558f.3; and Arnull uhbpuke, AL
IXITE, 82Tf. Cross, 01, also shows that one motive of the
tabernacle as described by P derives from the desert. Cf. also
Menahem Haran, "Snhlloh and Jerusalem: The Crigin of the
Priestly Tradition in tine Pentateuch,'" JBL LXXXI (is02), 17-19.
DeVaux, Ancient Israel, 2¢1-302, shows that both the ark and
the tent existea in the Desert Period,

12cross, BA, X, 55, calls it "heavily idcallzed" but
says it "may reflect the battle formation of Isracl both vefore
and after the Conquest." Cf. also Kuschke, 90.

2 - IA ~
137he statements concerningz the n€s1’im of the three
groups and the outer ring ol tribes orooaoly reflect the perlod
of the Tribal League. bf Kuschke, G0-Y9, and Noth, Das

System..., 151{r. ‘ -
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of the groups of Levites (fumbers 3:32; cf, 4:16). Though
-
the name nisi’ is Tribal League terminology, as Noth has

Shown,14

the statement may nevertheless be accurate in its
portrayal bf Eleazar as the chief Levite after Moses, He
elso comlssioned Joshua to be Moses' successor (Nunbers
27:18-23); and, like his fabher loses, he was a military
leader as well as a pricst (Nunbers 31:1-12; cf. Numbers
10:8f, Deutcronomy 20:1-4),

The leader of the ilerarites was probably Ithomer (MNuwa-
bers 4:33; 7:8). The fact that he is once (4:238) called the
leader of the Gershonites probably Indicates the close rela-
tionshin and virtual nerging of the ilerarites into the
Gershonites after the exclusion of the Aaronides from the
Levitical priesthood {cf. Exodus 32).

The Korahites were another braﬂch of Kohathite Levitcs.

Numbers 16 (P) records an incident at Kadesh. The Xorahite

w

opposed the iMushites; but, likce the Aaronides, they were
‘punished and demoted; though according.to Nunbers 20:11 taey
" continued to exist as a EY0Up..

Toward the end of the Desert Period we see another
‘Muéhite, Phinehas ben Eleazar/£liezer, coming into prominence,
He was a military leader (31:1-12) and was also promised a
"perpetual prilesthood" (25:6-18). According to Joshua 24:33

and Judges 20:28 he eventually became the successor of

1l‘lNoth, Das System..., 151-162,




~257~

Eleazar/Fliezer and the chief priest in charge of the ark
at Bethel,
| Legislatlon concerning support for the Levites is
already placed in the context of the Desert Periocd by P (cf.
Nuwabers 7:1-0; 18:21~24; 31:30, 47), but it certainiy dates
no earlier than the Tribal League,

It is difficult to localize many of the events of
the Desert Period, but one place does stand out--Kadesh.
The rebellion of Korah occurred there, and Deuteroncmy 33: 8

says tThat L“Vl was tested at Hassah-ieribvan; i.e., Kud“Shc

150f. wanan The Pesnle of the COV;1¢~+, T, 97,
Sigo Lehming, "Massa und wcriva, " o "“Iﬁfl 51), T1-7T;
and MNielgen, Anmual of Tonc Sunediasl REEasE quthuie,
IIL, 19, think wmassah-deridban means “Ver ucaung .’ (=orial).
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B. The Tribal League {including the reign of Saul)

Note: The main sources for this period are found in
Joshua, Judges, 1 Samuel and parts of Deuteronony.

The question as to whether '"Levite" is an ethnic or
functional appellative has been delayed until now. However,
from our discussion it 1s rather obvious that we consider
the Levites to be mainly a group or groups related by bloocd.
This does not necessarily mean that 'Levite" is per se an
ethnic term, It can also be a designatilon for a group that,
though related, had a common function, and who, because of
the common function, recelved the name, This seems to be the
case with the Levites, for according to Albright the term
lawiyu, from which he derives "Levite," means "a person

pledged for a debt or vow (to Yahweh)."3 In other wofds, a

le. Eduard Nielsen, Annual of the Swedish Theological
Institute, III, 25, concerning Deuteronomy as a source ior

- the Tribal League.

2Albright, ARI, 109, 1is surely right, however, in pointing
out that one could be adopted as a memver of the Levites as well
as be born to them. IHis prime example of such an adopted Levite
is Samuel, :

3In 1941 w. P. Albriﬁht proposed a common etymology for
both the Biblical 18wT and the Minaean 1w’ /1w’t namely, a NV
Semitic word Jaw1qu. For the possible Canaanite occurrence of
lawiyu see Albright, The VocaILHation of the Egyptian Orthog-
raphy ("American Oriental Series, " 5; New Haven, l;gﬂ), pP. O,
n., 16. For the connection between lawiyu and 13wt and lw’ see
Albright, Archacology and the Relision of Israel, pp. 109 - and
204f, n., 42, The probanle development from NW bemitic to
Hebrew was: lawiyu > *liwyu »%*1lcw, plus the gentililc —l>led¢.
The development being thus, the gentilic would indicate that
the Levites were a class performing a common function and not
an ethnic group. The development from NW Semitic to North-
¥linaean went via the Aramalc, where at an early date inter-
vocalic y changed to s, and this Aramaic word was then borroved
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Levite, etymologically speaking, was a priest.)4

It 1s therefore our position that each of the‘major
groups or clans of Levites (Gershon, Xohath, Herari)
constituted a blood relationship within themselves but not
necessarily between them., Thus Moses and Aaron would not
have to be related, though the late genealogies make them
brothers. But they were both Levites in the sense that they

were both priests. Or to put it differently, a clan

by the North Minaeans in the Persian period. By comparing

the use cof the idinaean with the Neo-Babylonian word lamutanu

and law(tinu (also loan-words from the Aramaic) and The

biblical I&wdh, "to borrow" (hif‘il - "to lend"), Albright
concludes that lawiyu meant "a person pledged for a debt or

vow. This position was also held by Grimme and Pedersen, cf.
Eduard Nielson, Shechem (2nd ed.; Copenhagen, 1959, 255). In
1834 and 1907-1910 the words lw’ and lu:t were found in idinaean
inscriptions at el-¢Uld, tihe ancient Dedan, in Horthern Arabia.
For a bibliography of the original publications of thes%
Minaean inscriptions see Roland de Vaux, "1rdvites! iindens et
Lévites Israélites, " Lex Tua Veritas: Festschrift fir Hubert
Junker, ed. Heinrich Gross and firanz .ussner (urier, igol), 205,
vlainy scholars have considered these words to be related to
Levi/Levite of the Bible, and on the basis of these inscriptions
they maintain that the Levitical priesthood of the Bivle had its
roots in Northern Arabla in pre-iosaic times. Since tle inaean
inscriptions are now generally dated in the Persian period or a
little later, de Vaux finds it difficult to imagine that lw’ and
lw’t were used in Arabia a thousand years before the inscrip-
tions mention them. Hence, according to this, the Israelite
Levite/Levi could have influenced the Minaean 1w’ and lw’t but
not vice versa. See de Vaux, Lex Tua Veritas..., 205-273; also
Ancilent Israel, 369f.

4Most scholars believe this conflicts with what they

feel is a secular tribe Levi in Genesis 34 and 49, Accordingly,
if "Levite" means priest, then the only connection with the
Levi of Genesis would be one of name. However, some scholars
have tried to connect the two by emphasizing that both groups
were engaged in military activity (Genesis 34 and Exodus 32§
and are therefore really one and the same (priestly) group.
gf. Nlelson, Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute, III,

0-22,
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constituted a blood relationship, and several such clans who
had the common function of the priesthood Joined together to
form the tribe "Levi."

We have had to discuss these questions before we can
consider whether or not there was a tribe of Levi in Israel's
early history. Accordingly, we can now say that the ILevites
did comprise a group of clans who, taken together, could
% have been deslgnated as a tribe.5

In the first sixty pages of his book, Das System der

zwd1lf StHmme Israels, Martin Noth deals with the'various lists

of the tribes. He finds that they generally fall into three
categories: (1) Those in which Levi is included (always in
third place); (2) those in which Levi is not preseﬁt‘but in
which Jqseph has been divided into HManasseh and Ephraim to
retain the total of twelve tribes; and (3) those in which
Levi, Ephraim, and Manasseh are all included.

The lists that Noth has gathered are as follows:

2De Vaux, Anclent Israel, 4ff, says that the clans,
once they had Joined togefner and assuned an eponymous
‘ancestor, consildered themselves as blood related, whether
or not they really were, G. E. Mendenhall, "The Hebrew
Conquest of Palestine,” BA, XXV (1962), ©9-76, sees the
essence of mambership in a tribe to be "a subjective feeling
of belonging and loyalty no doubt conc¢itioned by the entire
. childhood and adult experience in the zroup and the orienta-
tion and indoctrination process which 1s an inevitable
concomitant of a close-knit group in constant conpetition
and conflict with outside groups" (p. 70).
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LISTS WITH LEVI

Gen.35:23-26
Gen.29:31 Gen.49: Deut.27: and Ex.1l: Gen,46: 1 Chron. Ezek.U48:
~-30:24 1-27 iaf 2~ 8-25 2:1-2 31-5
Jﬂl Reuben Reuben Reuben Recuben Reuben Reuben
2 Simeon < . Simeon Simeon Simeon Simeon Simeon Judan
Leah ( 3 Levi %r%%gg Levi Levi Levi Levi Levi Levi
4 Judah Judah Judah Judah Judah Judah Josenh
Bilhah {'5 Dan Zchulon Issachar Igsachar ggsachar Issachar BenJamin
(Rachel) { 6 Naphtali Issachar  Joseph Zebulon Zebulon Zebulon Dan
Zilpah {‘7 Gaa Dan Benjamin Joseph Gad Dan Simeon
(Leah) & Asher Gad Reuben Benjamin Asher Josepn Issachar
Leah (O Issachar Asher Gad Dan Joseph Benjamin Zebulon
'llo Zebulon Naphtali Asher Napntall BenJjamin Naphtalili Gad
Dinah Zebulon Gad Dan Gad ' Asher
Rachel 1l Joseph Rachel {3oseph Dan Agher Naphtali Asher Naphtali
12 Benjamin Tribes Benjamin Naphtall
LISTS WITHOUT LEVI
. Num,2:3-31
Num,26: Num.1: & 10:14-28 Num. 1: Josh.,13- Num.,34: Ezek 48 Num,.13:
5-51 20-43 & 7:12-83 5-15 19 14-20 1-29 4-15 Judges 5
1 Reuben Reuvben Judan Reuben Reuben Reuben Dan Reuben Ephraim
2 Simeon Simeon Issachar Simeon Gad Gad Asher Simeon Benjamin
3 Gad Gad Zebulon Judah Eilanassen ilanasseh MNaphtalil Judah Machir
L Judah Judah Reuben Issachar dJudah Judah Manasseh Issachar Zebulon
5 Issachar Issachar Simeon Zebulon Ephralm Simeon Ephraim Ephralim issechar
6 Zebulon Zcbulon Gad Ephralim Wilanasseh BenJamin Reuben Benjamin Reuben
7 Manasseh Ephraim  Ephrain Manasseh Denjamin Dan Judah Zebulon Gilead
8 Ephraim Manasseh [lanassch Benjamin Slmeon Manasseh BenJamin  Joseph Dan
9 Benjamin Benjamin Benjamin Dan Zevulon Erhrain Simeon llanasseh  Asher
10 Dan Dan Dan Agher Issachar Zebulon Issachar Dan Zebulon
11 Asher Asher Asher Gad Asher Issachar Zebulon Asher Naphtali
12 Naphtali Naphtali Naphtalil Naphtall ©Naphtall Asher Gad Naphtali :
Dan Naphtall




COMEINED LISTS

1 Chronicles 1 Chronicles 1 Chronicles Deuteronomy
12:24-33 27:16-22 2~-8 33
1l Judah | Reuben Judah Reuben’
2 Simeon Simeon Simeon Judah
3 Levi Levi Reuben Levi
4 Benjamin Judah Gad Benjamin
5 Ephraim Issachar Manasseh Joseph: Ephraim-
Manasseh
6 ianasseh Zebulcon Levi Zebulon
T Issachar Naphtall Issachar Issachar %\
8 Zebulon Ephraim Benjamln Gad b
Q Naphtali Wianasseh Napihtall Dan
10 Dan Eilanasseh Manasseh Naphtali
11l Asher Ben Jamin Ephraim Asher
12 Reuben Dan Asher
13 Gad Benjamin
14

lanasseh
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The third category Noth takes to be a late harmonizing.
of the first two categories, Concerning the second category,
in which the lists do not include Levi, Noth plausibly shows
that all are dependent on either Numbers 1l:5-15 or Numbers
26:5;51. He belleves that Numbers 1:5-15 originally had Gad
in third place. Hence, the only difference between Numbers
1:5-15 and Numbers 26:5-51 is the different order of Ephraim
énd Manasseh. Noth takes Numbers 26:5-51, which puts HManasseh
first, as the older of the two forms. Noth believes that the
oldest form of category one (with Levi, Josepn still being
undivided) is found in Genesis 49:1-27. Since the Song of
Deboran in Judges 56 mentions Ephraim and Machir (=ianasseh),
Noth believes that Numbers 26:5-51 and 1:5-15 must poét~date
this Song. Hence, he dates them in the second half of the

7 Genesis 49:1-27, on the other hand,

~ period of the Judges.
must ante-date the Song of Deborah, since it still speaks of
Joseph as undivided., Tnis form of the list of the tribes
Noth dates to the very beginning of the period of the Judges.
-‘Another reason why Noth feels that the original form of these
lists must come from béfore the monarchy of David 1s his

feeling that they would have coime from a time when the tribes

were still interested in maintaining thelr individual histories.

6W. F. Albright, "The Song of Deborah in the Light of
Archaeologzy," DASOR, 62 (1930), 26-31, dates it to 1125 B.C,

Tee, q. E. Mendenhall, "Ihe Census Lists of Numbers 1
and 25," JRL, LXXVII (1¢53), 52-066, who takes these to be an
authentic list from the Period of the Judges.

8
Das System, 30f.
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% Assuming that Noth is correct in placing Genesis 49:1-27
at the begimning of the Period of the Judzges, either Levi must
have still existed as a tribe at that time, or Levi was still
remembered ag an integral member of an old Six-Tribe League
(the Leah tribes) which now formed the basis for a new Twelve-

Tribe League., Noth thinks that the latter is the case.9

According to Noth, this {irst or oldest list of the tribes

retains the memory of a secular tribe Levli which by the time

of the second list had declined to the point (ef. Genesis 34

{

and 49) where they were no longer mentioned. Gunneweg“o holds
to the first alternative, namely, that Levi did exist as a
trive in the Period of the Judzes, and that one must explain
the absence of Levl from the second category of tribal lists
in some other way than by positing its non~existence;
Gunneveg seeks to explain the difference between category one
.(with Levi) and category two (without Levi) by seeing a dif-.
ference in purpose between them. The first category he
considers to be a "Mitgliederliste" of the amphictyony
according to thelr eponynious ancestors; the second, since it
substitutes‘Ephraim and Manasseh for Joseph, he talizes as a
'geographical-political oriented list. Accordingly, because

Levi had no land, it was not included 1n the second list,

A

9Dasg System, 34. Noth also carries out the idea of
a Six-Tribte League in hils Geschichte Israels (2nd ed.;
G8ttingen, 1954), 83ff, CF, icwman, 9.

10py, s9rr.




265~

but because it was a member of the amphictyony it wasg listed
in the first group. |

Ve believe that Gunneweg has pointed In the right
direction. However, to further clarify the difference

betucen categories one and two, we would consider the first

1" !

category as a "religious” listing, that is to say, these are
the groups or trives who were to appear vefore Yahwen at the
central sanctuary three times yearly (cf. Exodus 23:17; 34:23);

s

whereas the second categzory was ''political,” meaning that

11
from these zroups men of war could be conscripted. Thus

we nhold that the Levites were recognized as one of the men-
ber tribes of the amphictyony, thouzh they owned no land and
thelr younz men did not serve in war.

According to our discussion in Chapter III, tae four
main groups of Levites during the Tribal League period were:
Mushites, Hebronites, Xorahites, and Libnites. This inform -
tion iu.QlVCﬂ in Numbers 26;58&.12 As we have contend
the idushites were the dosbendants of iHoses, the Hebronites
of Aaron, the Korahites of Korah, and the Libnites of Ithamar,

We belleve that the Hushites and Libnites were the
dominant groups and, as we shall contend, were the priests

in charge of the central sanctuary with its tent and ark,

1liendenhall, JBL, LXXVI, 52-66.

1“M&h1cnbrlnk dates the list between the Conquest and
David's reign (197,200). Vaterman, JAOCS, LVII, 373, dates
At "at least as early as the reign off “aul De Vaux,
-Ancient Isracl, 370, says ”ThLo list is very ancient, cer-
tainly prc-mondrchic....
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The Hebronites and Korahites, on the other hand, had been
discredited in the Desert Period and so served only at local
sanctuaries.

The Hebroniltes, who were Aaronides by birth, would of
course have received their name because they served a
Hebron, It is impossible %o determine where tihe Korahites
served, The Mushites were situated in the North (Dan, Kedesh,
Bethel, Shiloh--cf., III.B.G); and the Libnites, though
originally no doubt inhabitants of the Judean city of Libnan,

may have eventually merged with the Mushites (cf. III.C.3).

- .\ L . - SN
The Trival League or amphictyony as described Ty Noth
. 14 .
and ty Alvrecht Alt vias a systenm of twelve tribes organized

g

15

around a central Yahweh sancbuary. ~ To this sanctuary all

males were to make a pilgrimage (’ ») three tines a year

13pasg System,

14D1e Staatenbilduny der Israeliten in Palestlina
(Leipzig, 1G30)=KS, 1T (ddﬁcnen, 19537, 1-05.

158ada0 Asanl, "The Central Sanctuary in Israel in the
Nlnun Century B.C." (unpublished Th.D. dissertation; Cambridge:
Harvard Unthr51ty, 1964), 1-14, has summarized the shilt
from VWellhausen, who saw the CPﬂcral sanctuay J as a post-
Josianic phenomenon (Prolegomena, LL.), to today, whe
‘a cenbral sanctuary in the Feriod of the Judies is widely
accepted (cf, Albright, Archaeologzy and the Relisicn of Israel,

102-105; De Vaux, An01enL dzracl, 92f; Newman, 102-12¢; Noth,
Geschichte is:aelu, TE3710E; Yenezkel Kaufmann, The Relislon
of Isracl, trans. and abridceced by Hoshe Greenbers (Chicasmo,
19507, 256). As described by Asami, the central sanctuary
was not the sole sanctuary (cf. Dc Vaux, Ancilent Isracl,
331f), bubt it was the place whevre the official cultic activi-
tics involving the whole people of Israel ("all Israel')

took place,
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of the Judges

 feldt, "Lade und Stierbild,’ ZAW, 5o (1940/41

S
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- 6
(Exodus 23:17; 34:23; Deuteronony 10:16).1 Whether this

S5 oa

fte

central sanctuary included both the ark and the tent
17

moot point. No one who accepts the concept of the Tribal

: 18

League, however, doubts that at least the ark was involved.

For our study it is 2ls0o not necessary to decide whether the

central sanciuary remained at one place throughout the Period

19 i e .20 . .
or whether it moved around. Qur concern is

whether or not the Levites had anything to do with the central

A

sanctuary, whevever it happened to be.

The biblical booits that purport to be a history of the

16Asami, "The Central Sanctuary...,' thinks these

passages presupprose a central sanctuary, polnting cut that a
Ry was a pilgrimage (e¢f. DeVaux, Ancient Israel, 470) and that
the expression "appear before Yahuwed" ilaplies teling vresent
before the ark, i.e.,, at the central sanctuary. In spite of
these arjuments, with which we agree, Noth, Gegschichte Israels,
94, and Bright, History of Israel, 149, think the passages
refer to festivals at lucal sanctuaries.

#

Tlic

17A recent defense of the close connection vetween ark
and tent is found in Walter Beyerlein, Herkunft und Geschilchte
der altesten Sinaitraditionecn, 13377, DeVauxr, Ancicnt Israel,
302, agrees. However, Newian, The People of the Covenant,
O5-T,, believes they were not connected,

18

Otto Eiss-
II, 202ff,

Cf. Hartin Noth, Geschichte Isracls, 83f;
19Tmis 1s the position of Asaml, 29-35; Alb
and Rel., of Israel, 103; and Haran, JBL, LXXXI, 2

right, Arch,
L.

2ONoth, Geschichte Isracls, SOLL, mentlons Shechen
(Devuterconony 11:20-52; 2.:41-20; dJoshua 8:30-35; 24:1-20),
Bethel (Judges 20-21), Gllgzal {Joshua 3-5), and Shilon as
cltlies whici at various tlmes served as the place oi the

central panctuary. . J. Kraus, Gotteandienst in Icracl-

Grundriss einer alttestamentlichen Auliscschichate (..unchen,
1902), 1/2-174, agrees, Cf, also beVaux, Ancienc Israel,
302-311,
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- Period of the Conguest and the Judges are Joshua, Judzes, and

part of 1 Samuel. However, the Deuteronomic editor was evi-
dently not primarily interested in the priesthood, for we
find only scattered references to the Levites.

Since these books are part of the Deuteronomic History,
we would expect to find the same terminology used here as
in Deuteronomy, and this is in fact the case. However, this
does not necessarily mean that Deuteronony's terminology
actually was used in the Tribal League, Rather 1t is the
Deutercnomic editor's way of referring to certain groups
of priests and/br Levites of the time. Hence, wWe belleve
that when he speaks about "Levitical priests” he is actually
referring to the iMushites and Libnites that we have just
discussed., |

Joshua 3:3 says that ”Levitical priests” carried the
ark as the Israclites crossed the Jordan.21

The seven priests who carried the ark around Jericho
(Joshua 6) are not called "Levitical priests.'" However,

since these priests carry the ark, as in 3:3, the writer

2lyerses 8, 13, 14, and 17 simply use the term “priests.’

,There are two possible explanations: (a) All the priests

were Levites, but only in the first instance did the writer
feel compelled to mention the word Levites; or (b) the
priests were not necessarily alil Levitces, and the term
"Levitical priests’ used in v, 3 renresents nerely the bilas
of the writer who, under the influcnce of Deuteronomy,
sought to create the impression that all the priests wvere
Levites, but he was not consistent in adding the term
"Levites” in every place where “prilests’ was used. We pre-
fer (a) above. Cf. I1I.C.1,
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must have had "Levitical priests" in mind again.

At the time of the reading of the law of ioses on
Mount Ebal and lount Gerizim (Joshua 8:36~35) it is again
the "Levitical priests" who carry the ark of the covenant.
Deuﬁeronomy 31:9-12 says that "the priests the sons of Levi'
who carried the ark were instructed to read the law every
seven yecars. Since this was to be done before "all Israel,
thls function of the Levites must have been carried out at
the central sanctuary (cf. Deuteronomy 27:9 and 27:14).

Joshua 9:27 tells how the Gibeonites (Cansanites) be-
came '"hewers of wood and drawers of water for the congregation,

and for the altar of Yahwen."

Thouzh the altar they served
is not mentioned,22 it could mean that they assisted the
Levites at the central sanctuary.

Whatever actual historical happenings may be repre-
sented in these accounts, this much is clear: Iy the tine
the Book of Joshua was written, there was in Israecl still
the memory of a tradition that connected the Levites with
the ark of the covenant and the public reading of the law
in the very earliest period of the Trikal League,

The last half of the Book of Joshua contains very iittle
narrative material. The greét tulk of these chapters is

usually considered to be later than chapters 1-12, It is

22Menahem Haran, "The Gibeonites, the Nethinim and

the Sons of Solomon's Servants,” VI, XI (1901), 161, thinks
it was at the great high place of Gibeon.
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therefore difficult to know whether it tells us anything
about the Tribal League a2t all., Iriefly, however, the
Levites are presented as priests, who as such did not re-
ceive any land as their inheritance (13:14,33; 14:3f; 18:7).
Instead they are said to have received cities to duwell in
(Joshua 21; cef. 1 Chronicles 6). There is general azreement
among scholars that the account of the Levitical cities does
not date to the Trival League;23 out that the Levites did
not have any territory of their own and thus had to be given
-

some special support by the rest of the Israelites 1s no

doubt true. The Book of Deuteronomy {18:1-5) suzsests how

2k

the Levites at the central sanctuary were supported,
Tnc Book of Joshua mentions only one individual priest,
namely, Eleazar/Ellezer, but our knowledge of him as a priest
is based mainly on other sources. We have considered him to
be a Mushite (cf, III.A4). Here he is said to be involved
in the distribution of the land (19:51) and of the Levitic
cities (21:1), though this latter statement does not fit

the Tribal League. Both acts are said to have taken place

.25 .
at Shiloh. Eleazar's death is reported to nave occurred

in Ephraim (Joohua 24:33), which also fits the theory that he

was the chief priest of the central sanchuary at Shiloh.

2BSee II.B above.

i .
2%0f. DeVaux, Ancient Israel, 380f.

‘)Jo shua 19:51 "nuCLfica11y says that the digtribution
of the land took place "before Yahweh," 1.e. before the ark
of the central sanctuary.
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There is gome indication in our texts that the Kenites
were connected with the Levites in the earliest perilod of
the Trival League. Hobab the Kenite is called :loses' father-

~ .
26

in law/son-in-law. That the relationship between the

Kenites and Levites was not Jjust one of intermarriage wut

. of common priestly function is suggested by Judges 1:

e

and 4:11, which we have discussed above. 27 Yo precapitulate,
the Kenites prowvably founded a sanctuary at Arad at about

the time when the Israelitce tribes were first moving into

the land, JSomewnat later trney Iounded a sanctuary in the

(s}
20

Nortn near Xedesh. Hence, the Kenltes/fushites would
have been in control of a nortncrn sanctuary very early in
tne Trival League period. If Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles 5

are accurate, Kedest

»

eventually %Zecame a Levitic city

)

assigned to the Gershonites, which according to our theoi)

%

is anotiher name for sushites.

Judges 17-13 gives the account of how a Levite pecame
the priest ofAHOrthern Dan., According to the HMassoretic
Text, this Levite had been "a young man of Eethlehem-Judah,
of the clan of Judah...and he sojourned there” (17:7). The

versions and commentators alike have had difficulty explaining

20
~

how a Levite could also belong to the clan of Judah, Perhaps

.\

206e. IV.A footnote 5. 2711.¢0.2.,

o8, o .
““They may have continued to serve the sanctuary at
Arad as well,

29ce. G. E. Moore, Judges, 383f, Strauss, 98-100,
Gunn@weg, 14-20,

e
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the text of the llassoretlc Text does not intend to say that

b

the Levite in question was a tlood aember of the trive of

Judan, but simply that he lived there. Cf course, there nay

,

have ween some cases of people who were non-Levites by pirth

fex

but who "became” Levites when they were adopted into the
e 0
pr1esznood.3
The name of the Levite is given in 18:30, namnely,
.. X oy . . 31 .32

Jonatihan ben Gershom ten sioses, Charles Hauret does not
feel the genealogy at the end of the story 1ls an intrusion,

as do many other scholars, btutv thnat 1t is an ancient tradl-
tion prescrved in the priestly circles of the sanctuary of

Dan., He also defends Jonathan against the charges Dy

scholars who would make him "cunning, " "greedy," "ungrateful,’
and "ambitious," Haurebt maintalins that, if Jonathan was not

the most virtuous prilest, ne at least had the merit of abllity.

N

Hauret further believes that Jonathan may have been an actual
grandson of iloses, because the migration of tvhe Danit
harmonizes well with the beginning of the Period of the

Judges.

30Albright, Arch, and Rel, of Israel, 1C9.

31Niplsen, Shechom, 272, oelieves the name Jonathan and
his gencalogy to we wased upon 'solid hissorical traaition,”
Charlc Hauret, 100f, believes the same genealozgy was
originally found in L7 which now ends v B “¥a. In hw?
he sces a remnant of yhwntn, and gr-$a can ol course be read
as "Gersnhom." Hence, nc¢ Linds in 17:/ the followinz descrip-
tion of cur pricst: "A young man--of Bethlehem Judan--of the
clan of Judah--a Levite--Jonathan~-a scn of Gershom.”

32

P, 103f,
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The Levite Jonathan is seen moving fron Beth! ehem-
Judah to Erhraim., There he was qulickly taken 1in as the
priest of the Ephraimite Micah, who up till fhen had used
his own son as a priest. This shows that from the bezinning
of the period of the Judses Israelites looked upon the
Levites as the appointed representatives of VYahwism and as

-

specialists of the cult.33 Mical
of a Levite in hils house as a pledge of the blessing of
Yahweh (17:13). No doubt the Levites enjoyed this position
of prestige because they were the.priescs of the avi of the
covenant,

Judges 18 continues the story of Micalhi's priest,
Jonathon the Levite. Here 1t is renorted how the Dahites on

oy de

their nigraticn northward virtually stole Jonathan, because

in their ncw home they wished the services of a priestly

techniclan who could declare to them the divine intentions

o

(18:5) and who would be qualified to set up and care for a
34
sanctuary, Thus whether in Ephraim where he scjourned, or

in the tribe where he set up his {inal home, the role,

33Hauret, 109,

34Deuoi ce the many features of the Danite migration
which gseem highly unethical (they massacre, buwm and pillage

--18:27; and they robbed a priest and sacred relics~—13:l9f),

Haurct, 111, believes tThese things ave to Le oxp octed in
times of migration and that they still worshinped Yahweh
alone and that the new sanctuary of Dan prob y ria“u,us
one of the Cansanites., Ilauretc, 1120, belileves furthoer that
18:31b, which implies that the orthedox place of worshlp
during the existence of Dan's Qunnbua“y {with its lmage >) was

('\ t

Shiloh, 18 a sccondary addition of a partisan of the Zadokite

priesthood of Jerusalem,

R S VAT TS T A



-27h-

5

Ly

importance, and benefits of Levitism were appreciated.

If Judges 17-18 is any indication, Levites were scarce
during the period of tThe Trihal League. This is under-

standable 1f their major function was caring for {the central

5 their

o)

sanctuary with the tent and arl, Only sradually,
numbers gsrew, would some Levites be free to serve at local
sanctuaries. |

Judges 19-20 gives another story of a Levite. He
was from Ephraim and he took a mistress from Bethlehem-Jdudah.

When the Benjaminites of Gibeah raped nis nistres

163
Ui
165}
t
Q

she died, the Levite sent picces of her throushout the land
to stir up the rest of the trives to avenge the crine,

Horrified by the deed (19:30), the rest of the Israclites

o>

spontaneously rallied to the side of the Levite, and they

gathered at Bethel to inquire of God (20:13,25).3o

*.h

It is stated that the aric was at Bethel and that it
was served by Phinebas (cf. III.A.0). He was the son of
Eleazar/Eliezer and the grandson of Moses. If our analysis

thus far has been corrcct, Phinehas was the chiefl priest of

the central sanctuary37 in Ephraim, while his "cousin"

' 35Hauret, 109, .
36Judges 20:1,3 says that they zgathered at ilizpah.
37The central sanctuary may have been at Shiloh (ef.

Judges 18:31), but the ark may have moved in time of battle.
This could explain the prescnce of the ark at Bethel.
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Jonathan was the chief priest of the sanctuary of northern
Dan.38 Assuning that this Phinehas was a Levite, we here

have information which corrobvorates the picture given in
Joshua, namely, that the most important Levites were in charge
of the central sanctuary and 1its ark., Here we have the added
information that the Levites at the central sanctuary are
consulted before battle is joined against an enemy (Judges

20:18,23, 26-23). To serve at the central sanctuary meant

to stand before Yahweh (lipng yhwh) and his ark (20:23). It

s s ; P, S . ; . :
is interesting that lipn€ yhuli seems to be a technical tern

meaning to be at the central sanctuary before the ark, where

Yahwich was also thouzht to be, for in 20:18 the Israeclites

- = A . I
consulted be’lohim; in 20:23 they wept lipne yhwh and con-

. . . - . R
sulted byhwh; in 20:20 they wept and sacrificed lipne yhuh;

and in 20:27 they consulted byhwh at the ark of the covenant

-

. - . — - D am
when Phinchas (20:28) served as the priest Gmed 1°panayw

(i.e. étanding before him=Yahweh, or it=the ark).

This, however, does not exhaust our material for the
period of the Tribal League. In recent years there has been
a strong reaction agzgainst Dellette's and Wellhausen's dating

of Deuteronomy to the Seventh Century B.c.39

381f the incident of Judges 19-20 dates to the latter
part of the period of the Judges, then Albright (guoted in
Jacob . Myers, The Book of Jud=es ("IB," II; Nashville:
Abinpgdon, 19533, clcef, is probaply correct in saying that tnis
is a Phinehas II (Phinehas III velny the son of Eli--
1 Samuel 1).

390f. Wellnhausen, Prolegomena, 9.‘
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_ Lo
In his Studles in Deuteronony Gerhard von Rad points -

out that Deuteronomy preserves traditions older than the
final editing of the book. He goes on to suggest that the
country Levites of the Northern Kingdom were the bearers of

4y
these traditions. He makes the same conclusion about some

42

material in the Holiness Code. G. E. Wright has accepted
von Rad's conclusions,g3 and ne has emphasized even more
strongly than von Rad that many of the Levites were teachers.
of the law rather than altar clergy,

J. A, Emertonu5 has rejected Wright's view that
Deuteronomy makes a sharp distinction between Levites who
vere altar-priests and those who taught. Rather, he favors
the view that all Levites (before Josiah) possessed priestly

status and were connected with sanctuaries, In II.B above

"we have argued against Emerton.

LlO o = - ,.ﬂ. - N . R N
Trans. David Stalker ("Studies in Plblical Theology,"

9; London, 1956). A recent attack on von Rad's view has been
made by Hoshe Weinfeld, "Deuteronomy--The Present State of
Inquiry," JBL, LXXXVI (1¢b7), 249-262. The prescnt writer does
not agree with Weinfeld's thesis that Deuteronomy would have
received its covenantal structure more readily at the hands

of royal scribes than in the cult.

b1

42Von Rad, p. 31.

i
t3imhe Book of Deuteronomy: Introduction and Exegesls,"
IB (Nashvilie, 1953), II, 3206.

Von Rad, pp. 66f. Cf. also DeVaux, Ancient Israel, 333,

quB, II, 413f, 444; "The Levites in Deuteronomy,” VT,
IV (19547, 325-330.

] ‘ o
PDnppiests and Levites in Deuteronomy," VT, XII (1952),
129-138,
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Wright believes that the Deuteronomic tradition stems
from the Shechem sanctuary where it was promulgated 1n
covenant renewal ceremonies of which Deuteronomy 27-30 (cf.
31:9-13) preserves the memory.*6 Hence, if von Rad is
correct in saying that the Levites were the bearers of the
Deuteronomic tradlition, then they would also have been en-
gaged in the reading of the law every seven years at the
central sanctuary (whethér it was Shechem, Shiloh, or
elsewhere), as we have already suggested (cf. Joshua 8:30-35;
Deuteronomy 31:9-12; 27:9,1L4),

Therefore, the very fact that so many scholars agree
to the antiquilty of the material in Deuteronomy makes 1t
legitimate to see 1 what Deuteronomy says about Levites can
be made to supplement what vie nave learned from Joshua and
Judges.

The agreement between Deﬁteronomy and Joshua-Judges
concefning the Levites is remarkable., The Levites are con-
nected with the ark in Deuterénomy 10:8 and 31:9,25, just as
in Joshua 3:3 and 8:33. They are explicitly connected'with
the covenant renewal festival at Shechem (27:14 and 31:9-11),
'paralleiing Joshua 8:33. Deuteronomy even tells us more about
what the Levites did at the covenant renewal festival: They
not only carried the ark; they also expounded the Mosalic

Torah (17:18, 27:9f; 31:9-11, 24-20).

4GWPight, I, II, 325f,
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The favorite expression for the Levites in Deuteronomy

is hkhnym hlwym (=Levitical priests).47 Wihere the ark,
which 1is élways connected with the central sanctuary, is
spoken of (10:&7), only "Levi" is mentioned. DBut by com-
paring the similar terminology in 18:5,7 and 21:5, we see
that the "Levitical priests"” are meant.

According to Judges 20:18, 23, 20-20 it was the priest
at the central sanctuary who was consulted before battle.
In Deuteronony the avility to consult Yahweh 1is attributed
to the "Levitical priests.” They render legal decisions
(17:80; ef. 19:150F; 21:5 and 24:8), and they are in charze

of the Torah (17:18).a&
ho

-

Deuteronomy 16:1-8 is a disputed passage. ~ However,
the difficulty is obviated if we consider the whole passage
as speaking about the ch1t¢ca1 priests. "All the tribe of
Levi"” (verse 1) would then be a parenthetical remark applying

only to the one part of the whole passage, namely, to the

inheritance. We might translate: "The Levitical priests

47Cf II.B for complete listing. We have suggested
that this corresponds to ilushites and Libnites of the Tribal
League period.

)

qulbrlght "Phe Judlcial Reform of Jehoshaphat,” 77,
says: "It stands to reason that the cooperation of royal
Judges and priests on the vench had peen functioning long
before the seventh century B.C.E. Ezekiel (44:24) took the
Judicial functiloning of priests as a matter of course,
Albrisht shows further, 7OIL, that priests formed an lmportant
part of the civil judiciary of Egypt for centuries before the
time of Jehoshaphat.

u)Cf preliminary remarks in II.B above, al o Nilelsen,
Shechem, 2068f,
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shall have no inheritance with Israel--of course, thié applies
to all the tribe of Levi--they shall eat the fire offerings

to Yahweh as their inheritance."”’ The rest of the passage
(verses 2-8) then refers only to the Levitical priests, the
priests who served at the central sanctuary, and it is not
talking about the Levites who served at local sanctuaries.
Accordingly, the use of "pricsts" in 18:3 must refer to
Levitical priests, and, as.can be determined by comparing
10:8, the Levites of 13:7 are also the Levitical priests of

the central sanctuary, since they are described as standing

1ipné yhwh when the country Levites (verse 6) come up to

the central sanctuary. Ve have already seen that lipng yhwh
is a technlical expression Tor the central sanctuary.

The Levites of Deﬁteronomy 27£1M are Levitical priestis
(cf. Joshua 8:33 and Deuteroncmy 31:9-11); likewise 31:25f
and 18:7. The "priests" of 17:12 are Levitical priests (cf.
17:9; i8:7; 10:7¢€); likewise 19517. The "priest' of
Deuteronom§(26 must be a Levitical priest, since he is at
the central sanctuary, “the place that Yahweh chooses" (verse
2).
' Given thilis predominance of the Levitical priests in
Deuteronomy, the "priest" of 20:2, who was to be consulted
at the time of a holy war, may be a reference to another role

of the Levitical priests (cf. Judzes 20:18, 23, 26-28).

501n light of Joshua 13:14,33 and 16:7 we read "as their
inheritance" instead of MT "and his inheritance,”" which is
awkward. ‘
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" seems

In short, the terminology "Levitical priests
to be used in Deuteronomy only of the priests of the central
sanctuary. HNo other prlests could serve there, All of the
functions ascribed to the Levitical priests were such that
could be carried on only at the central sanctuary. In
general these fell into four categories:

(1) Using Urim and 1QHMﬂ1H to obtain an oracle about
various matters (17:9,12; 1G:17; 20:2; 21:5; 24:3
~--regarding 20:2 and a@v1ce concerning holy war
cef, Judges 20:16,23, 25-28).

(2) Expounding the law of Moses 17:18; 27:9f; 31:9-11
24-26--cf., Joshua 8:30-3

(3) SGPVLHO before the ark (10:7f; 31:9,25--cf, Joshua
3:3; 0:4,12; $:33; Judges 20: 27)

(4) Sacrificingvand receiving offerings (18:1,3; 26:&).52
Though Deuteronomy 33:8-11 in its present fori seems

to be a late addition to the Blessing of i‘v‘Ioses,53 in its

content it seems to describe. the Levites in the Tribal

-5 . . . . A
League. Using the Urim and Thummimn (verse 3) corresponds

to Category (1) above., Teaching the law (verse 10) corresponds

51The Levites who were not at the central sanctuary no
doubt also engaged in expounding the law. Cf., Wright, VT,
Iv, 325-330.

521p "to serve" (srt) Yahweh includes sacrificing, then
we can include 10:8 and 21:5, The country Levites would have
sacrificed at the local sanctuaries as well.

53Pranﬁ M., Cross, dJdr., Studics in Anclent Yahwistle
Poctrx (Baltlmore. Johns Hopkins Fh.D. dissercacion, 1950), 220,

bqNJ_el.jen, "The Levites in Ancient Israel," 18, says:
"The blessing of Levi, which depicts the Lev;tos as a priestly
clan, a) is of noruhern orlgin, and b) dates back to pre-
monarchical times,)' #dhlenbrink, 229, dates it shortly before
or arter the Conquest. '
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to Category (3). Putting burnt offerings on the altar is
equivalent to (4). Only (2), serving the ark, is not men-
tioned specifically, and that could well be implled, if our
argunentation above is correct, namely, that at the central
sanctuary, where the ark was, only the Levitical priests
were involved in teaching the law.

As we begin_l Samuel, the central sanctuary is at
Shiloh, and the ark of the covenant was kept there {(4:4),
E1li and his scns, Hophnl and Phinehas, are the priests., Ve
havé sought to demonstrate that they were Levites of the
Gershonite/fushite line (cf., IL.C.3 and III.A.8). Samuel
was not a Levite by birth, but he evidently became adopted
- into the priesthood,55

‘FPirst Samuel 4 describes a declsive victory of the
Philistines over Israel. Eli's sohs died in battle, and the
ark was captured. Eli himself died after hearing the news of

the battle. Though 1 Samuel does not say so, archaeology56
and Jeremlah 7:12; 26:6 indicate.that Shiloh too was destroyed.
The loss of both the ark and the central sahctuary‘would have
drastically affected the Levites, According to 1 Samuel 6:15,
the Levites were in a position to get the ark when iﬁ was

released by the Philistines. But the ark was not put into

a central sanctuary (cf. 6:15-7:2), and we hear no more of

S5plpright, Arch. and the Rel. of Isracl, 100,

o . .
SOFor bibliography see Martin A. Cohen, "The role of
the Shilonilte Priesthood," HUCA, XXXVI (1u05), 05,
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it until David became king. Accordingly, the Levites who nad
served at the central sanctuafy now had to try to attach
themselves to local sanctuaries., Ichabod (4:21), the son of
Phinehas, disappears from the scene.

Into this situation stepped Samuel, a young Ephranmite,
who had been trained as a priest by Eli himself (1 Samuel
1-3), but who also can be reckoned as a prophet.57 He seems
to have performed the duties of chief priest in Saul's time.58
However, he apparently made no effort to bring back the ark
to a prominent place, nor did he work at a central sanctuary.
Rather we find Samuel serving at various cities (Bethel,

Gilgal, Mizpah, Ramah--7:15-17). Therefore Albright may be

‘right in concluding that Samuel diminished the role of

priests and Levites and turned to ecstatic prophets and local
sanctuaries.59

First Samuel 6:1-5 and 12:2 indicate that Samuel's sons
also served as priests or Jjudges. But we hear no more of
them,

Another priest at the time of Saul was Ahijah ben Ahitub

ben Phinehas (1 Samuel 14:3,18). Hence, we may assume that

- the line of Eli had not died out, but it played an ihsignificant

role compared to Samuel.

5Ter, w. F. Albright, Samuel and the Beginnings of the
Prophetic [Mlovement (Cincinnati:’ﬂebrew Union Colleyge)=The
Sanuel H, Goluenson Lecture, 1901,

55ye include the relgn of Saul in IV.B for convenience.

5
“Jplbright, Samuel..., 18,
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The Elides eventually established themselves at Nob
(ef. 1 Samuel 22:11)>where Ahimelech is said to have been
priest; but this i3 no doubt anofther name for Ahijah,
Ahimelech/ﬂhijah's son was Abiathar. The Elldes at Nob
were murdered by Saul, and only Ablathar escaped, e
took refuge with David (1 Samuel 22:20-23) and became

David's priest (1 Samuel 30:7).
&
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SUMMARY OF TRIBAL LEAGUE

Putting all the foregoing together we get the fol-
lowing picture:

In the desert the Levites had been given the right to

- serve the ark. DBy virtue of this they became the lieepers of

the central sanctuary in Tribal League, It became their
prerogative to expound the iosaic law as well as sacrifice
at the central sanctuary. As the Levites grew in number
not all of them could stay at the central sanctuary. This
made some available for serving at localrsanctuaries.‘,Anyu
one could be a priest at a local sanctuary, but even there
Levites were preferred. But at the central sanctuary only
ﬁhe Levites could serve. These are the "Levitical priests”
of Deuteronomy.w All these Levites seem to be descendants
of Moses and/or Ithamar. They were probably the Hushites
and Libnites mentioned in Numbers 20:58a. The Aaronides
(Hebronites) and Korahites wefe not influential during tihils
time, and ﬁe have no record of their activities. ’

We have mentloned several important Mushlite priests
during the period of the Tribal League. The question 1s
whether we can speak of a "hizh priest" during this time.
The office is described iIn P and has been almost universally

considered to be non-exlstent before the Exlle., Now some
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60 . .
scholars ™~ think the office can e documented in monarchical

times, and Alvright assuméd %theat the sanctuary at Shiloh

o
. . . . . ol
(pre-monarchical times) had its chief priest.

Hence, we come back to our suggestion made tentatively
in I.¢.D, II.C.3, and III.B.7, namely, that the gcnealogy
of Zadok in the present text of the genealogics of 1 Chron-
icles 5-0 was orizginally the genealogy of Eli, If we may

now employ this list and follow Albright's suggestion, ve

1

arrive at the following list (which is not nccessarily a

genealoyy) of " priests for the periocd of the

62
Tribal League:

Eleazar/Eliezer
Phinehas 1
Abishua

Buizki

Uzzi

Zerahiah
Meraioth
Amariah

Ahitub

Elil

* * e o

)
OO o~ O e PO -

.

If we reckon Eli's death at circa 1020 B.C. and count
each generation as twenty years, we arrive at a date of 1220
for the Conquest; which agrees with the mocdern consensus

63

(cf. our similar conclusion in I.C.7).

60R, . Raymond Abba, IDB, III, 886f.

6lp1bright, Arch. and the Rel. of Israel, 107f.
62

priest.,"

Cf, De Vaux, Ancient Isracl, 3738, re the term "high

2
GJG. E. Wrisht, Biblical Archacolosy (Philadelphia, 1957),
81, places the fall of Lachish to thic invading Israelites at
1220 B.C, Cf. De Vaux, Ancilent Israel, 375, for a discugslon
of 1 Chron. 5:29-41 as a 118t that expresses the continuity of
Zadok's line, '
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C. The Monarchical Period

Note: The main sources for the monarchical period are
2 Samuel, Xings and Chronicles. Chronicles pro-
vides much material that is not found in Saruel
and XKings, owut it has beéen axiomatic in 01d
Testament studies to regard this as being of
little value fovr the historien of pre-exilic
times. In recent yeors, however, some gcholars
have shown that at many points the Chronicler

-must be taken seriously in his deicription»of
-events dealing witin the monarchy.

Since DeWette it h been thought that Deuteronomy
describes the period just beflore Josiah, rather
thian the pre-Conquest periocd as tne rooi itselfl
claims., Ve have alrcady seen (IV,B) that some of
the material in Deuteronomy fits the Trival Lcague,
but it is no doubt tfue that part of the pook
(especialJJ the sections dealing with the cenbral-
ization of worship) describes conditions in the
monarchy.

The account concerning the Levitic cities (Joshua
21 and 1 Chronicles h) probably dates to the tine
of David or siightly later (ef. II. B), as we have
already acknowledged.

Finally, there is the possibility that much of the
P material in Exodus, Leviticus,and MNuambers, thouzgh
i1t has generally been thought to reflect post-
exilic times, zives us some information on the
monarchical period as far baci as David and Solomon,

In IV.B we suggestéd that the fall of Shiloh had a

profound effect upon the Mushite and Libnite Levites. No

6)
¥. M. Cross, Jr., and D, ¥, ¥

_Pentateuch, ' JBL, IXXX
wiPerformed inside the. Tabernacle,” Studics in the Bible ("Scripta
Hierosolymitana," VIII; Jerusalem, 1yol), 272-302; and Abbva,

1

Cf., Albright, Alexand ££; and

1
t Agalnst

r tapx Jubllee Volw
ccdman, ”Joslah's

r
56-50,

Assyria," JNES, XII (1);3),

2On P as a possible source for pre-exillc tines sce
Cross, BA, X, 52-54; Cross, 03, holds that P's tabernacle
account eflecto the tent of David. See also . IHaran, "Shiloh
and Jerusalem: The Origin cf the Prlestly Tradition in the
leul), 1563 "The Complex of Ritual Acts

-.888
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longer were they able td support ﬁhemselves Ey serving at
the central sanctuary., Rather they had to scek employiment
at the local sanctuaries where in addition to members of
their own group 6here would have been Aaronlie Levites as
well, We are not able to glve any details, but 1t is very
iikely that the Levites, especially of the ushite and Libnite
clans, detericrated in position as well as in material means.
What is more, we hear of the actual slaughter of all the
descendants of Eli (iushites) except Ablathar (1 Samuel 22).
The most important cultic event of David's reign was
the re-establishment of a central sanctuary by bringing the
ark of the covenant to Jer salem. It is not entirely clear
whether the Levites carrled the ark alone, oy whether they
were asslsted by "priests,”3 At all events, we can be quite
sure thathavid wanted to keep all elements of the population
happy and that it was therefore his policy to invite as many
representatives from local shrines to serve at Jerusalem as
possible.u Hence, the Mushite/LibnitelLevites no longer had

a monopoly on the service at the central sanctuary, as they

-~

2

“David invited "the priests and the Levites" to bring
the ark from Kiriath-jearim (1 Chronicles 13:2), ILater

(1 Chronicles 15:2) he states that no one but Levites are to
carry the ari. Hence, "the priests" in 13:2 may be a gloss,
or 1t may indicate that already at this time Zadolkites were
serving alongside the (Mushite/Libnite) Levibes, Cf. 2 Samuel
15:24,

c
i

quami, 276, note 1, thinks David brought priests from
the following shrines to Jerusalem: Shiloh (1 Samuel 1-4);
Beth-Shemesh (1 Samucl G:7-20); Kiriath-jearim (1 Swauel ©:21-
7:2); Gibeah (?2) (3 Samuel 14:2-3 and 31-35); Bethlehen
(1 Saum)lel 10:1-13; Nob (1 Samucl 21-22); and Hebron (2 Samuel
2:1-11).

o AR
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did during the Tribal League, although they were still
represented there by Abiathar (cf. 2 Samuel 15:24).

The most important new priest whom David brought to
Jerusaleh was Zadok. We have tried to show (II.C.4 and
III.B.7) that Zadok was one of the Aaronides, a group of
Levites who had their center in Hebron. Since David ruled
Judah from Hebron for seven and one-half years (2 Samuel
5:5), it is readily understandable ﬁhat he should have made
contact with Zadok5 and that when he made his capital in
Jerusalem he invited Zadok to Jjoin him. Accordingly, as we
have said, during David's reign the Mushite/Libnite Levites
had to share the sefvice at the central sanctuary with the
.Aaronite/Zadokite Levites; and, in fact, Zadok scems to have
been more prominent than Abiathar (cf. II.C.4).

From this period on there 1s evidence that the Zadokites
came to be referred to simply as "priests"” (the Chronicler's

6
"sons of Aaron" (P's term), although according

term) or as the
to our analysis they were Aaronité Levites. The "Levites,"
according to our reconstrucilon would have henceforth referred
mainly to the Mushites. This seems to be brought out in

1 Chronicles 15:4 where David called together "the sons of

Aaron" and "the Levites."

5l Chronicles 12:27 (Fng. v.20) states that David had
4,600 Levites and 3,700 priests at lichron. The numbers are cer-
tainly too large, but that there were Levites (under Abilathar)
and priests (=Aaronides) under Zadok, who is mentioned in 12:29
(Eng.v.28), is no doubt true. At any rate, Zadok is placed at
Hebron.

6Only in Ezekiel are they called "Zadokites" (cf. II.E).
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I the condlition of the Levites after the fall of
Shiloh was as we have described it, and if hecause of the
influx of Aaronides into Jerusalem they were gradually being
displaced even from the new central sanctuary; then it is
perfectly understandable that Davlid would have sought to
alleviate their condition by setting aside certain cities
for them. There they could care for the sanctuary or perhaps
also teach the law, as we suggested they did in the Tribal
League both at local sanctuaries and at the central sanctuary.
Therefore, when Albright (on textual and geographical
grounds) shows that the establishment of forty-eight Levitic
cities (Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles 6) is probably to be

attributed to David,7

this fits our theory of scattered and
poor Levites very well., No doubt David not only wanted to
help the Levites who were Jobless and homeless, buft by his
act he also wishedrto create a group of influential people
throughout his kingdom who would be loyal to him and the
interests of Jérusalem.j

. First Chronicles 15 says there were six Levitic groups
at David's time; We have l1ndicated in Chapter III how we
believe they relate to the earlier groupings we havé studied:
Gershom represents the Gershonites; Hebron, Uzziel, and Kohath

the Kohathites/Aaronides; and Merarl and Elizaphan the ancient

7Albright, Louls Glnzbofg Jubllee Velume, 58, Cf.
further bilvliograpny in IL.D.

8

cf. Asami, 280.
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Merarites. Interestingly, the chiefs of the Levitic groups

are here given the title éEEb whereas in Numbers 3 they are
called nééﬁ{, which is an.amphictyonic_term.9

According to 1 Chronicies (15:17-24; 16:4-7; chapter
25) there were singers and gatekeepers among the Levites
already in David's time, Albright has shownlo that, although
the singers probably existed in the Chronicler's own time, it
is highly likely that David had already originated musical
guilds in his day (cf. 1 Chronicles 25), and that the names
Heman, Asaph and Ethan probably represent such ancient musical
guilds. Regarding the gatekeepers, we are not sure whether
they were all Leviteg in David's time, as 1 Chronicles 206
says. Probably not. David may also have been responsible
for the organization of his priests, but it is doubtful that
he had twenty-four divisions, as 1 Cﬁronicles 24 says.

The most slgnificant event for the Levites during the
time of Solomon was his banishment of Ablathar and adoption
of Zadok as chief priest (1 Kings 2:26f).12 This meant that
from now on the Zadokltes/Aaronides were the dominant priests,
and the Mushite Levites were in a position of service to the

Zadokltes, This situation continued unchanged until the

9Cf. Noth, Das System, 151-162,

104rch. and Rel. of Israel, 125-129.

1le. our discussion in II.G and Albright, Alexander
Harx Jubllec Volume, <O,

12g¢c II1.C.5.

UL~ ¥
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Exlle, though the Levites were probably always tryling to
recover thelr lost prestige., , J

We do not wish to repeat all the details of II1.G above;
however, 1t seems obvious that David and Scolomon would have
had a much larger priesthood than is indicated in 2 Sammuel
and 1 Kings., Hence, the picture gilven by the Chronicler,
while overdrawn at many points, is nevertheless a valuavle
source for the history of the priegthood in the United
Monarchy.

Some c¢f the provisions concerning priestly duties
contained in P are really a descriptlon of the cult during
the-time of David and Sclomon, but it is difficult to re-
cover this in detail. We have suggested, however, thét the

material in Exodus relating to Aaron and his sons (sce
o -

.chart in II.F.l), the strands of Numbers which we entitled

"Levites under Aaron," "Aaron" and "sons of Aaron" (sce
chart in II.F.3), and most of Leviticus ultimately goes back
to Zadoidite cifcles.13

At the time of the division of the kingdom the Levites
in the Levitical citics in thenor’chl4 were cut off frém
Jerusalen, Because of their background as priests éf the
central sanctuary in the Tribal League, and because they had
been closely tied to Jerusalem for their support since the

creation of the Levitlcal cities by David, they were of course

130f. also footnote 2 above.
1

I_ .
}Cf. map, Mazar, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, VII, 104,
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15

.odious to Jeroboam I. Therefore, it is easy to comprehend
why he appointed non-Levites as priests (1 Kings 12:31).
However, his action may not have extended beyond Bethel,
since according to Judges 1S:30b the Hushites=Levites were
the pricsts of the Danites until the captivity (i.e., circa
722 B.C.). And if Sadao Asaml is correctl6 in holding that
Eethel was in Judean hands for much of the period of the
Dual Monarchy, then Jeroboam;s program did not last long
even in Eethel., It 1is even poséible that Levites were able
to re-establish themselves in Zethel after the time of
Jercbecam I,

Second Chronlcles 11:13Ff says that as a resuli of
Jercboam's action agalnst the Levites come of them lelt
thelr homes in thie North znd went to Jerusalem., Iut it is
doubtful whether many went scuth, and ﬁhose who did would
not have receilved a very warm welcome from the Zadokites.,

Thérefore, the Levites may have been cut off from
Jerusalem and other squthefn sanctuaries, as well as from

Bethel. In this éituation they would have had limited

15¢ce. Asami, 281.

lb"The Central Sanctuary in Israel in the Ninth
Century," 308ff. On this point Asaml bases himself on the
work of F. M, Cross, Jr. and G. E. Wright," The Boundary
and Province Lists of the Kingdom of Judah,"'" JDL, LXXV
(1956), 202-225., The positing of a "Bethel Bulgze" from
Abijah to Amazilah also cxplaing the silence of Ellijah and
Ellsha concerning falce worship practices at Dethel (cf.
2 Chronicles 13:19 and 2 Kings 14:0-14).
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opportunity to engage in sacrifices at a l;rge sanctuary,

and they would have become poor. Hence, G. E. Wright, fol-

lowing von Rad, is no doubt correct in sta
"ecountry Levites" were engeged mostly in teaching.

According to the theory we are following, the Levites
who did fcmaln in the North preserved many tradlticns that
eventuclly were published in the vook of Deuteroncuy (sce
IV.B above) found in Joszian's time. This Included the tradi-
tion of how they, the Mushite-Libnite Levites, had been the
priests of the central sanctuary in the Trikal Leazue,
theough Deuteroncmy's term Tor the Pushite-Libnite Levites
of the Tribval League is "Levitical vriests" (cf. II.B).
These Levites of the Northern Kingdom cxpressed thelr hope
of going uvp to Jerusalem again in Deuterchnomy 13:56-7.

But the Levites who lived between the time of

a

Jerobcam I and Josiah also wished to

-

ue

sltuation as personae miserase. Therefore, they reminded the

" people of the obligations to care for the "Levite" (cf. I1II1.B)

when they went to "the place which Yahweh will choose”
(Deuteroncmy 12:12f; 12:17-10; 14:23, 27-29; 16:11,14F;
18:6f; 26:2, 11-13). There may have been such legislation
already in the Tribal League to provide support for those
Levites who served at local sanctuaries rather than the
central sanctuary, but now it took on new meaning and was

promulpgated with greater vigor.

lTCf. references in II,B. 18Cf. Asami, 285,



If H., W, WOlffl is correct, one center of tnis North
Israelite Levitic activity was Shechem (Hosea &:9--cf.

1I.D above),

The "evidence" for the priesthood in the South after
Solomon must come mainly from 2 Chronicles, since 2 Xings has
little to say about priests. Though the "Levited' are men-
tioned along with "priests" on various occasiocns (cf. II.G
above), it seems clear that the “"priests" (=Zadokibtes) were
dominant.

At the time of Ablijah the Levites shared the priest-
hood of Jerusalem with the "sons of Aaron" (2 Chronicles
13:10). At Jehoshaphat's time the Leviites were engaged in
teaching (2 Chronicles 17:8). They were also arviters in
L . 20
cultic and other dispuses (19:3).7

At Joash' time there was a certain criticism of the
Levites for their slowness in gathering funds {or the renova-
tion of the’templé (2 Chronicles 24:5), DBut at Hezekiah's
time they received special praise (2 Chronicles 30:22), and
" various gfoups of Levites are mentioned (2 Chronicles 29:12—14).2

The trend of upgrading the Levites, begun in Hegeliah's

lgTheologische Literaturzeituny, LAXXI, 91T,

EOAlbright, "The Judicial Reform of Jehoshaphat," 82,
shows that 2 Chronlcles 1€ 1s a substantially coriect
account, while 2 Chronicles 17:7-9 may well be a misunder-
stood doublet of the tradition of Judicial reform.

Zlcf. I1.G.2 for listing and Chapter III for a descrip-
tion of how thils compares with the groups of 1 Chronicles 15,

1
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time, was seemingly continued by Josiah., He ordered the
centralization of all sacrifice in Jerusalem, but he gave
the Levites (of the countryside, including those still in
the North) the opportunity to join their fellow Lovites who
were already in Jerusalem (cf, Deutevonomy 18:6-8), Thus
Josiah sought to go back to conditions at the time of David.
But according to 2 Kings 23:9 the Jerusalem priests did

not accepnt the country levites,

For other details concerning the period of the

)

Divided Monarchy see especially II.G.2. Jeremiah (cf. II.D.6)

a

gives us some idea of what conditlions were lilke just vefore
the Exilé.

¥hether there vwas a high'p?iesthood»in nre-oxilic
times 1s still a moot point, RBut in our discussion at the
end of IV.,B we have tentatively follcwed Albright and others
who poslt such a phenomenon. There we limited ourselves to
a discussion of pre-monarchical "chief" priests. On the basis
of 1 Chronicles 5:29-34 we reconsﬁructed a possible list from
Moses to Eli. However, as we saw in I,C and I1.C, one cannot
simbly use the rest of the 1ist in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 as an
accurate account of the remaining "chief" priests from the

22
Exodus to the Exile.

-~

2
DeVaux >~ lists only four usages of "high priest"

22 . [ Jod b L ) .
v Cf. De Vaux, Ancient Isracl, 375; and  H., J, Katzenstein,
"Some Remarks on the Lisge of vue chiel Priests of the Temple
of Solomon," JBL, LXXXI (162), 377-304.

a3

Ancient Israel, 378.
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(hakkohdn haszgaddl) in pre-exilic texts (2 Kings 12:11; 22:4,

8; 23:4)., But in the parallels to theseé texts in Chronicles
he finds other readings. Hence, he says that "all four
references to the ‘high priest' before the Exile seem to be
later modificaticns." Nevertheless, the fact that the actual
term "hizh priest" does not occur more often or seem more
fixed in the tradition does not necessarily mean that the

i
office did not exist. Aceerdingly, the second b

“£3 Fa B
p 18 of

0

the list in 1 Chronicles 5:27-41 may nreserve the memory
(and some of the priests' names} of a high-priestly office
that existed in Jerusalem from Zadok I untll the captivity
of Judan.

By the time of Ezeltiel the Zadokite viewpoint of the
Jerusalemite prilesthood had become "orthodox" doctrine.
This view, which considered only the'Aaronides Lo be
legitinate priests while the rest of the Levites made up a

clerus minor, was taken over by P and the Chronicler., It

was presented in pure fashion by P; but the Chronicler, as

was hisg custom, combinced other traditions with it.

2her. abba, 886%.
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STUDIES IN TIIE HISTORY OF THE PRE-EXILIC
LEVITES-~A SUMMARY
by
#flerlin D, Rehm

The first part of the thesis seeks to bulld upon a
form<critical study of the Levitic genealogies carried out
by Kurt #Méhlenbrink in 1934. It was MOhlenbrink's contention
that the Aaronite and Zadokite lines had been secondarily
added to earlier Levitic genealogies. |

Before hlenbrink's findings are checked, the
dissertation makes a text-critical study of all the Levitic
genealogies that purport to go back to Israel's earliest tinmes
or which are parts of such genealogies., This part of the
thesis shows that the original text of Numbers 26:58a con-
tained only the Libnites, Hebronites, Korahites, and Mushites;
% and the original text of Judges 18:30b had Hoses-Gershom-
Jonathan, |

After the names contained in the Levitic genealogies

are establlished, the thesis presents two faorm-critical

analyses., The first analysis examines the mode in which a
‘given genealogy indlicates that it is a list of ancestors or
descendants. This study confirms MOhlenbrink's position that

the Aaronite-@adokite line 1s a secondary addition.
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A second forme-critical analysis takes note of the pre-
cise wording by which a genealogy is introduced, linked
together, and concluded. Various genealogical "types" are
discovered, This analysis corresponds well to the first form

analysis, and 1t already gives some indicatlon of the chrono-

' loglcal sequence of the various genealogies under study.

' Type C-older form (Gershonites-Kohathites-Merarites) and

Type D (Libnites-Hebronites-Korahites~-Mushites) seem to con-

%tain the oldest names.

The next part of Chapter I is a study of the content

' of the Levitic genealoglies., Here the Levitic names found

in the genealogies are listed by "groups." Within each group

t the order of the names 1s closely observed. This content

; analysis confirns the findings of the form-critical analysis.

It shows that Group A (Gershonltes~Kohathites-ilzrarites) is

the oldest Levitic group. It is followed chronologically by

Group B (Libni-Shimei; Amram-Izhar-Hebron-Uzziel; Mahli-Mushi).

By late monarchical times these two ('"Document A-B") had be-

“come the traditional way of presenting the priesthood of early

Israel genealogically.

A comparison of form and content, found at the end of

§ Chapter I, shows that it is now possible to go beyond MShlen-

brink in constructing a theory of the entire development of
the Levitic genealogiles.

Chapter II gilves a complete listing with discussion
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of all the Levitic and/or priestly individuals and groups
found in non-genealogical material. It serves both as a
check and a supplement for Chapter I. A suwamary at the end
of the chapter presenté the major findings of this study, as
followus.

In JE Asron is clearly inferior to Moses. In fact,
there are several indications of conflicts between the two
in which lMoses prevails over haron (cf; Exocus 32).

The Investigation of Deuteronomy develops the theory
that the "Levitical-priests" were the priests of the central
sanctuary of the Tribal League., The "Levites," on the other
hand, seem best understood as the Levites of the Northern
Kingdom from Jeroboam I until Josiah.

. A study of Judges and 1 Samuel sheds further 1ight on
the Levites in the Period of the Judges. According to this
éxaminafion, the Levites of the time were Mushites, l.e.,
descendants of Moses. Ell and Ablathar were of this same
line, Jeremiéh later seems to reflect the iushite point of
view, Ezekilel, hbwever, presents the view of the Zadokites
who had become the dominant prlesthood of Jerusalem at the
time of Solomon.,

The Zadokites looked upon themselves as the only
legitimate altar clergy. The other Levites (i.e., the Mushites)

were subordinated to the role of a clerus minor. This Zadoklte

viewpoint had become "orthodox" doctrine by the end of the

monarchical pefiod, and 1t recelved 1its greatest literary
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presentation at the hand of P, who read this view back into
his treatment of the Desert Period. |

The Chronicler basically follows the Zadokite view in
hils presentation of the priesthood of monarchical times. lHe

calls the Zadokites the "priests.”

Not infrequently, how-
ever, he glves evidence of respect for the "Levites," i.e.,
presumably the Mushites.

Chapter III builds upon the results of Chapters I and
II, and by means of a chart it offers a reconstruction of the
history of the pre-exilic Levites. 1In the commentary on this
chart it is shoun that there is sufficient evidence to make
it reasonable to conclude: (1) loses belongs %o the line of
Gershon, not of Kchath; (2) Fleazar ten Aaron=z=Eliezer ben Moses;
(3) The Aaronides were centered at Hebron until the time of
bavid; (4) Zadok is an Aaronite; (5) Xorah, like Aaron, be-
longed to the Kohathite line; (6) Ithamar belonged to the
line of Merari.. |

Chapter IV draws togetiher the findings of the first
three chapters and presents-a sketcn of the history of the
Levites in three periods: (1) The Desert Period; (2) The

Tribal League; and (3) The Monarchical Period..






