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~ DI GEST 

When the Btblic~l story b~~1ns w1 t. h the n8tr i~rohs, w, 

find no e~t~h1 1~hed forma l1~• n nr 1 • ~thood , r~th• r, th• nstriPrch , 

hi~e"l} f, ~s h• P~ of th"I f amily , t ey,~ ch~r~e of ~ 1) r • l1~tou~ 

obl1i:i:e tione. In f,.ct , J1oees 1e not th"' f ounder of the n r 1es t ­

hood , even thou~h e cur!ory r "lerii n~ o~ th - PentP t "uch ~ight 

le~d on~ to think so . The nri "l8 thood for~sl1ze d its~lf ~nd 

c&~ e into it~ own on]y !'I t t.he he RinninR of the monflrchy, when 

c entrt1l!zation of ev"lryth~ n~ in th" comJT1un1ty becflm~ the MPl in 

the"le of 11 fe . 1'he reeson Moel'te 1 noe~rs t o be the founrle r o f 

th , .... ri• ~t;hoocl is TJerh~N3 be cau se both i;he Levites i:mn the 

Aaronides fi,l t tht t h "I .,,,:>l1ld 1 .o: nd tr• n ~ • d • :j b~cking by which 

the y coulri Cf'!'l"l'l• nt t h • .,..1s • lv~s r1i, .... r1 • sts over the ~eo"'le. l'hey 

cl "I V"lrly nr"I Sl"ln t e ~ 'Moeee l'I~ t.h• ir "fo11nrier" by bril "; 'li;ntly 

1nt , -no1 rti nr? t,... • tr -,,~t:.o: rlril flrr,11nrt t.he se~P o f Mos es . As 

s cho1Dr~hin h~ ~ ~hown, ~ owev"l r , th "I L• v1 t es forma lized he nrt•~t­

hood ~n1 th• ~s "l l vee into it ~rminrt ~21 R. ~ . E., en . the A8ronides 

wr-,st~ rl th~ ""OW"'lr of t-h- ,..,ri • qthoo-i fro>n t h em follow1 na; the 

B~byloni ~n exile. 

The rel1;;z:1ou s lif"'! of th,. p-.onl"I t nfus-.d 1ts ~lf into e l l 

th• ar• as of daily llf•, th"r~for,,, th~ o r1 f"l ~ t s b e ce--, V"'1ry 

tmnort~nt in "I Xry iPttnR th• co~.,,untty 1 s sins . Because th~ nri~sts 

h e loed to create a s od • ty w1~1ch w,=;s ~uilt -r1.1den, end since 

th"I nr! • s ts conv ~nc~d th~ n e o~l• thit they , a lone, cou ld e x~iate 

th • lr sins , W'} ca n s~e how t h i-, nr i "lsts became t~- "'lOS t now-.rful 

.,,.,.,,b"'! rs o:- t,he -, ntire s ociety . When the con~, ot of P for"'l~lized 

nr J~ sthood came into vo~ue , a t th~ b-,a nnin2 of th f"l mon~rchy, the 

L-,vit"'!e f ~lt thch 1~ WRS th • ir role ~~ b ~ th~ nrtests ov~r ~11 the 

n~o~le, s o by Ptt~ck ng the ~ul tinl~ ~lt~r s yste~ of the or~-liter-
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• ry ~roohets , thereby es tsblishin~ the Temnle t n Jerus• le~ over 

which the Levites hsd control, they becam, reco~n1zed as ~he 

true nr1ests. And, by givin~ Moses e far~well speech , the Bonk of 

Deut~r onomy, the L~vites felt they hsd en.~urerl their hold on the 

nri • s thood. However , th ~ Asronides , by cleverly denouneini:? KorPeh 

■ nd by 11ddin~ • n enormous a~ount o-f T'llterial, via intfll rnola tion, 

to th~ first four books of th~ Btbl~, ~nrt t~rou~h • cl~v~r t rea t­

ment of th~ celfll nder, dethron•d the Lev it~s , • nd b ~c~m, the "tMle" 

nri~sts of r ,rRe l , • ~osft1on they held until the beginni ng of the 

Poli s Cultur~ Rn~ the ~dv~nt of thfll Hasmon~•ns ~nrl t h~ R• s~one• n 

Ri,volt. 

The A1ronides were so succe~sful in the estabishin~ of them­

selv,s 9g the only or1 • sts of Israel , even books ~uch ss ¥.slache1 , 

• nol emi~ for th~ Levi t es, &~sinst, fron what we can c onclude, the 

Aa ronJdes, w~re not abl~ to cast the Aaroni1es in a bad Ji~ht 

as fer as th~ ~onul~ce wrs concerned . 

Thus, we s ~e , f r o~ very unstructured be ~i nnin~s wh~n the he~d 

of t re fem-liy WP~ the rel117t nns f unl'tion ~ry , theri, ci"lv~loo~a •n 

eyt re~~ly co~nl ex ~~chi ne kn0wn ~s the Aaroni~e nr 1~sthood which 

had tott>l ,;nri vtrt\lpllv ob ~o1nt4' control over the entir~ Isr11eltte 

sn~t• ty, a m~ch ~ne whfch wes so now~rful, it could only h,;v-. been 

d~stroyed b y ch■n~t n~ th• enttr~ nattern of t ho Isr• elite society, 

an -,vent wh:1 eh did • t l t"!ngth ha r,ni,n, but wh ich wss not discusse d 

in the na n"l r ss it WPS b~yonn the scone of t his work. 

This , then, is a di2est of the T1111ter i a l to b"! fo11nd 1n 

this u■o"lr . 
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CHAPTER ONE 

OPENING R~ArtKS 

In this oeoer, ther~ will be an a tte~ot to examine in denth 

the evolution of the Isr&el itic Priesthood from its beginni ngs to 

the Ha smonean Revolt. Due to the great complexity of the events 

surrounding the Hssmonean Revolt, and the great aT11ount of confusion 

concerning whet did and did not hs pnen, it was felt by the author 

th~t the tonic of t he oriesthood ~t the time of t he Hssmonean Revolt 

be l ~f t for another n•n~r at another time, honefully in the not too 

d is t,,nt futu re. 

It is ne ces~e ry et the outs~t of this oaner to cl•rify one 

item, and tb~t 1s the word "Isreel". I am using t h~ word "Israel" 

in its broadest sense, referrin~ to the whole of the ne onle of 

IsrFel, fro~ Abra.ham onwerd. I am not l i ~itin~ the term t o refer 

only to that Er~a of Canaan called the Nor thern Kingdo~, Israel, 

as onnosed to t he Southern Kin~dom, Judah. 

This paner wi ll concentra t e mainly on the ma terial derived 

from its major orlmary sour ce, t he Bible . However, other works 

wi l l be cite d to back ur, any con je ctures the author ststes. 

We will view the for Mal ization of the nriesthood a s a sneclal 

segment of the society, the 1u~1~8 of ~he oriests , a nd the 

ultimate develonment of the nr1esthood cul~1natin~ with t he 

sunremacy of the Aaronides. In fact, were one chPnter of this 

nen~r to be s i n~led out PS n;.rh~ns the ~ost !m~ortFnt, it would 

be ch~ nter four which deels wi th Aaronide s unre~acy in •s ~Bny 

facets aa I WBS able to discern. 

The auth or hes t ak-,n the J.1. berty to o frer !'llany theori11s 

re~erding t he develonment of the nriesthood. However, none of 
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these theories should be considered ss the final say in the matter, 

since this is e rsther comnlex topic with many nossible ways of 

tre Pt>nent . 

Criticism is welco"e en~ encourP~ed, ~sonly through intel­

li~ent criticism c5n a nener of this nature establi sh its theorie~ 

even ~ore cle8rly end flawlessly than it hes slrePdJ attemnted to 

do . 

Followin~ t he body of this n•oer, one will find• listing 

of all the Biblical na ssages referred to in this work, and• 

~•rtiel listing of the hi~h nri~sts of the fir~t temole comniled 

by th~ Seder Olam Zuta and also Jos e phus , and the footnotes which 

•re not found on the o• ~e of the naner where spf'lcial reference ls 

made . This will involve a few footnotes from chapters two end 

three, and the T"la ,1ority of footnotes from chanter four . 

Certainly much studJ' i s involved in a osner of this nature, 

•nrl hooef\1lly some insi~tful remarks h PV~ been m8de. However, 

due to the CoYlll>lexities of t~is tonic, the naner's ultj~ete 

success will, of course, hAve to be rleter~•nerl by the reader. 

-, 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE F'ORMAl-TZATION OF THE P!UE':>THOOD 

I em now reedy, the ononi n~ remRrks having been 

concluded, to be~in a scrutiny of the Bible. As an intro­

ductory note to this study, rether then hE vinP, an enol"'!lous 

amount of footnotes referring t o the passages quoted, end 

es a heln to the reAder, I shell lis t eech oasse~e follow­

ing tts own quotation. 

·.men the neonle of r~r•Rel were in ttP.ir for!';st1ve stages 

1ur1ng t he neriod of Abr ahe~ , Isar c , an~ J acob, there was very 

1ittle re fe~en~e to eny sort of nriest . We find, in 

Genes! s 14.18 , unon AbreY11 1 s success f'ul defeEJ t of Chedorleo­

mer end the kin~s with h tM, a k1niz mi ·-.ed Melchizedek brin~s 

out bread and wine to AbreTI! and ble!'l~es him. This Melchizedek 

i s also cal led a 11 nr1est of God ?fos.t i-:igh . 11 I n Char,te r 47 

of Genests , some li~ht ls shed on the imnortance of a oriest 

in a struc tured society , in this case Egyot, for in verses 22 

snc 26 we see th8t Ph~roah gives lend to the nriests snd 

t h is lend can never revert bock t o Pharoah 1s c~a rge . We see 

rere t~at the oriests exercised some nower over the kings of 

the ~01mtry . 

Un to thi s noint , there hss not been any indication 

at all of any kind of 8 strH<-tnred n r iesthood, end only 

scatter ed ~entton of the wor~ "nri~~t . " TTnon exe~, n i ng the 
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stories of th~ Biblical Patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac , And Jacob , 

we see that TT1any of their actions nerallel those of Melchizedek, 

but nowhere Are they called "pries t .'' To cite but a few exem­

oles : In Genesis 26. 25, Isaac builds an al tar to God and 

calls unon His ne"le . The entirety of Genesis 22 is devoted 

to the building of an alter to God in order to s~erifice 

to Hin. Al tho11gh Melchizedek 1 s incident did not specifically 

Mention t he con~e~t of s~cri fice , the TT1ent~onin~ of food is 

an 1nd1ce tion th-r, t sacrifice was carried 01:t . Re~ardin.t t he 

role of the nriest a~ one who hlAsses , thA perP-l lel betwP.en 

Melch izedek enrl huth Isaac -nd Ja~ob is Absolute . In Gen-

esis 27. 27- 2Q, Isaac blesses J a cob, end in verses 19 and 40, 

he ble~Pes Esau . The enttre chanter 4° in Genesis dee ls with 

Jacob's blessjn,z of his sons . Thus we see that Abraham , Isaac , 

and Jacob carry out ''nr:!e~tly" functions , however they do 

no t be~r t- i'B title 11 pries t, " nor are they osrt of a structured 

snd well - defined nri~sthood . 'I'hey ere the heads of their 

families , end AS s11ch , cArry out the rellgtous oblip.;a tions. 

There is, U'O to this no~nt , :10 in1icntion wb?t-so- ever of any 

ty-pe of forrialhed nriesthood, at l e<>i=:t r. s f ar a s the IsrPel­

ites ~re r.oncerned . 

Now, Moses enters the scene , and unon a cursory reeding 

of the Bible, one might be led , Albe it somewh" t erroneously, 

to the con cl us j on thet Moses aut}-,ored the Isreal 1. tic Pr:les thoori. 

Let u s review whpt the Pentateu ch says regE>rrlini;i; •-toses. 

In Exodus lQ.14 , Moses consecretes the oeoT'le so that 

they will be able to hear God'~ word. One could question 

., 
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at this Doint whether all the people have become nri ests 

because of the consecration, or whether the Bi blical text is 

out of order because in the sal"le chanter, verses 22 and 24, 

ther e ls ~entlon of ~eonle an~ ,riests . Who t bese oriests 

are 1s not 1ndtcated , a n~ wha t their role in the coml"IUnlty 1s , 

1 s not; told us. These nr1 ests see"! to e rise ont o f nowhere 

with no sneciflr. tFsks or autror lty and therefore the fteld ls 

onen to ~nyone•s r.wess . One ~ f ~h t , hrvinP- tbe knowled~e of 

what j s to ~ome, Ruess t hat tris 1~ nart of Aaron' s fa~ily , 

but in verse 24 t here is 6 snec1al d1stinr.t1on ~sde between 

the nrle s ts end Aaron. 

Finally, in Exodus 28 .l, God tells Moses to bring forth 

Aaron end his sons, Nadab a nd Abihu, Eleaza r and Itha~ar , to 

serve God es nrtqsts and to rr.ve t hem consec~ated (verse 3) for 

God ' s nrieRthood. The re-,ainder of Exodus goes into the 

elrborate detail of outfittin~ the nri ests . I n verse 2~, 

we see t~f t on~ tPsk of Aaron ts to RO i nto a holy place i n 

behs l f or the neonle, rnd 1n ver~e 30, Aaron 1s to use Urim 

Rnri Thurri...,,1"'1. This tnr'11 r,s tAs tr.Pt '"re t>r1ests s ha ll bfl distinct 

from tre neon le, _ius t P S the o r1 P.S ts of ?r.aroeh we re, ond the t 

thronuh ttie 11se of Urim end Thu'Tll'!li rrt , t;r e ortests have nowers 

the nonul Pce does not heve . EJcorlus 2q oresents the be~inning 

of ~n orna te secri f !c!el system t o be administered over by 

the nrtests, and 1n order thst the peonle not forget thAt the 

or iests e re soecial, the neo~le ~ust off~r uo a priest ' s 

port ion to God from their own neece offerings {Exori1is 29 . 28) . 

To fully ce111en4; the continuance of s. :'or""'!al nrlesthood, Exodus ?Q. 29 
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boldly s ~ys that the holy gPrments of Aaron (the nriests were 

~1ven sneclal clothin_p; in order to really show their seps r et.eness 

from a] l t he ot her oeonle , enrt t hereby de~on~trete without a 

question of a doubt tr~tr suneriority e nd nower over the 

~eonle) shall be for ~ts sons efter him. Finally, Exodus 

concludes (be ~lnning with ch~pter 36) with Moses taking COJ'TP11end 

o f the bu ilding of a tsbernscle. Thus , it anpears, not only 

did Moses establish a formal nriesthood, its continue.nee wes 

insured by maki ng this uria s t hood heredl tary--only the fa.,ny 

of Aaron could be nrlests ! 

Tne time hes now come to examine ~revail ing scholarly 

oninion. At the outset , I should like to 'llention that I 8.1"'1 

usin~ Wellhausen' s nomenclature in this discuss ion. The material 

1eelin~ with the Aeronides (tbet 1~, the references to Aaron 

:and '11s descender.ts in the Bib1 'I ce.l canon) will be called "P" 

standjnR for Priestly, end the ~Pter1al dealing with the Levites, 

exclusive of Aaron end h is family, will be called 11D" referring 

to the E>ook of Deuteronomy where this di vision is basically 

made manifest . J and E stand for the narrative sections of 

the Pentsteuch which feF1tn ee the foll owi ng terms for God: 

Yahweh (Jehovah) ond ~lohim. Both J end E are dated in the 

ore -exilic neri od. 

We be~in our discussion by examining the conclusions 

of Julius Wellhau sen . Accord1.ng to Wel1hausen, there was 

no formal nriesthood nr i or to the be~inn1n~s of the Monrrchy 

when 1\Jll-sctile centrP11zation heP,an to take nli>ce .1 At this 

time a number cf local cults a --,1eared on the scene . However , 



we h~d to weit unti l, a t the earliest, the Solomonjc ner1od 

to be p;1n to do i,way with fl.11 trl"! locel cul ts to form one 
2 me .1or one . Deuterono'!lly, thi, !look which e"'1'Jnhasizes a forme l 

Leviticsl nries t hood , hed to be, at its earliest , a nroduct of 

this oer iod. Thi s is felt bec~use of its emohesis one sinp,le 

altar, 3 (with a ~u l tipl~city of cults , one would exnect to find•­

in f act, one d id find--P multiplici ty of ~ltars ), and its demfnd 

for the untty of oult.4 The::-e was no imity of worshin orior to 

Solo~on ' s time . 5 D~ut• ronol'ly, 1n WellhPusen's o~inion, fos tererl 

• nr o~r•m of reforl'l,6 enn ~1nce the ma1or reforM occured around 

621 a.c .E. wi th Kimi: J os h h , WellhPusen with zyeFt ~rtistry 

fina l l y dedcc~s thet D WPS colTlnosed ~ 1r1nR Josiah 's re formetion 

in 621 ( in fact, Josiah lT!ent1ons the "d1ecov-,ry" of the Book or 

Deuteronomy) . 7 

Since, as Wellhe11s~n s hows , Deut"'rono"ly wl th its state-

'!llent of a formElized Levi tical nr1esthood is Jos1Pn1c (1ndicstin~ 

the t it was not until 621 B.C.!!: . tha t t h • Levites estebl!ahed 

the'Tlselves es e f ormal --ri!, sthood) , Noses could not rossihly htwe 

established the Lovitice.l nriesthood! One n1~ht then ask about 

the Aeror.ide nries thoori., f or Exorius <l iri s ey t,ha t Moses ano i nted 

Aaron to be nr:1,st . W" sl-iall see how ',,lellhn1se n treets this , 

To b~~,n w•th, We1 lheu~en show! thst the legtsl~t1on found 

in Pis more ~dvenc~d th~n th"t even of ot8 I n r ~ct, he says, 

th~ l~n~u~~e of a ll th~ nr~ -exlllc m~t~r~el differs from thfl t 

of P.g P, .1ust ~s D, SUR:Rested the dl"!s1re fore single s a nctue ry,lO 

and whereas in D, the unity of the cul t ls commended, in P 1t 

is presunnosect.11 

In the pre-exilic me t erial of J , we find no mention of 
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nriests what-so-ever, but D and P mention oriests throughout.12 

The J material s a ys that Canaan was ennortioned to the I s r ael­

i tic tribes over a peri od of time, but P (which, if having been 

writt en In tre nost-ex,lic oer tod would not hr:ive been histor­

ically so er.curate) s ays that Cansan we~ a~nort ioned to the 

I srAel i t i c tribes at one time.13 

Looking et the or onhetic r>eriod, Wellhausen has discovered 

that P cou1d not ha ve existed in the time of the pr oohets, 

since the nroohe ts , who mentioned everything , had no co~nizance 

of eny P material, and in fsc t, many of the oronhets were not 

opnosed to multipl e bamoth. 14 Because the pro-1hets , the 

historica l witnesses of t,heir times , s'l-iow ignorance of any 

P- Code , Wellhausen is convince d that P could not have been 

1 n e xistence •15 It was not unti l the t iroe of Ezekiel, who 

WJ3S an exilic nroohet , that P-Code conce 'Ots began to be airea . 16 

As e n exe~nle of t his , the Asha~ and Hattah offerings were 

non- exis t ent n r ior to Ezekiel, yet the P material soells these 

out i n de t a11.17 To fur t her emohe.size his no1 nt, We l lbausen 

boldly says that P has to be later than J, E, en~ the orophets , 

because P has many chronologies, which J,E , an~ the oronhets 

18 do not heve . Wellheusen a ooe rently is saying that chron-

ologies cannot be wri tten until there ere enough in one 

family to chronologise ! He else nolnts out , in order to show 

the difference in time of the comnosttion o f J as oo~osed to 

P that in J, AAr on makes e 1a te a noePr•ence , while in P, Moses 

c0n11ot do enythtng without h :t111. 19 and that in J, Moses is 

nictured as th,=, ,jeliverer, while P ntctures h i m e.s the 



l awi,dver. 20 The reasons for this will be hynothesized a t t he 

conclus1on of this chanter. 

Getting back to ~ore conclusive ma terial r e gPrding the 

dating of P, We llhausen s hows admirably thet P-Code festal 

observances are obs~rvances whi ch he~en t o take nl ace 200 

4 21 ye~rs aft er D, Rbou t 50 B.c.E. Regarding observances , 

'there was no Atonement Day f as t ne riod nrior to t he exile,22 

yet t he Dey of Atone~ent fas t is the most imoortant fast day 

23 of the P mat~ria l . Also , there wer~ no Sabbatical yea rs 

i n ore - exili c times, 24 yet the conr.en t of the Sabbatical year 

i s stressed in the P ~Ptertai . 25 

As e clincher to t he Ar~ment f or the lateness of t he 

Aaronide Prtestly material, Wellh~usen has chosen a discussion 

of the tabern~cle . He feels th~t the t Pbe rn&cle of Moses (as 

was ~entioned , the whole latter oart of Exodus deal t with the 

tabernecle , end Moses ' s r o le in it) is not a prototyne, but 

r ather a copy of Solomon ' s Temole !26 We llhausen grents t ha t 

there ~a y have been a nortable ark of some kind, but this would 

differ i'rom the tyne of tabernRcle Exodus de s cribes .
27 

He 

continues stressin~ hls no1nt that tn Solonon1 s da y, there was 

no pre-~xis tent 'l'!'lode l of a teberm,cle , nor were any ob ,1ects from 
28 such a tAbernPcle nreserved . One would think t ha t the ue onle 

would have ~a~~ A sn~~ial e ffort to nreserve t eberna cle ob1ects 

(had there been any) s ince tPey were nurnorte d to be holier 

then holy, and e "si~n" of Gorl 1 s l"'r" s"nce B"'loni:r the neoole. 

Also , Wel l hPu sen shows, the h i stori cal ore-ex111c books ( in 

feet nre- monar chical books in nert ) of Jud~e s and Sa!'!!Uel do not 
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sun~ort the conce p t of a Mosai c rabe rnecle, 29 no doubt be c ause 

the r e wa s nonel The f irs t 11 t&bernac l e" of any s ort was the 

Temnle of Solomon. 

The r e f ore, vie a masterful nre s en t ation of ma t .,rials ( the r e 

a r e ~ore items , bu t I have e ~te~ryted t o choose some o f t he mos t 

dramat ic) Nellhausen i s convi nce d thet not only we s the P 

~~ terial ~ost-exi l l c , i t wes wri t. ten Bfte r t he D me ter1al! JO 

I n f Fct , P was int r oduce d t n 44!~ B. C. E., one century efter 

the exl l ~, 31 a nd i t was intr o~uc~d by EzraJ 32 (We wi l l not 

~o 1 n to the dF t i np: of Ezr a in this neoer, a s t h i,s falls 

ou t side of the 11~1ts of t h i s na ner.) 

There f ore, g ive n al l t h is ma t er i al , Moses coul J not nos s ! bly 

have been the a uthor of ei t her the Le viti cal , or Aer onide 

nr i ~sthoods , or of a ny formali zed ories t hood what - so -ever. 

Thi s bri ngs us to the ne ce s sary concl usion tha t th~ reason a 

cur sor y r e ad i ng o f the Pentateuch ~i ve s one a f ee l i ng t hat 

Moses did au thor th e ""ries thood , i s be ce11 s e the au t hors o f 

P b r11 11Antl y inter nolcted thei r me ter iel ar ound the f i gur e of 

Moses . I n f ~ct, Well~ause n , h t~s ~l f , io~! cetes this . 13 

I shall s t terJot to ~ive a r eis c n for t 11is at r.he r.oncl us i on 

o f t h i s chr o t~r, bu t f ! rst , l ~t u s l ook at t he o~in1ons of 

other s ~hola r s , t o show tha t We l l haus en does not s te nd el one 

i n hi s hypoth~s i s . 

Pfe iffer Ra ys t he t the 1:,11 thor s o f the P 111e terial were 

not onl y nries ts a nd lawyers (s ince the P ~aterial i s loade d 

with lega l isms ) bu t s chol a r s as we11 34 who wrote "a f1fth- cent 1Jry 

mi dr a sh , or h i storical coMne n tary on t he embryonic Penta t euch (JED) ~ 15 
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Re goes on to say (imnlying our theory of inter oolstion which 

ts sne lled out in chanter four of this paoer) that no oart of 

the Old Te stament ha s a more systematic arrange~ent than the 

narrative nassa~e s of P • • • it may have been coMnosed pri mar i l y 

as e sunnle~ent to J.E . 36 

Eissfeldt ., also., ai;::rees with Wellhensen. His ma .1or difference 

is in th~ rletin~ of P ~nd D. He dates n as a nroduc t of the 

Fi r st Jerusa1 em Tem~le nertoa ., 37 wher9a s Pis a uroduct of 

the exilic nertod (5th or 6th centuries) et the e a rl i est, 38 

or the oeri od of Ezre, essigntng Pe date o f 398 B. C.E. or a 

little e Er lier.
30 

He no i nts out that through Malecbai ., 477 8 . C.E • ., 

there is no innuence of th~ P ~Ateriai , 4° whereas Ghronicles, 

350 B. C.K., is definitel y influe nced by P me terial.41 Be also 

~ekes e ryo int in s t r essi n~ th~ t P h sd to come pfter D., since 

P ' s cultic ordinances are the ~os t develoned--hence the letest . 4 2 

De Vaux is anotner of the ~i ents of scholarship who 

a~rees with th~ aforement1oned ~e n . He definitely feels that 

there was no offtciel nriesthood in the ti~e of the Patr!erchs . 43 

He, too , f eels that the P ~nteria l , at l east , is exillc . He 

r a ises a f escinatl n~ - 0 'nt tn t r ts ~e~erd when he says that 

the anointing or nr i es ts es a sign of office d i d not exist 

11 u. be fore the exile. There fore, how co1:ld Moses he.ve truly 

anoi ntert Aaro~, re~e r dl ess of what the Pentateuch indlcatest 

Like Wellhausen., de Vaux thinks that the ark of t he 

covenant was a c11 l tlc ob j e ct eci.aoteu by t l:e I s r aelites after 

se t tlel"'lent tn Palestine , arnl t het it was l a t e r attributed to 

the des!?rt oeriod by t he e,i thors of th e 1~r1e s tly t r Pdi tion. 45 
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The or1e stly trPnition took the i nsnirq tion for the erk from 

Solomon• s tenmle. 46 He continues to say tbst the nriestly 

authors saw the litur~icsl o~~anizetion (as well as the 

srchi tec tnre) of the Temole in their own day, find escr1 bed it 

to the desert neriod of Moses.47 De Vaux em-ohesizes that 

there is continued stress on the develonMent of a formalized 

nrtesthood after the exi le, rather then before,48 and that 

the a npelat1on "sons of Aaron" referring to the nriests took 

hold unon the neonle only unon their return from exlle.49 

There fore, Moses coulrl not have authored the Asronide priesthood. 

He does feel that there was a ori~sthood prior to the exil~, 

but it WPS Levitical, e nd not Aaronide and it wr s tr.e exile 

that demonstrated the senP rPt1on of these two ~rouns.so However, 

re~Prdin~ the Levites (the D authors) he definitely does not 

believe they Wl'!re nr5es ts durinR Moses's t!me, bu t that if they 

existed et ell, they w~re a non-priestly tribe.51 Therefore, 

Moses certainly dirl not call them nriests, nor autbor their 

nriesthood. There is a oos~ibil ity, however, that Moses was 

from th is non-oriestly tribe of Levites.52 It is not, however, 

until th~ time of Deuteronomy (621 B.C.E. ?) that the teI'r'J 

~riest is apnlied to the Levites.53 This stetement is en 

indication that the n-oun of Levites made a now~r play for the 

oriesthood at the time of Deuteronomy--a viable theory explored 

in chroter four of this ~eneP, showing how t hey atta ined the 

nri~sthood. Also, de Vaux mekes cl~er that the Levites and 

tbe Aaronides w~re t wo se~r- rate ~r ouns, end that the Aaronides 

were in on~os1t1on to th~ Levites.54 This, too, is nrobable 



and will be discussed in denth in chs~ter f our, showing that 

the Aaronides dirt usurp the oower of the Levites, a nd how they 

did it. One thing , though , t hat de Vaux really ~ekes clear ls 

t ha t Moses did no t au t he r the Aaroni d e nriesthood (anymore than 

he authored the Levi tical nriesthood!) because he s hows thet 

Mos es Elnd Arron were fro..., bro s -,narate traditions. Aaron's 

~rouo r.a 1 t he bull as a si~n o f the divine presence, wh~reas 

Mose-s ' s p;ro11n \.en the ark.55 Ther-,fore, lop:icall y, Moses never 

would h~ve ordained Aaronl 

Meek agr\l!les with r!e Vaux . He is no t sure that Moses did 

not auth or the Levitic~l nriesthnod, but he i s sure thet Moses 

b.tld noth' mr t o do wi t h Aeron.5 6 Re does feel confident, how­

ever, tha t b"fore t he Levites b"cP~e nriests , t hey were a 

s ec,iler trihe .57 Like de '!Aux, M"ek thinks there was a 

nowe r stru~~le for t he nr iesthood at s ome time, oost desert 

~eriod, with the L~vi t es a tta ining t he nri~sth0od in the t 1~e 

of David. SB and he indicates that late r on the Aa r onides drove 

out the Le vi t es in ord.,r to wr est the n!'i•sthood for themselves. 

At this r.oint 1t s ee~s ~ether evinent that the first formal 

nr i e sthood WPS Li"!vi t ical (D) foll owe 1 by the Aeronije urt• s thood (P) . 

Howll!ver , ~ven thoua:h th .., ~!"l"l l't ""t>:=! S of <> cholership bend s in this 

d! rection , t h •re is one "IP,ior v0tce of dis sent, end although 

the Pr~1~"'nta ti on s ~einst him s ~e~s to ne~ate his O'WTl findings , 

r r~e l it wo11ld b~ nnfair no t to tAke note of K~ufuann •s views. 

Kauf'menn does th ink that D formel ize,i itself duri.ng t he 

~fl\rtod of Josiah 's re form ( thereby indi cating that Moses di d 

not author the Levitical nrie ~thood) , but thet D' s i deas are 
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not necess r-rily nost-exil i c . 59 He also feels that ? 1 s tent 

1s a nortable sanct11a r y and not 111odelled after Solomon ' s 

Te~ole. 60 (Intere stin~ly, on th is ooint, Bright i s unsure. 61) 

Ksu.rmann believes thet P 1 s festel l aws betray s nre-D view­

noi nt, E< r~iing thPt nilgr1"1lt!El?~S never were indispenseble for 

the ce 1~br et1on of e festival!62 He also i nrt i cetes tha t P's 

nortr eyel of the Mosaic R~e 1oes not refl e c t the conditions of 

the 2nd T~mnle oeriod (i.e., the nost-exilic n~riod) . 63 There­

fo re, he as~erts tha t P's nriestly syst em definitely is grounded 

in the de s~r t t r ad i t ion and is not a r~ fl ection from any nost­

e~ilic condltion. 64 

Kaufmann says that the Aaroni de s we re en a ncient oagan 

~srrelitlc orie sthood, 65 end t hat / th! golden calf e pi sode, t he 

Levite s snlit with t he Aaronides --snd he admits that P does 

,..,9ke ment i on of this (but he do~s not indicete why t ). 66 Then, 

after a oer iod of ttMe, the two ,n,.ouns 1"1er!led, so the t D say,­

Levi tical ~riests without any ni stlnrtion of nr i ~sts Ann Levites, 

(a very im....,orte nt dtst.fn~tion cre i::t111n hy the Aeronide s 1..n their 

wre~ting o f nower f r om th~ L~vitee--s"~ chapter four) . 67 Of 

course, if D came b"fore P, there would be no ne~d to make this 

disti nction as f e r as D ls concl'!rned, would there? After a ll , 

D did not forsee whet wa s to come l 

He then go~s on to s ay that P1 s system of sacred and nro-

68 fane pre c i n'! ts me ke 1 t cl1'ar thet D- conce nts ere unknown to P, 

~nd ttet since D and Pare not a t all s~mile r, P could not have 

been a revision of D. bq I am unsure how h e ar:-ive s at t'11s 

after We ~lhausen enn his foll owors heve shown th~ ~re ~t simil-
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~rittes between the two, en~ t hat b~c~use of t~is, P lo~ica l ly 

came ;fter D. And, if D snd P sre ~utue1ly exclus ive so that 

P could not ~e ~ r~vision of O, how can we assert that D comes 

A~narently Kauf'menn is not blind to the problem of 

Levites as distin<'t from Ar,ronides, end he resolvos th" nroblem 

not by descr' bing sny uower stru~gles , or individual nri•sthoods, 

but glving both ~qu&l euthor1ty (and at the same time ?) by 

say1n~ thst God e lect" r. both the Aar onides en(1 the Levites (a~ein, 

et the se""le time?) to be the herecUtsry priesthood of Isreel!70 

I, ior one, cannot ac cept Kauf=ann , but I.felt I hFd to 

be fair ~n•i inclnde ht'Tl ln t1,1~ discussion. 

To con~lude t h is chp~t~r, I think we can say authoritstive~y 

that i n no w1se we:, Yos• e the .founder of the Isr1' ~litic nr:!esthood, 

but thet it develoned i n a formal wa y st the beginning o~ the 

"1onprchy with the great stre~s on total centr~ liza tion of all 

ssne cts of the IsrF~l itic conmunity. Also , I t h ink w~ can say 

that th.,re w~re two ~rouns desiring th~ nrieP thood et this ti~e, 

the Levites and the Asronides . Through the cres tion of o.,uter­

onomy, the Levites wer e able to e ttain the oriesthood for 

thensel ves, to h"' f~mly entre nched in it by 621 B. C. E. , only 

to be denosed by the Aeronides in tre ~ost -exil ic neriod, throu~h 

a brillient j ob of int -, rpoletion throughou t the Mosaic text. 

Ch!'nter four w111 ,,us r us s the T'!ethodology us~d by both 

th• L-,vi tes and the AAronirle:, in acquirinp.; th~ T'lr5 • s thood . This 

chaoter wi:- nt .,d to .,~ t abl 1 sh that Mo:i1es did not set up a forM&l 

nri.e sthood , and thet wh en c~nt r>1; ~iHtion bep:&.n ,:-t the bei:;i nniniz 

of the monar chy (end w!th it P c .,nt~~1 1zstion of cult) two Rr ouns 
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be gan a quest to establish for themse l ves a foI'Tllal nr1~s thood, 

to be oass1'd down only to T")e":'lbers o f t h eir own fam!ly grouns 
'J 

1 . e., the Aaroni des an 1 the Levi t es. 

B,fore concluding; this chanter, howe ver, I would like to 

exn~ess F t~e ~ry P.S to why the Pentateuch s~ems to gi ve Moses 

the r ole of f'o•mder of a for-malized nriesthood--even thou~h 

scholPr~hip has srown otr"'\rw1se . A'"lnere n tly the fi gure of 

Moses lonmeci l:>r~e in thl'I mi n -i s of the n~onle Flt th"! bl'lc;inni n11; 

of the mon11,-.chy an<i f ollowing . p.,rhans a nything which 0011ld 

be asc r ibed to Moses we s h l'lld to be "sa cred" a nd to have 

e bsolute authort t y . Certf'l1 nly m&ny of thl'I nronh-eits were 

instruml'lntsl in build!nu un th~ imnort~nce of Moses ~n the 

~inds of the n~o~le, for msny of t h em i n chastisin ~ the o eonle 

-oroc la lmed the ~lories of t,he rie s ert n"riod . Thererore, 1 t 

wou ld s~em thst o n~ groun t h~t coul d show it had the bbckin~ 

of Mose s wo11ld automr.ti cally ';:, e h e ld in es t ~""l'°l in th"' e yes 

of th~ ~ommun{ty. There fore, n• rha~s, bo th the Levites s nd 

lpter the A3 r onides , in th~ir ~u est for ~ower, cleim-.d author­

ity for th~tr "'OSH~ons by P-t ennt1ng to show tha t Mose s had 

the Mosaic ~rt~r i al And ~rillient 1nt • rno1Ation , th~ Levttes 

a nd the A ~ronides hoth ,,,at]~ it e ""n-.e r to a r 1H lier of th -. Pent­

pteuch that Mos~s had or d a ined them to be priests. In t h is 

~ • nner, th~ o r1~sts honed to 11;ein 1,,,~-.d16te acc~ntanc e by end 

r ~s,~ct from the no-:1ulece , so t h at th~y co11ld " nly th-.lr tra de" 

wi t hout feer of investi~etions by the nonul6ce, or even of ~n y 

questtonina; of th•dr nctivitles by the r,onulece . and thereby 
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ce~ent their nos ition in the community end gain th"l unoerhand 

over everyone. 

It would s onear that the above theory might hove sone 

m"lrit, e lse why would both the Aaronldes and the Levites 

s tteMnt to show that their ofrice had its ori~in via Moses 

in th~ iesert neriod? 

Before goinp; into th e <11scussion o f the Methodology by 

whi~h tl1 <!! ARroni rles and the Levites izeined the nriesthood, we 

shall l ook s t th"l ~uti"s of th"l nr1. •sts in or de r to be tter 

unders t and th"lir i;i: r"l&t inflnence trro\lllhout the co'l'lm.unfty. 



-18-

CHAPTER THRES 

THE DTlTIES OF' THE PRIESTS 

At the be1Zinn1n~ of this discussion, I should like to 

~e ke clePr t hat the chent~r is concerned wi t h the duties of 

the nr iests, •nd not wi th the evolution of the nri-,s t hood es 

such. Theret'ore, wher~ver the text "'l"n tions Mose s r s !>ei ng 

instru~• ntal regernln~ the nrie sthood, the t ext ls teke n at 

ff:ce value, since it is tht> ryril'lst] y a,1tles that conr.~rn us, 

~nn not the P\'thentic1 ty of the per~onr ~es j nvol ved. 

Ue shel l first l ook ~t the dutj es and obl i gati ons o f 

the hi~r nri • sts , enci th• n t.h l'I rluti.•s ian•i obliization!'I of thl"I 

l"r1e!'lt3 ~n a~nerel , r.onr-.,11i n~ with a brl.,f note on the nr1v1-

le~es of th., hirrh nri • ~ts . 

Leviti cus 21.llS - 2 '3 informs us th,:1t th" hillh pr t e s t Yl'lUst; be 

the eld"!st son of the nrJe stly f a"llily , end thet he, es wel l es 

t h~ oth.,r nr ie~ts, cannot ~Pve any blemishes. Thi s state~ent 

i s i ml"oz•tfnt es it es tabl!~hes who i s to 6S~ume the h jgh T)ri-,sthood . 

This sta t ement ettemnts to remove th• thrs st of challen~e from 

other qu 11rters of t he community to vi., for the nri"sthood , end 

thus its aim !s to re~ove strife and dis~~nsion by estsblishi ng 

an order of office in tre co1'11"l1Un1ty . I t aonare ntly is trying 

to d1s t'uade c. ther g:rouns from t ry1.n1Z to wr-,!'lt th-, pr1-,sthood 

f or th~mselves, thereby ceusJn~ con~1sion ~nd rh~os, weakening 

the s or.f .-,ty int"! rn,.lly • nn ex+;e,-,n11l l y r~snl t ing in j ts ~enl'l:ral 

di ssolution ~nd dea th ~s ~ unified com~un1ty. 



The blemish seems to be imnortont, since the priest m.tst be 

totally perfect in order to serve God. Thus it eooee.rs thet not 

~very son of Aaron w~uld be eligible for the nriesthood, only 

thos~ who ~re nhysicelly o•rfect would be eligible. In the days 

nrior to the estab]isbment of the nriesthood, the patrierch served 

in th~ CEoacity of nriest, and there w~s no anpa~e•t concern with 

bl~~1s hes. In feet, if I can logically use t h is exerrtnle, Job, who 

was the oatrierch of his family ~oun, end who constantly BSSUffled 

tbe role of e nri~:oit efferin~ u-:, guilt secr1 ficel!!I to God, W'8S still 

expected to carry out his reli~ious functf.ons even efter he was 

Sl'li tten wtth boils7I which woul ~ certs i nly be ronsidered a blerrtish. 

But, those who were exnre~sly anointed as uod's servants had t o be 

pbysicPlly pur~. Pemaps, and this is conjecture, the idea of 

the 11 ble"ll1sh" was stressed to shew tbs people that the oriesthood 

wes reall y e s pecial office e.nd one requiring the gree test of resnect. 

I ment1on this because knowln~ t t e nrimitiveness of these desert 

~wellers, and their lack of ewereness of cleanl iness end hygiene, 

I would i~agine thet ohys! eel ble~lsh~s were the co"'"1on thing, 

1•Ath•r thP-n the e:icce"ltion, and whoev"r wes not bl eniished wes n~rheos 

thou~ht of by th~ col'l7ffl\lnity AS e.n 1n11v jduel sin~led out by God to 

receive snecial f avor~. Since the nriestheed wes e faMily of un­

ble'Tli ~hed individuals, thli:i adrled, in tre e y~s of the community, 

a greet deal of resne ct for the nriesth~od, as these men were 

chosen by God esnecially, and therefore des~rving of honor by the 

othi,rs. in the CO'J'Jl"IUni ty. Therefore, logically, we could assunil'I t het 

this helped solid ify the office of th! nri~sthood in t ~e co"""'unity 

and heloed to ~reven~ chal lenge from wlthout--ot leest during this 

_J 
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initial stege. (At the tiff!e of th!! Ffesnonean revolt ,ind the rise of 

the Pharisees, when the r"'I wrs no oui,Ation of the corruntness ot 

the nrtestbood, chellen~es to th~tr authority were quite frequent} 

In fact, enly when the nriestly qual1 f1cetio ns were met--thet of b~in~ 

without ble~ish, and from the family of Aaron, and being undefiled, 

such ~s co~in~ into contAet withe corpse (Leviticus 21 .11) which 

would defile a oriest, thereby forcin~ him to enter into a nrotrect~d 

neriod of nurifieatlon, could he est of the bread or God, both of 

the holy enrt the most holy (LevitJcus 21.22 ). 'l'b.is is every 

1nterestin~ item in the evolution of a formalized nriesthood . 

The nerteking of the breed of God s ~ems t o have e nerell el in Christ ­

ian nrRctices conc~rnin2 the eueherist. Whenever a Christian eats 

o f the euehar1st, h e ls imbibin~ end taki~ God into himself, th~re­

by a tts cr in~ himself to the Divine. It would therefere seem to 

be the SE-~e wtth the nriests. When th~y ni.rtook of Ged 's bread, 

they became a nert of God. Since the mas~ea were not ellowed to 

" ~t of this food, the nower of the pries thood was terrifically 

strengthened over the m~sses by virtue oft~ fact th~t n0t only 

were these ~~n wtt hout ble~ish, they a l s o had t he pernission to 

N!.rteke of the sneciel food of God, maki~ these men "God-like." 

It i s ~asily ima~ineble tbet because of this, no one would feel 

so confident of hims~lf as to ~o against the wishes of the oriests, 

for feEr of 1nv1tin~ the wr eth of God u~on his heed. Therefore, 

the ori~sts nrobably hed totel com~and over the a c t ivities of the 

~asses, and in their eyes , t~e nr1esthood became a wor~hiut'ul 

God-loved nart of the Cofflfflun1 t y wh1 eh co11ld do no wri,n~. 

To continue, the ri~h nr!~~t WPS ferbid~en to marry a widow, 
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8 divorcee, e nrof aned woman, ore harlot . Aceor din~ to L~viticus 

21.14, he could only ~~rry a virgin of th, House of Israel . (A 
quest i on ~i~ht be raised on t his Point concerning the orostitute. 

In Eben Ha8zer (h , lj of t h, Shulchan Aruch, there is a statement 

that a or ostitva or t h~ House of Israel wes nermitt e d to marry a 

nriest, but the ha rlot was not neMJitted to do soJ By virtue or 
this law , the High Priest 1n1s stn~led out es different tram any-

one ~lse in the Co'!!Tllunity, and after~ n~riod of time, his uniqueness 

nr obrbly bere~e so e cre ~ted , e n~ th-. nri~sthood so admired as well 

e s feared, sinr.e these m~n h ~n the nower of God in t~eir hands, that 

t~e i nstitution of th, nri~ s thood was truly a stable end i mnor tent 

ele~-.n t of th~ society, Bnd nrobabl y e n ele~ent around which the 

soctety could rally for s tre n~t h an~ sunnort, so that t h, nri esthood, 

conceivably, was a e lement in the society keepin~ the socie t y 

to~eth,r. Ase no jnt of con jecture on this ~etter, we might say that 

this was ennther reason Mose s wanted to establish e priesthood, and 

~eke it uniqu~ i n fue s ociety , in or de r to create an Jnstltution 

which would ke~n the society fro~ fal lln~ enart after his death. 

Another item sinRlin~ the h l ~h nr i ~st out from t he masses and 

contrtbuting to h is se~rosanc tness wPs the nrohibi tion, Levitf~us 21.10-12, 

of en~e~ing in mournin~ rites, such es sllowin~ his hPi r to ~row, 

teerin~ h is clothinv,, leevf np. th~ Qen~tuery rturiag t h e ~erviee, or 

even de filing hi~self by comln~ tnto ~ont~ct with any dead body i n­

clu~1 n~ h is 1m~ed1Ate f e~lly. There ere so~e exceptions t o this 

rule, although they occure d at a l a t er ti~e, when the nriesthood was 

fir ~ly established so that i t was taken for grante d . In its early 

per iod, durin~ the time of Mo~es , on~ could conjecture that ell of 
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these stringent laws were necessary to de"lonstrate to the peonle 

without a question of P doubt that those lndividuels who fomed the 

orfesthood were di f fer-ent from evei-yone e l se, and therefore, be­

eeuse of their rllff~renc~s, exnect1n2 the reenect of t he whole 

C0"1""111n1ty. Once, however, the neon le acce n ted the nr1esthood as 

P controllin~ element i n their 11ves, and once they ecceoted the 

fPct thet only certain neoryle could nossibly hone to be a oart of 

the nr i ., sthood, end thet this organization was esoecially chosen 

by God to r ule over the community, excentions to some of t h e 

strln~en~les could occur, without weakening the strength or the 

nrest1ge of the "ri~ sthood in the eyes of the community. One 

exceotion, for exa~~le, ls that of the Hj gh Priest Jehoiakim, who 

wore s ackcloth end noured ashes unon his head along with the 

other nries t s durin~ e ner! od of dire national distress , ( see 

Jud1th 4.1~-15, i n the Anocrynhe, . end also Jeel l.lJ). 

As fer e s his own nur1ficetion WPS concerned, t he H1~b Priest 

bad to w~sh h is hends e nd feet with weter before entering the tent 

of m~etin~ so t hat he would not die unon ~"nroa chin~ the a l tar at 

wh ich he we s to c~rry out his mtnistrstions, (Exodus 30. 19- 21). 

Re~ard!ng h is ~1n1s~retions, another i t e~ which singled out ell the 

nri~sts from th~ rnas~es WPS thet they were the only ones al lowed to 

intercede in behalf of the neonle to God, and thet which sin~led 

out the High Priest above the ma sses a nd the l esser priests was 

thet not only d i d he intercede on behalf of All t he neonle, but he 

wes the only one who C Ol1ld intercede to God i n behe.lf of the r,ri'"!sts. 

Annarent ly the l esser nri~~ts could not Jntercede i n their own be­

helf, (Leviticus 16.32- 34) . This concent, that of the oeople not 

betn~ n~ri"'itted to nr py to God on tr.eir own behalf, ""1st have been 
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the ceostone for the euthority of the ori~sts over the peonle. By 

stri~ntng the ri~ht of worshin from the ~asses end placing i t 1n the 

bands of the prifltsts izave the priests unquestioned authority over 

the masses and truly establ ished a forniRl nrl~sthood whtch for years 

would go unchallenged by anyone . 

We shall now look at a few of the obll~etions of the ~1gh Prie~t, 

in order to show his area of influence which established his office 

end that of the entire nriestho0rl as an unchRllenged end resn~cted 

erea in the community which woulri estebljsb co...,.,,unal nol1cles, and 

urect!ce$, and around which t~• eoffl!'llunity would, ne doubt, turn to 

and r91ly eround for sunnort, hence mekin~ the nriesthood a very 

imnortent ele,,,~nt fen• th" surv1val of the CO"f1'!1Un1ty. As lonP, as the 

nrf~sthood was 1n extstence (th"oret!cal y) t he co~l"!Un!ty would have 

e banner around wh1 ch to r~lly, a "banner" which would keen them 

t ogether and thereby ensure their survival in the face of ell onrls . 

Aaron offered incense every ~ornin~ uoon prenar1ng the lewns , 

and elso each eveni ng, when he lit the lemns (Exodus )0 . 7-8) . On 

the Dey ot Atone,..,ent (Levi ticus 16) it was his function to atone• 

for a]l the neonle as we1 1 e s ell t h~ nri• sts , and bless the neonle, 

and (verses 21-22) send P ~oet into the wllnerness uoon whom the sins 

of the col"l1munity heve been ..,laced, t"us f!tXonerPting the -oonulace--

e ve r y 1mnnrtent rf'], dous 1\lnction wh1,ch th"' neonle relied unon the 

T'rle!!ts to rlo, t hus ensur1nrz th~ i'l't'1n,..tence of the nri-. Rthoort in 

the co'""'uc1 ty. Levitt~us 24. q ~entions Aaron ' s eatin~ of the holy 

br"led. He woulrt ecc~nt the sin-offerin2 of not only individuals 

in the com"lu nj ty, but a sin-offerinv, thst rer,ressnted the entire 

c0 .,,.,,,unl ty, offer t t uo to God, the t the com"!Unity as A whole ml 2ht 

be for~iven (Leviticus 4 . 1)- 21}. It was th~ duty of the R.gh Priest 

• ?le~se see Annendix C for ~ discuss on concern!n~ exni &tion . 



together with the other priests to eat the remeins of the meel 

offerings of the children of Isree l in e holy nleco (Leviticus 6. 9) . 

Perhens this requ ire~ent wss nut in so t hat the C01"ffl1Un1ty could not 

ob j e c:t tot~~ nriests • livin~ off the l Pbor of others-- 1.e. ea ting 

food wh ich served es en offert n~ to God, the eatin~ of wh~eh by the 

nrie s ts could heve "'"IP ~e tte Co'!Tlfflunit'V quite an11:ry. This might also 

convey the ~eesa ~e that th~ eo"T'T!Un'ty WPS res~onsible r~~ardi n~ the 

feed1n~ o f the nrie s ts. This is e rether useful tool in establlshin~ 

the ~ndurin~ n~l"T'!anenee of th~ nriesthood and its sunrem•ey over the 

neonl e since lt :rl'lduces the neo..,le to e tyne of slavery to the 

nriests , so that sooner or later the neonle mi~ht truly think them­

selves to be inferior and truly needin~ the sun~rior wisdom and 

gvldence of the n:ri~ Rts for thetr own survival. 

The High Priest had to he nresent when- a king we s c:rowned or 

a l e Fder chosl'ln in order to inquire , by use o f the Urim , concerning 

God I e will for thier ventures ( Mumbers 27 .19-21). He we s to oversee 

the di stribution of the wer booty, as d i d Eleazar during the di stri­

bution of the booty of the Mldianltes to the neonle of Israel (Numbers 

Jl . 21-28) . He_. to~• ther wtth thl'I other nriests, ·was in eher~e or 

d1~-entlin~ and reses e~bl}no t~~ tPberneele anrl the items connected 

with it (Nu~bers 4 . 5 -16 ) . The Ri~h Pri•st, together with the other 

~ri9sts, wes in ehar~e of blessin~ tbe neonle (Numbers 6 . 23- 27). 

So we see thet the high nrie~ts were involved in ~very s snect of 

co~"T!Unity life, f rom war to neece, so that the co!TITIIUnity would be~in 

to believe that \t eoul~ not function without these s neci&lists. 

Moses, 1n outlinln~ the r~s nons tb1lit1es , did a phenomenel job in 

establi s hing a society of snec i si lists ·.rhich would a ::,near vital to 

the on~oing life of t le com"!Unity, thus bein~ an institution which 



would heve nel"'!"lenenc e of l eadersh1~ for a l on~ t1Me to coffle . 

Before conclud1n~ this discussi on, let us t s ke s few ~oments 

to l ook at the ge neral dut!~s of ell th-, nr1ests , over an1. ebove 

those of t he High Priest alone. 

The l easer nriests had to be rroffl the femily of Aaron and 

also nhys1call y unblemlshed (Leviticus 21. 16-23). Thi s nas ~age, 

of course , ensures an hereditary nrie sthood . They could not det'ile 

t hemselves for any dee d body, e xcent when the nerson was a ~other, 

father , son, dau~hter, broth~r, ~ife , or virgin sister (Leviticus 

21.1-5) . We noted that the Pi r,h nr i est c<wld r.ot defile hiMself 

for anyone, showing thet his nurity is ~"ater tba n t hose be low 

him. To elevete th~ HifU} Priest ln t h1 s ma tter is imnortant in 

eli ~1 n~tln~ contention f or the lee1~r shin of t he nriestho~d on 

th~ ~art of all t h~ nriests. Thi s content ion could have led t o 

a w~eken1ng of the total nrt~sthood, and n~~hans end un in its 

co l leose. Certainly it woulti have l ost 1ts resnect by the col"T!'ltun­

ity when the co~muntty saw the t rouble w1thin th~ oriesthood . Tbe 
-

c o~munity could hive conceivabl y r e a s oned tha t if interna l dis~ention 

exists, these neonle are not so sacred or soecial, they ere jus t 

l i ke us --without any Godlike charPcter1stics , hence , why should we 

re snect them? With t h~ s attitude, the priesthood would have coll a psed 

end the co"T'Wlm1 ty would hev" lost a n i,n'l"ortant r ellylng gro,1nd to 

keeo it together. By stetln~ pnn show1n~ the greeter hGltness of 

t he H1 ¢1 Pr iest ov~r t he other nr 1e ~ts, t his nroblem we s not i n 

a~n~er o f erisin~. The les s~r nr1~ st~ wouln be Pfreid of the Hi~h 

Priest , since the Hi~h Pr iest ~erl pow~rs even they did no t have. So, 

they :,rould 11 ~t en to h i~, an~ or der woul n nreveil . 

The lesser nr1 ests, like t he Ht!Vl Priesi:, could not Tl'l8rry & 



divorcee, a orofaned wo~~n, or a herlot (Leviticus 21 . 7) end their's 

was the resoonsibili ty of keep i ng charge of the holy things of the 

sanctuary a nd guarding th~ altar !'rom any nr of~nation, intended or 

in~dvertant (Numbers 18 . 5 ). They had to kindle the fire unon the 

sl tPr, olece th" wood unon the fire to keeo it burning enn watch 

thet the fir~ did not ~o out (Leviticus 6.2). They had to co]lect 

half the blood @f certain secr1f1ces in besins and nour out the 

rest of the blood en the alter(Exodus 24. 6) and make the verioue 

sections of thi, offertn~ S"'!!oke, as O'Onosed to burn (Leviticus 1.5-10). 

It wes the j ob of the l esser oriests to ninch off the head of 

any b1rd off ered t• be ~scrificed, drain its blood on the sine of 

t h• elter, remove its cron and the feathers thereof, and cast it 

by the eastern side of the elter among the ashes (Leviti cus 15-17). 

They were in c~a rge of Making the daily offering of one lamb in the 

morni ng and one lemb in the evening, end offer an additional sacri­

flce on Sabbaths, New Moons, and Festivals (Nu~bers 28 . 3,9-27). They 

off ered the ~eel-offering end smoked a nert of it es e m~moriel 

(Leviti cus 2 . 1-2), and they snri nkled the blood of the n~ac~-offering 

on t he elter (Leviticus 3.1.3) . These lesser oriests could sacri­

fice the sin-offerin~ of one 1.ndivinuel , but the Hi~h Pr!~st could 

sacr1ftr.e the s in-offering of the ~ntire com~unity--a much h ii:z:her 

~nctton than .fu:,t one individual's offering which the lesser ni,!ests 

c~uld only do (L~v it1cus 4. 30). The lesser uriests could ea t the 

~il t offering (Leviticus 7.6; 10.16-18 ), and offer uo the meal­

offering and snrinkle the blood of' the ~ilt-offering abou~ the 

elter. (Leviticus 6.7-8; 7 . 2). 

Top;ether with the High Priest, they couJ.rl narta.ke of the holy 

bresd (Leviticus 24.9), a vt,ry im~ortant i'unct1on already discuRsed. 



Another !'unction d1st1n~tsh1ng them from the ~esses, be-

C8use they hr d snec1el nowers ~nrt knowledge the ~asses dirt net hsv•, 

was their nrectic1ng •f medicine--elbeit ~n s very nr1~1t1ve level. 

Not only could the nrtests cleanse the soul, but they could nurify 

the body, thus makt n~ the co"""unity real l y dependent unon them, 

thereby ensuring their continuance in t l9 community. Te back this 

un we cite the fellowin2 nesse~s t'rom Leviticus: The lesser 

nr1ests conlci Tll&ke P.tonement for t he woman who geve birth and 

fulfilled the days of her nurlficet1on (12.6-7); they could 

escerte in when lenrousy had de~erted from the le0er (14.3-4), 

purify the lener (14.6-7), bring him before God to ~•ke atonement 

f-,r hil'I (11\ . 10-32) , determine whether a house was tilled with 

l enrousy (14.33-47) , and ~ake ~ton~ment for it to ourity it (14.4g.53) . 

'l'hey could also make atonement tor ~ny ~an suffering a flGw, as well 

es ~ur1fy hi~ (lS .14-15 ), and they coulrt 0ur!fy any woman who was 

uncle~ n (15.29-30). 

Some of their other dut ies were the of fering of the First 

Fruits (Leviticus 23.10-11) which was imnortant because this gave 

them nower in the Agricultural sr~a of communal l i re!':1.e . the 

s~cular area of survival. They were emnowered to estimate the SUl'II 

to be oaid by nersons making vows but unable t o osy the regular 

valvAtion o f the vow (Leviticus 27.8). They c ould es tablish the velue 

of an unfit animal hrou'2:ht e s en offering t o God (Leviticus 27 .11-12), 

set the value of P house cons~erete rt t ~ God (Leviticus 27.14), end 

declare th~ value ef s ffeld until its rede~nt ion in the Jubilee 

Ye~r (Levi ti cus 27 . 23). They m~de atonement for Naz1r1tes whose 

~rted ef ebstinence had come to en end, er when he had suddenly 
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become unclean (Numbers 6. 9-13), and they could offer u~ the sin­

efrering and the burnt-offering of the Nazir1te when his neTiod ot 

conse~ration had been co~nleted (Nu"bers 6.14-15) . 'l'bey also 

sounded the silver trumnets on the r~quired occasions (Numbers 10.8). 

In ~eneral, •nly th~ High Priest Mede atanement for the entire 

CO"'T"'IUnity, but it se~~s en excentlon wss made in Null'!bers 15.24-27. 

where it ~neaks of the lesser nriestg doing this. Perhaos, usin~ 

the same conjecture as before, the High Priest was so firmly estab­

lished es the ~roun•s leader, with nobody ev~r daring to think 

otherwise , that at this ne1nt, seme of his dutiea were passed down 

to th~ lesser priests, such as bein~ eble to make atonement for 

the entire community es a whole, as well as individuals by the~­

selves. 

The lesser nriests also prenarerl the nrescrlpt l on of the 

snices used in the secrificiel service (I Chronicles 9.30) and 

they o rener~d th" weters of snr1nkl 1n~ for t'te service (Numbers 1q. 1-11). 

They suo"rvised the breakin~ of the neck of a heirer after a corose 

wFs fonnd in e flelri Pnd the ldent1 ty of the ll'IUrderer could not be 

dete!"T'l!ned (Deuterenomy 21 .1-q). Jn • later n~riod, after the 

establishment of the ~riesthood i n the wilderness a t Sinai, end on 

certet n occasions, it WRS the 1ob of the lesser pri~sts to flay the 

burnt-offerings (II Chronlclee 2q . 34) and tB slaught er the Paschal 

Lamb (Ezra 6. 20). 

The priests also served as .1udv,es in the community, really 

ext~nding their domain of Influence so as to make th-e colTl!l'lunity 

totally deoennent uoon them end thus work to insure their survivel. 

Deuteronomy 17.9 and 19 .17 sta te that the nriests were to serve as 



judges when the nenulace aou~ht theffl out in order te settle cen­

treversies, and NuMbera $.12-31, 1n the sa,.,,., ve1a, says that a rel• 

of the ~rtests w~s tQ nrenare the waters ef bitterness used In 

testing a weman accused er Pdultery, and to eenduct the prescribed 

ritual. 

Alse, acc•rding te Deuterono"'J 20.2-3, snectal lesser ~riests 

were •n•iated te encourage the soldiers going rorth in battle and to 

address the peonle and their officers. It almost sounds as it these 

~eople were the special nubl1c relations men of the priesthoed, 

lF.borlng to ingratiate the nrtesthood in the minds of all the 

neenle, •• that the peonle would leP.rn to love the nrlests, trust 

theffl 1~nl1e1tly, nernrit theffl to en~•~• in all tm ceffll'IUnal activities, 

trO'lt the conduetin~ of th~ rel1~1ous se~vtces, te the ti-ying et 

C6ses 1n court, ~•king tla neonle so denendent unon the extetence 

ef the nrtesthoed, that the nee~le were the ones who eentrtbuted 

their total sunnert to its continuance. Once the oriesthood bed 

this suppert, in coul~ onerete freely and unquestioned wtthtn the 

co"l'ft\Jn1ty, erid be the real rulers of the community. In tact, as a 

footnote to this, we find tn Leviticus 21.9 that a priest's deu/¢lter 

whe eOl"ftl'l1tted harlotry w~s to be burnt, because she profened her 

tether, showing the high level or the priesthood and its family 

me~bers, so th8t the com"fUnity would alweys res-pect this organization. 

A••• ezafflol• et tb• suooeas the ~riesthood had in ingratiating 

itself in the eel"'J'l'l"l'Unity can be viewed by looking at a tev ·~ere 

nessagee in the Bible, nass•~•• whlr.h snow us 0rlvileges aceorded te 

the oriests by the 000ulaee, enrl nrivil1Re8, which, I teel, would 

not have been granted, htd th!I nonulaee been Pble te d1aregerd the 



1~oortance •f the priestheed tor the survival of all. In tact~ 

one ,night lnte~ret these privileges to Mean that the neonle gave 

these to the nriests so that the priests would not only continue, 

but also continue to show favor to the people anrl hel~ them out, aa 

or,nosed to destroying them. Se we can nosi t that tha,a nrivileges 

were given eut et leve fer the nr!eats, or out er fear because ot 

the nc,,er •f the nrieffthood. At any rate, the nr1estheed h•d 

develoned enough str~ngth to gein these privileges. Let us nev 

leok at a few of th••e orivileges. la Jeaeulma, Anttquittes IV, 4.4, 
we see thet the heave-offerings and the tithes constituted a coT11mUnal 

fund ln which all the priests narticipated. Al••• upon arriving 

ln Canaan, meny years following the establishment et the priesthood 

by Moses, and after Moses•s death, Numbers 18.20 and DeuteronofflJ" 18.1-2 

tell us that the t)riests did not receive a portion of the land or 

Canaan to develop for their own use when the land was divided 

among the tribes of Israel. Instead, the nriests lived off the .rat 

er the land, so to sneak, reapin~ in the fruits er other's, which 

the peonle gladly ~eve to the nri~~ts in order to have the n~j~ate' 

blessing up~n the~. The priets alse received a tithe .fro~ the tithes 

given the Levites by the no~ulace (~bers 18.28 and Nehe~1ab 10.3q), 

but this state!'!ent ls very reveeling, .f~r it shews • snlit bas 

occured betw~~n the oriests and Levites. At the tlM• o~ establishing 

the nriesthood, nriests and Levites were s~oken of in one breath, as 

tf there was no distinction between them. This passage just cited 

indicates that es the priestheod developed, a split ""1at have occured. 

we shall investigate this in d~tail in th~ next chapter. 

Prior to this investigation, however, we can say that as the 



nriestboed_ develoned, it gained ~reet nower in ti. ce"'1'!unity and tt 

extended 1 tsel .r to cever all asne ets ef eo""""1ni ty 11 f•, includiDR 

the nower ever the success or the kin~, hi~selt, and never in the 

courts. It became se ~vert.11, that no one ~uestioned its Yalid1ty 

tn werking in all areas er the co'ffll'l'IUn1ty. •• • eeaclu■l•• te 

this thapte~, i., ua~a!ft81• eut ~etgb"t et th• high ~Pteita •• • · 

t.irt~er exam,le of how the nriestbood invaded all esoecta et the 

life of the co'f'lffll\lnity. 

Eleazar, the third sen of Aaron, nartlcipated in the conquest 

of Canaan, the success of which battle hinged on the blessings ot 

the nriests (Numbe~s 20.25ft. and Joshua 24.33). 

- Eli, the first ~eMber of the ra~ily of lthamar to serve•• 

H1~h Priest, wes not only a ~r1est, but als• a judge. As I Samuel 4.18 

says--El! ~ud~ed Israel rer tnrty years. 

Ah1 .1ah, the son of Ah! tub, annarently was Hi.~ Priest during 

Kt~ Saul's x-e!.gn, dur!n~ which he took n1rt 1n the wax-s or Mtcb­

~as, wearing an •~hod in the cemn of Saul--thus giving the seldiera 

a greet deal ef inner stren~tb te centinue and eventually win the 

battle (I Sanuel 14.3). 

Alltariah, the son of Azsr1ah,· was •~nointed to su~ervise the 

judges in Jerusalem in ~atters of e religious nature. Zebadiah, 

the son of Isbmeel, at the sa~e time was the official of the Bouse 

er Judah, in charge of all the effairs of state (II Chronicles 19.11}. 

Jeboieda not only seved Joash f'r~m the murderous Athaliah, but 

wes else very 1netrum~otal in havin~ Jo~sh crewned king (II Kings 11-12, 

~nd II Chronicles ?3-24). 
'l'h1s next examnle reelly ~hews the nriests• newer ever eTen the king. 



Azariah wee the High Priest during the i-eign et ting Uzziah. 

When King Uzzi•h tried to enter the san~tu•ry and offer incense on 

the altar, hariah said: "'It nertaineth not unto thee, Uzziah, 

to burn incense unto the Lord, but to the nriests, the sons ot 

Aaren, that are consecrated, it nertalneth to burn incense; go out 

et the sanctuary: fer theu best trespassed: neither shall it be for 

thy hener ti-om the Lerd Ged; • Then Uzz i ah was wreth; end ~e bad a 

censer in his hand to bu~n tneense: and while he was wroth with the 

ni-1ests, the lenrnsy brGke terth in his ferehead" (IIChren1clee 26.18-1q). 

Urijah wes requested by King Abaz to bui ld an altar, which 

he did (II Kings 16.10-11). 

We have seen hew powert'ul the ~rt•ets were in Isreal. But, 

in fereign lands, they were not feared for we ha ve the account ot 

King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon slaying Seraiah, Zephaniah (II Kings 25.18-21), 

end Jehozadak (I Chronicles 5.41). 
Prom the•• exa~nles, there cannot be a question of a doubt the 

1nn'Gllflce the ~rJ••'• enjoyed among their own neonle. Their sphere 

ef innuence wes so 1nclustve as to touch the lives of ell t he neonle. 

It ts a s~all wender, then, that the neo~le came to depend unon the 

nriesthoed tor their vtrtry survi-yal, and ene can indeed see that as 

lonp; PS the T')riesthoed was around, the nennl e felt thet they were 

invincible, and this gave them the inn~r strength to cerry on, and 

stay to~ether, and s urvive any and all ordeals which might befall 

them--su~h as the Babylonian Exile. 

However, with the ~•in of nower enjoyed by the orlests, it 

would see~ unusual for e veryth ing to continue to :run so s~oothly. 

Indeed, everything a noeared r!ne while they were gaining the sunoort 



er the neonle, because the nriesthot,d could not efferd at this 

noint te risk internal dissention, else they would not have become 

the true ~nd trusted leaders f£ the cemmunity. Once, hewever, they 

wette ecceTited, and net held under the scrutiny of the coffll"luni ty to 

see Wbt')ther tbey deserYed ell the resnect and honor accei-ded them 

beceuse of their Sl)ecial nowetts and wisdOT11, it was 1neT1table that 

internal struggles would begin. And, indeed, this ls what baonene-d. 

We shall neffle the next ,cba,:,ter- "Aaronide Sunremacy• and ·.-, shall 

within the conrtnes of this cheoter, dts cuss the internal ~over 

struggle of the Aaronides and the Levites, and other items dealing 

with this ohase of the develenment of the Israelitic Priestheed. 
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CHAPTER POUR 

AARONIDE SUPREMACY 

Maay cenjecturel statements have been ~1ven thus fer in thte 

~iner atteMot1~ to ex,,l~in the eTolution end development of the 

Isreel1t1c Priesthood. However, the ~eter1al 1n thia chanter, 

althou~h oerhana so~ewhat reoetitious, is, whet I consider, the 

moat tmnortant set of eoncents and discussion concerning this ~nt!r~ 

develoT'l"!ent. At the beginning, it fflftY aunepr to the reader thet 

e ~•t deal of 1rrelevPnt ~rter1el 1s bein~ presented. However, 

a breed histor!cPl base 1s nec~s~ery te fully gr8SU the reftsons 

behind the Aeron1des• stl"u~v,le for nower. Por, as we notieed et 

the conelns1on •f the lest ~lianter, a sn11t did dfltTelon betweea 

the LeT1tes anrt the dire~t descfltndents ot Aeron, and e ~•"7!'1oth 

nower stru~~le ensued 1n or~er to ~~t~r~ine which grouo or end by 

1tse1.t weuld be the "rl-,sts, thflt ITT"oun hav1n~ the greatest control 

over all the neonle. And, it should be ro; nted out, at the conelu­

si•n or this stru~~l•, the nrieetho~d will heve etta1ned its ulti­

~•te as a fot"fflal group hevin~ dfltf1nit• control over the ~asses. 

All e1·s• thet occurs Will ~1ther- add ontG the nriestly functions, 

thua broedenlng their nowers even "'ore, or contribute to the eventual 

decline of th-, nriestheod with the be~inning of the nel1s culture 

and the H•s~onean revolt, both fte~s of which do not truly rall 

inte th" econe of this naner, es it ne.f'ls wtth the develo""'"nt, 

and net the decline, of the nriesthnod. 

With theee few e~en•ng re~e~ks, we ere Pbout te be~in the 



discussion. However. I would like to call the reader's attention 

te Apn~ndtx Bet this ne~er which will nresent • tw• dittering 

g•neelog~cf>l t ebles et nrtests which Will be of relevanc8 to this 

d1Jleuss1on, as a nert er the d1seuss1an concerns itself with the 

hereditsl'J' er ~r18sts in or~er fer the Aaronides te claim· t• ha•e 

the true abtbePi.,. to?- the T\rles theed ,. n Ia:rael. Nev we ea n beirl■ 

•ur dtscuss1en. 

When Abraha~ first annears en the sc8ne in the twelfth chanter 

er the Be~k of Genesis. we tnund • semi-nomadic seeletal structuN. 

It consisted •f ra~111ea 11vint 1n tents and reving Pbout the 

d8sert. All the Biblical texts cempatible with a seml-nemadie 

see19ty can be attr1but9'te this fermetive stag• ef Israel's h1at•l"Y• 

Als•• and this is a crucial cencent te establi~h et this time, we 

would be more cerreet te label this stage "aemi-1effladle monetheism." 

This ennelet1on i s erue18l fa- t he monotheistic idea~ The Ged. 

Yehweh, ~• 'lffleffl Abraham addres9ed himself, bep:an to take en m•n•­

the1at1c e~aracteristtes, b~eause Abrehem ~•delled Hlffl after the 

1m111 ge ef the lf•trierch 1n it semi-n•o"'l•die fem1ly. Since the netrtsreh 

wee the ••l• h8ed ef the ra~iJy, end ~o~nletely o~n1notent. Abraham•• 

hd bee•"'• the sole O•d, tetally emnintttent. This eoncent was fine 

fer Abrbam, Isaac, and Jaeeb s!nee the desert was• lar~e enou~ 

nleee an~ on• neenl• di~ net have to tnn1et tbetr Ged-ceneent 

u~•n another greup livin~ 1n their midst. Th~ desert waa large 

enou~h so thet eech family un1t lived in its ewn •~a, by tteelt. 

'l'be omnintttent Ged er Abraham &T>t>a1'9btly became wlde-sr,:read enou~, 

er 9 ttreetive enough, te emerge 1.n the wtlaernesa nerlod •f the 

wsn~ertn~s ef the neonle under Moses. All we need de ts eomner• 

the AbrebAffl story wi th the Beok of Exodus, and we will see l'ltUCb 



•1ffl1larity re~rd1~ th~ Pctivtt1ea and deacrtot1ena et Ged. It 

waa net l•n~, hewever, enly terty yeera, until Jeshua led the peonle 

eeress the Jordan 1n Canaan:Uand new the treuble be~en. Thia greun 

er no~ada with thei r mon•the1at1e Ged suddenly left the wilderness 

ter urban agricultural lite. Unon creaaing the Jerdan, they dta­

cevered • aer.tety already living en the land, with ita ovn reli­

gioua ayateM. The clash er neenlea with their different systems 

wea inevitable, e.nd the winner ef the struggle weuld be the groul) 

which would control the land. 

The Iaraelitea said that Yahweh was se powerful, he could rule 

net enly over the rlea9rt, but in •n a~teultural aetti~ •• well. 

The Canaanites, whe wershtnn•d • ~•d n~~ed Baal, said ne. In fact, 

they said, no eM ~•d een rule ever• comnlex a~r!eultural society. 

Per thta reasen, there were ~eny Baals. The MelkaArt Be.al wPa the 

~ed et co1'1ffl!erce. The Fftrtil1ty Beals took care ef the aun and rain 

and the fertility of the land which would ensure an abundant harw•at. 

The result e( this strug~l• hinged unen the devices et the oronbet 

Elijah. It wash• wtie nremeted the concent ef Yahweh Bxcluaivts~. 

And, it wea becau~e er Elijah's auc~ess that the Israelites gained 

the sunremacy over the C•naaitea, end thereby set the rulea and reg­

uletions ter the t etal society. 

E11~ah ~•thered all the nriftsts ef the Beals together unon a .,. 
mountain. He chall enged the Canaanite ~ods te deaeend u~•n the altars 

and cenaul'IHt the sacri f1 ees beiiut effered un. Noth1 n~ hannened, 

eyen thou~h the Baal nriestheod incanted rituals, an~ burned 1Dc8nse. 

Then, EU j ab called ,men Yahweh, end in • drafflatic Tl!e1"19nt, Yahweh 

oeme ~ewn and net only eonsu."ed th• aac:r!tieee et Rlijah, bu; als• 



the•• •r the Baal pr1estheed, and then Yahweh burned up th~ altars 

cen~ti-ucted by .the Baal nriesta. Thus did Yahw.b exclusively l!IS8um& 

the rele or Ged er the lend. 

The next im~or tant even centered •r~und the pronhet Elisha. 

Elisha werked te bring fllbeut the Jehu revelutton?"°the end result 

•f wh1eh nlaeed the ...,•nerchyef the Israelites exclusively behind 

the Ged, Yahweh. (And by the time er Jereb~•m II, A~•s•s t'unctten 

was ffl9rely ene ef atte..., ... tt ng te r.lart t:r ' tlie 'TI,• ef wershi'D that 

Yahweh required). 

As Yahweh teek on ~•re and ~ore 1\tncttens, he gained mere and 

~ere attributes. A ~•j•r ettrtbute or Yahweh, ~enttoned brteny 

abeve, wes that •f be1n~ ruler ever the menarchy. Althou~h Elisha 

festered tM Jehu r~v•lution te ~ut the menarcby exclusively behind 

Yahweh, Sa~uel was the 1ndividu•l whe ext~nded the newer er Yahweh 

to u nderwrit~ the MonPrchy. When the neo~le wanted a king te rule 

eve~ them, Samuel, the nrenhet, the renresentat1ve ef Yahweh te 

the -peonle, w~s reou-,sted te choose ena enoint the king, thus showi ng 

Yehw8h's eensent anrt blessin~ ever th~ kt~~ Samuel and Elisha 

and ths oth~r nre11ter eary ~ronhets eri,ated ~•od kin~~ ever the 

nee~le by p;tvi nv. tl'lem Yahweh's •nT'IT"1tval.. Thue, ~s Yflhweh unr!~rwret~ 

the "'enareby, the monflrehy unrteJ"Wt-ote the iftTn<,r-tenee •f' Yahweh 

exelu~tvisffl, s1nee the kin~e wented Yahw~h•s blessing--tbus there 

ci,ulr! be ne QUest t sn in snyone's mind thet Yahweh was rece~ized 

e s the sole Ged ever the neonle. 

At this ~o int in eur stery, eult1t1cat1en beea~e e Yer, im­

portant eonce~t, and one which was nremoted by many •f the ore­

litera!"y PrGnhi,ts, such e• Samuel, Na t han, Elijah, tmd Elisha. 
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And, by the ti'l"le •t King Selemen, the cult WAS really established 

and defined. (A■ an added net•: this cult dAmanded neople whe weuld 

b"' "bl• te ed"'1n1ster at t h e eult-eenters. Th••• 'Deenle wenld er 

eeurse be t he nr1esta, ~nd with the ~rewin~ imnort~nee ef the cult 

1n Terrel, tbe urissta bec•~s mere 1no mere imnor tant. I am 1n­

sertin~ t his nete beeauee we "lust net lese a1ght ef the grewing 

illlnor tence ef the nriesta with th~ cult-centers, even theugh the bulk 

ef this discussion deals with the develenment .e f the cult, no t men­

tieni n~ the nries ts ner s~). In fact, by the tin,e •f King .S.1911~, 

there were • nu'l"lber of cult centers with a le.rge ctne in Jerusalem 

et the tel'llole the:r!!I , and ene in the nerth"lrn ne r t e!' ls?'ael, at 

Beth El. Be th Bl wo1,ld becollle "18194 h1nt"trtant a f ter the dee th et 

K1~ SelQ"'en when th& kin~dnffl would be s nlit int• two narts, the 

cant tal ef the northern nart beinR Samarii,, wM.ch WE S 1n the vi c1n1 ty 

ef Beth Kl. Th• syste"' ot mult1nle alta?"s was festered by the 

pre-literary nrenhets, and i t was fer this reaaen that at the tiffle 

of t he di•ided menarchy, this ~ystem wes str•n~ly entrenched. 

Th• material !n t h~ Penteteuch which cencerns itself with the 

fflUltlnle altar syst em c•n be r~ferred to •s J and B. J nel"fflally 

means pess a ~es in whi ch Yahweh is ~ent l oned, and B meens p•s ~• ~•s 

1n whfch the werd Elehlm eccurs. Wh~ther er not ene comol ~tel y 

belfeves 1n this system et tree ttn~ the P9ntateuch. er •c~eots this 

es v~l1d, I shall use it since it is cenY9nlent and vell-kn•wn ln 

schelarly e1rcles."'7 

Abeut this time when the menerchy d1Yided, • new ~•un et 

~renhets •~oe•red on the eoene. It a••~s. from r•adlng the Bible, 

that the se ~en either wret•, er h•d eemeene write, their •ctual 



•~eeches they delivered te the nenulace, and the royal court. These 

9 en, Ames, Micah, Hesea, and Iaaiah--t• ~ent t en e rew e f the fflost 

nrem1nent--d•n•tmeed th~ ~ultinle a lter system which wes ruled ever 

by cults, a IWlllb•r -er whese ~e~bers se~mert te be Levites. 'l'hese 

"r•nhets vere a1'Pa1d that t h -.se cults "'h:ht reintre.,uce Baalism, and 

m1s1nternret the Cevftn8nt. Th-.se new nrenhets, evftn theu«h they 

nreecbed • dift~rent ~essa~, v~r• a~narently 11stened t e because 

er tt-e resnt11et nre,:,heey atte111ed under the nre-11terary nroT>heta~ 

'nlea, areund 721 B.C.B., the event eecured which, at least te 

the ~asses, seemed te authenticate and v1lidate the werda et the 

l !ter ery nr•nhets. Assyria sweened dewn t'Joem the nerth and a ttecked 

and C9'T!nletely destroyed the Narthern Kingdem, Israel. Ne deubt, 

et this e ecurre nee, the literary ~ro~hets screamed out, "Ah ha, 

de net you se"'l that we !"i!'Ve been cerrect? The Northern Kinv,ri•m 

wes 1e~treyed bec~use oft~~ lffllltlnle altar end cult system which 

every •Df' helned te m•1nt•1n ftn~ wh~eh we said Ged dirt net like! 

'ftlerefeN, God de~treyed l8r~el u81~ Aasyrta as His teel, and 

this ts r wern1n~ fer all •f yeu in Judah. There ts ta be ane 

nlaee ef wersh1'D, the Te ... .,1. in Jerus1tl9m, end th~re 1e t• b• ana 

set ef nri•sta ad~1n1ster1n,z there, end th9S9 nrt~ats ere tab• 

L~•t♦••• end n• e th~r. Is net thet which Meses precleimed fer us 

in the wildernes■ Tw One cen ree~ily see the iMoact •f the ~eas•~ 

ef these literary pren~ets, end we can surmise that this is exactly 

whet han'D8ned at the t1M•• J1MJselem beeeme th~ single cnlt c•nter 

anrl the L"vites tHk ever all the r~ligious duties. Th• ~re-11ter­

ery nreoh~t1c guilds which eon~u~t8d sOTTte •f the rel1~1•us services 

at the cult centers 1n th" n•rth ( and aeme in tl--e s&utb •11 well, 

ne daubt) w~re estracised and th1 Levitea bAca~e th• ••l• reli~feus 



1'unet1.eaar1•s. 

I shall new eMbark unen e bit er cenjectur•. It weuld aeeffl 

legical that e1nce the ore-literary prephetic preachments were 

d1sc..,unted after ,. neried ef ti,-,e, t here would be ne guerantee 

t h~t the nreechments ef the literary nrephets weuld net suffer 

the sa~e r ~te. Therefere, it is eenceivable that the Levites, 

wh•"' thtlt U . t-.rary nronhe h cemented i nte newer, were • f'rald the t 

seme event ~1ght •e~ur in t~e future whleh weuld je•~erdize their 

aeverei~ty es leaders ever the neenle. Te nrevent t~ta, nel"haos 

i t was the Levites the~selves wbe cerefully nletted the events 

whi ch in 621 B.C.E., durin~ the reign ef King Jeaiah, bee•~• knewn 

8S the Deuteren•~ic Revelutien. 

In 621 B.C.E. an ~~•zing "decumentw wes suddenly discevered .,. 
and w,s 1~edietely breu~t te the at t ent1en ef King Jesian. This 

deeument (which, is knewn te us ss the Beek ef Deuteronen,y, hence 

called D) was the farewe l l sneech er Meses, delivered just befei-e 

his death, and nreviously unknewn te heve existed. In that this 

speech was attributed te Meses ~•de it law te the neenle, because 

Meses w•s censidered by th~ neenle ta be the authentic revealer 

ef O.d's werd--ne questtens ~sked. The es~ence er Deuterenemy 

te the cendentnet1en er the 'T!Ulttnle elhr system, the annel nt1'111tDt 

without ouestien •~ th~ Levites PS the sele adffl1n1stratere er 

rf!1 1.it1:.us affairs, the etat&l"lfllnt thP.t only 1f ths neenle weuld 

fellew all the 1,,-ws ari➔ ~e"IIT!end"lents weuld Ged raver the?1t, thus 

nl-eing the r9■~ons~b111ty fer nren~r behsvler en the m•saea, whe 

in turn weuld feel all serts ef Q;Uilt, therby elevating the L~vites 

in their minds since the Levites were the ones te exl)iate their 

- 1. 



feelings •f guilt, and, in general, nlacing the Levites in such 

8 nestt1on in the eyes •f the ne~nle that 1t weuld seem thet nething 

c•uld nessibly dethrene them (excent that they never cenceived et 

the utter brilliance Gf the Aarenides yet te ceme) ... 

The •nly ebjectien that one ceuld rats• 1• tbet hew ceuld 

Meaa1c revelet1•• ceunteraet Meatie re••l•t1••• ainc• J.E. nrem­

ul~•ted the ayateffl et fflult1nle altars and mult1nl• cults, whereas 

D nrecl•1Med the •n• eltar, ene rel1~1•u• n-euo J'!'Ule. '?he brilliant 

way the Lftvitea eac■ned tbla cr!tiela• was that DeuterenMy did net 

•~•nly chellenge the authenticity er J.E., but merely aupnl■nted 

it by having Deutereney •P~••r aa JMaea•s farewell s,,eech. Since 

it wes the farewell spee~h of Moses, the Levites hoped the t ay9ry­

one would consider this to be reveletion given to Moses after the 

other revelations had been given, and since lator publ!ceti?ns 

always take precedence over nrevious ones, the p~~ple accepted 

this and therefore followed the D oronouncements, disregarding 

the J.E. msterial. And, gs the final ele~ent of brilllency 

exhibited by the Levi tea, et ths eon~lnsion of this sneeeb, there 

is e statement that nothJn~ cen be added af'ter tb1s~I We note tbet 

J.R. never said anything ebout future material bein~ Added, so there­

fore no one cc,ltld ques t1on the val id1 ty of s tiding ,,,e tertal to J.B. 

Bow, however, with this strtement, the Levites could feel secure 

knowtn~ that another group in the future could not denose them 

by eddi~ anything followln~ Moses•s ferewell ad0ress. The reason 

I conjectured that the Levites 'ffli~ht have been the groun to have 

nlotted end written .Deuteronomy is thet it is the Levites who are 

the ones benefitting f'rom this book. It concerns their interest in 



the stru~~le for sunre~ecy and their success tn this ~ett er. 

Also, nerhens the Aaroni des were around bed.nnin~ to cause t~ouble, 

so the Levites 1n the Book of Deuteronomy do not reter to the 

8ons of Aaron even once with the exeention of mentioning the eni­

sode or the Golden Calf in which Aaron i s shown in a very· bad 

1,~ht, as the one who ettemnted to wrest the nower .from Moses 

dur!n~ the time Moses wes unon Mount Si riai~ Anyone reading 

Deuteronomy, there fore, would certainly look down unon the Aaron1des, 

and nrAise t he Levites a s the true r elt~1ous functionaries tn the 

society. 

However, as brilli~nt as the Levites were, they did not 

match the fantaatlc br1111ance, the true ~nius, of the Aaron1des. 

For indeed, the Levites were correct in ass'U?l'lfn~ that the Aaronldes 

were a threat to their nosit!on a s re11~tous ~eads of the oeo~le. 

The very brilliant and Cofflnlex way the Aaronides did destroy th~ 

nower and authority of t he Levites is that uoon which I shall now 

emberk snd which will be the main interest of t h is chanter. 

Un to t h is time, and ~omewbat beyond, extendin~ through the 

Babylonian CantivitJ ot 521 B.C . E., the Penta\eucb we s recognized 

es the "constitution and by-laws" governing the Isras l itea. {For­

tunately for the Aeronides, the Babylonians did not i~poee their 

rel1gious rules an~ re~uletions u~on the cantives, s ouelching the 

cosmic nower of Yahweh, or des troyi n~ the imnortance ot the oriest­

hood--nor ~id the Persians after them). This non-canonized Penta­

teuch wes the key to the Aaronides rise t o nower. Had the Pentateuch 

been canonized, it could not have been temnered with, or touched 

in gny wey. Thus, the Aaronides would have he~ to write a new book, 



hon1n~ that the oeonle would reed end accent this new book instead 

' of the Pentateuch. But, since the Levites so ver-y cleverly satd 

that nothing could be added following Moses•s farewell address, 

an~ since the Pentateuch ha~ the unquestioned authority of Moses, 

one could reesonPbly assume tb et the Aarontdes would have been 
1 shunned comoletely by the 111aeses. If thts new book by the Aaronides 

had ~iven Moses as the author1ty, the Aeronirles would ~rob~bly have 

been considered to be blqs~he"'9rs, since ~sea had already ~el1vered 

bl~ ferewell eddress stating what w~s and whet was not valid. 

Therefore, what could the Aeronides doT Instead of atte~ot1~ 

to add anythin~ t o the end of the Pentateuch, they interwove a 

greet deal. of material (which we shall label as P, s tandfng for 

?riestlyf\hroughout the oa~es of the Pen~ateucb, so thet uoon readtng 

the Pentateuch, the constant mention of Aaron would focus the 

reader's attention unon Aaron ann his role in the society and the 

reader would not consider the Levites as imoort ant ~s Aaron, since 

they ere not mentioned as frequently~• ftle Aaronides did not add 

anything follov!n~ Deuteronomy, but there was no law thet they 

could not 1nte:rnol8te ~eter1al in the books oreceding Deuterono'l'!ly, 

so that ft wae not imoortent to worry about Deuterono~7 at all. 

In tect. were one to read through the entire Pentateuch, by the ti1'119 

the re8der. arrived et Deuterono~y, there would be no question 1n 

his ~ind that the mentioning of Levites merely means members or the 

Aaronide family, and not the s"9cial family known ea Levitea. 'l'hen. 

the Aarontdea were successt"ul in oenonlzlng the ·Pentateuch so that 

no one in the future could touch eny part of it, either adding to 

tt 8 t the end (the end be1~ Moses •s fer•ewell address, so nothing 



could have been added to 1t even prior to the canonization) nor 

1nternolating material into other narts of ti. Pentateuch. In this 

way, with the Pentateuch orimerily rocusing unon the importance ot 

the Aeronidea as the true rel1~1ous !\tnctioneries of the -peonle, the 

Aaronidea, by 400 B.C.E. could feel fa irly sefR thet no one would 

question their ~uthority or depose tbem . And, 1n this they were 

correct. No one did denose them, but with the beginning of the nolis 

culture an~ the Hasmonean revolt featuring the rise of the Phar­

isees, the entire Pentateuchal systeT'II .featuring the concept of the 

written law, was overthrown. Of course. the corruntness or t he 

Aaronide priesthood contributed to the col lanse of the system, but 

thls tells outs11e the scone of this naner. 

Let us now look at the methods used by the Aaronides to 

aceo~nl1sh their task ~r ~einin~ sunre~ecy over the T11assee and t he 

Levites. In Bzekiel we find the statement that redemntion co~es 

only through nroner cult observance which was to be directed through 

the son~ of Zado~ 'l'be Aaronides junroed on Ezekiel's bandwagon, 

so to s~eak, and e~nnaaized thet the worship of Yahweh was possible 

only through the ritualistic temnle service. The Aarontdes con­

vinced the neople that they n'!eded eons t ant expie tion, and this 

emnhesis created, we will oostulete, a guilt-complex tilled society. 

As Professor Rivkin admirably nolnts out, guilt ls a primary stim­

ulus for religion, so thet the success of the nriests hinges unon 

their ability to exniate the sins of the neonle. Then the Aeronides 

traced the ~eneolo~y ot the sons or Zadok beck through Zadok to 

Phineas to Blazer to Aaron to Mosea. By doing this, the Aaronides 

claim that they alone ere the ones who can suceess1'Ully exniete the 



sins of the neople. The Levites, however, reminded the i,eople that 

in the Book of Deuteronomy (their bookl) Joshua is the leader 

C0""'11ss1oned by Moses, and Joshua was not only not a member ot 

Aaron's family, he wes not even a nriest ~tall. 'l'be Aeronides, 

being so br1111ently clever, 1nteroolated material throughout the 

Book of Numbers, and in Numbers 27.12, we read that Moses tells 

Joshua to nresent himself before tnazar, the H1~h Priest, et which 

time both Moses end Ela2er together coff!fflission Joshua. Thia in­

ternolat1on im,11es tbet Joshua had to cbeck with the priests before 

he could ~8ke any sort of ~ove, because he was indebted to the 

nr1es ts for co1'Yffliss1on1ng hi~ leader of the people. We see in this 

en1sode thet the Aaronides did not do away with Joshua, but by 

edding a ~rest deal of ~pteriel to the Joshua story, they demon­

strated how Joshua needed the nrie~ts . The Aaronides were renresAnted 

as the nower behind the throne, thus meking t hem extremely 1'11tl)ort­

ent, hence nowerful, in the Israelite eomfflunity. 

There wes, however, one ~ore lm~ortant nroblem, pnd thPt was 

the nlecing of thA Levites in e bad li~ht, thereby ceustn~ them to 

lose the respect of the nonulac~ and beco~e e noor second to the 

"lea~e leed1~" Aeronides. The Aaron1des di~ this most cleverly. 

They took the Book ot Nut,ibers end told about a ~•n named Koraeh 

who waa a Lev1te. ~orech, it wes told, rebelled against Moses in 

the wilderness, causing• greet deal of troubla in the cemp. Koraeh 

rebelled becAuse he wente1 to usurn Moses•s nower 1n the eo'll'll'l!Unity-­

certeinly a desterdly thin~ to do, as far as tho oeo~le of 400 B.C.E. 

were concerned. In their ~inde, nobody who ch~llenged Moses was to 

be resr,ected.(see Numbers, Ch.a~ter 16, for the story). As the story 



goes, Korecb end four hundred neople with ~1m, felt that they should 

be the nriests of the neonle, since God really order&tt them to 

fill this nos,t1on. (Neturally, stnce Korech wes a Levite, tbe 

story 1mnl1es tbet all the Levites followed Korach, hence the 

Levites in toto are renrobates and not deservtn~ of the oriffsth9od.) 

The story continues with God announcing to the neople thet He would 

des troy Korach end all of his !'ollowers because of their rebel­

liousness. An earthquake suddenly occurs and Koreeh and his follow­

ers are indeed destroyed, being swellowed up in the eerth. Then 

a nlegue strikes the camo of Moses, and at this nolnt, Aaron races 

1n end grabs a rire-nan of hot coels, ritually making a supnl1~atton 

before God to save the rest of the neonle. Surely enough, at this 

noint the nl~gue ceases os suddenly eA it began, and Aaron js the 

hero of the day. The Levites ere held in disrenute, Aaron is the 

one chosen by God to be His nriest ~•king exntatton before Hirn for 

the s1ns of the neo~le, and the Aaronides have cantured the unner 

hand. But not quite--the Aaronides were brilliant enough to reelize 

that nerbena this enisode would be forgotten in time, and the Levites 

would still remain 1rt control. Th~refore, the next day, so the 

story goes, God eo1"Jll'landed Aaron to h&"1TT!er e bronze oleque unon 

every altar to constantly remi nd the neonle of t he rebel l ion of 

Korach. By virtue of this rem1nder, the Levites would always be 

in disrenute, end the Aeronides hed established their control over 

the urte s thood, and thns over the society. Be~euse of this enor­

mou~ e~ont of interryolation, the Aaronldes were successtul, end the 

Golden Calf incident of Deuterono~y fe l l 1n~t~n1f1eently by the 

weys, de. Had, howevt'lr, the Levi tee he -i the 1'ores1~ht to hammer the 



Incident of the Golden Calf in t'ull view of the people, the Aaron1des 

might still have never bean ao overwhelmingly suc~esahl (it et All) 

1n overcoming the hold the Levites had had upon the society~ The 

~aron1des wt th this story also ensured the 1mnortence of an expiatory 

priesthood because It was through the burning of incense in the fire­

PPD that God repented enrt seved the oeo~le. ObYiously the 1>eoole 

would resoect end oreise Aaron end his sons beeeuse of this act of 

sev1ng them frOl'II de~tructi on by Bton1n~ for them b~fore Ood. Thus 

did the ~•ron1des cemftnt their hold on the nr1esthood, end the Leri.tea 

becsri,e the he l oers •or the Aeron1dea, but only the Aaronides were 

ner,,i! tted to Escend the altar. As an added niece of sunoort for 

the Aaronides, 1t might be worth mentionin~ that Ben Sirah recalls 

the incident of Korech, again reminding the neople thet it 1s tbe 

Aeronides, and not the Levites, who ere deserving of tho nriesthood~ 

Another 1te~ that is lm~ortent 1n the development or the or1est­

hood, culmtnetlnP, in the sunremecy of the Aoronides, is the way the 

Aaronides uti lized exist'ing institutions, esoec1ell y the calenda~, 

for their benefit to show their 1mnortanee for the survival or the 

CO!IM!Un•ty. 

When we re~d the Penteteuch in 1ts canonized fo!"ffl as e ain~le 

unit, we find ffll'!'lbered ff!onths and non-ne"'led "lonths. Thh was done 

by the Aaron!dea to associate the CPlonder with the cult, and not 

with a fixed ap;ricultural cycle which would not need the aerYicea 

of the Aaronidea. The calendar became a ritual calendar, and not 

8 "funet.ional" csl1,ndar. The calendar emphasized the bmor·tenee of 

sacri flee, which of course could only be conducted by the cult, and 

in this instance, the Aaronide "cult." The calendar consisted or 



twelve month with thirty days in each ~onth, making a year ot· 

three hundred sixty days. Every t~ree ~onth■, one ext re day vaa 

intercAlated, ~•king a total of tour 1nterc8leted dAys each year, 

or a total ot three hundred sixty four days each yeer. Every 

torty-n1ntb year, the:re would be en tntercslet1on of seven weeks, 

1nteraneraed throughout the year in order to catch up for the ~tssin~ 

day each orev1ous year. '!he f1tt1eth year 1n each cycle of t1rty 

years would be the Jubilee Year, a very 11'mortant year for the 

nriesta, as this is the tirne when they declered debts to be cancelled 

and nr1soners to go free. The Aaronides would n'Ufflber the months, 

exniete e t certain ti~es, end decla:re the Jubilee Yeer. Thus it i s 

thet we see the entire ·daily life or t~e neo~le bound u ~ with and 

very iiene.ndent unon the Aaron ides .N 

Everythin~ is under the seats of the Ae~onides and subject to 

their 1nteroretat1on with the excent1on of Pass over, in tbe Penta­

teuch. Passover is the only h1stor1 cal fest1vel to be found 1n 

the Pentateucb~ so thet this festi val wPs not 1nterferred with or 

chene:ed by the Aaronides, but eddi t1ons were "'ade to 1 t. 'l'he 

other two major fe~ttvale listed 1n the Pentateuch are Suceol-and 

Shavuos~f But, Succos and Sbevuos are not so historically or!! nted 

or fixed es to when they occur, so the Aaronides hed floee reign 

over theee two events in the calendar yesr. As far as Passover 

is con~erned, it is fixed to fall in "Aviv" but there is no fixed 

day 1n "Aviv" when it is to fall so that even with Pes~over, the 

Aarontdes had S01'1'18 control. Succos il'I called merely "Kaw'l'zeer• 

(the harvest) and so can fall "when due." And, the "when duew is 

uc t~ tbe Aei-onldes. 'l'urn1n~ once ~ore ~o P■Hover, Exodus states 



\ 

TMrely that om 1s to heve matroh. But, in Deuteronomy (thanks to 

the Lev1tes1) there 1s mention ot a sacrifice to be ottered up~ 

thereby binding this holiday to the prissthood. And, uoon looking 

it the Book ot Leviticus. a book of much 1nteroolat1on by the 

Aaron1des (as is the Book of Numbers), th~ Passover observance ls 

snelled out in tu11'! For the t1rst time do we find ~entton that 

Pss~over h to lFst seven deys, and tbat durin~ the seven daye, 

ther" is to be rlAily seer! fie•.. Th11e ta tbe, holiday' ot i-.e,,oqp · 

absolutely deoendent unon the nrleathood for its successtul observ­

ance, and thus ts the ,mnortence of the nriestbood made manifest 

vie the spellfng out of the observance of the Passover festival. 

Whether or not the Levites or the Aeronldes or any one else for that 

~attar spelled out the observance of the Passover festival tying 

• it un with the cult ls immaterial. The lmnortant item to keep in 

mind l~ thet when t}M Aaron1des became~ priests of the oeonle, 

they ~ao1tel12ed upon the importance of this fe s tival and the ab­

so]ut• de-pendenee of the neonle unon them, else the peo~le would 

not be able to have exnl•tion for their sins. So we see one way 

that the Aaron1des bee.em• 1nvolved in th~ total life of the com• 

'IT'Unl ~, !'° 
Interest1-ly enou~h, there iS no .,entlon of r;d •~t':lr !le -11 

Roih .•Ba8honalac• ;.~ -- ' ' r jn the Pentateuch. There is a reference 

to the first dey of the sevftnth rnont/f but 1 t ls a cul tic day, to 

be oresided over by the or1ests, because any multiple of seven is 

considered to be a soecial eultie event. This is why the forty­

ninth year was tm?ortant to the Aaronides, an~ why they decreea the 

ebsolu t1on of debts and nunishments and ~ade en>iatlon for the 

---------. 



~opuleee. The tenth day of the seventh month wes also referred to 

but it w~s ~erely called a fast day, end e ~reet Sabbath~- 'l'his, 

a~etn would make it a day denendent unon the priests, because the 

Sabbath was a day on wh1ch sneciel .saer1.flcea were offered un in 

behalf of the ~eo~le, and the fast dey nert of it emnhasized the 

im~ortance of exoiation--again en ect denendent unon the nriests. 

Both of these days bed Prie~ts 1n control and were probably devised 

by the nriests, oerbans the Aarontdes themselves, 1n order to con­

stantly remind the neonle ·of the lmnortanee of the priesthood in 

their lives. I am ~a.kin~ this conjecture on the strength that 

no historical nor econo~ic reasons were attached to these days 

meki nP; them imnortant frolTI a standpoint other then es' • device for 

the ~rte~ts to re~1nd the neonle of the !m~ortenee of the priest­

hood. 

With the holiday of Suceos, booths were snec1f1ed in the 

Pentateuch, and elon~ with this ritualistic DrE'etices were Y"tent1oned 

es well es an offerin~ by the nriests in the TeMple in Jerusalem. 

In r~et, Ezra suonorts this by referring to the nraetices ~entioned 

in the Pentateuch surround,jn!l; the holiday- of Suceos':7 Indeed, 1t 

appears that the Aaronirles were indeed clever in having the entire 

year focus around them. As far as their authority for the cele­

bration of the festivals, and the spelling out o!' the observance 

of the festiva l s on s cultie level, the Aaronides, it apnears, stated 

Joshua was the one who ordained all this eoneern1~ the observance 

of the festivals. Certainly the Aaron1des were on safe grounds, 

~!nee no one was P.round in 400 B.C.E. who would beve hed any idea 

or whet Joshua really said. Thus, no one could Q~estion the Aaron1dea• 



declarations concerning the observance of the f"estivals, anrt the 

Aeronldes were on very safe grounds in this erea. 

The role of the Temole en~ the cult stole the "show." Offerings 

of first fruits and exnletlon for all was seen all over as e t>er­

veslve element tn the lives of the peonle. But, the Aerontdes, if 

we follow our line of conjecture end view the calendar es a method 

utlli~ed by the Aaronldes to cement their nositlon in the Israelite 

society, did not ston e t the r~st!vals. u~on reed1n~ the Book of 

Numbers'!we find that there are to be rlaily offerln~s a t the Tefflt)le 

in behal f of the neonle, one offertn~ i n the ~orn1ng, an~ t he other 

offer1nF 1n the even1n~. Also, sneeial offerings for each Sabbath 

Are ~entioned fn this s~me book. And, es a climax, gullt-of ferin~s 

are stressed for every oeeaa■ion. Thus we see that the imnortanee 

of the Aaronides in the dally life of all t he peonle, for not a day 

went by 1D the calendar year, thot the Aaronldes were not involved 

in saerlf1c1ng in behalf of the ~eonle. And , the fact that ~any 

of these offerin~s were celled i:roilt-offerlngs reminded the peonle 

of th~ir constabt sinfulne~s so thet they would never forget the 

lmnortance and goodness of the Aeronides and their den~ndenee unon 

the Aaroni~e priesthood in ~akJn~ exntations for the nonulAce. Jt 

is not 1nconeeiv•ble that t~e nonulece said, "how, oh how could we 

su rvi ve without the Aeronide nries t~ood." Thus it was thet the 

Aaronines, via their utiUzatJon of exhtinA'. 1n .. t1 t ut1 ona fir"'lly 

est~bl ,shed t heir sunre""Fey over the oeonle, and their m@thod.s were 

so thorou~h, the sunremecy could not have been che l len~ed, unless the 

entire system were chell en~ed, which haopened, as I mentioned, around 

129 B.C.8. with the be~tnning of the Hssmonean Revolt. 



I I 

ln the calendar, eech day becomes imnortant unto tt■elt' as 

a nas5age of time, during which exntation was !'l!&de tor the sins or 

the t>eoole durin~ that t!~e ner!od. The cultic calendar ves a 

t!l'!Mt-centered calendar, and not a seasonally-oriented one, because 

the Aaronides are concerned with the process of exo1et1on, which 

is s dally nrogram of r1 tual and sacrifice. Also, end this 1s a 

retber 1moortent no1nt which should be stressed, this celendar 

does not open itself un for criticism, since it aopears in the 

Bibl • eel text, in the same way that the Book of D9uteronomy a-ppeared, 

as something that sunereedes ell previous systems, and not as some­

thing which attecks end exooses previous systems. If it did atteck 

end attetnpt to ex"ose orevtous syste,.,s, 1 t not only would be oT'len 

to Fll tynes of critleis~, but elso it would be held in qUe5t1on 

e s to !ts ve11d1ty, sine~ the "Orev!ous systems sunoosedly hed 

Mosaic authorJ.ty. Of course, the Aaronides, es far es the calen­

der wes coneerned, did not ea~e if it sun~rceded nrev!ous sy9te~s 

tn the ~anner the t the Lev,tical Book of Deuterono~y did, because 

by virtue of the nroeess of canonizettoifwhtch neralleled the 

establishJl'lent of the new claendrical system. no one would be able 

to ta~ner with the new cal ender, either by addin~ onto it. or by 

ut!l hinp; the "Je thod of the Aaron1des 1n their quest for sunrenJecy, 

by internolPting around and throup;h ! t. Since it became pert of 

the canon, and because the eenon fixed the oermenency of eveey-

thhw. contained in it, the eelendar stood 1n no danger, since no 

one eould change in any way what the canon firmly end ne'r"!enently 

estab1' !lhed. 

In the diseussion conerntn~ the calendar, there is yet one 

* Pleese see Anoendix D for a discussion concerning canonization. 



~ON item which should be mentioned, end that is the situetton 

occurring with the forty-ninth year. 

At the time of the forty-ninth year, because of the m.m,ber 

of days lost throughout this cycle (with three hundred sixty rour 

deys in eech year, this me&ns e loss or forty-nine days by th& 

time of the forty-ninth year), snring would come forty-ntne days 

early~ Thie problem does not concern itself with Succoa, as it 

comes in the fall, nor Passover, so Pes~over can have a fixed date, 

es well as Succoe. The holiday Which would be involved wee the 

hol!day of Shavuos. Since Shawos wes • s~ring harvest festival, 

and since, if Shavuos would hev,.. liRd a fixed date, neonle would 

be~in to wonder, by the forty-n1nth year, why there was no harvest 

to harvest a t t he t11"119 of Shevuos, and this would lead the neonle 

to question the euthent!city of the calendar which the nriests 

e stablished sun~osedly through D1vine Revelation from God, and 

this would make the r-c tivities of th! Aarontdes suspect and nerhens 

be the 1~e~ whi~h woul~ cause their overthrow, the festival or 

SheYboa hes no fixed date in tre Pentateuch. No doubt, by w~y of 

conjecture, t he Aaponides in their br1111ence foresaw t ~1s nroblem, 

so that by th!'! canonization of the Pt"tnteteueh, it would not be 

1llo~1cal to essu~!I thflt they nur ,...osely "t&de 1rnre thPt Shavuos did 

not have any fixed date whet -so-ever. This is nroof nos1t1ve, as 

fftr as I am concerned, th~t the celen~er was e r.ult1eelly-or1ented 
\ 

device, and not en ff~rteul ture11 y-oriented one, otherwise the holi-

dfty of Shevuos would heve hed a fixed date. 

At this ~oint one can question the statement in the Pentateuch ,, 
mentioning thet Shavuos was to occur seven weeks Ffter Passover. 



Does this not establish a fixed dete for Sh~vuos, since Passover 

has a fixed date? The answer to this co~es fro~ the close scru­

tiny of the Pentateneh. We see thet the mersurement ls not reel ly 

1'ro~ Pesftover, but seven weeks of the first rinenin~ of the barley. 

The link or Shevuos beln~ seven w~eks fro"' Pes~over ce~e 8bout with 

the establishment of the soler celendar around the ti~e of the ,. ,. 
Pt111risee~ We ,,,ust re"le?nber the t the calendar of the Aeronldes 

wes besed on the moon, and not the sun. 'l'hus we clearly see that 

the nriests were not h indered by any a~ricultural eyele. They 

cleverl y onerr-ted eround the ,u,:ricultural cycle and they eoncen-

tre ted u uon the cultie requirements of the various fes t ivals , t~ere ­

by turning the oonulece's attention away 1'rom any agricultural cycle, 

wrich would be s ub ject to question on the nart of tbe Aaronides, to 

the ifflnortance of sacrifice end exnietion needed to absolve them­

selves of their ~tlt brou~ht on by their sins--• coneent reall y 

drilled h6me by the Aaronides, e~ drilled home ano6ron~11 quite 

suc cessfully. As an added note to the s ?ov~ , the tmoortant event 

surroundln~ the anneerance of the barley wes the nroces~ional or the 

nr1ests tnto the fields where they eollected some of the r1nened 

barley and waved it about (I sunnose 1n the ~enner thet one waves 

the e srog end the lulav on the holiday of Succos) as• sign to 

begin the seven we~k's counting (which in today's traditional 

orayer book ts called the countin~ of the omer) and more imnortant, 

I would imagine this waving was e nother form of exnietion, ~erhans 

wevi~ away the sins of th~ ~eonl~ into the breezes of the Pfter­

noon ( or mornin~, whenever they went out l). Thus we see that not 

only was this calendar oneratlonal, Pnd ~~naflently accented, but it 

• 



ensured thet the nrtests held sway over every fP.cet of the life 

of the co~~un1ty. And, end we ~ust never forget thte, the priests 

equeted all of their actions and the ~oals to which they ascribed, 

to the one Cosmic God, who ruled over everyone and everything. 

The creation of a Cosmic God concent for Yahweh went hand-in-bend 

with the process of canon1~etion 01' the Pentateuch, but this item 

elthough very .fascinating in end by itself, ls not truly relevant 

to the discussion o f the develonment of the priesthood, exce~t to 

say that another groun escr1b1n~ to the oriesthood would be unabl e 

to challenge Yahweh w1th their own ~od, since the canon established 

thet Yahweh was the onl y God. 

It should elso bft no~nted out the brilliance of the esteb11sh­

fflent of thf!I Jubilee Yea~/ Althou~h this, like a lot of thh l"!l&ter­

tal 1.s con.1eeture, !t seeme to be fairly logical. The Aeronldes 

needed the supn~rt of the mesqee. The mejor1ty of the ~aeses were 

th9 neeeant~, therefore , tl, e Aaronides nel"'ded the sunnort o.f the 

oeesants 1n order to reign sunreme over the community. An individual 

will only on!'!nly and avidly support you if you helo him out of his 

troubles. A major trouble of th~ peasant was thst he was so ooor, 

he wes often in riebt, en~ in ~any instances, in a sort of debDors• 

nrison. lf the Aaron1des coulri free the '!'leasentry, at least once 

in a while, they would heve thi, i,ndyin~ love, sf-(ection, ant! ~e1ti­

tude of the neFsantry, t~er~by ~iv1n~ them th~ societal supnort 

they woul~ need to e~tFbl ish themselves es the sunre~e Milers of the 

soei~ty. Therefore, by esteblfshin~ a Jubilee Year, 1n vbich all 

debts and obligetions end punish~ents would be removed, the Aaronides 

creeted a "free neasantry." They p;eve the peasants hone that 1n a 



given period of th1e, they woulo have an onn.ortun1t y to begin over 

agai n i n their quest for a secure 1ire. This guarantee Wl\S the 

vital element winning unqu~stioned su~nort from the majority of 

the oo~ulace, a1d1~ ~?'eetly t o es tabli~h th~mselves as nriests­

rulers over Jsreel. 

To further augtttent the tm~nr tance of the nr1~sts over the 

ponule ce, • new ~oun of neo~le he~an to •~near on the scene after 

400 B. C.B. These oeonle we shall cal l the Sor,herim. Although 

I do not want to get enmeshed in a discussion of these Sonhertm, 

tnetr works, such es the Book or Pselms, ora1sed the Aaronides 

to the hilt and none of the l i terature am,earing on the scene et 

this time attacked the Aaron1des in the least. ln f act, th1~ 

literature ts so very f f' VOrPble to the Aaronides, one might wonder 

whether nerhPT>S these Sor,her11'1'1 might not h AVe been an hierocratie 

Aaronlttc intell~ctual ~rou~ that dirl not oeeuny i t self with the 

carryin~ out of the rel i~tous rituals and sacrifices. What these 

neonle did do wes to con~tently sing out the ~lories of the Aaronides . 

This action was 1mnortPnt because it continuall y called Attention 

to the work the Aaronides were doin~, t heir 1mnortance to the wel 1-

bein~ of the eo"'""1n1ty, And t he neeess1t y of the eo'!lffllun1ty to rely 

unon tbe Aaronides for the survi vel of the eol'IT"!Uni ty. These men 

studied the Pentateuch end wrote insnirin~ Psalms, end 1ntort'l!at1ve 

Proverbs to give the nonulace ~•1i <lence 1n its daily life and re~ind-

1ng the ooouls ce of the resne ct it had bet ter show toward the 

Aaronides. 

One could oerhans brin~ counter-argUJT1ents about the Sooheril'II 

sey1n ~ thet they were soMeth ing other then Aeronides, but :from t heir 

■ 



wr1t1nga, it would eertalnly seem that if they were not Aaronides, 

they had stron~ Aaronide leaning8 And a ~eFt deal or love for the 

Aaroninea. The only other au~gestion I ~ight offer regarding this 

'°"oun of men would be that the Aaronidea built such a wall ot 

sunnort within the oooulece , that anyone who would soeak agaiMt 

the~ would be ostracised from the community and looked unon with 

d1srenute. Therefore, in order to survive comfortably And not be 

treated with hostility, this grouo wrote about the wonders and 

glories of the Aaronidea end their cultic, expiationatory syste~. 

As far as the ~rgument that these neoole ~uat have bften Aaronidea, 

but not involved wtth the cultic !'unctions of the grou~, why would 

so11teone write, enrl anend the •~ount of ~ffort needed in those days 

to nreserve words for no~terity, if they din not have a cause which 

would defin,tely benefit the~selves. Only by being members of the 

Aarontde co-oup would they share i n the "richean of the Aeronidea. 

Merely writing the nreisea of the Aaronides ·might get~ them soffle 

rewards ~M the Aaronides, but not enou~h to warre nt thet? greai 

exnendlture ot energy olong these lines. I meke this aonraissl 

because it seems, given the p:reRt body of materiel already ore­

sented, that the Aaronid~s were so firmly entrenched that although 

the ertorta of the Sooherim wouln have been welcomed by the Aaron­

ides as extra sup~ort from the society, this sun~ort WP~ not so 

vital as to require the g•vf n~ of ~reet rewnrds on beh8lf ot the 

Aaronides to th~ So~h~rt~. 

Therefore, it see~s auite loFical that the So~herim were a 

sneclal br•n~h or the Aeronidea, and if this assumption is correct, 

this would be the zenith for the Aaronides, the high ~oint of their 



develoT)fflent, the ultimate of attainment in the develonment 8Dd 

evolution ot the Iernelitic nriestbood which began es e body to 

carry out religious .tunctions of A society, sollttlng Into verlous 

fectfons, such as Levites and Aaronides, having these factions 

war with each other, with the feetion comln~ out on too becoming 

not only the rel1'1jous heads of the neo~le, but also the nower 

behind the throne, and comol~ti~ its develonMent with a ~rou~ 

of them leaving the 8N~ of orf~stly .f'unct1ons to en~•~e in the 

height or literary eet1vity, attetni'CI' an excellence desired by 

!ll writers tn any•~. c~rte1nly thi~ 1s quite an evolution 

fore single grou~ of neo~le w1th1n one society. 

At eny rate, the Aaron1des were by this tll'lte on too, and 

everyone Including k1nRS turned to them for ~dv1ce, and stNn~h-

There are e few ~o:re items which should be mentioned prior to 

the conclusion of this chanter, the chanter which oerhaos should 

be called the key chapter in the ~1scuss1on of the develorn11ent of 

the ori•sthood, and et the end of which, all that resl1y can be 

said ebout the nr1~sthood will hPve b~en seid without m~rely re­

~eattng the words of others, words which hP.ve been echoed throu~h­

ont this ~~ner. These few 1te~s I shell now mentton 1n ~s brief 

e for,,, P S is nos~1ble, sine~ these ~te~s ~eNtly eull'l'!ent whet haa 

el~ee1y been ~eld. and ce l l to 11~ht certain thln~s whjch, unon 

the 1nvest1p.at1on o f the nr~vious material would seem to be the 

next lo~1cal noints ' in e discussion of t~te kind. Therefore. without 

any further introduction to th~t which follows let ua now take a 

look at that ~~terial. 



l 
-S.c•uae of the introduction of all tynes of rituals covering 

•11 sorts of situations (rituals which one can exa'fl'line in the ijooks 

of Leviticus and Nuff!bers, ~nd which beve been su'lff!'l~r1Eed in the 

chanter entitled Dutjes of the Pr1.,sts, fn this naner) it would seem 

lo~tcel to assert t~st because of this. the Aaroni~es convinced the 

neonle that .mu:& the Aftrontdes could nosslbly know enough to aati­

~te the Del ty. 'l'h1s ls a V9'f'Y iTl!'!'ortent i te"' in our discussion ot 

the Aaronidea. es t~is would insure that no insurrecttonist would 

attemnt to 1nf!ltrete the ranks of the masses and in so doing, 

convince the masses thet neonle, other th~n the A~ronides, should 

be allowed to nerticioete in the secrific1al service. This did 

hannen later, however, with the Pharisees, but that sub .1ect is for 

another naner. 

Another 1 te'fl'I which bears "l'lent1 oning an1 which is rB ther 1"1-

nortant to our discussion 1s that any 2roun controlli~ the econ-

01T1tc surnl11s ~ontrols t.h" !>Oruletton, end this is exactly whet the 

Aeroni~es did . Not only di~ they ce~ent th~fr ~os!tion e~on« the 

no~ulece on en e~ot!onftl lev~l, of bein~ the ~roun to exni~t~ the 

sins of the nonul~ce, but on~ very nrectteal economic level as 

well. The Aaronides did 1nd~ed control th~ economic s,1rnlus because, 

unon r-eedirut the Bib'!.1cel tea t, we find stetements that the neonle 

were ins tructed tho t the onJ y way to alleviate their guilt-f~elin~s 

would be to turn everyth! ng in e Y.cess over to the Tf',nnl~, ln~ludtn~ 

all the excess erons, end even ~oney (although I wonder whether 

there re~lly wes ~uch ~oney as we know 1t today around at th~t 

time, or whether the tyne of lif~ w~s on th~ barter and exchen~e of 

goods level). This the neonle would unhes1tet1 n~ly do because they 



certe•nly did went their sins exo!ated. 

There ls no question that the ~eople were stron~ly behind the 

Aeronides. The Aeronides had ril"l"ll y cem~nted their supremacy 

s t atus over the nonuleee, and the imoortence or the canonization 

of the P$ntateuch can be viewed, I think, as the absolute statement 

of the sunremeey of the Aaronides. They interoo1eted their meterial 

anywhere they could throu~hout the entire five books of the Pent­

ateuch without chenRing or deleting a single word of the or~vtous 

thr,e sourcee, J.E. end D. The Pentat~uch becal'T!e the book ot 

Aerontde euthor1 ty an1 th.,re wu1 ebsolutely no one tn this agrt-

cul tu rel env1ron,nent who would be a eh,.lleniz:e to the Aarontdes. We 

l"'IU~t ren,et11ber t het t he cont:en t o f t he 2:roun w~s still strong dur1.nJt 

this o.,rtod (!n f~ct, th is was quite 1~oo~tant for the Aeronide quest 

for sunremecy) so that wer~ one nerson to do something wrong, it 

wonld be a stn uoon the entire community. This was en bmortent 

control for the Aaronides because as long e s ind1v1duelism did not 

r.,Pr its ugly heed, t he Aeronides woul d be very se fe in their 

holding of suore~e nower l n t he c omnunfty, beceuse ~veryone would, 

no doub t, ct'•J tion his nei ~hbor that he h ed be t ter be cererul or the 

whole nflt i on would be in d1 !! fe vor in the eyes of God. Also, end 

el~hough this he1 been m~nt1oned before, J r~el it beers mention-

1n~ briefly S!lein, bece11sl'! the Aeronides hsld the econo ... 1c nower, 

b-,!nfl the funnels throu2h which -,v-,ryone would o;1ve t)-,eir surplus, 

the Aeronidea, with t h~ authority th~y creet~d for themselves throu~h 

th"ir brill i ant i,d1 t,.n!l of the Pentateuch, rdftned sunreme untU • 

new cultural strain be~n to evidence itself in the s ociety, cor­

runting the Aaronides, dete~t1ng the concept of the necessity of 
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of• cult-center because law renlaced the cult, freeing the in­

dividu8ls in the a~ricultural enviroment from the land, this new 

structure is the Polis, aris1n~ by virtue of the ranld advance or 

Hellenism across the M1d-~~st. 

Ind~ed, th~ Aaron1des were secure. Tb.~y had in~rstlated 

thenisel ves 1nt,o their society, and had r, rmly cast the Levi tea 

into & !'econd8ry no~i t ton from which they would never be eble to 

arise, and had done this through the br s1c act of interpolation 

within the body of the Pentateuch. 'l'he Aaron1dea had ingratiated 

themselves into the soci~ty at large by convincing thi s society 

thet it was terribly guilt-ridden, and that the only way to salv~­

tion ls through a comnlex syste~ of rltuels known only to the 

Aeronides and through whom, therefore, only only through whom, 

could the neonle r~lieve the~selves of t heir terrible guilt. or 
course the Aaronldes were extre~ely earely to convince the ~onle 

th,t th• ex~iet1on had to be done on~ day to day bests since no 

~~tter how careful nnyone is, he still r,~nnot ke~n h i~selr fro~ 

sin. Therefore, it was n~ces 9ary to h•v~ ex~tetion ~•de delly, 

th~r~by con~tently r,alllng ettentton to th~ t~~ortance of the Aaronide 

ori~sthood tn this particular •Rt"lcul turally-c~ntered o~asant 

society. 

The brilliance of the Aarontdes was met only by those who 

ascribed to e totally diff9rent way of life, but in the narticular 

system tn which the Aaronides on~re t ed, there was no one, nor wes 

there any ~roup which could have oossibly chall~nged their su~rem­

acy i n any way, shaoe, or forl'l'I. They atteined the zenith, and they 

held onto it. They er~ated the Most co~nlex end detailed oriesthood 

-



' 
1mag1neble, the details of wh.1ch can be seen unon read1n~ the 

Pentateuch. 

This then 1s the essence of the discussion on the Aaronides 

and their stMJ~~le to •~t e!n the leedershin or the neo~le which 

they did so m~stert'ully. In feet, since they were the l Fst body 

of-nriests Prior to the Rasmoneenrevolt, there is little that can 

be said about the evolution of the priesthood beyond this point. 

We could l'T'Jention the h i'5h nrii,sts in lT!ore detail thea has been 

done, but! cen see no need of this. We might, unon an even closer 

scrutiny of the Biblical text c0111e un with a few more nriestly 

functions end obli~fJtions, but none of which would shed any ,-,,ore 

]i~ht unon th~t wh1eh h@s ~1reedy been discussed. And yet, unon 

reaching the con~1nsion of e ehPnter of this nature, one always 

wonders wh~ther everyth1n~ hes been said, or whether there ere 

i t ~~s wht~h heve been 1nsdv~rtently overlooked. Therefore this 

!l!atsr1•1 should be a challenge whtch cen only be t: nswered by even 

more study of the ~eter!al, e n d a readi ng of each and evel"J article 

in th1 s field. 

No doubt there ere 1 tems which are imno?'tent to this discu!'lsion 

aud which have been overlooked, y~t I have not found t hem . And, 

uerhans t ~ere ere many more items which can only ·come to light 

efter ffluch more archaolo~1c•l e xcevations h1tve besn cor.mleteri in 

Israel, enrt ~ore tablets, scroils and 1oCUffl~nts heve been unearthed 

and reed. Perhftns trere et"e e rew ceves yet unexnlored which con­

tein ~pterial not of the ner1o1 of tre Essenes, but of the Aaron­

id~s, or the Levites, or Jo~hua, or ~oses, or even the three ~ound1nR 

fath~rs, the Patrierehs, Abraham, Issac, and Jacob, themselves. 

-



And, perhans of the ~aterial thet we do have today, I, Tfr!­

eelf, heve le#t something i~nortent out, or h~ve not considered 

some 1mnortant piece o~ ev1d9nce. For this I take full blame, and 

shell accept all cr1t1c1sm with interest and with a desire to add 

to the knowledge I heve •1reedy attained through the nreoeration 

of not only this cheoter, but t~1s entire 'Olloer. 

I ed~it thet I did not deal at all fully with the problftffl 

of th~ cos~1 r1cation of Yahweh, ~s I felt that this bad much ~ore 

to do with the total proble~ of Penteteuehal Canentzation, than 

with the actual d~velo~~ent of the nriesthood, in all of ite ra~-

1ficat1ons, nor d11 I neal fully with the discussion of the validity 

of the man Ezra, since again I felt tb~t to conduct e full discussion 

on this nroblem would have b"en t&nll;entiel, end unnecessary for 

the scooe of this oaper. 

I hooe th~t in this ch~pter I have treated fully the growth 

end nevelorrment or the Aaron! ~es, and that this chanter, couryled 

with all of those that have nr~ceded this, will give the reader 

e fe1rly well-rounded oieture of the rlevelonment and evolution ot 

th~ nriesthood trOTII the very intol"'fflal b~g1nn1n~s with Abreham, 

Jsaae, and Jacob, end their sacrificing to 'Jod es J>atriarcbS of their 

resnfllcti ve fe,,.,nies, to the terribly ornate syste1'11 evolved end 

dftveloped by the Aaron!des. 

And so the ~nd of this ehr-~ter hes been reached, and with it 

the besie mtterial of t~is osner h~s been presented. Aside 1'rom 

the sev~ral a nnendiees and footnotes added to this paoer in the 

followi. ng oa~es, 11 ttle else can be said, I reel, re~ard1ng the 

develo~ment of the Israel1tic nr1esthood from its eerllest beg1nn1n~s 



to t~s Hes,,,onean revolt. 'l'h~t ls, little else can be s~id which 

might ebed eny new li~ht unon the -oroblem discussed in these ne~ee. 

Bes1cslly, the or1~1nel source meterial has been uaed, and it 

is th~ hope of the euthor, thet through the use of this ff!eterial, 

e fatrly eomnlete nlcture of the develonment of the nri~sthood 

be8 been -oresented to anyone who fflia;ht chance uuon this pe-per end 

decide to read its pages. 

ROTE: At this t'oint I would like to add a 1'ootnote to this 

chenter as to my reeson for not discussion the Samaritan scbtsm. 

Al though thi:!1 schism is lndeed imnortant in e general study of 

~•wish history, I did not feel that this particular event had 

vital beirtng on the devilonment of the Isreelit1c priesthood. 

This schism seemed to t&ke pl~ce because there was some unhe~~tness 

as to the tyne of r911gtous obs~rvences end the oeonle in charge 

or them (the A~ronide8) so thet it became necessary for this group 

of Samaritans to d1aeasoch!. te w1 th the ff!e"t nstream of Isreelf tes in 

order to nr~ctice their bel!ef~. This disessoc1et1on did not seem 

to d1srunt the society of Isrselftes, nor the Aaronide n:r1esthood, 

~lthough we mi~ht use this s chi~m es en exe~ole of how firmly en­

tre nehe d th"' Aaron! des eetuel l y wer.,-!.that no one wee eble to de­

po8e them or infiltrate their ranks, thue the only wey to dise~ree 

with them wes to stert a new ~ovement hoping that it would tske 

hold, but probably knowing tha t i t would not, since the Aeronldes 

seemed to hfl ve an sir-ti~ht case for th"ir sunrel"tecy anrl their 

euthority. It is for this rea son that I rlid not go into eny kind 

of len~thy discuss ion of this amall ~end rele t.ively minor group, 



since lt wes lffY r~ellngs, having looked ~t the ~&terial conce~ning 

this ~ouo, that they were not et ell es~ential to the discussion 

or en e~erg1ng and develonlng Israelltic nr1esthood. No doubt 

there will be those who will tPke exceotion to this, but as I heve 

se id, I cannot see any im!"ortsnt relevance ot the Samaritan schh1.1 

to the tooic in question in this oaper. Hence, I did not bother to 

discuss this schism in this oeper. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The very feet that this l)al)er ta called a "thesia" meens 

that it can never have any air of finality about it. No prono­

sttion or set of pronositione can be considered, necessarily, ti, 

be foolnroot. As more and more scholarship ts done , greeter in­

sights cannot heln but come to 11~ht, giving us much more accurate 

info?"Tllation about the nr1~athood and the ner1od in which it nour-

1~hed. · In fFct, even this na ner did not concern itself with ~uch 

Biblic•l books like thet of Malecha!, which unon v~ry close scrutiny 

seems to be• nolemic in behalf of th~ L~vites against the Aaron-

1des. Sine• this net>er tr18rl to trece the develon~ent of the 

priesthood, it concentrrted unon the ast>ects that contributed 

directly to the develonment of this grouo. The fact, however, 

th,t • book like Malachai was written, seems t o b•ck up the nrem1ss 

of this oa-per that the hronide nriesthood was ~xtremely well 

est~blished and that -s a last r~sort, the Levites tried to show 

the unauthent1c1ty of t he Aaronide control by adding a book to the 

Biblical canon, since they coulti not challen~e the Aaronides any 

other way, and no doubt this w,ay was not very successful, either. 

#9 heve seen that the neonle livtn~ 1n the n~e-Mosalc neriod 

di~ not hP ve to 9et,blish • sneci•l ~roun within their societal 

st-r-ucture to h•ndle nr1estly functtons, ror the fem111's n@trtarch 

was well Rble to handle this tesk and have the 1"8Snect that the 
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nriestly office demenned. We sew thP t in &11 orobeb111ty 

Moses coi1ld not heve nos ~dbly been t he founder of en organ­

ized pr,"!sthood, but that i t beQ;•n with the r.entr•ltzfltion 

u~riod et the time of the be~1nnings of the mon~rchy. We 

offered P theory that Moses was "cred1 ted" as the euthor of the 

nr1e~thood only to ~1ve ext ra cr~da.nce to the demRnds first 

of th~ Levites, ~nn then of the Aaron1des, thet they be reeogn12ed 

es the tru~ nri~sts over Israel. We s,w the oower struR~le 

betw..,en the L~v1tes end th~ Aaronides with the Aaron1des 

becom1 ng v1ct.or1ous. We v1~wed the duties of the Pries ts, 

also, in ord~r to ~ee how, by becom t n~ involv~d in the tot~l 

life of the co>T1...,unjty, th~ nrt • ~thood bee•.,.,~ t h• rul,rs o f the 

soc1• ty, even .,.,ol"e now4'rf\il th,..n i:.he kin12:s. 

Jithout goln~ into ~ny d~t•~l, w• ...,~nt fonen thst the 

nr1e!thood Wfe ~xtr• ~ely sem1re until ~n enti r .,ly new societel 

nettet"n a nneered ur,on the scene, the "r.olis," •nn with tt th" 

be.11:inni Of!i! of th" l-tasmon..,en revolt. 

Thi!, then, connludes tr.is oenl'lr , but, as I seld 011 th$ 

ne~e preceding, it do~s not close the work thet still ~ust b~ 

done tn this ~ree in order to g~t an even ~ore e ccurete oicture 

of the develooeMnt of the or i es thood in the Bibl ical o~riod • 

..... 
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APPENDIX A 

Th• followtruz; ts• co~nlftte 11st of all the references in t~1• 

~aner which com• frem the Bible and the Anochryoha, including the 

refftrenc• to Josenhus which can be found et the end of this 11att as 

well as the reference to Eben HaEzer of the Shulchan Aruch. 

GENESIS: Chanter 12, 1n teto. 

14.18. 

EXODUS: 

Chanter 22, in toto. 

26.25. 

27.27, 28,29,39,40. 

47.22,26 

Chanter 4q, in toto. 

' 
Chanter 12, in toto, es~~clallJ 12.38. 

19.5,f>,14,22.24. 

24.6. 

28.1,),30. 

29.1 ,2,4,5,21,28,29. 

30.1,8,19,20,21. 

34.22. 

LEVITICUS: 
1.,-10. 

2 .1,2. 

3.1-). 

4.13.21,30. 

6.2,7,8,9. 

7.2,6. 



LEVITICUS (continued): 

8.33. 

q.23,24. 

10.16-18. 

12.6,7. 

l4.6,7,10-32,33-47,49-53. 

Chanter 15, 1n toto. 

Chanter 16, in toto, •s~ec1ally 16.32-34. 

21.1-5,7,Q,10,11,12,14,16-23. 

21.S-8,10,11,24,27,34,42,43. 

24.9. 
Chanter 25, in toto. 

Ch.9nter 27, in toto, esneciall~ 27.8,11,12,14,23. 

h1JMBERS: 4.5-16. 

s.12-31. 

6.9-13,14-15,23-27. 

10.8. 

Chanter 16, in toto. 

18.5,20,28. 

19.1-11. 

20.2srr. 

27,.12, 19-21. 

28.3,9-27. 

31.21-28. 

Regarding information concerning sacrifices, see 
Chapters 6,7,10,15,18,28, and 29, in toto. 



JOSHUA: 

I SAMUBL: 

I K.INGS: 

II KINGS: 

I CHRONICLES: 

9.8-21. 

16.1.-6, Q, 10. 

11.q. 

Ch•~ter 18, in teto, ••~•e1ally 18.1-2. 

19.17. 

20.2-). 

21.1-q. 

31.24-30. 

18.19. 

Chapter 9, in toto. 

Chapter 11, in toto. 

Chapter 12, in toto. 

16.10-11. 

22.8. 

2S.18-21. 

s.41. 



II CHRONICLES: 

BZRA: 

NEHEMIAH: 

EZEKIEL: 

AMOS: 

JOEL: 

MALACHAI: 

JOB: 

12.3. 

1q.11. 

Ch•nter 23 , in tote . 

Chanter 24, in tote. 

26.18 .. 1g. 

29.)4. 

10.)9. 

40.44. 
4J.1Q. 

44.15-16. 

48.11. 

$.25-27. 

1.10-1). 

1.13. 

In Toto. 

In Toto. 



PROVERBS~ In Toto. 

BEN SIRAH: Chanter 45, in toto . 

Jm>ITH: 

JOSEPIDJS: The Antiquities, Book IV: 4.4. 

EBEN HaEZER ot the SRULCHA N ARUCR: 

n" 1 



AJ>PEhi>IX B 

The High Priests of the First Tem~le Bra 

according to the Seder Olam Zuts and Josephus: 

Seder Olam Zuta --
Zadok 

Ahimae.z 

Abtatha.r 

J•ho1ar1b 

JehoJ•d• and Pedalah 

Zedekiah 

Joel 

Urijab 

Neriah 

Hoshea 

Shallum 

Htlkiab 

Azariab 

Serai■h 

Jehoz•d■k 

Josephus 

Zadok 

Ah1m■az 

Azartab 

Johanen (Y) 

Axteranrua 

Phtdeas (or Phiduls) (,) 

Dodal 

Joel 

Jothal"II 

Urijah 

Ner1ah 

Udiah 

Shall um 

Rilkiab 

Heztr (?) 

Jehoz•d•k 



~1-• 
M•~x C 

~PliTMN 

Although exniattoa baa been mentioned• nu~ber of tiM•• 

thron~hout this naner, it w•s felt by the author that a tev more 

vorda should be said about it, since this wes an imnortant •I•~ent 

utilized by the nriests, and esneciallJ by the Aaron!dea, in Mlet~ quest 

tor sunrefflacy over the nopulace. 

The priests stressed that a major role or their's was to atone 

for tbe sins of the nonulace. This imnlied that the ponulpce was 

quite sin-filled. In their explanation ot the reason for expiation, 

the nriests seftmed to ind icate th8t the God of Israel ne9ded con­

stant recognition that Re was the sunre"le nower over the neonle, 

an~ that if he were no t con~tantly r~co~nized by the neonle, Be 

would com~ down •nd de~troy them. This concent would make any 

grou~ tearrul, l est they do SO"lethjng to an~er the Deity. The nriests 

at t~1s noint exclaimed that the nonul•ee need not worry, sinoe 

the nriests h•ve been t rained to nron1t1ate the De!ty--and t he 

nriests im~lied that this training wes so s pecialized th•t only 

a pr J~ nt would be able to do this correctly. Therefore, the 

nooul•ee truly were forced to recognlred the pr~ sts as t he oower­

holders over them and consequently , out of the fear that the ~rlests 

one d-.y might not f~vor the ~o~ul•ce, tbe nonul•c• never da red to 

cha l lenge the office of the nriesthood. 

I• order for th9 nri~sts to ce~ent their hold over the 

oo~ul•ee, th8y (esneeially the Aaroni~es who used this theme t o 

firo,,ly eem~nt th~ir hold over the nrjesthood) dec l er9d th•t atone­

~ent ff!nst be ~• de every day. Because of thls nronouncement, it 

would not seem illo~ical to su~~st that the neonle began to feel 



very guilt-ridden, fearful that no ~atter what they did, thty some­

how transgressed ene of God's lave and angered the Deity. The 

ponulace therefoi-e became absolutely dependent unon the orieethood 

for their very survival. The nriesthood, by cre,ting a guilt­

ridden soctety, ensured their hold over the peoole, so thet no 

metter Whet the ortests ~1Pllt do, the neo~le would b• forced to 

do them homage. 'nlerefore, in the lt~ht or this discussion, w 

s~e how 1m~ortant wes th~ role of exni~tion which wes oertorm~d by 

the ort~st!, and how this eeaoeot ot dwily exo1at1oa reminded the 

neo~le of the 1mnortano• or the nrleste, thereby giving the priest­

hood what they anparently desired, absolute control over the 

society-et-l•rge. since the nonulace needed the oriests to save 

them .fro~ destruction, the soc i~ty having been convinced that only 

a orlest would have the oower to prooitiate God. 

From this we can see beyond I question of a doubt how important 

the coneeot of ex~t,tion was in ~tving the nriests absol ute nower 

over t he no-ul1ce , and how el~v~r the nrlesthood was to utilize 



AP'PR!IDIX D 

CANONIZATION 

In this paner, note has _been taken re~rding the imoortance of 

canonization in giving the Aaronidee absolute sunre~acy over the 

nonulace, and ce111entin~ their hold on the nriesthood, so that no 

one else might try to wrest the nower of tM priesthood f'rom the 

h•nns of the Aaronides. Since the author felt that a few more 

words should be said regar~inP- canonization, this ap~endJx h~s been 

a ffixed to th~ nftner. 

Th• Pent~teucb wi-s considered by the neonle to be the absolute 

revelation fl-Offl God, esttbl•sh!ng the lines ot authority over the 

socie ty end ~•scribin~ the tyne of activities the society would 

have to nerform in order to be favored by God. We saw thtt the 

Levites cleverly prohibited anyone from tdding onto the lest 

book of the Pentateuch by having Moses in his ferewell speech say 

th,t no words can be addad on to this final address. However,•• 

we saw, the Aaronides ~ained the unner hand over the Levites by 

not adding onto the Book of Deuteronomy, but by interoolattng a 

greet deal or ~eterial into tno around the other four books of th• 

Pentateuch. Hav1n~ don~ th18, th9 Aaronides wanted to ~ake sure 

that no one e l se could W?"ftst the nower of th ... priesthood tron, 

their hende . 'l'h• only w,y to do this w&8 to util ize the same 

m"thod th-. L"IY1tes used, but annly it to th• entire Pentatsuch, 

instead of to just one of th9 r•Ye books. They did t his •1• canon-

1z~ttoa. The oro~ess of canonization is• nrocess of t aking mat­

erial and arranging in it• final form, known and rec~gnized by 

the i,enulace, so that no on• oould ttmner With the finished pro­

duct without the oooulace knowing it. W• c•n surmise that after 
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the Aaron!des had esteblished themselvas as suprena or1ests over the 

nonulAtion, they nresented the Pentateuch in the form they desired 

to the antire society, f•~il1•r1z1~ them with all the contents. 

After doin!f this, they convtncer! the society that the Pentateuch 

w•s in th~ fo~ dictated by God, which of course, ensured the fact 

th~t the neonle vould ratify it and accent lt unanimously. 'l'hts 

h•ving been done, they nrobably nlaced it on nubl1c view in the 

Jerus.lem Temnle. By doing this, everyone knew •nd accepted what 

the PentPteuch said, and anyone atte~nt1ng to tamoer with it would 

be i'"lffl'lediately chastised by the nonulace. 

By fixing this docu~~nt in the minds of the ~opulece, 1.e.-­

by canonizin~ the Pentateuch, the Aaron1des did not have to worry 

abo,tt ~nyone atte..,ntlng to dethrone them, at leest through the 

ut1112at1on of th~ Pent•teuch. 'nlue we see that ctnon1z•t1on was 

very 1m~ortPnt to ensure the hold the Aaron1des h•d over the non­

ulace, in t~~ir nos1tion •s ~riests or the society. 



APPENDIX E 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF KING AND PRIEST - ----= ...... 

Within the confines of the body of this paner, I did n•t 

dwell unon the item of the king of the monarchy assuming ·the duties 

of the nri~sts. Therefore, I felt that 1t was my duty to call to 

the attention of the re•der the fol l owing paas•~e !'rom E. o. Ja1Ms's 

book, !h.!, Nature !ml Funct~on of Priestho•d, ! Compar•tiv• !!!! 

Anthr•n•l•gical Study, na~e 78: 

"That it w•s the ~ceented nractice for the king t• 

exerctse nriestly tunctiofts es soon es the mon,rchy 

was established in Isr,el is shown, fer exa"fflle, by 

Devid tak1nR ov9r the cult or~•nization at Jerusalem 

as its leader and net hesit•ting himself te wear an 

eohod 1,fflen he d•nced ecstatically before the ark on 

its introduction into the sanr. tuery on Zion. Simil•rly, 

Solomon three times a year is said to have offered 

burnt offerin~s •nd ne1ce o fferings on the al t ar which 

h9 had b\Jil t to Yahweh, anci to have burnt incense unon 

it. At a l• t er oeriod as Jeroboam s1crificed a t the 

al t er that he he~ ~r~cted a t Bethel, so Ahaz offered 

burnt offerin~s, me~t offerin~s •no drink offerings uoon 

en alter de~i~ned on an Assyr i an na tt.~rn he had seen a t 

Damascus, •nn s.-,rtnkled t he blood of the ne,ce of ferin~ 

unon it." 

Whether er not David could be said to havs the lftadershin o~ 

the nriesthood in h1s hands ~iv.ht be ciebetable. Aleo, the ether 

incidents cited by J a~es were mer~ly scattered incidents. I do 



not think, therefore, that we oould aay with any degree or cer­

tainty, that the kings, unon the eatabltahing or' the monarchy, 

either took over the leadership of the orie~thood, or acted as 

nriests unto th~ peonle. And, we "Tltst always remember thet the 

hi~h nri~st was still in eh•r~e of ano1nt1n~ the kin~s of the 

""onarchy, se thet it would s"!!t"' t liat nr1.l"lstly func tions by and 

l ar~e still rema ined in the hands of the hierarchical nrlesthnod, 

wh~t.her Levites, or Aaron~des. 

It is interesting that the kin~s did, once in a While, assume 

some of the 850r1f1cial duties of the orieets, but net to the extent 

th•t I would assert the t unon the fOM'IAtion of the mone rchy, the 

kings usuroeri th" ,:,rteetly !'unctions . I hav!!t not found enough 

evi1~nce in the Bible, itself, to comfortably make that claim. 

Bas1cal1y, so it s eeMS to me , the kings nerformed the various 

off1ce3 th~ k1ng~h1n rsquired, Ard th~ ~riests continued to have 

c~•r~" ov!!tr the o ries t ly 2ffeirs. 
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NOTE: Due to the meny refer~nce8 given on t he nages to which 

they refer in this nan~r. th t s l ist of footnotes will be k~nt to 

• n,1 nl "'llffl. 

1 . Wellb~usen, Julius , Pr olegomena to th~ History£! Ancient 
Isrull. Meridian Books, world Publiilln~ Comnany, cf-,veland, 
Jrd i,rinting, 1Q61. P. 131. 

2. Ibid. P. 28. 

3. .ill.!!· P • 33 . 

4. !lli· P. 35 . 

5. Ibid. P. 36. 

6. !ll£. P. 404. 

1. Ibid. P. 9. 

s. Ibid . P. 378. 

9. ill£• P. 386. 

10 . ill£. P. 34 . 

11. ~. P. 36. 

1 2. ill.2.• P. 141. 

13. ~ - P. 358. 

14. Ibid. Pp. 48-49. 

15. ill£. P. 59. 

16. Ib!d . P. 60. 

17 . !lli· P. 74. 

18. lliE.· P. 333. 

19 . 1!?.19.• P. 354. 

20. Ibid. - Pp. 345 .. 346. 
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38 . ~- P. 207. 
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40. .ill!!· P • 208. 

41. !l?ll· P. 208 . 

42. lli.!!· P. 207 . 

43. de Vaux, Roland, Anci ent I~r~el, Its Life ana I nstitutions, 
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56. Meek, Theo~hile Jtmes, F.ebrew Origins, Harper end Brothers, 
Torchbook, New York, 1g60. Pp. 136, 140-141. 

57. ill.2_. P. 122. 
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KaufMann, Yehezkel, The Religion of Israel, University of 
Chicego . Press, Chicago"; 2nd Imnression 196). P. 174. 

P. 176. 
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P. 1~5. 
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Job 2.7. 
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P~ 177. 

Pp. 170-171. 
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72. See Cha nter 4 of this paper regarding t he agricul tural 
c,lendar. 

73. Joshua 3.14. 

74. I Kings 18 .19 . 

75. II Kin~s 9, in toto. 

76. I Samuel 10.1. 

77. Most scholars attribute the J.E.D.P. clessif1cstlon to 
Wellh•usen. Se~ elso th_,, J-.wl!!h Encyclonedia for a dis­
cussion on this cl•~sificP-tion syst ~~. 

78. See the Book of A~os, esnec18lly 5.25-27; end 7.10-13. 

79. II Kings 22.8. 

80 . Read Deuteronomy in toto to ~et the fUll imnact of Moses•s 
ferewell address. 



The Feotnotea (Centhrued): 

81, Deuteronom1 31.24•30 atetea that the Levite■ should ~l•c• 
this sneecb b7 th• side of the ark. Mo doubt this was 
their attel'!ot to cement their authority for the nriest­
hood, b7 g1Ying Deuteronomy the same importance as the Ark 
of the Covenant, no lesst 

e2. Deuteronomy 9.8-21. 

e,. Wellhausen et. al. discuss this material--see the Jewish 
Encyclopedia for a good discussion also~ 

as. 
86. 

e,. 

19. 

<JO. 

9l. 

92. 

,,. 

Were one to reed the entire Pentateuch as• unit, Aaron's 
name would anneAr very frequently, ~1v1n~ the reeder the 
imnressien that there WP.S no question but t hat the Aaron• 
ides were th• nr1ests - s•, ...,reme. 

The Levites did nlace Deuteronomy next to the Ark, but 
this did net fflean that it w~s 1n full view of the oeonl•. 
H•wever, when the oeonle saw the ha""l"llered pl,tes on every 
altar, the neonle could not heln but be aware that the 
Aaronides deserved th~ or1esthood over the Levites. And, 
looking 1t the Te~nle in Jerusalem, since tb• Ark was 
nlaced 1D the Holy of Belies, ~hich non• of the nonulac• 
was •llowed to enter, and since the Book of Deuterono~y 
w,s next to the Ark, it is conceivable that the neonle 
forgot Deuteronomy ever existed. However, since many of 
the altars of the Temple were -in the oublic court-yard, 
where the neople would obviously see the haffll"!ered nlates, 
the neopls would constantly be rem'lnded of Koraeh ,nd the 
reprobate Levites, ,nd the glory of the Aaronides in de­
throning the Levites! 

See Ben Sirah, Chanter 45, es~ecially versoe 19 and 20, 
for his tre~t~ent of the Aaronides and the L~vitee. 

Gutt~ann , Alexander, Professer, Hebrew Union College, 
C1nc!nnat1, Ohio, nriva te co~~unicat1on. We ~annot stress 
too "1UCh the control the A•ronides had over the daily lives 
of the neonle •s viewed by the Aaronlde influence over 
the y~•r•s cycle, via their treatment of t he calendar • 

A'"o11g '"any refftrences, see .Bxedua, Ch•~t•r 12. 

Among many re fttrences, see Leviticus 23.34,42,43. 

Bxodus 34.22. 

Deuterono,ny 16.1-6. 

Leviticus 23.S-8. 



The P~otnotes (Continued): 

9a.,. Here we Might take note of Leviticus 23.11, showing the 
absolute depend•nce of the p~nulace upon the priests for 
the prGper observance or the various bol1dfys, since in 
all the obs~rvances, the nriests l'll'Ust wave an offering to 
Ged. Helid•ys were vital to propitiate the Deity so that 
He would not har,,, the peonle, and siac• •nly th• ~rieats 
can do this fer the t)fJO-nle (the neonle could not de this 
tor themselves), we see the 1mnortenc• ~lven tbe priests 
by the nonulace, and anoth~r exa..,,-,1• ef hew • the "Oriests 
entrenched the~selvea 1n newer ever th• o.~ul•c• •l•c• 
the nriests were vit•l fer the welfare et the ftntir• 
co""'"'un1ty. 

~S. Leviticus 23.24. 

,6. L•vttlcue 23.27. 

en. Ezra 3.4. 

98. Numbers, Chapters 6,7,10,15,18,28, and 29. 

99. DeuteronoMy 16.9-10. 

100. Rivkin, Ellis, Pro1'essor, Hebrew Union Col lege, Cincinnati, 
Ohio, private co!'ll'Tunicetion. 

101. See Leviticus, Chapters 25 and 26. 
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