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THE DIGEST

When the Biblfecal story bapins with the natrisrchs, we
find no est-blish=d formeliz~d nrissthood, rather, tha vatrisrch,
himsalf, »s herd of tha family, tekas sharge of »]] re=licious
oblications. 1In frct, Moses 1s not the founder of the nriest-
hood, #ven thourh & cursory resding o“ the Pantateuch might
l=2#d9 one to think so, The nri=asthood formelized itself snd
cam= Iinto its own only at the heginning of the monarchy, when
cencralization of avearything in tha community becsma the main
theme of 1ife, The resson Moses snp=ers to be the founder of
the nrissthood i1s nerhans because hoth the Lavites =nd the
Asronidss falt thet he would l1and th= neadsd becking by which
they could camant themgalyms ns nriests over the neonle, They
clayearly nresantad Voses ss theipr "foundsr" by brilisntly
intevnolrting trair matarial arnund the sage of Moses, As
scholerahin hea shown, "owevar, the Leyitas formalized tha nriest-
hood ani th=msmslyes into it rround 621 R.C,E,.,, en? the Asronides
wrastad th« ~owar nf tha nriasthood from them following the
Bebylonien axile,

The religious 11f= of the papnla i1nfused itself into ell
the areas of d2ily 11fa, theraforsa the priasts beace—a vary
{mmortent 1n axnistineg th= community's sfns, Bescause the nriassts
helned to cr=ats 8 spgel=ty wirich wss puilt-ridden, and since
the nrtasts convineced th= peonla thet they, slone, covuld exrizte
th=ir sins, we c&n s=# how thes »rissts bscame th= most now=rful
mamhars o the antire society. Whean the concaot of » formalized
npimsthnod cama into vogcums, &t the beacinnine of the monarchy, the
Layites falt theh 4% wrs theipr roles tn5 ha tha nrissts over »ll the

neo~le, sc by ettacking tha multinle alter system of the pra-litsr-
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*ry nrovhats, thereby =steblishing the Temnle in Jerusslem ovar
which the Levitss hsd control, they bacame racognized ss the

trus oriests. And, by giving Moses & farawell spesach, the Bonk of
Deutsronomy, the Lavites felt they had snsured their hold on the
nri=sthood. Howaver, the Aaronides, by claverly denouncing Korseh
$nd by sdding sn snormous samount of materisl, vis internolstion,
to tha first four hooks of thea Bibla, and through a clavar trast-
mant of tha celander, dethroned tha Levitas, snd bacsme tha "trua"
nrissts of Tersesl, & nosftion they heald until the baginnine of the
Poli=s Culture end the advent of thea Hasmonaans rnd the Hesmonean
Ravolt,

The Aaronidas were so suceassful in the sstabishing of tham-
salvaes se the only pnri=sts of Isrsel, esven books such ss Malachei,
8 nolemic for the Lesvitas, sgsinst, from what we c&n conclude, the
Asronides, were not sbl~ to cest the Aaronidss in a bad lirht
ags fer ss th= nonulsce wrs concerned,

Thus, we ses, from very unstructurad becinnings when the hasd
of the femiiy wes the relirinis functionery, thera deaveslop=d an
extramaly comnlex meachine known =28 the Aaronide nrissthood which
had tot:l snd virtuerllvy rch=ointa control ovar the antire Isrsalfite
snriaty, a meachina which wes so nowarful, i1t could only hsve basn
dacstroysad by chaneing the entire nattern of the Israelite society,
an avant. which did st lansth hannan, but which wss not discussed
in ths parear ss it wes b=vond ths scone of this work.

This, thean, is s digest of the material to b= found in

this oavpn=r,
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CHAPTER ONE
OPENTNG REMARKS

In this vnaver, there will bes an attemot to examine in dsnth
the evolution of the Israslitic Priesthood from its bsginnings to
the Hasmonesan Revolt. Du= to the great complexity of the eveants
surrounding the Hassmonesan Revolt, and the great smount of confusion
concerning what did and did not hspnen, it was felt by the author
that the toric of the priesthood =zt ths time of the Hasmonean Revolt
be 1laft for snother nanar at enother time, honefully in the not too
distent future,

It is necessery at the ontsat of this naner to clarify one
item, and that 1s the word "Isrsel™, I am using the word "Isrsel"
in 1ts brosdest sensa, reafarrine to the whola of the neovle of
Isreel, from Abraham onwerd, I am not limiting the term to rafar
only to that eres of Cansan called the Nerthern Kingdom, Isrsel,
as onnosad to the Southern Kingdom, Judah.

This paper will concentrate mainly on the material derived
from its ma jor orimary source, the Bible. However, other works
will be cited to bsck up any conjectures the author states,

We will visw ths formalization of the nrissthood as a snscial
segment of the socisty, the duties of “he priests, and the
ultimate develonmant of the nrissthood culminsting with the
sunremacy of the Asronides, 1In fact, were one cheoter of this
papsr to he singled out es nearhans the most !m-ortent, it wovld
be chanter four which deels with Aaronides sunrsmscy in as msny
fecets as I wes abls tec discern,

The suthor hes taken the libarty to offer many theoriss

regerding the develonment of tha nriesthood. However, none of
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these theoriss should be considerad ss ths final say in the matter,
Since this is & rather comnlex topic with many nossible ways of
trestmant,

Criticism is welcome eni ancoureged, as only through intel-
ligent eriticism c&n » vener of tihis nsture establish its theories
even more clesrly snd flawlessly than it has slreerdy attemnted to
do.

Following ths body of this naver, one will find s listing
of all the Biblical nassages referred to in this work, and a
nartisl listing of the high orissts of the first temnle compniled
by the Seder 0lsm Zuta and also Josaphus, and the footnotes which
are not fouvnd on the page of the paper where spacial reference 1is
made. Thils will involve a few footnotes from chapters two and
thre=, and ths majority of footnotes from chanter four.

Cartainly much study is involved in & nsner of this nsture,
snd hovefully some insightful remarks hesve beman mads. Howaver,
dus to the complexitiss of this toniec, the napar's ultimate

succass will, of rcourses, heve to bs detarm'nad by the reader,
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CHAPTER TWO

THE FORMALTZATION OF THE PRIESTHOOD

I am now ready, the ornening remsrks hsving been
concluded, to begin s scrutiny of the Bible, As an intro-
ductory note to this study, rether than heving en enormous
amount of footnotes referring to the psssapges quoted, and
es & heln to the resder, I shell 1ist esch psssaege follow-
ing 1ts own quotation,

When the necnle of Isrsel were in their forrmetive stages
dvring the veriod of Abraham, Isarc, and Jecob, there was very
1ittle referenre to eny sort of »riest. We find, iIn
Genesis 14.18, unon Abram's successful defest of Chadorleo-
mer end the kings with him, 8 kine ne~ed Melchizedek briness
out bread and wine to Abram 8nd blesses him, This Melchizedek
12 also called & "nriest of God Most Figh." 1In Chanter 47
of Genesis, some l1light is shed on the imnortance of s priest
in a2 structured scciaty, in this cese Egyot, for in verses 22
ené 26 we see thst Phrsrosh gives lend to the »riests =nd
this lend can never revert back to Pharosh's charge., We see
tere that the nriests exercised some nower over the kings of
the covntry.

Un to this noint, there has not been sny indiestion
at all of any kind of s structured nriesthood, snd only

scattered mention of the word "nriest." T1non exsmining the
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stories of the Biblicsl Patriarchs, Abraham, Isassc, and Jacob,
we see that many of their actions nerallel those of Melchizedek,
but nowhere sare they called "nriest." To cite but = few exem-
nles: In Genesis 26,25, Isaac builds &n alter to God snd
caells unon His neme. The sentirety of Genesis 22 is devoted
to the buillding of an elter to God in order to sacrifice
to Him. Althonegh Melchizedek's incident did not specificelly
mention the conecent of secrifice, the mentioning of food is
an indicstion thet sacrifice wass carried out. Regsrdinz the
role of the nriest &3 one who hlasses, the pzrellel between
Melchizedek end hoth Issac ~nd Jacob is shsolute. In Gen-
esis 27.27=-29, Isasc blesses Jacob, snd in verses 39 end iC,
he blesses Rsan. The entirs chanter 42 in Genesis deels with
Jacob's blessing of his sons. Thus we see thst Abraham, Issac,
and Jacob cerry out "nriestly" functions, however they do
not bezr the title "priest," nor sre they vsrt of a structured
end well-defined nriesthood. They ere the hesds of their
families, end as such, cearry out the religious obligations.
There is, un to this »o*nt, nc indicstion whet-so-ever of any
type of formelli,ed nriesthood, at lesst &s fsr ss the Isreel-
ites =rs roncerned,

Now, Moses entsers the scene, and unon & cursory reading
of the Bible, one might be 1led, salbeit somewhrt erroneously,
to the conrlusion thet Mosss suthored the Isreelitic Priesthood,
Let vus review whet the Pentateuch sgys regerding “oses,

In Exodus 19,1, Moses consecretes the psorle so that

they will be sble to heesr God's word. One could question
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et thkis voint whether all the peonle have become nriests
because of the consecration, or whether the Siblical text is
cut of order becesuse in the same chasnter, verses 22 and 2,
there is mention of neonle and »riests. Who these nrie sts

are 1s not indiceted, and what their role in the community 1s,
is not told vs. These vriests seem to =rise owt of nowherse
with no snecific tesks or authority and therefore the fleld is
onen to snyone's guvess, One mirght, hrving the knowledge of
what 1s to come, guess tha%t this s pert of Aaron's family,
but in verse 2l there 1is ¢ snecial distinction mede between
the prie sts 2nd Asron,

Finslly, in Exodus 26.1, God tells Moses to bring forth
Aaron snd his sons, Nedasb snd Abihu, Hleaszsr end Ithamar, to
serve God 23 nriests and to reve them consecrasted (verse 3) for
God's nriesthood., The remeinder of Exodus goes into the
elrborate deteil of outfittine the nriests. In verse 29,
we see thrst one tesk of Asron 1s to co info a holy place in
behslf of the neonle, rnd in varse 30, Aaron i1s to use Urim
and Thummim, This indinstes thet *he vriests shall be distinct
from the neonle, just r#s the nriessts of Pharosh were, srnd thet
throveh the nse of rim end Thummim, the priests have nowers
the nomulsce does not hesve., Exodus 29 oresents the beginning
of an ornete sscrificiel system to be sdministered over by
the nriests, end in order thst the people not forget that the
priests sre svecial, the peonle must offsr uvp & priest's
rortion to God from their own neace offerings (Exodus 29,28},

To fully cemen* the continuance of & formal nriesthood, Exodus 29,29
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boldly ssys thst the holy germents of Aaron (the vpriests wers
2iven snecial clothing in order to really show their sepsreteness
from all the other neonle, and thareby demnnstrete without a
question of & doubt their sunmerfority £nd power over the

neonle) shall be for »is sons efter him, Finaily, Exodus
concludes (beginning with chepter 36) with Moses taking command
of the bullding of & tsbernscle. Thus, it &npears, not only

did Moses establish & formal nriesthood, its continusnce wes
insvred by making this »ories sthood hereditary--only the femily

of Aasron could be nriests!

The time has now come to examine nreveiling scholariy
oninion. At the outset, I should like %o mention that I am
using Wellhausen's nomenclature in this discussion. The meterial
desling with the Asronides (that is, the references to Aasron
and his descendarts in the Biblicel ecenon) will be called "P"
stending for Priestly, snd the mzterial deeling with the Levites,
exclusive of Aeron end his family, will be called "D" referring
to the book of Deunteronomy where this division is besieally
mede menifest, J and E stand for the nerrative sections of
the Pentsteuch which festuee the following terms for God:

Yahweh (Jehovah) snd Blohim. Both J and E are dsted in the
nre-exilic neriod.

We begin our discussion by examining the conclusions
of Julius Wellhsusen. According to Wellhausen, there was
no formal vrriesthood nrior to the beginnings of the Monrrchy
when full-scsle rantrslization hegan to take nlnca.l At this

time &8 number cof loeal cults a-meared on the scene. However,



we had to wait until, st the =arlisst, tha Solomonic neriod

to begin to do awsy with 211 the loca2l cults to form ons

ma for ona.2 Dsutaronomy, the book which emphasizss & formal

Levitical oriesthood, hed to bs, at its asrlisst, & product of

this period, This is falt bacsuse of its amphesis on a sinple

altar,? (with a multiplfcity of cults, one would exvect to finde--
in fset, one did find--e¢ multiplicity of sltars), and its demend
for the unity of cult.h Thers was no unity of worshin prior to
Solomon's tima.5 Deautaronomy, in Wellkesusen's oninion, fostered
8 nrogrsm of raform,6 end since the ma for reform occursed around
621 B.C.E. with Kine Josish, Wellheusan with erast srtistry
| finally dsduces thet D wee comnosed durine Josish's reformstion
in 621 (in fact, Josiah mentions the "dtscovery" of the Book of
Deuteronomy).?
Since, as Wellhsusan shows, Deuteronomy with its state-
ment of & formelized Leviticel nrisathood is Joszisnic (indicating
| thet it was not until 621 B.C.%, that the Levites estzblished
i themselves 2s = formsl »rie sthood), Moses covld not rossihly have
: mgteblishad the Levitical nrissthood! One mipght then ask zbout
J the Aeronide nriasthood, for Exodus did sey that Moses anointed
! Aeron to be nrisst, We shall ses how Wellhrusen trests this,
the P materiasl,

To bagin with, Wellhausen shows that the lecislrstion found
in P 1s more sdvancesd than that aven of D!8 In fact, he s=ays,
th= langusge of all the nre-exilic material differs from thet
of P.9 P, just ss D, sugpested the desire for 2 single sanctusry, 10
and whereas in D, the unity of the cult is commanded, in P 1t

| is nreaunnosed.ll

[L In the pre-exilic meterial of J, wa find no mention of
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rriests what=so-ever, but D snd P mention nriests throughout.12
The J materiel says that Canaesn was annortioned to the Isrsel-
itic tribes over e period of time, but P (which, if having been
written in the nost-sxflic neriod would not have been histor-
ically so eccurata) says that Cansan wes snnortioned to the
Isrpelitic tribes st one time.13

Looking st the pronhetic neriod, Wellhausen has discoversd
thet P could not heave existed in the time of the proohets,
since the prophets, who mentioned everything, hed no cognizance
of eny P meterial, end in fect, many of the ororhets were not
opnosed to multiple bamoth.lh Becguse the provhets, the
historical witnesses of their times, show ignorance of any
P-Code, Wellhausen is convinced that P could not heve been
in axistence.ls It wes not until the time of Ezekiel, who
wes an exilic provhet, that P-Code concents begen to be aired.16
As an sxemnle of this, the Asham and Hattah offerings were
non-sxistent nrior to Ezekisl, yet the P materiel spells these
out in detail.17 To further smphesize his noint, Wellhausen
boldly says thet P has to be leter than J,E, end the prophets,
becausa P hss many chronologies, which J,E, and the pronhets
do not have.l8 Wellhausen anperently is saying thet chron-
ologies cannot be written until there are enough in one
ramily to chronologise! He glsc noints out, in order to show
the difference in time of the comnosition of J as opnosed to
P that in J, Aaron mekes & lste anverrance, while in P, Moses
cannot do snything without him,lq and thet in J, Moses 1is

ndctured as the deliversr, while P nictures him as the
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lawgiver.zo The rsssons for this will be hynothesized st the
conclusion of this chanter,

Getting back to more conclusive msterial regrrding the
deting of P, Wellhsusen shows sdmirably thet P-Code festal
observences are observances which hegen to take volsce 200
yesrs after D, about LS50 B.C.E.%> Regerding observances,
fhere was no Atonement Dey fast neriod nrior %to the exila,22
yat the Dzy of Atonement fast is the most important fast day
23

of the P matarial, Also, there wera no Sabbaticel years

in ore-exilic timas,2h yat the concent of the Sebbaticel yeer
is stressed in the P msterial.zs
A8 g clincher to the argument for the lstensess of the
Aaronide Prisstly material, Wellhsusen has chosen & discussion
of the tsbernscle, He femels thet the tsbernscle of Moses (as
was mentioned, the wholes lstter vart of Exodus deslt with the
tebernscle, snd Moses's role in 1t) i1s not & prototyne, but
rather & cony of Solomon's Temnle!26 Wellhausen grents thet
thare may have basen a nortable ark of some kind, but this would
differ from the tyns of tsbernscle Exodus describes.27 He
continues stressing his noint thst in Solomon's day, there wss
no nrs-sxistant model of a tabarnscle, nor ware sasny objects from
such a8 tabarnrccle nraserved.28 One would think that the peonls
would have marfm a snarial =ffort to nressrve tebearnacle objmcis
(hed thera besn any) since thsy were nurrorted to be holier
than holy, &nd a "sign" of God's nrasence amons the neonle,

Also, Wellh=usen shows, thes historical ore-exilic books (in

fsct nre-monarchical books in pnert) of Judmes and Sarmuel do not
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sunnort the concept of a Mosalc Tabernsclu,eq ne doubt bscsuse
there was none! The first "tasbearnscle" of any sort was the
Temnle of Solomon.

Therefore, via a mesterful vresentation of matarials (thers
ere more items, but I have sttermted to choose soma of the most
drematic) Wellhausen is convineced that not only was the P
metearial nost-exilic, it was written after the D matarial!30
In fsct, P wes introduced in LLli B.C.E., one century sfter
the exila,31 and 1t was introduc=d by Ezre£32 (We will not
go into the drting of Ezre in this naper, ss this falls
outside of the limits of this naper.)

Therefore, given all this material, Moses could not possibly
have besan the suthor of esither ths Levitical, or Asronide
orissthoods, or of any formelized oriesthood whst-so-ever,

This brings us to the necessary conclusion that ths reason a
cursory r=ading of the Pantateuch gives one a feeling that
Mosms did author the rrissthood, i1s becsnse the suthors of

P brillisntly internoleted their metarisl eround the figure of
Moses, In frect, Wellhauser, himsalf, indicstes this, 33

I shall ettemnt to give a rezscn for this et the ronelusion

of this chroter, but first, 1lat us look at the oninions of
other srcholars, to show that Wellhausen doe=s not stend slone
in hi=s hynothesis.,

Pfeiffer ssys that the zuthors of the P mesterial were
not only vnriests asnd lewyers (since the P msterial 1is losded
with legalisms) but scholars ss wellBu who wrote "a fifth-century

midresh, or historicsl commentary on the embryonic Pentateuch(JED)" 35
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He goes on to say (imnlying our theory of intervolstion which
i1s snelled out in chenter four of this paver) that no part of
the 01d Testament has a more systemstic srrangsment than the
nerrative passsces of P...it may heve bssn comnosed primarily
as & sunnlement to J.E.36

Eissfeldt, also, agrees with Wellhsusen. Hls major diffarence
is in the dating of P 2nd D. He detes D as & nroduct of the

37

First Jesrusalsam Temnle neriod, wher=sas P 18 8 nroduct of
the axilic period (5th or 6th centuriss) =zt ths aarliest,38
or the neriod of Ezre, sssigning P & date of 398 B.C.E. or a
little esrlior.3Q He no'nts out that through Malschai, 477 B.C.E.,
there is no influence of the P mntarial,ho whereas Chronicles,
350 B.C.E., 1s definitely influenced by P meterial.'! He slso
mekes & noint in stressing thet P hed to come sfter D, since
P's cultic ordinsnces are the most devaloned--hence the lgteat.he
De Vaux is another of the gients of scholership who
agreas with the sforsamentioned men, He definitely feals thet
thare wss no officisl oriesthood in the tima of the= Patrierchs.u3
He, too, feels thet the P material, at least, 1s exilic. He
resisas a faseineting -o'nt In tris raperd when he seys that
the ancinting of vrissts as & sign of office 4id not exist
beforse the exile.hh Therefore, how conld Moses heve truly
anocinted Aasron, regérdless of what thes Panteteuch indicates!
Like Wellhsusen, de Vaux thinks that the ark of the
covenent was 2 cultlc object adanted by the Israelites sfter
gsettlement in Palestine, and thet it wes leter sttributed to

the desart period by the sunthors of the nris stly t‘-m"-dit‘.i.on.l"5



The ories stly treiition took the insniration for the ark from
Solomon's 1:5’!1'1r>15.h"J He continues to say thet the rriestly
suthors saw the 1iturgicel orgenizetion (2s well =s the
erchitecture) of the Temple in their own day, snd sscribed it
to the dessrt period of Moses.*’ De Vaux emohesizes thet
thers 1s continued stress on the develonment of 2 formslized
prissthood after the exile, rather than bafove,hs and thst
the appsletion "sons of Asron" referring to the onriassts took
hold voon the people only unon their rsturn from axile.hq
Therefore, Moses covld not hsve suthored the Asronide priesthood.
He doas feel that thers was a prissthood orior to the exile,
but it wss Leviticsl, 2nd not Aasronide and it wrs the exils

50

that demonstreted the senerertion of thmss two grouns. However,
reperdine the Levites (the D authors) he definitely does not
belisve they ware nriasts durine Mosss's time, but that if they
existed 2t £l1, they were & non-nriestly tribe.sl Therefore,
Moses cartainly did not call them nrissts, nor author their
pri=sthood. There is & vpos=ibility, however, thet Moses was

52

from this non-nriestly tribe of Levites. It is not, however,
until the time of Deuteronomy (621 B.C.E. ?) that the term
prisst is apnlied to the Levites.53 This ststement is an
indication that ths groun of Lavites made & nowar play for the
prisasthood at tha time of Deuteronomy--& visble theory explored
in chrnter Tour of this nensar, showing how they attained the
nrissthood, Also, de Vaux mekes clssr thst the Levites and

the Asronides were two senrrate grouns, snd that the Aaronides

were in onmosition to tha Lavites.sh This, too, is bprobsble
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&nd will be discussed in denth in chanter four, showing that
the Asronides did usurp the nowsr of ths Levites, and how thay
did 1t, One thing, though, thst de Vsux rsally mskes cl=ar is
that Moses did not suther the Aaronide vrissthood (anymore thsn
he suthorad the Leviticel nriesthood!) bacause he shows thet
Moges &nd Arron were from two senarate traditions. Asron's
groun k21 the bull es a sign of the divins prassnce, whareas
Moses's groun “ed thae ark.ss Tharafore, logically, Moses naver
would have ordained Aaron!

Mmek aprees with de Veaux. He 13 not surs thst Mosms did
not suthor the Leviticel nriasthnod, but he is sure that Moses
hoad noth'ne to do with Aaron.56 He does feel confidsnt, how-
ever, that be=fore the Levitass bmcema nriasts, thay wers a
saculer trihe.57 Like de Vaux, M=sek thinks thers was a
now=r strugcle for the nri=sthood at som= time, vpost desart
neriod, with the Lavites sttaining thes nriasthood in the tima
of David.58 and ha jindicstes that lstar on the Azrconides drova
out the Levites in order to wrest the nriasthood for themselves,

At this mnoint 1t seems rathar evident thet the first formal
nrissthood wes Lavitical (D) followed by the Asronids n»nriasthood (P).
However, =van though tha erart mess of =cholership bends in this
dirsctfion, thare is one meior voice of diss=nt, end althouech
the srgumentation sceinst him smams to negate his own findings,
T fmel 1t wonld b= unfair not %to take note of Ksufmsnn's views,

Kaufmenn dess think that D formelized itself during the
nariod of Josiah's reform (thereby indicating thet Moses did

not azuthor the Leyiticasl nriasthood), but thet D's ideas are
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not necessrrily nost-exilic.59 He also Te=1ls thst P's tent
1s & vortable sanctnary and not modelled after Solomon's
Temnle.60 (Interestinely, on this voint, Bright is unsure.él)
Ksufmann balisves thet P's festel laws betray & nre-D view-
nofnt, srening thet nilgrimmscss naver ware indispenseble for
the celabretion of s fastival!®2 He also indicetes thet P's
nortreyel of ths Mossic age does not reflsct the conditions of
the 2nd Tamnle neriod (1.=., the post-exilic neriod).63 Thars-
fore, he asserts that P's nrisstly system definitely 1s groundsd
in the desart tredition and is not & reflection from eny vpost-
exilic condition.bl

Keufmann says thaf the Asronides were en ancient pagan
Isreelitic nriesthood,65 and that/&g: golden celf episode, the
Levites split with the Asronides--gnd he sdmits that P doas
make mention of this (but he does not indicete why!).66 Then,
efter 8 veriod of time, the two erouns merged, so thet D says
Levitical -riests without any Afstinction of nriasts endi Lavites,
(a very imrortent distinction crested hy the Asronides in their
wresting of powar from the Lsvites--sa= chapter four].67 of
course, if D cama bafore PP, thera wonld be no ne~d to make this
distinction &8s fer as D is concernad, would there? After all,
D did not forsee what was to comal

He then goes on to say that P's system of sacrad and nro-
fane nrecin~-ts meke 1t clesr thet D-concents esre unknown to P,68
and tket since D and P &re not et 8ll similer, P could not hesve

69

beean 8 ravision of D. I am unsure how he arrives st this

safter We 1lheusen end his followmrs heve shown the preest simil-
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eritiss betwssn the two, sn® Shat baceuse of this, P logically
came s fter D, And, 1f D end P sr= mutuelly exclusive so thst

P could not b= s rmvision of D, how can ws assert that D comes
efter P?  Avnsrently Keufmenn is not blind to the problem of
Levites as distinet from Asronides, end he resolves the nroblem
not hy descr'bing eny vower strugcles, or individuval nriasthoods,
but giving both maquel suthority (snd at the same tims?) by

saying thet God elescted both the Aaronides end the Levites (azein,
at the seme timm?) to be the heraditsry priesthood of Israell’C

I, for one, cennot sccept Ksuf~ann, but I, felt I hed to
bs fair ani inclvudes him in this 4Alscussion,

To conclude this chanter, I think we csn say authoritativaly
thet In no wiss was Mosmae the foundar of the Isra=litic nrisgthood,
but thet it develonsd in & formal wey st the baginning of the
monerchy with the mrest strass on total centramlization of all
aspects of the Isrralitic cormunity. Also, I think we can say
that there weare two grouns desiring the nrissthood at this time,
the Levites and the Asronidss. Through the crestion of Desuter-
oromy, the Levites were able to sttain the nrissthood for
themselves, to be fi¥ mly entrenchsd in it by 621 B.C.E., oenly
to be denosed by the Aeronides in the rost-exilic reriod, through
& brillient job of intarpolation throughout the Yossic taxt.

Chenter four will Aiscuss the mathodology us=d by both
the Layites and the Aeronides in scgnuirine the nrissthood., This
chanter wentad to =steblish that Moses d4i4 not sat up &8 formal
nrissthood, and thet whan centrs  iz=tion bapan £t the beginning

of thea monerchy (end with it = eeantrsiizstion of cult) two grouns
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began a quest to sstablish for thamsslves 2 formal onrissthood,
to be psssed down only to members of their own family Frouns,
j.e., the Asronides an' the Levites,

Bafora concludineg this chanter, howsver, I would like to
exnress = theory ss to why the Pentateuch seems to glve Moses
the rols of founder of a formeliz=d nriesthood--even though
scholership has shown otharwise, Annarently the figure of
Mosas lormad large in the minds of the n=2onle st the baginning
of the monarchy and following. Parhans anything which conld
be ascribed to Mosss wes held té bs "sacred" and to hsve
sbsolute suthority. Certminly many of thes nroohats were
instrumentsl in buildfine un the imnortsnce of Moses ‘n the
minds of the p=onle, for meny of them in chastising the nsonle
nrocleimsd the glories of thea desaprt neriod. Therafore, 1t
would s=em thst any groun thet could show it had the backing
of Moses wonuld sutomstically bs held in este=m in the eyes
of the community. Therafore, nerhsrs, both the Levites snd
later the Aaronidas, In th=ir qusst for nower, cleimed suthor-
ity for their -ositfons by szttamntine to show that Moses hed
so ordsined it in tha dacart nerind. By clevar hendling of
the Mossic mrtarial and hrilliant internoletion, the Lavites
and the A sronidss hoth made it arnasr to & reardar of the Pent-
rtauch thst Moses had ordainsd them to be prissts, 1In this
mennsr, the oriasts honed to gein Imm=diste sccentance by snd
rasnsct from th= nonvlece, so that thay could "nly their trads"
without fe=sr of investircstions by the nonulece, or even of sny

questioning of thair sctivities by thes nponul=sce, and theraby
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cement their nosition in the community end gain the unverhsnd
over averyone,

It would aonesr that the sbove theory might heve some
marit, slse why would both the Asronldes and the Levites
attemnt to show that their office had its origin via Moses
in the desert neriod?

Before going into the discussion of the methodology by
which tha Asronidss and the Levites gained the nrissthood, we
shall look at tha Auties of the nrisasts in order to better

understand thair grest influence throurhout the community.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE DUTIES OF THE PRIESTS

At the beeginning of this discussion, I should like to
meke cleer that the chantar is concerned with the duties of
the »nrissts, and not with the svolution of the priasthood as
such., Therefore, wheraver the text mentions Moses rs baing
instrumantsl regarding the nriessthood, the taxt is teken at
fece value, since it iIs the nriaestly duties thet concern us,
snd not the suthenticity of the person:sizes involved.

We shell first look =t the duties and obligations of
the hipgh nriasts, and then the dutias esni obligstions of the
rrissts in osneral, rconc’uifing with a briaf note on the nrivi-
lages of tha hich nri=cts,

Leviticus 21.14=273 informs us theat tha high prisst must ba
the eldesst son of the nriestly family, #2ndi thet he, #s wall as
ths cth=ar oriecsts, cannot heve any blemishes, This statement
is 1imrortent as it =3tablishes who 1s to sssume the high nrissthood.
This statemant ettemots to remove the thrset of challeange from
othar quarters o the community to vi= for the pnrissthood, and
thus its aim !s to remove strife and dissension by establishing
an order of office in the community. It spnarently is trying
to dissuade cther grouns from trying to wresat ths prissthood
for thamaalves, tharaby causing confusion snd chasos, wsakening
the sociaty intarnelly and extarnerlly peanlting in its genarsl

dlssolution and death as s unified communtty.
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The blemish seems to be imnortsnt, since the prisst must be
totelly parfect in order to serve God. Thus it enpsars thet not
*very son of Asron would be =ligibl=s for the nriesthood, only
thosa who are physically nearfect would be eligible., In the days
nrior to the establishment of the nrissthood, ths patrierch servad
in the cepacity of nriest, and there wes no anparamt concern with
blamishes, 1In fect, if I can logicelly vss this sxamnle, Job, who
was the patrierch of his family groun, &nd who constantly sssumed
the role of 5 nrisast effering un guilt seerifices to God, was still
sxpectad to carry out his religious functions esven efter he was
smitten with boils/which woul? csrtainly be considerad a blemish,
But, those who wars esxnrecssly anointed as God's sarvents had to be
physicelly pure., Perhaps, &and this is conjecture, the idea of
the "blemish™ was stressed to shew ths peenls that the oriesthood
wes really a spsacial office and one requiring th= greetest ol resnect.
I mention this bacsuse knowing the nrimitiveness of these desert
dwellers, and their lack of swersnass of clesnliness end hygiens,

I would imegine thet nhysical blemishas wars the common thing,
rath=r then th= exceantion, and whomver wes not blemished wes n=rhans
thought of by the comminity as an individvel singled out by God te
raceive special favers, Since the priesthoed wes s family of un-
blsmieshed individuals, this added, Iin the eyss of the community,

8 great dsezl of resnect for ths nrissthacd, as these men wers

chosen by God ssnecially, and tharefors dssarving of honor by the
othars in the community. Therefores, logically, we could assuma thst
this helpad solidify the office of the nriasthood in ths community

and helped to nrevent challenge from without--at leest during this
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initial stege. (At the time of the FHasmonesn revolt and the rise of
the Pherisees, when thera wrs no auastion of the corruntnsss of

the nriesthood, challenpes to thair authority were guits frequent)
In fact, only whan the nriestly qualifications were met--that of being
without blemish, snd from the family of Asron, and being undefiled,
such rs coming into contect with s corpse (Laviticus 21.11) which
would defile a priest, tharsby forcing him to snter into & nrotractad
neriod of nurification, could he aat of the bread of God, both of
the holy and the most holy (Leviticus 21.,22). This is & vary
Interasting item in the evolution of & formalized nriesthood,

The narteking of the bread of God se=ms to have & narallsl in Christ-
ien nreetices concernineg the evcharist, Whenever a Christian eats

of thes sucharist, he is imbibing and taking God into himself, thera-
by attaching himself to the Divina, It would thersfere seem to

ba the sema with the prissts, When theay nartook of Ged's bread,

they bacame a nart eof God, Since thas masses were not ellowsd to

met of this food, the nower of the primsthoed was terrifically
strengthenad over the masses by virtue of thh fact that net only

wars thase men without blamish, they also had the permission to
rerteke of the snemciel food of God, making these men "God-1like."

It is mssily imeginable that becauss of this, no one would feel

so confident of himaslf Bes to po sgainst the wishes of the nriests,
for feer of Invitine the wrath of God unon his head. Tharefore,

the bri=ssts probsbly had totel command over the sctivities of the
masses, and in their eyesz, ths nrissthood became a worshinful
God-loved nart of tha community which covld do no wreng.

To continue, the high nrisst wes ferbidden to merry a widow,
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a divorcee, a profaned woman, or & harlet, According to Leviticus
2l.14, he could only merry & virgin of tl House of Israsl. (h
question might be raised on this noint conecerning the nrostitute,
In Eben HaBzer (/1,]) of tks Shulchan Aruch, there 1s a ststement
thet a2 oprostituts of th= House of Isramel wes nermitted to marry a
rriest, but the harlot was not nermitted to do so,) By virtue of
this law, the High Prisst wes singled out ss different from any-
one alse In the community, and after s neariod of time, his uniqueness
nrobebly becams so acrented, and the nrissthood so admired as wsll
as feared, sinece theses man hsd the nowsr of God in their hands, that
the institution of the nriesthood was truly a stable snd imnortent
@lemant of the society, snd nrobebly an slement around which the
society could relly for strength and sunnort, so that tha prissthood,
conceivebly, wes 8 slamant in the society keeping the society
togeth=r, As P voint of conjecture on this metter, we might say that
this was snothsr reason Moses wanted to sstablish & priesthood, and
meke 1t unigues in the soeisty, in order to creste 2n institution
which would keen the sociaty from falling enart after his desth.
Another item singling the high nriest out from the massss and
contributing to his s;crosanctnass wes the nrohibition, Levitieus 21,10-12,
of angaging in mourning rites, such as sllowineg his heir to erow,
tearing his clothing, laaving the epnctusry during the sarvice, or
aven defiling himsalf by comine Into contact with any dead body in-
cluding his immadiete family. Thers are some axcentions to this
ruvles, although they occured &t a later time, when the nriesthood was
firmly established so that i1t was taken for granted. In its esrly

period, during the time of Mocses, one could conjecturs that ell of
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these stringent laws wars necessary to demonstrste to the neonle
without & quastion of = doubt that those individuals who formed the
priesthood ware diffsrant from everyone elss, and theresfors, be-
ceuses of thelr Aifferencas, sxvectine the resnsct of the whole
community, Once, hewevar, tha neonle accentsd the nrissthood as
r controlling element in their 1ives, and once they scceoted the
fret thet only certain vpsonle could possibly hones to be & part of
thea nrissthood, and that this organization was esvacially chosen
by God to rule over the community, excentions to some of the
stringencies could occur, without weskening the strsngth or the
prestige of the rriesthood in tha ayes of the community, One
excention, for examnle, is thet of the High Priest Jehoiakim, who
wores sackcloth and noursd sshes upon his h=ad along with the
other nriasts during # nerfod of dire nationsl distress, (se=
Judith L4.1Lh-15, {n the Anocrynhe,.and also Jeel 1,13),

As far as his own nurificstion wes conce=rned, the High Ppriest
had to wessh his hands #2nd feet with water bafors antering the tent
of memting so that he would not di= vnon s»nroasching the altar at
which hs was to cerry out his ministrstions, (Exedus 30.19-21),
Regarding his ministretions, another item which singled out 211 the
prissts from the masses wes thst theay were the only ones sllowed to
intarceds in behslf of the nemonles to God, and that which singled
out the High Prisst above the masses and the lesser prissts was
that not only did he intercede on behelf of all the peonle, but he
wes the only one who covld intercede to God in behelf of the pri=sts,
Annarently the lesser oriests coculd not Iintarcede in their own be-
helf, (Leviticus 16,32-34). This concent, that of the peeple not

bsine vermittad to »nray to God on their own bshalf, must havs besen
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the cavstone for the suthority of the orissts over the peonls. By
strirning the richt of worshin from the masses end plecing it in the
hands of the primsts gave thes prissts unquastioned suthority over
the masses and truly established & formsl nrissthood which for yaars
would go unchallenged by anyone,

We shall now look at 8 few of the obligetions of tha Hipgh Priest,
In order to show his area of influence which established his office
end that of the entire nriesthood as an unchsllsnged end respacted
erea in the community which would esteblish communal nolicies, and
oreeticeas, end saround which the community would, ne doubt, turn to
end rally around for sunnort, hence making the nriesthood a very
imnortant elsment for tha survival of the community. As long a= the
nrissthood was in sxistance (theaoratically) the comrunity would have
& bennsr around which to rslly, a "banner" which would keen them
together and thereby snsure their survivsl in the fece of rll odds,

Aaron offersd incenses every morning uvoon preoaring the lemns,
and elso each evening, when he 1it the lemns (Exodus 30.7-8). On

ths Dsy of Atonemant (Leviticus 16) it was his function to atone™®

]

for a1l tha neonla 23 well as all thea prissts, and bless the peonle,
and (verses 21-22) send # goet into ths wilderness upon whom the sins
of the community heave bman ~laced, thus axonsrrting the nonulsce--

8 vary imrortent raligious function which tha nesonls relisd unon the
rriasts to do, thus ansuring tha imnortance of the nrissthood in

the community, Levitirus 2.9 mentions Asron's sating of the holy
braad., Ha would aceant the sin-offerineg of not only individuals

in the community, but a sin-offering that rerresented the entire
community, offer it un to God, that the community as a whole micht

bs forgiven (Leviticus L.13-21). It wes the duty of the H,gh Priest

Plasse see Anvpendix C for 2 discussion concerning sxvnistion.
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together with the other priests to eat the remsins of the masl
offsrings of the childran of Isrsel in ¢ holy nlece (Leviticus 6.9).
Perhans this requiremsnt wss nut in so thet the community could not
object to the nriests! living off the lebor of others--1,s, esting
food which ssarved ss an offaring to God, the =8ting of which by the
nrissts could have msde the community quite sngry. This might also
convey the message that the commun'ty wes rms~onsibles ragarding ths
fasding of the oriests, This is s rather useful tool in establishing
the endurineg pearmenance of the nriesthood and its sunremécy over the
naonle since 1t raduces the neonle to a tyne of slavery to the
priests, so that sooner or later the n=2onle might truly think them-
selves to be inferior and truly nesding the sunarior wisdom and
guldence of the nriasts for their own survival.

The High Priest hasd to h=s nresent whean a king wes crowned or
a lasder chosen in order to inquire, by use of tha Urim, concerning
God'e will for thier vanturas (Numbers 27.19-21). He was to oversae
the distribution of the war booty, 22 did Eleaszar during the distri-
bution of tha booty of the Midisnites to the neenrle of Israsel (Numbeaprs
31,21-28). He, togather with the other nriests, was in cherge of
Afa=sntling and resssamblinc the tebarnacls =nd the items connscted
with i1t (Numbars lj.5-16). The High Priast, together with the other
nrissts, wes in charge of blassing the neonls (Numbers 6.23-27),.
Se wa see that the high prissts ware involved in =very ssnsct of
community life, from war to nerce, so that the community would begin
to baliava thet it could not function without theses snscielists.
Moses, in outlinine the rasnonstbilities, did a phenomenal job in

esteblishing & society of sneciallists which would annesr vital to

the onzoinz 1ife of tk» community, thus being an institution which
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would h2ve parmenencs of lesdershin for @ long time to coma,

Before concluding this discussion, let us tsks 2 faw moments
to look at the general dutias of a1l the nrissts, over and sbove
those of the High Priest alone.

The lesssr prissts had to ba from the family of Aaron and
#lso nhysically unblemished (Leviticus 21,16-23). This nassags,
of course, snsurss an hereditary prissthood. They could not dafile
themsslves for any dead body, excent when the nerson was a mother,
father, son, dauchter, brother, wife, or virgin sister (Leviticus
21,1-5). We noted that the High "riast conld not defile himself
for anyone, showing thet his nurity is greatsr than those beleow
him, To elevate tha Hipgh Prisst in this matter is imnortant in
eliminating contantfon for the leadarshin of the nriesthooé on
the nart of all tha nriasts, This contention could have led to
s waskaning of the total nrissthood, and narhans end un in its
collepse, Certainly it would have lost its resvect by the cormun-
ity when the community saw the trouble within the prie sthood. The
community could '» ve conceivably reassoned that if internal dissantion
exists, these neorle are not so sscrad or specisl, they are just
1iks us=--without any Godlike charsctaristics, hance, why should we
rasnact them? With th's esttitude, the priesthood would have coilansad
end the community would hesve lost an immortant rellying grovnd to
kean it togethar, By stating snd showineg the grsster heliness of
the High Priest ovar the other nrissts, this orobleam was net Iin
denger of arising. The lassar nrissts would bs =frald of the High
Pri=st, since the High Prisst hed powars saven they did not have. So,
they would lieten to him, and order would nrevail,

The lesssr nriests, 1ike the Hich Prisst could net marry a



=26=

diverces, a nrofansd women, or a herlot (Leviticus 21.7) end their's
was the resnonsibility of keening charge of the holy things of the
sanctuary =#nd guarding the gltar from any nrofanation, intended or
Inrdvertent (Numbers 18,5), They had to kindle the fire unon the
2ltar, vlace the wood unon the firs to keen it burning and watch
thet the fire did not po out (Leviticus 6,2). They had te cellect
half the blood of certein sacrifices in besins and peur out the
rest of the blood en thes 2lter(Exodus 2).6) and make the various
sections of the offering smokes, &8s onnosed to burn (Laviticus 1,5-10).
It wes the job of the lessar nrissts to ninch off ths hsad eof
any bird effered te be sacrificed, drain its blood on the side of
the #ltar, remove 1ts cron and the feathers thersof, and cast it
by the esstern side of ths elter among the ashes (Leviticus 15-17).
They were in charge of making the deily offering of one lamb in the
morning end ona lemb in thae evening, end offer an additionsl sacri-
fice on Ssbbaths, New Moons, and Festivals (Numbers 28.3,9-27). They
effersd the mesl-offering and smoked a part of it as a memorisl
(Laviticus 2,1-2), and they snrinkled the blood of the neace-offering
on ths altar (Laviticus 3.1-3). Theses lasser nrissts could sacri-
fice the sin-offering of ones individual, but the High Pri=st could
sserifice the sin-offering of the =2ntire community--a much higher
“unction then just ene individual'as offering which the lasser pniests
ecould only do (Leviticus L4.30). The lesser nrissts could aat the
guilt offering (Leviticus 7.6; 10.16-18), and offer up the meal-
offering and snrinkle the blood of the puilt-offering sboub the
gltar. (Laviticus 6,7-8; 7.2).
Together with the High Priest, they could nartake of the holy

bresd (Leviticus 2l4.9), & vary imnortent function alrsady discussed.
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Another function distinguishing them from the masses, be-
cause they hrd snecisl nowers and knowlsdge tha masses did net have,
was their orecticing of medicins--slbeit on = very nrimitive levsl,
Not only ceuld the nriasts cleanses the soul, but they could nurify
the bedy, thus making the community reslly depsndent unon them,
thereby ensuring their continuance in th community. Te back this
un we cite the fellowing nesssges from Leviticus: The lesser
priests could make stonement for the woman who gave birth and
fulfilied the days of her nurification (12,6-7); thsy could
ascertein when lenrousy had denarted from the lever (1L.3-}),
purify the lener (1l4,6-7), bring him before God to make atonement
for him (1. 10-32), determine whather a house was filled with
lenrousy (14.33-47), snd make s=tonement fer it te nurify 1t (14..9-53),
They could also make atonemant for sny man suffering a flow, as well
ps ~urify him (15,14-15), and thay could nurify any woman who was
uncleen (15.,29-30).

Some of their other duties wera tha offsring of the First
Fruits (Leviticus 23,10-11) which was imnortant bscause this gave
them nowar in the agricultural arca of communal lir;EEi.e. the
amculaer ares of survivsl, They wers smnowered to =stimate the sum
to be neid by nersons making vows but unables to nay the regular
valuantion of the vow (Leviticus 27.8). They could =stablish the value
of an unfit snimal brought ss en offering to Ged (Leviticus 27,11-12),
eat the valua of s houss consacrstad te God (Leviticus 27.14), and
declars tha value of s fisld until its reademntion in the Jubilee
Yesr (Leviticus 27.23). They made atonsmant for Nazirites whose

peried of sbstinence had coms to 2n end, er when he had suddenly
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become unclean (Numbers 6.9-13), and they could offer un the sin-
offering and the burnt-offering of the Nazirite when his neriod of
consecration had bsen comnlsted (Numbers 6.14-15). They also
sounded the silver trumnets on the raquirsd occesions (Numbers 10,8).

In general, enly thes High Prisst mede atonsemant for ths sntire
community, but it sesms an excention wes mede in Numbers 15.24-27,
where it sneaks of ths lesser nrissts doing this, Psrhans, vasing
the sams conjecture as befors, the High Priest wss so firmly sstab-
lished &s the groun's leader, with nebedy evar daring te think
otharwise, that at this neint, seme of his duties were passed down
to the l1ssser priestas, such as basing 2ble to make ztonamant for
ths entire community as & whole, &s wsll as individusls by them-
selves,

The lasser nrissts slso prenarsd the nrescrintion ef the

spices used in the secrificlasl service (I Chronicles 9,30) and

thay orensrsd tha watsrs of snrinkling for tle service (Numbers 19,1-11).

They sunarvised the bresking of the neck of a heifer aftar a cornse
wees found fn 8 field snd the fdentity of the murderer ceuld not be
determinad (Deut=renomy 21.1-9). Tn s lster neriod, after the
esteblishment of the nriesthoed in tha wilderness at Sinai, snd on
certein occesions, it was the iob of the lessar nrissts to flay the
burnt-offerings (II Chronicles 29,34) and te slaughter the Paschal
Lamb (Ezra 6.20).

The priests also served as judges in the community, really
extanding their domain of influence so as to make the community
totally denendent unon them snd thus work to insure their survival,

Deuteronomy 17.9 &and 19,17 stete that the rriests were to serve ss
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Judges when the nevulace sought them out in order te settle cen-
treversies, and Numbers 5,12-31, in the same vein, says that = rele
of the priests wess to nprenars the waters ef bitternsss used in
testing & weman accused ef fdultery, and te cenduct the prescribed
ritual,

Alse, accerding te Deutereonomy 20.2-3, snecial lesser priasts
were aneinted te encourage the soldiers going forth in battle and to
eddress the peonle and their efficers. It almost sounds as i{f these
peovle ware the special nublic relations men of the priesthoed,
lrboring to ingratiate the nriesthood in the minds of all the
peevls, so that the pesonle would leern to love the oriests, trust
them implicitly, vermit them to sngege in all ths communal activities,
from the conductinz of the religious services, te the trying ef
ceses in court, making tl® neonles =0 deanandant unon the axistsnce
eof tha nrissthoed, that ths nse~le ware the ones who centributed
their total sumnert te its continuance. Once the priesthood had
this suppert, in could onerate freely and unquastioned within the
community, end be the reel rulsrs ef the community. In fact, as »
footnote to this, we find in Leviticus 21.9 that a priest's daughtaer
who cormitted harlotry wes to be burnt, because she profsned her
fether, showing the high level of the npriesthood and its family
members, so that ths community would always respesct this erganizatien,

As an example ef the success the pnrissthood had in ingratisting
iteslf in ths cemmunity can be viawed by looking at a few mere
nassages in the Bible, passages which shew us nrivileges accorded te
the priests by the povulace, end nrivilipss, which, I feel, weuld

not have basn granted, hsd tlk® norulace bsen asble te disregerd the
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imnortance of the priestheed for the survivel of all, In fact,

one might intervrst thesse privileges to mean that the nsonle gave
these to the prissts so that the priests wouvld not only continue,

but alse continue to show faver to the people and help them out, as
ennosed te destroying them. Se we can posit that thege orivilages
were given eut ef leve fer the nriests, or out ef fear because of

the naver ef the nriesthood. At any rate, the niiosthood had
develovned enough strength to gein thess vrivileges. Lat us new

look at a few of thése nrivilsges. Im Jesevhms, Antiquities IV, lL.l,
we see thest the heave-efferings and the tithes constituted a communal
fund in which sll the priests narticipated. Alse, unon arriving

in Cansan, meny years following the sstablishment ef tha prissthoed
by Meses, snd after Moses's death, Numbers 18.20 and Deuteronomy 18,1-2
tell us that the nriests did not receive a portion of the land of
Canaan to develop for their own use when the land was divideéed

among the tribes of Israsl, Instead, the nriests lived off the fat
ef the land, so to snesk, reaping in the fruits ef other's, which

the psovle gladly geve to the nriasts in order te have the nriassta’
blessing upen them. The priets alse rsceived a tithe from the tithes
given the Levites by the nonrulace (Numbers 18.28 and Nehemiah 10,39),
but this statement is vsry reveeling, for it shews a snlit has
occured bstwaen the nriests and Levites, At the time of establishing
the nriesthood, nriests snd Levites were svoken of in one breath, as
1f there was no distinction betwsen them. This passage just cited
indicates that #s the priesstheod dsveloped, & split must have eccursd,
We shall investigatas this in datail in the next chapter.

Prior to this investigstion, however, wWwe can say that as the
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priesthoed develoned, it gained great nowsr in ths cemmunity and 1t
extanded itself to cever all asvects of community 1ife, including
the vower eover the success of the king, himself, and newsr in the
courts, It became so vewerful, that no one questioned its validity
in werking in all aress eof tha community. As = cenclusien te

this ¢hapter, let us single sut sight ef the high piriestsz as &
further examnles of how ths nriesthood invaded all sspacts of the
life of the community.

Elsazar, the third sen of Aaron, narticipated in the conquest
of Canaan, the success of which battle hinged on the blessings of
the orissts (Numbers 20,.25ff, snd Joshua 24.33).

-El1, the first member of the family of Ithsmar to ssrve as
High Priest, wes not only & nriest, but alse & judge. As I Samuel 4,18
says--El11 judged Israsl fer forty yesrs.

Ah{ jah, the son of Ahitub, annarently wes High Priest during
King Saul's reign, during which he took nsrt in the wars of Mich-
mas, weering an sphed in ths cemn of Saul--thus giving the seldiers
& greet deal ef inmer strength te centinue and sventually win the
battle (I Sarusl 14.3).

Amariah, the son of Azsriah, wee anvointed to suvervise the
judges in Jesrusalem in matters of = religious nature. Zsbadiah,
the son of Ishmeel, at the same time was the official of the House
of Judeh, in chargs of all the affairs of state (IT Chronicles 19,11).

Jehoisda not only seved Jeash from the murderous Athaliah, but
wes slse very instrumantal in having Jessh crewned king (IT Kings 11-12,

end TI Chronicles 23-24).

This next examnle really shews the nriests' power ever sven the king.
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Azariah wes the High Priast during the reign ef King Uzziah,
When King Uzziah tried to enter the sanctuary and offer incense on
the altar, Azariah said: "'It psrtaineth not unto thea, Uzziah,
to burn incense unto the Lord, but te the priests, the sons of
Aaren, that are consecrated, it nartaineth to burn incense; geo out
of the sanctuary; fer theu hsst trespassed: neither shall it be for
thy hener from the Lerd Ged.' Then Uzziah was wreth; end he had a
censsr in his hand to burn incense:; and while he was wroth with the
priests, the laprosy breke ferth in his fershead" (IIChrenicles 26.18-19),

Uri jah wes requasted by King Ahaz te build an altar, which
he did (II Kings 16.10-11),

We have ssen hew powerful the opriests were in Isrssl., But,
in fereign lands, they were not feared for we have the account of
King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon slaying Seraiah, Zephaniah (II Kings 25.18-21),
end Jehozadak (I Chronicles 5.41),.

From these examnles, thers cannot be & gquestion of a doubt the
influsnce the priests enjoyed among their own peonle. Their sphere
of influence wes so inclusive as to touch the lives of ell the neonle,
It is a small wender, then, that the neenle cames to depend uvnon the
prissthoed for their vary survival, and ene can indeed see that as
long #s thes nrisstheed was around, the mneonls felt that they were
invincible, and this gave them the inner strength te cerry on, and
stay togsether, and survive any and all erdesls which might befall
them--such as the Basbylonian Exile,

However, with the gain of nower enjoyed by the oriests, it
would seem unusual for everything to continue to run so smoothly.

Indeed, sverything anneared fine while they were gaining the subnort
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ef the pneonle, becsusa the nrisstheed could not afferd at this
noint te risk internal dissention, else they would not have become
the true and trusted lesadesrs o the cemmunity. Once, hewever, they
were accented, and net held under the scrutiny of the community to
sse whather they dessrved sll the resnsct and honer sccerded them
beceuse of their special nowsers and wisdom, it was inevitable that
{nternal struggles would bsgin., And, indeed, this 1s what hannened.
We shall name the next thapter "Aaronide Suprsmacy” and e shall
within the confines eof this chenter, dis cuss the internsl power
struggle of the Aasrenides and the Lsvites, and other items dealing
with this ovhase of the develemment of the Israelitic Priestheed.
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CHAPTER FOUR

AARONIDE SUPREMACY

Many cenjectursl statements have besen given thus fsr in this
pepar attemoting te exnlsin the evelution snd develonment of the
Isrselitic Priesthoed. Howsvar, the material in this chanter,
although narhans somewhat revetitious, is, whet I consider, the
most imnortant set of concents and discussion concerning this entire
develorment., At the beeinning, it may aoneer to the readsr that
2 preat deal of irrslevent mrterisl is beinc presented. Howsver,

2 bread historicel bese is necessary te fully gresn the reasons
behind the Asronides' strugels fer newsar, For, 8s we noticed st
the coneclusion eof tha last chanter, a sanlit did develov batwesnm

the Levites and the dirs~t descendants ef Aaron, and a mammeth
vower strugple ensved in order to detarmine whicﬁ greuo of and by
itsslf wevld ba the nriassts, ths rroun having the greateast centrol
over all the naonle. And, it should be ro‘nted eut, at the conclu-
sien of this strugpgle, the vriesthood will heve sttained its ulti-
mate as & formal groun havinz dafinite contrel ever the masses,

All else that occurs will sither add onto the nriestly functions,
thus broedaning their vowers sven moere, eor contribute to ths eventual
decline of tha vriestheod with the berinning of the nrelis culture
and the Hasmonean revelt, both items ef which de not truly fall
inte tha scone of this naner, #s it deals with the devslormant,

and net the decline, of the nriesthnod.

With these few ovening remarks, we sra rbout te bsgzin the
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discussion., However, I would like to call the reader's attention
te Apnandix B ef this naper which will nresent 'twe differing
geneelogicsl tebles ef nrimsts which will be of relevance te this
discussion, 23 a pert ef the discussion concerns itself with the
hereditary ef priests in order fer ths Aarenides te claim te have
the true autherity for the nrisstheed in Isrsel., New we cen begim
sur discussien.

When Abraham first anvears en tha scene in the twslfth chanter
of the Beok of Genesis, we found e sami-nomadic secietal structure,
It consisted ef families living in tents and reving sbout thse
desspt. All the Biblical texts cempatible with a semi-nemadic
seci=aty can be attributedte this fermstive stage of Isrsel's histery.
Alse, and this is a crucial cencent te establish st this time, we
would be mere cerrsct te label this stage "semi-memsdic monetheism,”
This snpslation is crucisl fa the monotheistic idea., The Ged,
Yshweh, te whom Abraham addressed himself, began to take en mene-
theistiec chrarasctaristics, bacause Abrshsm medslled Him after the
imege of the patrisrch in » semi-nomedic femily. Since the vatrisrch
wass the sele hesd ef the family, and comnlstely emninotent, Abraham's
Bed bacame the sole Ged, tetslly emnivetent. This concent was fine
fer Abrham, Isaac, and Jaceb since the desart wes a large snough
plsce and one neenls did net have to inflict their Ged-cencevt
upen another greup living in their midst, The desert was large
snovgh se thet esch family unit lived in its own area, by 1tself,

The emninotant Ged ef Abraham apvarsntly became wide-snread enough,
er sttrsctive enough, te emerge in the wilderness neried of the
wandarings ef the neonle under Moszes, All we nead de is cempere

the Abrehsm story with the Beek of Exodus, and we will sse much
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similerity regarding tha ectivitiss snd descrintiens ef Ged. It
was net leng, hewever, enly ferty ysars, until Jeshus led the peonle
acress the Jordan in Clnlln?’lnd new the treuble bsgsn. This greun
of nomads with their menetheistic Ged suddenly left the wildernsss
fer urban agricultural life, Uron cressing the Jerdan, they dis-
covered a secisty slrasdy living on the lsnd, with its own reli-
gious system. The clash ef nesenles with their different systems
wes inevitable, end the winner ef the struggle weuld be the groun
which weuld contrel the land.

The Israslites said that Yahweh was se powerful, he could rule
net enly ever the dessrt, but in an agricultural setting as well,

The Cansanites, whe wershinned a ged named Baal, said ne. In fsct,
they said, ne ens ged cen rule ever a2 comnlex agricultursal society.
Fer this ressen, thears were many Baals, The Melkasrt Baal wes the
zed of commerce., The Fartility Beals took care ef the sun and rain
and the fertility of ths land which would ensure an abundant harwvést,
The result ef this struggle hinged upen ths devices ef the pronhet
Eli jah, It wss he whe prometed the conceont ef Yahweh Exclusivism,
And, it wes becavse ef Eli fah's sucress that the Israelites gained
the sunremacy over the Censaites, and thersby set the rules and reg-
vletions fer the tetal seciety.

Eli iah gathered sll the prissts eof the Bsals tegsthar uren a
mnuntai&!’ﬂe challenged the Canaanite gods te descend uren the altars
and censume the sacrifiees being effsared un, Nothinz hanvsnsd,
evan though the Bas]l nriaeastheod incantad ritusls, and burned inceansas,
Then, El11jah called uoen Yahweh, and in & dramatic mement, Yshweh

osme dewn and net only consumed the sacrifices ef Eli jah, bui alse
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these of the Baal prisstheed, and thsn Yahweh burned up the altars
censtructed by the Baal nriests, Thus did Yahweh exclusively assume
the rele of Ged ef the lend.

The next imnortant even centersd arsund the provhet Elisha.
Elisha werkad te bring mbeut ths Jehu revblution?'%he end result
of which vnlsced the mensrchyef the Isrselites sxclusively behind
the Ged, Yahweh. (And by the time ef Jerebeam I, Amea's functien
was merely ene of attam~ting te clarify " the type ef wership that
Yahweh required).

As Yahwseh teek on mers end mere functiens, he gained mere mnd
mera attributes, A ma jer sttribute of Yahweh, mentioned briafly
abeve, was that ef being ruler ever the menarchy. Although Elisha
fosterad the Jehu revelution te nut the menarchy exclusively bahind
Yahweh, Samuel was the individusl whe sxtendsd the newer eof Yahwah
te underwrite the Monerchy, When ths neonle wanted 2 king te rule
ever thsm, Samusl, the nrenhet, ths renr=ssntative eof Yahweh te
the peonl=, wes reauasted te choose and snoint the king, thus showing
Yahwsh'!s censent and blessing ever ths kiné!‘ Samuel and Elisha
and tha other npralitersary nrovhets craated ceed kines ever tha
reenle by giving them Yshweh's snnraval, Thus, =2s Yshweh und=rwrets
ths menarchy, the menerchy undesrwrete tha imnortance ef Yshweh
axclusivism, sinces the kings wented Yahweh's blessing--thus there
conld be ne questien in snyone's mind that Yehweh was recegnized
gs the sol= Ged evar the neonle,

At this roint in eur stery, cultificatien became 2 very im-
portant concept, and one which was nremeted by many ef the ore-

l1iterary vronhsts, such as Samuesl, Nathan, Elijsh, end Elisha,
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And, by the time ef King Selemen, the cult was really established
and dsfined, (As sn added nete: this cult demandsd neenls whe weuld
ba able te administer at ths cult-centers. These neenle weuld of
ceurss be the nriests, and with ths erewing imnortsnce ef the cult
in Tarrel, the orissts becsms mere sni mers imnortant. I am in-
sarting this nete becsuse we must net less sight ef the grewing
imnortance ef the nriests with the cult-centers, even theugh the bulk
of this discussion desls with ths daveleomsnt eof the cult, net men-
tiening the prissts per se). In fact, by the time ef King Selemen,
there wers a2 number of cult centsars with a large one in Jerusalem
et ths temnle thera, and ene in the nerthern nart ef Israel, at
Beth El. Bsth %1 weuld bacome mers imnortant after the desth ef
King Selomen when ths kinzdom weuld be anlit inte twe narts, the
canital ef thes northarn nart being Samaris, which wes in the vicinity
of Beth El, The system ef multinle altars wss festeread by the
prs-litersry nrenhets, and it was fer this reasen that at the time
of the divided mensrchy, this system wes strengly entrenched.
The meterial 'n tha Pentateuch which cencerns 1tself with thse
multinle sltar system csn be reoferred te ss J and E. J nermally
means pssseges in which Yahweh is mantioned, and E maaﬁa pascapes
in which tha werd Elehim eccurs. Whather er not ene cemnlatsly
belisves in this system ef tresting the Psantateuch, er sccents this
s velid, T shall use it since it is cenveniant and well-knewn in
schelarly civclaa."’

Abeut this time when the menerchy divided, a nsw greun ef
nrenhats sppesrad en the secene., It seems, frem rsading the Bible,

that these men either wrete, er had semeene write, their sctusl



spesches they delivered te the venulace, snd tha‘royll court, These
men, Ames, Micah, Hesea, snd Issish--te mentien = few ef the mest
preminent--deneunced the multinle altsr system which wss ruled ever
by cults, a8 mumbér -ef whese members sesmed te be Levites. These
nrevhsts wars sfraid that thase cults might reintreduce Baslism, snd
misinternret the Cevenant, These new nrerhats, svan theugh they
nresched s different message, ware srnarently listened te because
ef the resnect nrerhecy mttaimed under the nre-litarsry nronheta:.
Them, areund 721 B.C.E., the event eccursd which, at lesast te
the massés, sesmed te suthenticste and velidate tha werds ef the
literery orenhets, Assyria sweensd dewn frem the nerth and attscked
snd cempletely dsstroyasad the Nerthern Kingdem, Isrzel. Ne deubt,
et this eccurrance, the litsrsry nrerhets screamed out, "Ah ha,
de net you ss= that we h“ave bsen cerresct? The Northern Kincdem
wes destrey=sd bscruse of the multioles altar and cult system which
every enes halved te maintsin en? which we said Ged did net like!
Thersfere, Ged destreyed Isrsel using Assyria ss His teel, and
this is » wsrning fer all ef yveu in Judah. There is te ba ene
nlsce of wershiv, the Temnle in Jerusslem, snd there is te be ene
set of nriests 2dministering thera, and thess nri=sts sre te be
Levi¢es, end ne ethear, Is net that which Meses preclsimed fer us
{n the wilderness?" One cen resdily see the imnect ef the messace
of these litsrsry vrenhets, snd we csn surmise that this is exactly
whet hannenad at the time. Jearuszlem bscame the single cnlt ceanter
snd the Lavites teek ever all the religious duties, The vre-liter-
sry nrenhatic guilds which conducted sems of the religieus services
at the cult centers in tha nerth ( and semes in thes south as well,

ne deubt) ware estracissd and the Lavites bacams the sele religieus
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functienaries,

I shall new smbark unen a bit ef cenjecture., It u;uld seem
lezical that since the pre-literary vrephatic preachmants were
discounted after a nsried ef time, there would be ne gusrantee
thet the nreschments ef the 1itsrary nprephsts weuld net suffer
the same frte. Thersafers, it is cenceivsble that the Levites,
whom the litsrary nrenhets camehted inte newer, were afraid that
seme mvent might ecrur in the future which weuld jeevardize their
severeignty as leaders ever the neenle, Te oravent this, verhans
it wes the Levites themselves whe cersfully nletted the avents
which in 621 B.C.E., during the reign ef King Jesish, bscams knewn
#s the Deuterenemic Revelutien.

In 621 B.C.E. san =mazing "decument™ was suddenly discevered
and wes immedistaly breught te the attentien ef King Jesilﬂ?’ This
decument (which 1s knewn te us ss the Beek ef Deutsrenemy, hence
called D) was the farewsll snesch ef Hosa?, delivered just befera
his death, and nreviously unknewn te heve existed. In that this
spesch was sttributed te Meses made it law te the nesenle, because
Mesas wss censidered by the neenle te bs the suthsntic revealer

of Ged's werd--ne quastiens nsked. The essence ef Desuterenemy

is the cendemnatien ef the multinls sltar system, the apoeintment

without cuestien ef thes Lavites ss the sele administraters ef
relizisus affeirs, the statement thet only if the neenls weuld
fellew 811l the lrws and cemmandments weuld Ged faver them, thus
placing tha resnonsibility fer pren=r behevier en thes messes, whe
in turn weuld fesl all serts ef zuilt, therby elevating the Levites

in their minds since the Levites wers the ones te sxniate their
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feelings ef guilt, and, in general, nlscing the Levites in such

& pesition in the eyes of the neanls that 1t would smem that nething
ceuld vressibly dethrene them (sxcent that they never cenceived eof
the utter brilliance of the Aarenides yet te coma)."

The enly ebjectien that ene ceuld raise is that hew ceuld
Mesaic revelstien ceuntersct Mesaie revalatien, since J.E. prem-
ulested the system of multinle sltars snd multinle cvlts, wharsss
D preclaimed the ene sltsr, ene raligieus greuv rule, The brilliasnt
way the Lavites escenad this criticism was thst Desutersnemy did net
evenly chellenge the authenticity ef J.E,, but merely supnlanted
it by having Deutersnemy apnear as Meses's farewell speech. Since
it wes the farewsell speech of Moses, the Levites hoped that evary-
one would consider this to be revelstion given to Moses after the
other revelations hed been given, snd sines later publicstions
always take precedence over vrevious ones, the people sccented
this and therefore followed the D nronouncements, disrergsrding
the J.E. meteriel, And, as the final element of bhrilliency
exhibited by the Levites, et the conclusion of this sneech, thers
is & statement that nothing cen be added after this?’ We note thst
J.E. never said snything sbout future material being =2dded, so there-
fore no one conld question the validity of sdding meterial to J.E.
Now, however, with this strtement, the Levites could feel securs
knowing that another group in the future could not depose them
by sdding anything following Moses's farewell addiress. The reason
I conjesctursd that the Levites might heve been the grovp to have
plotted and written Deuteronomy is thet 1t i1s the Levites who ars

the ones benefitting from this book. It concerns their interest in
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the strugrle for suoremecy and their success in this metter,

Also, nerhsns the Asronides were sround becinning to cause troubls,
so the Levites in the Book of Deuteronomy do not refer to the

dons of Aaron even once with the excention of mentioning the evni-
sode of the Golden Celf in which Asron is shown in a very bad

11ght, as the one who sttemnted to wrast the nower from Moses

during the time Moses wes unon Mount Sinaigl Anyone reading
Deuteronomy, therafore, would certainly look down unon the Asronides,
end praise the Levites &s the true religious functionaries in the
soclety.

However, &8s brillient as the Levites were, they did not
match the fantastie brilliance, the true genius, of the Aaronides,
For indeéed, the Levites were correct in assuming thet the Asronides
were & threat to their nosition as relisious heads of tne neople.
The very brillient and commnlex way the Aeronides did destroy the
nower end suthority of the Levites is that unon which I shall now
emberk and which will be the main interest of this chanter.

Up to this time, end somewhat beyond, extending through the
Bebylonian Cantivity of 521 B.C.E., the Pentateuch was recognized
es the "constitution and by-laws" governing the Israslites. (For-
tunstely for the Asronides, the Babylonians did not impose their
religious rules and rezulstions unon the cantivas, souelching the
cosmic power of Yahweh, or destroying the imnortance of the oriest-
hood--nor Aid the Persians after them). This non-canonized Penta-
teuch wes the key to the Aaronides rise to nower. Haed the Pentateuch
been canonized, it could not haeve been temnered with, or touched

in eny way. Thus, the Asronides would have had to write a new book,
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honing that the neonle would reed snd sccent this new book inateed
of ths Penteteuch. But, since the Levites so very cleverly said
thet nothing could be added following Moses's farewell address,
an? since the Pentateuch ha? the unquestioned suthority of Moses,
one could ressonebly sssume thet the Aaronides would have been
shunned comoletely by the masses. If this new book by the Aaronides
hed given Moses as the suthority, the Aeronides would nrobrbly have
been considered to be blasnhemers, since Moses had slready deliversd
his ferewell eddress steting what was and whet was not valid,
Therefores, what could the Asronides do? Instesd of attemoting
to add anything to the end of the Pentsteuch, they interwove a
grest deal of materisl (which we shall label as P, standing for
priestlyﬁhroughout the vages of the Pentateuch, so that uoon reading
the Pontateuéh, the constant mention of Aaron would focus the
reader's sttention uron Aaron and his role in the society and the
reader would not consider the Levites as imnortant es Aaron, since
they ere not mentioned es froquontly!’ The Aeronides did not sdd
anything following Deuteronomy, but there was no law thet they
could not interpolate materiel in the books onreceding Deuteronomy,
so that 1t was not imvortant to worry about Deuteronomy at all,
In fect, were one to read through the entire Psntatesuch, by the time
ths resder arrived st Dauvteronomy, there would bs no question in
his mind that the mantioning of Levites merely means members of the
Aaronide family, and not the speciel femily known es Levites. Then,
the Aarconides were successful in cenonizing the Pentateuch =o thst
no one in the future could touch eny part of 1t, either adding to
it et the end (the end being Moses's ferewell address, so nothing
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could have been added to it even nrior to the canonization) nor
Intervolating meterial into other narts of tlke Pentateuch. In this
way, with the Pentsteuch orimerily focusing unon the importance of
_the Asronides as the true religious functionsries of the peovle, the
Aaronides, by 400 B.C.E. could fesl falrly sefe thet no one would
question their suthority or depose them., And, in this they were
correct. No one did denose them, but with the beginning of the nolis
culture snd the Hasmonean revolt featuring the rise of the Pher-
isees, the entire Pentatenchal system featuring the concept of the
written law, wss overthrown., Of course, the corruntness of the
Aasronide prissthood contributed to the collanse of the system, but
this falls outside the scopne of this naver.

Let us now look at the methods used by the Aaronides to
accomnlish their tesk of reining sunremacy over the masses and the
Levites, In Ezekiel we find the statement that redemntion comes
only through proper cult observence which was to be directed through
the sons of Zldoﬂ!‘ The Aesronides jumped on Ezekiel's bsndwagon,
so to sreak, and emrhasized thet the worship of Yashweh was possible
only through the rituslistic temnle service, The Aaronides con-
vinced the peopls that they needed constant expistion, and this
emphesis created, we will postulate, & guilt-complex filled society.
As Professor Rivkin admirably noints out, guilt i1s & primary stim-
ulus for religion, so that the success of the orissts hinges unon
their ability to exniate the sins of the neonle, Then the Aaronides
treced the genesolopy of the sons of Zadok beck through Zadok to
Phineas to Elazar to Asron to Moses., By doing this, the Asronides

eclaim thet they alone are the ones who can successfully exniete the
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sins of the neopls, The Levites, however, reminded the people that
in the Book of Deuteronomy (their book!) Joshua is the leader
commissioned by Moses, and Joshua wss not only not a member of
Agron's family, he wes not sven & oriest rt sll. The Asronides,
being so brilliantly clever, internolated material throughout the
Book of Numbers, and in Numbers 27,12, we rasad that Moses tells
Joshua to nrasent himself before Elazar, the High Priest, et which
time both Moses end Elazsr together commissicn Joshua. This in-
“ernolstion imnlies that Joshua had to check with the nriests before
he could make sny sort of move, becsuse he wes indebted to the
nriests for commissioning him leader of the people. We see in this
spisode that the Aaronides did not do eaway with Joshua, but by
sdding & grest deal of meterisl to the Joshua story, they demon-
strated how Joshua nesded the priests, The Aaronides were renresented
as the power behind the throne, thus meking them extremely import-
ant, hence nowerful, in the Israelite community.

There was, however, one mora imnortant nroblem, snd thet was
the nlecing of thes Levites in & bad 1light, thareby csusing them to
lose the respect of the novnulace and become & noor sscond to the
"lesgue lesding" Aaronides. The Aaronides did this most clsverly.
They took the Book of Numbers end told about & man named Korsch
who wes & Levite, Korech, it wes told, rebelled ageinst Moses in
the wilderness, causing s great deal of trouble in the cemp. Korach
rabellesd becsuse he wanted to usurn Mosas's power in the community--
certainly & dssterdly thing to do, as far as the peopls of L4100 B.C.E,
wera concernsd. In their minds, nobody who chullenged Moses was to

be respected.(see Numbers, Chapter 16, for the story). As the story
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Roes, Korsch and four hundred neople with him, felt that they should
be the nriests of the peovle, since God really ordersd them to

fi11 this nosition. (Naturally, since Korsch wes & Lavite, the
Story implies that all the Lsvitss followed Korach, hance the
Lavites in toto are renrobates and not deserving of the priesthood.)
The story continues with God announcing to the neopls thet He would
destroy Korach snd sll of his followers becauss of their rebsl-
liousness, An earthquake suddenly occurs snd Korach snd his follow-
ers are indeed destroyed, being swellowed up in the esrth. Then

8 nlague strikes the camp of Moses, and et this noint, Aaron races
in end grebs & fire-nan of hot cosls, ritually meking & supnliration
before God to save the rest of the nsonles., Surely enough, at this
roint the nlague ceases ss suddenly ss it bsgan, and Aaron 1s the
hero of the day., The Levites ere held in disrsoute, Aaron is the
one chosen by God to bs His nriest making esxniation befors Him for
the sins of the veorle, and the Aaronides heve cantured the unner
hand, But not quite--the Asronides ware brillisnt snough to reslize
that parhens this enisode would be forgotten in time, end the Lavites
would still remain in control. Therefors, the next day, so the
story goes, God commanded Aaron to hammer e& bronze nlaqua unon
every alter to constantly remind the neonle of the rebelllon of
Korsch, By virtue of this reminder, the Levites would always be

in disrevute, and the Aeronides had esteblished their control over
the nriesthood, and thus over the socisty. Baceuse of this enor-
mous smont of internolation, the Asronides were successful, snd the
Golden Calf incident of Deuteronomy fell insignificantly by the

weyside, Had, however, the Levites hed the foresight to hammer the
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Incident of the Golden Calf in full view of the peonle, the Aaronides
might sti1]l have never been so overwhelmingly successful (if st sll)
in overcoming the hold the Levites had had unon the aociaty!‘ The
Aaronides with this story also ensured the imnortence of an explatory
prissthood because i1t was through the burning of incense in the fire-
pen that God repented snd ssved the veonls. Obviously the nsovle
would resvect end preise Aaron snd his sons bescsuse of this act of
seving them from destruction by atoning for them bafors God. Thus
did the Aaronides cemant their hold on the nriesthood, end the Levites
became the helners of the Asronides, but only the Asronides wers
nermitted to escend the sltar, As an added nisce of suvnort for

the Aeronides, it might be worth mentioninz thst Ben Sirah recells

the incident of Korsch, sgain reminding the neonle that it is the
Asronides, and not the Levites, who are deserving of the uriosthomd!’

Another item thet is Imnortent in the development of the nriest-
hood, culminatineg in the sunremacy of the Aaronides, 1s the wsy the
Aaronides utilized existine institutions, oanecially'the calendar,
for their benefit to show their imnortence for the survival of the
communtty.

When we resd the Pentetsuch in i1ts cenonized form as & single
vnit, we find numbered months snd non-nsmed months. This wes done
by the Asronides to associste the crlender with the cult, and not
with a fixed sgricultural ecycle whiech would not need the services
of the Aaronides. The calendar becams & ritual cslendar, and not
a "functionel” celendar. The celendar emphasized the imnortance of
sacrifice, which of course could only be conducted by the eult, and

{n this instance, the Aaronide "ecult." The calendar consisted of




R

48-

twelve month with thirty days in each month, meking & year of
three hundred sixty deys. Every three months, one srtre day was
intercaleted, meking a total of four intercalsted deys each yeer,
or a total of three hundred sixty four deys each yeer. Every
forty-ninth year, there would be en Intercsletion of seven weeks,
Interspversed throughout the year in order to catch up for the missing
day each previous year. The fiftieth yesr in each cycle of fifty
years would be the Jubilee Year, = very imnortant year for the
nriests, ss this is the time when they declered debts to be cencelled
and orisoners to go free. The Aaronides wonld number the months,
exniste £t certein times, 2nd declare the Jubilee Yesr. Thus 1t is
thet we see the entire ‘deily 1ife of the neople bound ur with snd
very denendent unon the Alronidaa...
Everything 1s under the segis of the Aaronides and subject to
their interoretation with the excention of Psssover, in the Penta-
teuch., Passover 13 the only historiral festivel to be found in
the Pentateudﬂ!’so thet this festival wes not interferred with or
cheneed by the Aaronides, but sdditions were made to it, The
other two major festivals listed in the Pentateuch are Succo}uhnd
Shamos'.‘ But, Succos and Shavucos are not so historicelly orfe nted
or fixed ss to when they occur, so the Aaronides hed free reign
over these two evants Iin ths cslendar year., As far as Passover
{s conecerned, it is fixed to fall in "Aviv" but there is no fixed
day in "Aviv" when it is to fall so thet even with Psssover, the
Aaronides hed some control. Sucecs 18 celled mersly "KawTzeer"
(the harvest) snd so can fall "when due." And, the "when due" is

up tn the Asronides. Turning once more ¢o Passover, Exodus states



49

merely that one is to heve matzoh. But, in Deuteronomy (thenks to
the Levites!) there is mention of a sacrifice to ba offered un?ul
thereby binding this holidey to the orissthood. And, uron looking
8t the Book of Leviticus, & book of much internolation by the
Asronides (as 1s the Book of Numbers), the Passover observance is
snelled ouvt in Ihlf!' For the first time do we find mention that
Passover is to lsst seven deys, and that during the seven days,
thers is to be Arily sscrifices. Thus is the holiday of Passover
absolutely denmendent unon the priesthood for its successful observ-
ance, and thus is the imnortence of the nriesthood made manifest
vie the spelling out of the observance of the Passover festival,
Wwhe ther or not the Levites or the Asronides or &ny one else for that
metter spelled out the observance of the Passover festival tying

it un with the cult is immaterisl., The imnortant item to keep in
mind 1s thet when the Aaronides became the priests of the vpeonle,
they capitelized upon the Importance of this festival and the ab-
solote dspandence of the neonle unon them, else the peonle would
not be able to have exniation for their sins., So we see one way

that the Asronides beceme Involved in the total 1life of the com-

%

munity.
Interestipgly #nough, there is no mention of =!“lar fu:h

Hosh HaShonaklic : -~ r in the Pentateuch, There is a reference

to the first dsy of the seventh monﬂ'?,'but it is a cultic day, to

be oresided over by the nriests, beceuse any multiple of seven is

considered to be a svecisl cultic event, This is why the forty-

ninth year wss imnortant to the Aaronides, and why they decreed the

ebsolution of debts and nunishments and maede exviation for the
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populace. The tenth day of the seventh month wes also referred to
but it wes merely called a fast dey, and a8 greast Sabbath!"This.
arain would mske it a day denendent unon the prisests, becsuse the
Sabbath was a day on which snecisl sacrifices were offered up in
behalf of the neonle, and the fast dey nert of it emphasized the
imnortance of expistion--agsin en sct dependent uvon the prissts,
Both of these days had priests in control and wers probably devised
by the nriests, perhans the Aaronides themselves, in order to con-
stantly remind the peonle -of the immortance of the priesthood in
their lives. I am making this conjecture on the strength that

no historical nor economic reasons were attached to these days
meking them imvortant from a stendpoint other then as s device for
the nriests to remind the neonle of the immortence of the priest-
hood,

With the holidsy of Succos, booths were specified in the
Penteteuch, and slone with this ritualistic orectices wers mentioned
es well es an offaring by the nriests in the Temple in Jerusslem,
In fret, Ezra supnorts this by referring to the nractices mentioned
in the Pentateuch surrounding the holiday of Succo;!7 Indeed, 1t
apreers that the Asronides were indeed clever in having the entire
year focus around them, As far as their authority for the csle-
bration of the festivals, sné the spelling out of the observance
of the festivals on & cultie level, the Aaronides, it apnears, stated
Joshue wess the one who ordained all this concerning the observance
of the festivasls, Cartainly the Asronides were on safe grounds,
since no one was eround in 400 B.C.E. who would havs hed any idea

of what Joshue really said. Thus, no one could guestion the Aaronides'
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declarstions concerning the observance of the festivals, and the
Asronides were on very safe grounds in this srea,

The role of the Temole end the cult stole the "show." Offerings
of first fruits and exnietion for all wes seen sll over as ¢ per-
vesive element In the lives of the neonle. But, the Aeronides, if
we follow our line of conjecture snd view the calendar es a method
vtilized by the Aaronides to cement their vosition in the Israelite
society, did not stoo st the festivals. Unon reasding the Book of
Numbaré!'wu find that there aﬁa to be dally offerings at the Temnlas
in behalf of the neonle, ons offarine in the morning, end ths other
offering in the sveninm. Also, svecial offerings for each Sabbath
are mentioned fn this seme book. And, ss a climax, guilt-offerings
are stressed for svery occassion. Thus we see that the imnortance
of the Aaronides in the daily 1ife of 811 the peonles, for not & dey
weht by in the calendar year, thet the Aaronidaa were not involved
in secrificing in behelf of the veonle. And, the fact that many
of these offsrings were called rpullt-offerings reminded the neonle
of their constapit sinfulness so thet they would never forget the
imnortence and goodness of the Aaronides and their denandsnce unon
the Asronide nriesthood in makinz exniations for the nonulace., It
1s not inconceivgble that the nonvlsca said, "how, oh how could we
survive without the Asronide nriesthood."” Thus it was that the
Aaronides, vie their utilization of existine in<titutions firmly
sstrblishad their suoremecy over the neonls, and their methods were
;o thorough, the sunremscy could not have been chellenged, unless the

entire system were challenged, which henpened, as I mentionad, sround

129 B.C.E. with the besinning of the Hssmonean Revolt,
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In the calendar, esch day bescomes imnortant unto itself as
& nassage of time, during which sxniation was mede for the sins of
the neovle durine thet time veriod. The cultic calendar wes a
time-centered calendar, and not a seasonally-orianted ons, becauss
the Aaronides are concerned with the process of sxristion, which
is 2 deily vrogram of ritual and sacrifice, Also, snd this is =
rether imvortent noint which should bs stressed, this celsndar
does not open itself un for criticism, since it appears in the
BiblYcsl text, in the ssme way that the Book of Deuteronomy eppeared,
as something that suvunercedes ell previous systems, and not as some-
thing which attecks and exnoses previous systems. If it did atteck
and attempt to ex~ose orevious systems, it not only would be onesrn
to £11 tynes of criticism, but slso it would be held in question
es to its validity, sinces the nrevious systems sunnosedly hed
Mosaic authority., Of course, the Aaronides, es far es the calen-
der wes concerned, did not cares if it sunarceded nrevious systems
in the manner that the Levitical Book of Deuteronomy did, becauss
by virtue of the nrocess of canonizatiod’which parallaled the
eateblishment of the new clasndrical system, no one would be sble
to tamper with the new calendsr, either by sdding onto 1t, or by
vtilizing the method of the Asronides in their quest for sunremescy,
by internoleting around and through it. Since it became part of
the canon, 8nd bacanse the cenon fixed the nermsnency of svery-
thine conteined in it, the calender stood in no danger, since no
one could change in sny way what the canon firmly and nermenently

sstablished,

In the discussion conernine the calendar, there is yet one

3 Plesse see Anvendix D for a discussion concerning csnonization.
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more item which should be mentioned, and that is the situation
occurring with the forty-ninth yeer.

At the time of the forty-ninth yesr, becsuse of the number
- of deys lost throughout this cycle (with thrse hundred sixty four
deys in each yeer, this mesns s loss of forty-nine days by the
time of the forty-ninth yeer), svring would come forty-nine days
sarlyl This problem does not conesrn itself with Succos, as it
comes in the fell, nor Passover, so Passover can have a fixed dats,
88 well &s Succos. The holiday which would ba involved was the
holiday of Shavuos. Since Shesvuos was a snring harvest festival,
end since, if Shavuos would have had a8 fixed date, nsonls would
bagin to wonder, by the forty-ninth yeer, why there was no harvast
to harvest at the time of Shevuos, and this would lesad ths peonle
to quastion tha authenticity of the calendar which the nriests
established sunnosedly through Divine Heveletion from God, and
this would make the rctivities of the Aaronides suspsct and oerhens
ba the item which would cause their overthrow, thes festival of
Shevytios hes no fixed date in the Pantsteuch. No doubt, by wey of
conjecture, the Aaronides in their brilliance foresaw this oroblem,
so that by the canonization of the Pentsteuch, it would not be
1llogical to sssuma that they nurnosely made surs thet Shavuos did
not have any fixed date whet-so-ever, This 1s nroof nositive, as
far as I am concerned, thst the colendsrluus g cultically-oriented
deviece, 2nd not an agriculturalWy-orientad one, otharwise the holi-
dey of Shavuos would have had a fixed date, ‘

At this »noint one can question the statement in the Pentateuch

mentioning that Shavuos was to occur seven wesks rfter Passover.
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Does this not estsblish & fixed date for Shavuos, since Passover
has a fixed dats? The snswer to this comes from the close scru-
tiny of the Pentateuch, We see that the mersurement is not reeslly
from Passover, but saven weeks of the first rinening of the barley.
The 1ink of Shavuos bsinz ssven wasks from Passover csme sbout with
the establishment of the solsr celendar around the time of the
Phnr{saas" We must remember that the calsndar of the Aaronides

was bessed on the moon, end not the sun, Thus we clearly ses that
the priests ware not hindered by any agricultural cycle. They
cleverly overrted eround the sgricultural cycle and they concen-
treted unon the cultic requirements of the various festivels, thara-
by turning the ponulece's attention away from any agricultural cyecls,
which would be subject to guestion on the nart of the Aaronides, to
the imnortance of sacrifice snd exnistion nesedsd to ebsolve them-
selves of their gullt brought on by their sins--a concent really
drilled héme by the Aaronides, and drilled home anpérontly quite
suceessfully, As an sdded note to the sboves, the Imvportant svent
surrounding tha anneserance of the barley wes the processional of the
nrissts into the fields whers they collected some of the rinened
barlay and waved it about (I sunnoss in the manner that one waves
the esrog and the lulav on the holiday of Succos) as a sign to
begin the ssven week's counting (which in todey's traditional \
prayer book fs called the counting of the omer) and mors imnortant,
T would imagine this wsving was enother form of exnietion, rerhans
weving away the sins of the neonle into the breezes of thes rfter-
noon ( or morning, whenevar they wsnt outl). Thus we see thast not

only wes this calesndar onerationel, pnd annhnently eccentad, but it
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ensured thet the nrissts held sway over svery frcet of the life
of the community. And, and we must never forget this, the priests
squeted all of their actions and the goals to which they aseribed,
to the ons Cosmic God, who ruled over sveryons and sverything.

The creation of a Cosmic God concent for Yshweh went hand-in-hend
with the process of canonizastion of the Pentateuch, but this item
elthough very fascineting in end by itself, is not truly relevant
to the discussion of the develonment of the prissthood, exceont to
say that snother groun sscribing to the nriesthood would be unable
to challengas Yahweh with their own god, since the canon sstablished
thet Yeahweh was ths only God.

It should also be nointed out the brillience of ths sstablish-
ment of tha Jubiles Ybl‘!r Although this, 1ike a lot of this mater-
ial 3s conjscturs, it seems to he fairly logical. The Asronides
needed the supnort of the messes. The me jority of the messes wers
ths psesants, thersfors, the Aaronides nesded the suvvnort of the
pessents in order to reign suoreme over the community. An individual
will only op=nly and avidly support you if you help him out of his
troubles. A mejor trouble of tha peasant was thet he was so pnoor,
he was often in debt, and in many instsnces, in & sort of dsbbors!
rrison., If the Aaronides could free the neassntry, at least once
in a while, they would heve the undyine love, effection, and grati-
tuds of the narsantry, theraby giving them the societal supnort
they would nead to asteblish themselves as the sunreme rulsrs of the
socimaty. Thersfore, by estsblishing & Jubilees Year, in which all
dabts and obligstions snd punishments would be removed, the Aaronides

crested a "free vessantry." They peve the nessants hove that in a
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given pericd of time, they would have an ovnortunity to begin over
again in their quest for a securs 1ife, This guarantee wss the
vitel element winning unquestioned sumnort from the majority of
the nopulace, aiding grestly to mstablish theamselves as priests-
rulesrs over Isrsel,

To further augmant the imnortance of the nrissts over the
ponulsce, & new groun of peonls bsgan to annear on the scene after
400 B.C.E. Thess peonle we shall call the Sopherim., Although
I do not want to get enmashed in s discussion of these Sovherim,
their works, such ss the Book of Psslms, vralised the Aaronides
to the hilt and none of the literaturs apoearing on the scene at
this time matitscked the Aaronides in the least. 1In fact, this
literaturs is so very fevorsble to the Aaronides, one might wonder
whether perheps these Sopherim might not have been an hierocratic
Asronitic intellectual groun that did not occuny itself with the
carryineg out of the religious rituals and sacrifices. What thesas
peovle did do wes to conatently sing out the cloriss of the Aaronides,
This sction was imnortent bacsuse it continually csllad sttantion
to the work the Asronides were doing, their imnortance to the well-
bsing of the community, snd thes necessity of the community to rely
unon the Asronides for the survivel of the community. These men
studisd the Pentateuch snd wrote insniring Paalms, end informative
Proverbs to give the nonulace guidance In its daily 1ife and remind-
ing the ponulsce of the respect it had better show toward the
Aaronides.

One could vperhans bring counter-arguments about the Sooherim

ssyine that thay were something other then Aaronides, but from their
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writings, it would certainly seam that if they were not Aaronidas,
they had strong Asronide leanings and a grest deal of love for the
Asronides. The only other suggestion I might offer regarding this
grouo of men would be that the Aaronides built such a wall of
sunnort within the pooulsce, that snyone who would speak against
them would be ostracised from the community and looked upon with
disrenute, Therefore, in order to survive comfortably =2nd not be
tresated with hostility, this grouo wrote about the wonders and
glories of the Aaronides 2nd their cultic, expiationatory system,
As far ss the srgument that theses neonls must have baesn Aaronides,
but not involved with tha cultic functions of the groun, why would
someaones writs, snd svend thea smount of =ffort neaded in those days
to nresarve words for nosterity, if they Aid not have a cause which
would definitely benefit themselves, Only by bainz members of the
Aaronide eroup would they share in the "piches” of the Asronides,
Maraly writing the nreises of the Apronides might gain theﬁ some
rawards from the Aaronides, but not esnough to warrent their grest
expenditure of energy slong these lines. I meske this sorraisal
becauss it seems, given the grest body of meterial alrasdy ore-
sented, that the Aaronides were so firmly entrenched that although
the sfforts of the Sopherim would have been walcomed by the Aaron-
{des as sxtra sup-ort from the society, this sun-ort wes not so
vital es to requiras the g'ving of grest rewsrds on beshslf of the
Aaronides to tha Sonharim,

Tharafore, it saems quite logical thst the Sonherim weres a
anacial branch of the Aesronides, and if this assumption 1s correct,

this would be the zenith for the Aaronides, the high noint of their
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develonment, the ultimate of attainment in the dsvelonment and
evolution of the Israslitic nriesthood which bsgan a2s a body to
carry out religious functions of e socisty, svlitting into various
fections, such as Levites and Aaronides, having these factions
war with sach other, with the fection coming out on ton bacoming
not only the religious heads of the neorls, but alsoc the nower
behind the throne, and comnl=ting its develonment with a group
of them leaving the areas of nrisstly functions to angage in the
height of litarary activity, attaining an excellsnce desired by
811 writers in eny age, Carteinly this is guite an svolution
for & single groun of naonle within one socisty.

At any rate, the Aaronides were by this time on too, and
esvaryons including kings turned to them for advice, and strength-
ening,

There are a few more items which should be mentioned prior to
the conclusion of this chantsr, the chenter which perhans should
be called the key chanter in the discussion of the develonmsnt of
the nrissthood, and et ths and of which, all that reslly can be
said ebout the nriasthocod will heve bean said without merely re-
peating the words of othears, words which heve besen schoad through-
out this nener, These few ftems I shall now mention in #s brief
s form rs is nossiblae, sines thase items meraly epugment what has
plready been =aid, and call to 1ight certalin things which, vnon
the investipation of the vrayious material would seem to be the
next logical noints’in & discussion of this kind. Thereforas, without

eny further introdvction to thst which follows let us now taks a

look at thet meterial,
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Because of the introduction of all tynes of rituals covering
all sorts of situations (rituels which one can examins in the Books
of Leviticus end Numbars, #nd which have been summarized in the
chavtar antitled Duties of tha Priasts, in this paner) it would seen
logical to mssert that bscause of this, the Aaronides convincsd the
preovle that gnly the Aaronides could possibly know snough to sati-
ete thes Deity. This is a very Immortant item in our discussion of
the Aaronides, ss this would insure that no insurresctionist would
attemot to infiltrete the ranks of the masses and in so doing,
convince the masses that peonle, other then tha ANronides, should
be allowad to merticinete in the secrificial ssrvice. This did
haonen later, howavar, with the Pharisees, but that subject is for
anothsr naner,

Another item which bears mentioning and which is rather im-
vortant to our discussion is thet any groun controlling the scon-
omie surnlns rontrols tha norvletion, and this 1s axactly what the
Aeronides did, Not only diA they cement their nosition among the
no~ulace on an amotional leval, of beineg ths grouo to exnietas the
sins of thes nonulsce, but on m very nrectical economic level as
wall, The Aaronides did indesd control the economic surnlus because,
unon reading the Biblicel tmxt, we find stetements that the neonle
ware instructed that the only wey to alleviete their guilt-faslings
would be to turn everything in excess over to the Termnle, Ineluding
211l the sxcsss crops, and even money (although I wonder whether
there rerlly was much money &8s we know it today around at that
time, or whather tha tyne of 1ife wes on the barter and sxchenge of

goods lsval)., This the veonls would unhesitatingly do bscause they
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certeinly did went their sins sxplated.

There 1s no question that the nsopls were strongly behind the
Aeronides. The Aesronides had firmly cemesnted their supramacy
stastus over the nonulace, and the imnortance of the canonization
of the Psntatesuch can be viewed, I think, as the absoluts statsment
of the sunremscy of the Aaronides, They interpolated their msterial
anywhere thsy could throughout the entire five books of the Pent-
ateuch without chenging or deleting & single word of the pravious
thres sources, J.E. #snd D, Tha Pantatsuch bacame the book of
Aaronide msuthority ani theare wes absolutsly no ona in this agri-
cultural environment who would bs & challengs to the Aaronides, Vs
must resmember that the concent of ths groun wes sti1ll strong during
this nariod (in feet, this wes quites imnortant for the Asronide quest
for sunremacy) so that wers one person to do something wrong, it
would be 2 sin unon the entire community. This wes an imnortant
control for the Aaronides because as lone es Iindividualism did not
raer 1ts ugly heed, thes Aeronlides would bes very sesfe in thelr
holding of sunrems nower in tha community, because =vsryon= would,
no doubt, ceution his neishbor that he hed better be cersful or the
whole nation would be in di=favor in the asyes of God. Also, #2nd
although this had bssn meantioned befores, I fasl it bears mention-
ing brisfly azain, bacanse the Asronides held ths sconomic nowar,
being the funnels throueh whiech avaryona would give their surplus,
tha Asronides, with the suthority they creatad for thamsalves throush
their brilliant sditing of the Pantatsuch, reigned suorems until a
new cultural strein began to =vidence itself in the society, cor-

runting the Aaronides, deferting the concept of the necessity of
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of a cult-center bscause law renlscsd the cult, fresing the in-
dividuals in the agricultural enviromment from the land, this new
structure is the Polis, erising by virtve of the ranid advance of
Hellenism scross the Mid-Esst,

Indasd, the Aaronidss wars sacurs, Theay had ingratiatad
themsalves into their socisty, and had firmly cast the Lasvites
into & =econdary nosition from which they would never be szble to
erise, and had done this through the brsic sct of intsrpolation
within ths body of the Pantatsuch, The Aaronides had ingratiated
themsslves intc the sociaty at large by convincing this socisty
thaet it was tsrribly guilt-ridden, and thet the only wey to salva-
tion is through a comnlex system of ritusls known only to thes
Asronides and through whom, therefore, only only through whom,
could the pesonls ralisve themselves of their terribles guilt, Of
course the Aaronides wearas axtremely caraly to convinees the neonls
thst th= axnrietion had to ba done on » day to day besis since no
metter how carsful rnyvones is, he still eannot kean himself from
sin, Tharefore, it was necessary to have exnistion mede deily,
theraby constantly celling mttentton to tha im-ortance of the Aaronide
ori=sthood in this particular agriculturally-cantsred p=asant
society.

The brilliance of the Aaronides was met only by those who
gseribed to & totally diffsrent way of 1lifs, but in the narticulsr
system in which the Aapronides onareted, thers was no ons, nor was
thers any group which eould have nossibly challanged their surrsm-
acy in any way, shave, or form, They attsined the zenith, and they

held onto it. They cresatad the most complex and detailed nriesthood



=52«
N\
imaginable, the Aatsils of which can be sean vnon reading the
Pants tesuch,

This then 1s the sssence of the discussion on the Aaronides
and their struggle to aitein ths lesdership of the peo-ls which
they 414 so masterfully. In fasct, since they were the lest body
of- nriests prior to the Hasmonean revolt, theres is 1ittls that can
be said about the evolution of the prissthood heyond this point,

We could mention the high nrissts in more detail them has besen
done, but T can see no need of this., We might, unon &n even closer
scrutiny of the Biblical text coms up with a few more nrisstly
functions and oblieations, but nones of which would shed any more
1ight uron thet which hes rirsedy bsen discussed. And yet, uvnon
resching the econ~lusion of & chentar of this nature, ons always
wonders whether averything hes bsen said, or whether there ere
iteams whi~h have been inedvartantly overlook=d. Tharefors this
material should be s challsnge which cen only be rnswarsd by aven
more study of ths meterial, snd a reading of each and svery asrticle
in thies fis]ld,

No doubt therm sre items which are Imnortent to this diseussion
snd which have been overlooked, yot I have not found them. And,
perhans there sre many more items which can only come to light
s fter much more archaological excevetions have besn comnlated in
Israel, and mors tsblsts, scrolls and documants heve bsen une=arthed
and resd, Perhens trers ars s few caves y=tft wnaxnlorad which con-
tain meterial not of the neriod of tha Essenes, but of the Aaron-
idess, or the Levites, or Joshua, or Mosss, or even the three founding

fathers, the Patriarchs, Abraham, Isasc, and Jacob, themselves,
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And, perhans of the material that we do hava today, I, my-
se8lf, heve left something imnortent out, or heve not considered
some imnrortant piece of evidence, For this I teke full blame, and
shell acceot all criticism with interest and with a desire to add
to the knowledge I heve #lrsady attained through the prevearaticn
of not only this chsoter, but this sntirs vaver,

I admit thet I did not deal at all fully with the problam
of tha cosmification of Yahweh, #s I felt that this had much more
to 4o with the totsl problem of Pantetsuchal Canonization, than
with the actual develormant of the vnriesthood, in all of its ram-
ificetions, nor di4 I deal fully with the discussiorn of the validity
of the man Ezra, since egain I felt thet to conduct e full discussion
on this nroblem would have been tzngentiel, snd unnecessary for
the scooe of this paper.

I hoos thest in this chapter I have treated fully the growth
end devalopmant of the Aaronides, and that this chanter, counled
with all of thoss that have prscedsd this, will give the reader
e feirly wall-rounded nicture of the devselorment and svolution of
ths nriesthood from the very informal beginnings with Abrazham,
I=aac, and Jacob, end their sscrificing to God #s Patriarchsof their
resnactive femilies, to the terribly ornete system svolved end
daveloped by the Asronides.

And so the =nd of this chroter has been resched, and with it
the besic metsrial of this peper hes besn pressnted. Aslde from
the several annendices and footnotes added to this paver in the
following nages, little else cen be sajid, I feel, regarding the

develo-ment of the Israslitic pnriesthood from Its msrlisst beginnings
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to the Hssmonean revolt, Thet 1s, 1ittle slse czn be srid which

might shed any new 1ight uron the problem discussed in these peges,
Basically, the originsl source msterial has besen used, and it

is the hope of the =uthor, thst through ths uss of this material,

e fairly comnl=te nicture of the develonment of the primsthood

hss been oresentsd to anyons who might chance uvon this peper end

decide to read its nages,

NOTE: At this voint I would like to add 2 footnote to this
cheoter as to my resson for not discussion the Samaritan schism,
Although this schism is indee=d imnortant in s general study of
Jewish history, I did not feel that this particulsr event had
vital beering on the develomment of the Isrselitic prissthood.
This schism seamed to tak= plesce because thers wes some vnhennlinass
as to the typne of religious obs~rvences and the peonle in charpe
of them (th= Asronides) so thst it became necessary for this group
of Samaritans to disassociate with the meinstream of Israelites in
order to nrectice their bellefs, This dissssocistion did not seem
to disrunt the socisty of Isra=lites, nor the Aaronide nriesthood,
although we might use this schism as an examole of how firmly en-
trenched the Aaronides sctually were--that no one wes sble to de-
pose them or infiltrate their ranks, thus the only way to disagree
with them was to stert a new movement hooing that 1t would take
hold, but probably knowing thst it would not, s=ince the Asronides
ssamsmed to heve an air-tight case for their sunramecy and their
suthority. It 1s for this reeson that I did not go into eny kind

of lengthy discussion of this small.and reletively minor groun,
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since it wes my feelkngs, having looked st the msterial comcerning
this groun, that they were not st s11 essential to the discussion
of an emerging and develoning Israslitic prissthood, No doubt
there will be those who will teke excention to this, but as I have
sald, I cannot see any imnortant relesvance of the Samaritan schism
to the tooic in quastion in this vaper. Hence, I did not bother to

discuss this schism in this peper,



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The very fact that this paper is called a "thesis" mesns
that it can never have any air of finality about it., No propo-
sition or set of pronositions can be Eonsidered, necessarily, to
be fooloroof. As more and more scholsrship is done, grsster in-
sights cannot heln but come to light, giving us much more sccurate
information about the nrissthood and the nariod in which it flour-
ished,' In frect, even this nansar did not concern 1tself with such
Biblicel books 1ike thst of Malschai, which uvon very close scrutiny
sesms to be a nolesmic in behalf of the Lavites 2gainst the Asron-
ides, Since this naver tried to trace the davelonment of the
orissthood, it concentrrted unon the asvects thst contributed
dirsctly to the desveloomant of this groun. The fesct, howsver,
that s book like Malachsil was written, seams to back up the nremiass
of this paver that the Aaronide oriesthood was axtremely well
esteblished and that as = last resort, the Levites tried to show
the unauthenticity of the Aaronides control by adding a book to the
Biblical csnon, since thay couvld not challengs the Aaronides any
other way, and no doubt this way was not very successful, sither,

We hsve seen that the veonle 1iving in the nre-Mosaic neriod
did not heve to sstrblish s snecial groun within their societsl
struecture to handle orisstly functions, for the family's oetriarch

was wall able to handle this task and have the resnact that the
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priestly office demandad. We ssw thrt in =11 orobebilfty
Moses could not heve nossibly bean the founder of sn organ-
1zed prissthood, bvt that 1t bezen with the centralizstion
n=riod st the time of ths bscinnings of the monsrchy. Ws
offered = theory that Mosms was "credited" as the suthor of the
rrissthood only to give axtra cradsance to the demsnds first

of the Lavites, and then of the Aeronides, that they be recognized
a2 ths trus nrissts over Israesl. We saw the vower strugrle
between the Lavites and th= Aaronides with the Asronides
becoming victorious, We viswed ths dutims of the opriessts,
also, In order %o se=s how, by bescom'ng involved in the totsl
life of the community, tha nrisasthood bacame tha rulsrs o the
soci=ty, aven more nowarful thsn thas kings,

A1thout egoing into sny datafl, wea mantfoned that the
nrisathood wea axtremalv sacure until #n antiraly new socistal
nattern annesred unon the scene, the "rolis,” snd with it thae
beginnings of th= Hasmonsen resvolt,

This, then, concludes this vener, but, &8s I said on the
pege prac=ding, it doms not closs the work thet still must be
dens 1n this aren in ordsr to g=t en =ven more ezccurate picture

of the devalonemnt of the priesthood in the Biblical »erlod.
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APPENDIX A

The following is s comnlate 1ist of all ths rafersnces im this
vanar which come from the Bible and the Anochryvha, including the
reference to Josenhus which csn be found st the end of this 1list, as
well as the reference to Eben HaEzer of the Shulchan Aruch,

GENESIS: Chanter 12, in tete,

14.18.

Chanter 22, in toto.

26,25.

27.27,28,29,39,40.

L47.22,26

Chantsr }9, in toto.

\

EXODUS: Chanter 12, in toto, esnecially 12.38,

19.5,5,14,22,2.

2lab.

28.1,3,30.

29.1,2,4,5,21,28,29.

30.7,8,19,20,21.

34.22.

LEVITICUS:
1.5"'10.

2.1,2.
3.1-3.
L.13¢21,30.
6.2,7,8,%
Te2,64
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LEVITICUS (continued):
8.33.
9.23,2h.
10.16-18,
12.6,7.
14.6,7,10-32,33-47,49-53.
Cheoter 15, in toto.
Chanter 16, in toto, esnecially 16.32-3l4,
Chapter 17, in tete.
21.1-5,7,9,10,11,12,14,16=23,
23.5-8,10,11,24,27,34,42,43.
249,
Chanter 25, in tote.
Chenter 27, in tote, esnecislly 27.8,11,12,14,23.

NUMBERS: L.5-16.
S5.12-31.
6.9-13,14-15,23-27.
10.8.
11.4.
15.24-27.
Chapter 16, In toto.
18,5,20,28.
19,1-11.
20.25ff.
27.12,19=21,
28.3,9-27.
31.21-28,

Regarding information concerning sacrifices, sese
ChEotars 6,7,10,15,18,28, and 29, in toto.



DEUTERONOMY: 9.8-21,
16,1-6,9,10.
17.9.
Chavter 18, in teto, especially 18.1-2,
19.17.
20.2=3,
21,1-9,
31.24-30,.

JOSHUA 3.1k,
2l .33,

T SAMUEL: .18,
10.1.
1.3,

I KINGS: 18.19,

IT KINGS: Chanter 9, in toto.
Chapter 11, in tote.
Chapter 12, in toto.
16,10-11.
22.8.
25,16=-21,

I CHRONICLES:
S.41.

9.30.



II CHRONICLES:

EZRA:

NEHEMIAH:

EZEKIEL:

AMOS :

JOEL:

MALACHAI:

JOB:

PSALMS:

12.3,
19.11.
Chanter 23,
Chanter 2|,
25.18-19,
29.34.

3.
6.20.

10.39.
LO.uk.
43.19.
hl.l. .15-16.

hellli

5 . 25-2?.
7.10-13.

1.13.

In Toto.

2.7+

In Toto.

a7la

in tote.

in tote.
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PROVERBS: In Tote,
BEN SIRAH: Chanter 45, in toto.
JUDITH: .1y-15,
JOSEPHUS: The Antiquities, Book IV: L.k,

EBEN HaEZER of the SHULCHAN ARUCH:

n,i
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APPENDIX B

The High Priests of the First Temple Era

according to the Seder Olam Zuts and Josephus:

Seder Olam Zuta Josephus
Zadok Zadok
Ahimasz Ahimaaz
Abiathar Azariah
Jehoahaz Joram
Jehoiarib Johanan (?)
Jehoshaphat Axieramus
Jehoisda and Pedaish Phideas (or Phiduis) (?)
Zedekish Dodai

Joel Joel

Uri jah Jotham
Nerish Uri jah
Hoshea Nerieh
Shallum Udiah
Hilkiah Shallum
Azariah Hilkiah
Seraish Hezir (?)

Jehozadak Jehozadak
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AP"ENDIX C
EXPTATION

Although exniation has been mentioned a mmbsr of times
throughout this naner, it was felt by the suthor that a few more
words should be said sbout it, since this was an imnortant element
utilized by the nriests, and especielly by the Aaronides, in their quest
for sunremacy over the nobnulace.

The priests stressed that a major role of their's was to atone
for the sins of the nonulsce, This imnlied that the ponulsce was
quite sin-filled, In their exnlanation eof the reason for expiation,
the oriests seemed to indicate that the God of Israel nesded con-
stant recognition that He was the sunrame nowsr over thes neonle,
and that 1f hs ware not constantly recoernized by the nesonle, He
would come down and destroy them. This concent would make any
groun fesrful, lest they do somsthing to snger the Deity. The nriests
at this pnoint exclaimad that the nonulsce nesd not worry, since
ths nrissts hsve bean trained to nronitiste the Deity--and the
priests implied that this training wes so specislized thet only
a prisat would be sble to do this correctly, Therefors, the
porulsce truly were forced to recognlized the prissts as the nowsr-
holdars over them and consequantly, out of the fear that the nrissts
one dey mipght not favor the nonulace, the ponulace never dsred to
challenge the office of the nriesthood.

In order for ths nrissts to cement their hold over the
vonvlsce, they (esnecially the Aaronides who used this theme to
firmly cemant thair hold ovar ths nriasthood) declersd that stone-
mant must be made svery desy. Bacause of this pronouncsament, it

would not seem illogicsl to sugrest that the neonle bagan to fesel
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very guilt-ridden, fearful that no matter what they did, théy some-
how transgresssd one of God's laws and angered the Deity. The
porulsce thersfore becams sbsolutely dependent upon the onriesthood
for their very survival, The nrissthood, by crerting a guilt-
ridden society, ensured their hold over the psople, so thst no
,matter what the oriests might do, thas neonle would be forced te
do them homags. Therefors, in ths 1light of this discussion, we
sas how imnortant wes the role of exnistion which wss performed by
thes oriasts, and how this comceot of deily exriation reminded the
nsovls of the imnortance of ths nrissts, thereby giving the prisst-
hood what they snparently desired, absolute control over the
sociaty-st-large, since the nonulsce nesded the nriests to save
them from destruction, the socimty having bsen convinced thst only
» oriest wovld have the nower to prooitiate God.

From this we can sse bayond s question of & doubt how important
the concent of exnistion was in giving the priests abselute nowsr

over the no~ulsca, snd how clavar ths nrissthood was to utilize

this conecant,
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APPENDIX D
CANONIZATION

In this vaver, note has bean taksn regarding the imoortance of
canonizetion in giving the Aaronides sbsolute supremé#cy over the
nonulace, and cementing their hold on the priesthecod, so that no
one slse might try to wrest the nower of tle prissthood from the
hands of the Asronides. Since the suthor felt that a few more
words should be said regarding canonization, this aprendix hes been
sffixed to the vapsr,

The Psntsteuch wes considered by the nsonle te be the absolute
revelation from God, estsbl’shing the lines of authnrity over tha
society snd Aescribing the tyne of sctivities the socisty would
have to nerformlin order to ba favored by Ged. We saw that the
Levites cleverly prohibited anyone from sdding onto the last
book of the Pentateuch by having Mosss in his fsrewsll speech say
thet no words csn be added on to this finsl sddress, However, as
wa saw, ths Asronides gained the upper hand over the Lavites by
not adding onto the Book of Desuteronomy, but by intsrvolating a
grest deal of matsrial into snd eround the other four books of the
Pantsteuch., Having done this, the Aaronides wanted to make sure
thst no one else could wrast the nowar of the prissthood from
their hands. The only wesy to do this was to utilize the same
method the Lavites used, but annly it to the entirs Pentatasuch,
{nstesd of to just one of the five books. They did this via canon-
1zstion. The process of canonization is & process of tsking mat-
arial and arranging in it a final form, kmown and recovgnized by

the pepulace, so that no one could tamnsr with the finished pro-

duet without the pooulace knowing 1t. We csn surmise that after



the Aaronides had sstsblished themsalves as supreme nrissts over the
vonulation, they pressnted the Pantateuch in the form they desired
to the entire soclety, femilisrizing them with all the contants,
After doing this, thay convinced the socisty that the Pantatsuch
wss in the form dictated by Ged, which of course, snsured the fact
thst the peonle would ratify it and sccept it unanimously. This
having been done, they nrobsbly nlaced it on public view in the
Jerusslem Temnle. By doing this, sveryone knew 2nd accented what
the Pantetsuch said, and anyone sttemnting to tamper with it would
bs immediately chastised by the nonulasce,

By fixing this document in the minds of the populsce, {.8.--
by canonizing the Pantsteuch, the Aaronides did not have to worry
abont snyone attemnting to dethrone them, at lesst through the
utilizstion of the Psntateuch, Thus we see that cenonizstion was
very imnortent to ensure the hold the Asronides had over the pon-

vlsce, in thelr nosition es nrissts of the socisty,



=78
APPENDIX E
THE RELATIONSHIP OF KING AND PRIEST

Within the confines of the body of this paner, I did net
dwell uvon the item of the king of the monarchy assuming the duties
of the orissts, Therefore, I felt that it was my duty to call te
the sttention of the resder the following passage frem E. 0. James's

book, The Nsture and Function of Prissthoed, A Comparstive and

Anthrenelegicsl Study, nage 78:

"That it was the sccented nractice for the king te
exercise priestly functions ss soon ss the monsrchy

was estsblished in Isrsel is shown, fer sxammnle, by

David taking over the cult orgsnizstion st Jerusalem

as its leader and net hesitsting himself te wear an

ephod when ha dancsd ecstaticslly bafore the ark en

its introduction into the sanctusry on Zion, Similerly,
Solomon three times a year i= said to have offered

burnt offerings snd nesce efferings on the sltar which

h= had built to Yahweh, and to have burnt incense unon
{t, At a lster veriod as Jeroboam sscrificed at the
altsr that he had =rectad st Bsthel, so Ahsz offered
burnt offerings, meat offarinegs and drink offerings unon
sn slter Aesigned on an Assyrisn nattern he had sean st
Damsscus, snd snrinkled the blood ef the neace offaring
uoon 1t."
Whether er not Devid could be said te have the leadershio of

the priesthoed in his hands might be debstable. Also, the ether

incidents cited by Jamas were meraly scatterad incidents. I de
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not think, therefore, that we couvld say with any degree of cer-
tainty, that the kings, unon the establishing of the monarchy,
either took over tha lsadsrshin of the priesthood, or actad as
prissts unto the pesenle. And, we »ust always remsmber thst the
hich prisst was still in charee of lnointiﬁz the kings of the
monerchy, se thst it would seam that nrisstly functions by and
large still remained in the hands of the hisrarchical nriesthaeed,
whather Levites, or Aaronides,

It 1s interesting that the kings did, once in s while, assume
soma of the sscrificisl duties of the ovrissts, but net te thes extant
thset I would assart thst unon the formation of the monarchy, the
kings usurped the priestly functions. I have not found snough
evidence in the Bible, itself, to comfortably maks that claim,
Bssicslly, so it sesms to me, the kings perform=d ths various
offices the kingshin raquired, and the nriests continued to have

c-sargea ovar the nriestly =ffairs,
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THE FOOTNOTES

NOTZ: Due to the many refarances given on the pages to which
they refer in this napar, this 1ist of footnotes will be kent to

a minimum,

1. Wellhausen, Julius, Prolegomena to the History of Ancient
World

Isrszel, Meridisn Books, Puﬁ"ﬁshtng Comnany, Claveland,
3rd orinting, 1951. P, 131,

2, Ibid. P, 28,

3« Ibid, P. 33
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70. Ibid. P, 301,
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73. Joshua 3,ll.

7%« I Kings 18.,19.

75. II Kings 9, in toto.

76. I Ssmuel 10,1,

77« Most scholars attribute the J.E,D.P. classification to
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Deuteronomy 31,2)4-30 states that the Levites sh

. ould
this speech by the side of the ark. No doubt this “::aco
their attemot to cement their authority for the nriest-

hoed, by giving Deuteronomy the same importa
of the Covenant, no less! 4 P nce ss the Ark

Deuteronomy 9.8-21,

Wellhausen et, al, discuss this material--ses the Jewish
Encyclovedia for a good discussion also:

Were one to resd the entire Pentateuch &s s unit, Asron's
name would annear very fregquently, giving the resdsr the
impressien that thers wes no gquestion but that the Asron-
ides were the priests-sunreme,

Ezekiel LO.463 113,195 LL4.15-16; and 448,11,

The Levites did nlace Deuteronomy next te the Ark, but
this d1d net mean that it wss in full view of the peonle,
Howaver, whan the psonle saw the ha-mered nlstes on every
altsr, the psonle could not helo but be aware that the
Aaronides dessrved the prissthood over the Levites, And,
looking st the Temnle in Jerusalsm, since the Ark was
nlaced in the Holy of Helies, which none of the ponulace
was sllow=d to enter, and since the Book of Deuteronomy
wes next to the Ark, it is conceivable that the neonle
forget Deutsronomy sver sxisted. However, since many of
the altars of the Temple were in the publie court-yard,
whers the neople would obviously see the hammered nlates,
the psople would constantly be reminded of Korach snd the
reprobate Lavites, snd the glory of the Aaronides in de-
throning the Levitesl!

See Ben Sirsh, Chsnter 45, esnecially verses 19 and 20,
for his trmstment of the Aaronides snd the Lsvites,

Guttmann, Alexander, Professer, Hsbrew Union College,
Cincinnati, Ohie, nrivate communication. We csnnot stress
toc much the contrel the Asronides had over the daily lives
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the year's cycle, via their treatmant of the calendasr.
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Exodus 34.22.

Deutsronomy 16.1=6.

Leviticus 23,5=8,
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Here we might take note of Leviticus 23.11, showing the
absolute denendence of the nenulace upon the priests for
the vrover observance of thes vsrious holideys, since in
all the observances, the nrissts must wave an offering to
Ged. Helidsys were vital to propitiate the Deity so that
He would mot harm the neonle, and simce only the nriests
can do this fer thes vsonle (the vpsonle could not de this
for themselves), we ses the imnortsnce given the nriests
by the nonulsce, and anothsr sxamnle of hew "the nriests
entrenchad themselves in newsr ever the venulsce simce
the nrieats were vitsl fer the welfare of the sntire
community.

Leviticus 23.2).
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Ezra 3.4.

Numbers, Chapters 6,7,10,15,18,28, and 29.
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