
THE BOOKS OF CHRONICLES 

FROM 

THI HISTORICAL 81'AllDP9INT. 

b7 

EDWARD L. ISRABL 

A theeia written for the degree of 

R9'bbi. 

Cincinnati o. 1919. 
Hebrew Union College. 

I. 

• • 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Chapter One 
-'· Introduction. 

l.The task and method 
2.The unity or Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah 
3.The text of Chronicle• 

Chapter Two 
B. Historical Value or Chronicles. 

l.lntroduction and vari oue opinions 
2.The Chronicler'e importance tor poet-ex111c hietory 
3. The Chronicler' 8 dietortion of comparat1 vely objective fact 
4.The ob j ective value of Chroniclee 

a.The genealogies 
b.The use of older sources 

Chapter Three 
C. The Chronicler's Conception ot History and the Importance. 

l.God as the supreme guide of destinies 
2.The selection of Ierael 
3.s1n the sole explanation or misfortune 

Chapter Four 
D. 1'he Genealogies of Chronicles. 

1.Introduction and vari oue •ie•e 
2.A sketch of the early genealogiee and their purpoee19 
3.Typee of genealogies t~und and their explanation 

a.Biblical sources 
b.Extra-Biblical sources and traditi ons 
c.Inventions of the Chronicler 
d.Poet-exilic fami:y genealogiee 
e.Poet-Chronicler int erpola tiorfe · 

Chapter Five 
E. Source• Used By the Chron1cler . 

l.The erroneous conclueiCll)'le sometimes adve noed 
2.The na ture of the additi ons 
3.The real sources 

a.Yorke included in our canon 
b.Old folk talee and genealogies 
c.A poeeible Dibre Hayye.mim I.talalke Jehurl~ 
d.The Dibre Hozim 

Chapter Six 
F . The Chronicler and Dav&•. 

l.The general tendency of the Chronic ler toward David 
2.The reasons for that tendency and their mani~eetatione 
3.The methode by which Dav i d is e xalted 

Chapter Seven 
G. The Attitutle of the Chroni cler !oward the l orthe~Ki r.gdom. 

l.The reaeon for the attitude 
2.The e xemplificati ons 

Chapter Eight 
H. The Chronicler 1e 8onnexion with P 

1.Tbe evident P etandnoint of Chronicles 
2.The sanctuary -
3.The Chronicler and Pe 
4.Hie eub eequent activity 



Chapter Nine 
l.1he Date of the Chronicler. 

l.The original internal evidence to be gained 
2.A criticism of ther opinions 

Chapter Ten 
J. The Chronicler al Levite. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Baentsch, Bruno; Numeri. In Hanakommentar z. A.T. ed Nowack. 
Goettingen 1903 

Batten, Loring w., The Booke of 1':ara and Nehemiah in lnternatiodl 
Critical Commentary. N.Y.1913 

Benziger, I., Die Buecher der Chronik. in Kur7er Hand-Kommentar, 
ed. Karti. Leipzig 1901. 

Bertholet, Al!~d, ~viticue. In Kurzen Hand•Kommentar, ed. Marti 
~ipzig 1901. 

Brown, Driver, Brigge; A Hebrew and English Lexicon. Boeton 1906. 
Curtie, Edward Lewie; The Boike ot Chroniclee. In International 

Critical Commentary, N.Y.1910. 
Car~enter-Battereby; The He:xateuch. 2 vole. London 1900. 
E.B. i.e. Encyclopedia Biblica, ed. T.K.Cheyne.4 vole. N.Y.1899. 
Geseniue; Hebrew and.Englieh Lexicon. Boston 1882. 
I.c.c. i.e. International Critical Commentary(aee Durtie or Batten) 
Josephus Antiquities 
Hebrew Bible, Engli eh Translation, Jewish Publ. Society. Phil.1917. 
Hebrew Bible, ed. Kittel. Leipzig 190f 
Ki. i.e. Kittel. (aee Hebrew Bible, ed. Kittel) 1901 
Holzinger, Dr. H. ;Exodue. In Kurzen Han d-Kommentar, ed. Marti.Iseipzig 
Holzinger, Dr. H.;Numeri. In Kurzen Hand-Kommentar, ed. Uarti • 
J.E. i.e. Jewieh Encyclopedia. N.Y. l~. 
Meyer, Eduatd; Die Entetehung des Judenthwns. Hall •. s .1896 
Raehi, Commentary to Chronicle•. 
Wellhaueen, Geschichte Ieraele. Berlin 1878 • .. 



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

B~nj .---~enja.min or Benjaminite 
Bn.---Benziger'e Commentary to Chronicles. See Bibliograp}\y. 
Ch.---The Chronicle• 
Chr.---The Chronicler./ 
D---The Deuteronomic code. 
EB---Encyclop44ia Biblica. See Bibliog~phy. 
Ezr.---The book of Ezra 
Gen.---The book of Geneeis 
gen.---genealogy 
gens.---e~nealogies 
Hez .---Jiezeldah 
Ju.---The book of Judges 
K---The boo~ of Kinge. 
Neh.---The book of Nehemiah 
P---The priestly dode. 
Pent.---The Pentateuch 
;a st-ex. ---poe t-exili c 
pre-ex.---pre-exilic 
LXX---The Septuagi nt 
s---The books or Samuel 
Sol.---Solomon 
v . -·-Verse 
vv . ---Verses. 
p .---Page 
pp.---Pages 

Note- An almost complete list of biblical sources for the 
writings of the ~r. ie to be found in r.c.c. to Chront cle•, 
pp. 1?-19. Thie list ie eo complete that it hae been deemed un­
necessary to repeat it here. Very few corr ections or emendat ione 
would have t o be given , if any. 
Any omiesione fro~ the l i et of abbreviati on foll ow the usual and 
accepted form. 

s 



THE BOOKS OF CHRONICLES 

FROli 

THE HISTORICAL SrDDPOIUT. 

6 



A. I nt:ccrdu c tion. 
l.1'he task and me thod. 
2 . The unity of Chro ?. i c l e s-Ezra-};e~emi a.h 
3 .The t e xt of Cr.rcnicle s 

So little has been done, especially by Jewish echolare 

towa.rde developing the critical underetanding of the Ohr'• work, 

that in most instances, the proper understanding of~he religioue 

biae or the Chr. leads along pathe yet untrodden. Thie has meant a 

necessary differing with many or the accepted ~iewe. It has meant 

the undertaking of study along the lines of whi ch I have had no 

guide whateoever. Such a subject ae the detailed connexion of the 

~' Ohr. ~1th the P •ode hae been touched upon, but hae never been 

adequately considered. I need not here state how import.ant I 

have found the work of the Chr. to be, much more important than is 

usually thou~ht. That eort of etatement ie usually platitudinous 

for a theeie, and furthermore, the theeie, of itself alone can ~how 

the truth of euch an aesertion. 

I have sought condeneati j n as much ae possible. In almost 

every caee, where I have quoted~ a Biblical passage, I have not 

gone into the usual laborious and doleful repetition of what the 

passage etatee. The on!y casee v:here I do elaborate is when elabo­

ration has been absolutely necessary. As I review the work, D\Y 

fault eeem~ rather to be a surfeit of brevity. I have given due 

credit wher. I have presented the vi ewe of another. But there will 

be found very few verbose presentations of opposing vte1's. The 

reference to them i s sufficient. He who will can e:xrunine in detail. 

All that I do ie to eynopsize when neceeea ry. Where no authority 

ie g iven , I am advancing what I feel to be the truth a,e a result 

of my ~wn inve~tigation. The unsatiefact ory and superficial nature 

of moet of the work on the historical nature or Ch. hae caused a 

multiplicity of ori ginal attitudes on my part. Inadequate ae they 

may be, they attempt to handle the problem with greater detailed 

7 . 



consideration .nan hae been done heretofore. 

Thie thesis, though limited ir.~ te direct oonetderatic.~1e to 

the booYe ot Ch. takes into account the other work• of the Chr., 

namely Bzr. and Neh. It is therefore necessary that a s hort para­

gr~ph be devoted to tbe establishing of the unity of these. With 

a short eubeequaat remark or two aa to the textual conditions, I 

may enter upon the real matter at hand. 

It ie generally con4eded that Ezr. and Neh. form an harmonioue 

continuation of Ch. Every modern scholar has held this Tiew. 

There seems no reasonlto dispute it. There is no evider.ce which can 

contradict all that has been said in favor of this uni~y. As will 

be seen i n the course of our paper, the Chr. wrote long after the 

time of Ezra. The religious and nati onal standpoint ot the group 
are 

of books ta the same t hroughout. The Hebrew diction is very similar. 

So chronologically, ~tylietioally and religiously, the arguments 

which I have merely suggested as to the unity of Ch.-Ezr-Neh are 

enti rely borne out. The clumsy h int of the redactor of a Iater date 

in leaving the first paragraph of Ezra in its proper ~lace at 

the end of Ch. (2Ch.36) cl inches the argumen t. Very te~ of the 

concluaione of thie paper will draw m~ch evidence from Ezr-Neh. but 

such as do will acce~ - t he universally a ccepted criti cal view that 

t he books are a unit~. The problem of various etrata J n the work 

of t he Chr. wil~ have consi deration later. 

I have found little need to do much emending with the 

text of Ch. Tlnle, there a r e many varian t readings, there are many 

Msa. which contain bet t er renditions than our Mae eor e tic text. In 

mo s t caee s the LXX has retained a bett er text. In two caeee I 

have accept e d the LX:X text i n the promulgation of a t heory, &~hough 

in neither caee doe e t he theory re s t upon the unreliable baeie of 

an emend~d text. When there are Bibl ical eauacee, the etate ot 

preservation of Ch. ie of ten etrtking . In quite a few instancee. 
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Ch. bas preeerved the better text, and when Ch. hae become corrupt 

the typee of corruption are usually the simple onee, well known 

among textual critice. 



B. Historical Value of Ch. 
1.In t r o ductio n a nd Va - i ous Opi ni on s 
2 . !he Cnr ' e . importNlce for post- exilic history 
3 . The Chr ' e . ii s to r tion of com~arat1 vsly obj ective f a c ts . 
4.The objective value of Ch. 

~. The genea l ogi e s . 
b . The ••e of older souroe~ . 

Rashi opens hie commentary to the books ot Ch. With the 

traditional view that they were written by Ezra according to the data 

gained rroa s., K.,Haggai, Zechariah and Kalaohi. The purpose ot the 

book, S"-YS our commentator i• to ahow the Temple institutions ae pro­

scribed by Davi·d. Bow, our view or the historical value ot Ch. will 

dif f er ~~ely from this. One kernel ot the truth baa the ancient ex­

egete discovered, a tendency on the part of the Chr. to trace reli gi• 

oue inetitutione to David. But there le mLlch more to be eaid before 

the historical value ot the books ie determined. Kodern acholare haw 

adopted various attitudes. Let me give only one or two repreeentatiw 

viewe. Bn. maintain• that Ch. are valuable or.l.y tor the time ot the 

Chr.; that the Chr, eecieved hie history built by ag es into legend; 

that he ie not an historian but a Kidraahiet-- all of which is true 

but only partially eo. Bn. f ·.irther eta tee that by comparing Ch. with 

K. we eee plainly that Ch. ie not a n objective history ot the kingdoma 

but a Church history . David'• whole life ie merely a preparation for 

the Temple e The entire history c..f Isra~l ii e merely a hi story ot cul­

tus. All other tacts are not worthy ot mention. Everything previous 

to DaTid r .nd Solo:non were merely to prep:ire for the Temple . Bvery­

thing that follows has the Tomple as i t s center. Kings are judged 

according to their allegiance to the cultue. Piety brings material 

greatness; a king's s oldiers are proportion11te in aumber to his pioue 

acts. So speaks Bn. Again I s~- true but only partially so. 

The entire question of the historical value ot Ch. cannot be 

settled in this chapter, for in a sense, this whole the•is revolves 

about this subject. Let ue take Bn. aG typical of the critical view 

and by discussing him. perhaps map out a general course ot discussion. 
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Bn. ie right in maintaining that the Chr. hae a definite object in 

view in hie hietory. The e:mgetle might emphaeize a bit l"ore ti...a_y 

the important connexion ot thie definite object with poet-ex. concliti­

ona. Everything that hae been stated with reference to the Temple and 

cul tua is true. But there ie one ph&ee of the subject I dllaire to 

mention here aa a problem to be t&lcen up later. le the work of the 
pre­

Chr. merely a render.z echrift! Does the Chr. merely reconstruct ...S-

ex. history according to ~oat-ex. condiik>na' True it ie that there 

ie much of that. The gene. of' the later chapter• baTe probably only 

one big yurpoae, to give antiquity to prominent poet-es. fam111••· 

Curtis very aptly remarks that such a passage ae I Ch. 12;2 etreeaea 

Benj. prob~ly to remove the odium trom BenJ. because ot BenJ'a. im• 

port.nee in poet-ex. Ierael. The members of the post-ex. BenJ. families 

must have telt ashamed that their ancestors were reported to have 

tollowed Saul in preference to !>avid. Curtis' statement seems all t.m 
•3 

more t ... , I have tound because the names ot such gen. purporting to 

be pre-ex. often repeat the namee of contemporary gene. ot Bzra'e time. 

Thus we see the Chr. s iving us an insight into poet-ex. conditions. 

Eut our evidence is ~oing to show ue later that the Chr. ie not 

only doing this. He iti also eet:~bliahing cuetome for hie day or lendinc 

strength to customs newly established. Many examples will be ~iven ot 

this. Here take such a passage as 2 Chi. 19; 1 tt. Isn't it more 

than likel~ that the picture here of a judicial system baaed on the 

clergy is not so much a pro,,ection of hie day into .Tehoshophats reign, 

but an attempt at founding a poet-ex. Judicial system according to the 

hierarchical ideae of the Chr. In thSe particular instance he ultimate­

~ tailed as we know from subsequent Kiahnaic history. Wellhaueen in• 

a;eneoualy attempts to attribute this invention of the Chr. to ~ pl~ on 

the king'• ne.me • .Tehoahophat. God Judges. Thie clever remark IDlf\Y ez­

plain why Ch. picks upon this particular king but it does no~ explain 

the underlying ima'Po••· Agin With reternce to the LeT. coure6a ot 



l eh. 9;18 tt. there ~ be aome reflection ot a cermony ot his da,y. 

but as we shall aee. in the light or even the latest pe•tiona ot P~ 

the Chr. is most likely inventing a new law. So we eball eee the 

Chr. not only aa giving the poet-ex. conditons but hie historical 

value ie even more tar reaching and trenchant. 

There is hardly any ot the Chr'a work whioh can be taken ae 

objective history. Having certain objects in viaw, he diatorta hie 

sour eea fri ghtfully/ Things he 9pprovea, be ezaggeratee; the taote 

JZ 

to which he ia opposed, he •either ignores or deprecates. Bez. ie a 

king of whom the Chr. is highly fond and so, to avoid embarrassing ti. 

memory of such a king, the Chr. abridges the K account and leaves out 

entlrel)' the distasteful eTente of Hez's. reigh, the loea of the TemJI! 

treasures, Ieaiah'a rebuke etc. ~· good t~atures ot this reign he ex-

a ggerates by hie midraeh method. So too, rlf Aaa in 2Ch.14, Aea is made 

a reformer of much greater latitude than K has it. ~·he Chr .. could not 

per eel ve how Aea could permit -I. \ n 1... and strange al tare t o remain. 

Jehofehpphat too is glorified beoauee the Chr. likes the description in 

lK.22;43. A pious king like this would not have been idolatrous as 

l.K. ~2;44 trutht'ulty has it, s o the Chr . chl\nges this line. In tact, ao 

acute are the Chr'e. eenelblli tiee on tlt&rpre-Joslah violations of D 
I t") 

that in almost every case he omi tq the recurrent K eY.pressi:.dh J'\ '01\1 l"' 
J"' Q~~ D'..., ~~ I 1iT1 ~ 0 P~I 1 1~ , . ..,, ~ . Thie gives us eome apprecia­

tton of h"'• tar the Chr. is removed in time from K. 

On the other aide. tbe Chr. distorts t he comparatively objectiTe 

f acte of K by ma\••Azktw exaggerati ig the misdeeds or his aversions. 

K ie quite considerate towards Jehoram but 2 Ch.2l;llff. varies abao-

lutel)'. Jehoram•• idolatry forces the Chr. to condemn hie whole reig~ 

So dras tic i s hie revision of K that he changes the passage where K 

mentions Jehoram•s burial wit~ h ie fathers . Thus we see, that in tre .. 

ting Ch. as an historical document. we oust beware of these historical 

perversions and forced hannonizations a e lCh.24;3 where to harmonize 



the priestly line Abimelech b•comee a descendant ot Itamar. 

There is a final aepecn of this eubJect ot the hietori cal 

value of Ch. to which the critics pay little heed. There are very 

often occasional traces ot real objective pre-ex. history preserved 

' by the Chr. and.not tound in K. Otten i* ie distorted; sometimes we 
' 

eee it plainly. Bg. many of the earlier gene. (1-9) are not what 

critics usually ea_y, theinYention ot the Cbr. There le every reaenn 

to believe (eee chap. on gen.) that some of them are ver.1 old records 
.,f 

reflecting hiet"" aonditione and incorporated by the Chr. tor definite 

reasons. Such a section ae 1Ch.S;22 clearly indicates the early 

struggles of Israel for a foothold in the E. Joraan country. 1Ch4;34 

is clearly not invented but represents a tribal movement. The impor­

tance of 1Ch.2;SS both concerning Jabetz and the Kenite-Rechabite 

problem ie well known to Biblical students. And not only in the gene 

but also in many P99tions eepeatally ot 2Ch. not tound in K we have 

reflections of objective Jlie~t&ken from earlier sources. 

detailed discussion of this comes later. Here we have given merely 

a per.,_ctive of the hist. ~alue of Chr. 
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C. The Chr's . Conception of Hi 3tory a~d I te Importa nce . 
l . God as the sunreme ~uide of desti ni e s 
2 . Tt.e s ele ction- of I srael 
3 . Si::i ~r:e so l e exnla.nation of misfort·.i:ie 

I# 

True to the et;yle of almost every writer of Biblical narrative 

the Chr. pooseeeee & definite conception ot history. The general pro­

phetic notions have influenced him greatly. The univerealiam of pro­

phetic idealism tinda little or no response in hie aoul but that one 

conception, the belief in God ae the aup~eme guide ot the uniTerae 

finda e~seion again and again. We note this not only aa an interee­

t i ng fact, not only ae~etinite characteristic ot the Chr. It is im­

portant for the pr'r'r understanding or post-ex. Judaism; for the com• 

prehenaion of how far pre-ex. prophetic ideals impres8'd themeelvee 
~ 

upon poet-ex. orthodoxy. In lCh.11;10, prefacing a long list of David~ 

heroes and their exploits, Ch. goes aside from K to insert the iiea 

that it is God more than the king who ls the final arbiter in larael'a 

desti::niea. Significantly in 2Ch.22;7 ie the place of God as the imme­

diate controller of all man's impulaea portrt'Yed. Even in sickness it 
'}., 

ie God and no t the physician who heals.(2Cb.16;llt.) In the prayer ot 

Jehoehophat , 2Ch.20;7tt. we find the pronounced pereerverance ot the 

prophetic notions of older Pent. codes. God orders the ways of all 

the nations of the earth.fv.10) 

But the prayer of Jehoeh. contai ns e ven a further emphaaia, the 

emphaaie on the eternal choice of Ierael. It would no t be particalarl,y 

aoticeabl6 were these ideas merely to occur frequently for their ap­

pearance in documents much eatlie~han Ch. ia well known. But the 

eignif icant feature of the Chr'e. inclusion of these ideas is that 

they occur tor the greater part, not as repetitione from the aource. 

They either form part of the Chr'e. invented narrative or more etri-

kingly, in cases ~here almost literal parallels are drawn from K, 

tl1e- Chr. inserts these ideaa on hie conception of biet.j not toubd in 

the K text. ~hie makes it significant for it throws much light upon 

hie times. But let us to on for a bit• with concrete inetancea. 
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lSh.17:27 again pronounces the eternal choice ot Israel. lCh.28;1 tt 

the picture ot David's last assembly gives us a further ~tep. It 1• 

not Israel in general but Judah in particular which is the recipient 

of God's eternal hefitage,(v.4). God, to1his end, nae chosen David 

and exerci see a di vine choice ner each succeeding king. By f ollowtng 

JHWH all Israel will come to an eteraal heritage (v.8). Here, if any­

where, ta a clear insight into the use to which the Chr. puts thie 

prophetic idea of hie~ Judah, the n~ucleue of the poet-ex. Jewish 

oonrnunity was, in the Chr'e eyee the predestined n;ucleus from early 

ttmes. 1'he prophetic notion that ~d uses all nations -ecomee the 

Chr's message of comfort in the strenuous poet-ex. daye. God will not 

let Israel perish for he has chosen Israel and since he has power over 

all nations, he will use them for the benefit of his chosen one. We 

cannot here go into any detailed description of what must have been 

the life of the poet-ex, community down to the year 300. But from 

the pictures in Bzra and Neh. and from other evidence, we know that 

the people must have aeeded euch a message of hope as the Chr. tried 

t6 bring. Herein lies the reason for this emphasis. 

The Chr. has in addition a corollary or eupple~ent t o these 

conceptione. God 4uidee hjetory. God is just. 
l! 

He is just even in 

the misfortunes that have come to Israel. The Chr, now becomes even 

more of a ~reacher and develops hie conception ae to the cause ot mis­

for•une am· ng hie people. He re-interpre~s the past and when necee­

eary he i nvente. Though hie sources as K relate the pre-ex. dietreasee 

of Israel comparatively objectively; the Chr. sees the opportunity 

to use these adversities homeletically. Be invents and inserts. 

'l'he invasion of Shishak and all following disasters whfch are to ld 

as matters of fact in K beco~• in Ch. the result of ein(2Ch.12;1 

Amaziah is made to sin to explain hie defeat(2Ch.25;14ft). Bn. has 
18 

ndted this tact. Apostasy causes the Syrian invaeion(2Ch.24;2lft). 

A sin i e the direct cause <:r the kings leprosy (2Ch.26; 16). Bven the 

righteous king Hez. was known to have euf'fered. Thie wae explicable 



only 
to the Chr./ae due to the tact that He&. must have sinned. 8o a eia 

i s invented agai nst him in 2Ch.32;24. And not only are i nsertions 

made but in caeee ae 2Ch.15;19 the Cbr. absolutely contradt•te and 

changes hie source {1.K.lf;l6). The war must have been the result ot 

evil . Yet Aea as depicted in K i• enttrely good. So the Chr. splits 

Aea' s reign into an early good period and a later bad one to give 

eome baeie for the misfortune of war. And notice t hat all the sine 

which bring mietort une are of a ritualistic nature. The Chr, · ie 

demonstrating bow all misfortune i s the immediate result of ein. 

Hie people have euff ered. They must have sinned. Only by acceptance 

of ritualistic 1netitutione euch ae the Chr. preeente will true piety 

and good fortune be aseured. Here wa see the Chr. supporting hi• 

religt oua propoganda. Rttualiem and the unswerving observance ot 

all that the Chr. depicts as the proper worship of God- these alone 

will keep Israel free from misfortune and adversity. 
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D. The Genealogies of Chr onicles . 
l . Introduction ~nd various views 
2 .A sketch of the early genealo~ies and t heir pur~o ee e 
3. yyes of genealoPies f ound a nd t hei r exol~nati on . 

a .Biblical Aources 
b .Ext ra- Bi blioa l sourc ., s and tra1i t i ons 
~ . Inve ~tiona of the Chr. 
1 . Por t - ex . fw::ily gens . 
e .P~et-Chr . interpolati ons 

No portion of the work of the Chr. has received greater ex­

amination at the hands of scholars than the gene. Not only in the 

first few chapters ot the books, but throughout are inserted list 

after list ot genealogical character. Some students hllve shown a 

tendency toward a superficial eetimate of these lists. They have eaa 

that they are based on Gen. or ot~er Biblical sources in some cases 

and in others are simply the invention of the Chr. But this tar from 

states the truth. The question as to the purpo se , U any, ot this 

genealogical data is important. The real sources or the lists are al• 

so of pap1mount interest. And the historical valu& of what is given 

there cannot be cast aside lightly. Raehi tries to solve the problem 

of purpo•e. He says that the list• begin at creation to bring in 

Abraham, even as the Toledot list s or Gen., and that the main line 

followed is from JB!••••• Seth through Abraham to David. Thie ie true 

There is & detintte ob j ect in establ ishing the line ot ki~gehip. But 

this is only a emall part ot the stor) .' Bn. too hi ta upon some ot 

the truth when he sees some connexion between the Ch. lists and the 

Toledot ot P. But the rea son tor that connex!.on ie deeper than Bn. 

etatee. Be is correct also in d17iding the lists into personal and 

geographical but he errs in giving the personal lists too little cre­

dence and perha~s too much to the geogr•phical. Fantastic t heories 

have tried to tind in some of the later lists of singers hidden psalm• 

(vid.I.c.c. Ch. p.281). None of the echolare seem t~ giTe a clear 

presentation of this genealo ~lcal problem in its entirety. 

Let us take a hasty glance through t he f irst nine chapters 

of Ch.; for here we fin d typee of every sort of gen. included in the 
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books. The opening vereee of lCh. are taken plainly from .. n.;, & 

P document. By his great condeneation the Chr. ehows that hie inter .. t 

i e in a line of descent and not in ages. lCh.l; ;-23 are based on the 

P document of Gen.10. The minor textual differences are easily ex­

plicable as corruptions and the omi eeions ot certain remarks of Gen. 

•hows us the Chr' a steadfastness to bis set purpose, the line of de• 

scent. l<n&.1;24-27 ie also based on P(Gen.11;10•)2) and by hie omie• 

eion of ~ahor and Haran, Rashi'e point is proved. The first step of 

the Ohr. was to Abraham. 

lCh.1;28-33 again depends on P (Gen.2;;13-17) but significan• 

l.y, for tbe first time a collateral branch is given. that of Ishmael 

S~ on through v.;4. A probab1- general interest in royalty and king• 

ship may account for the incorporation of YT .43-~4. But there is no 

doubt but that this i• directly ~eed on ~. (Gen.36) The seonnd chap-

ter opens with he twelve eons of Jacob. The main course t hus far ie 

plainl y discernible, the twelve tri~ee are reached thru P gene. 

It ie with lCh.2;6 that the divergence from the Biblical sou~ 

cee begins. It ie noteworthy that the first di vergence occurs just 

a t the point where Ethan and neman, two men in whom he is particul&Z-

1.y interested, enter the account. For wel eee'iiere one of the definite 

purposes of the Chr., to establish the lines of Ethan, Heman and Asaph 

the three heads of the families of levitical singers. A source like 

lK.5;11 is used by th·! Chr. anachronistically, ehowi;ig the 8enera.l 

unreliability of the redactions. With taie point. the Chr. breaks 

t~e bounds ot P. That document no longer serves his purpose. But he 

resorte to other sources for hie next step. 

This appea rs in 1Ch.2i9ff. I t is to establish the line of Dav14 

We s hall see that this i nterest in the line of De.vii is merely because 

of the fashion i n which the Chr. ha" centered the ritual about the 

reign of David. Ruth 4;18tf is hie source togethe1• with a mi einter- 1 ~· 
pretation of 2s.2;18 and 17;2;. From t he treatment of these last 



mentioned passages we receive new light u pon the Cbr'e methods. He 

does not confine himself to written fact. It doc•Jmenta •~and in the 

way ot hie set purpose, woe to the documents. Be changes them aa he 

wills. 

We now ent.er upon a secondary Calebite liet 18h.2;18-,•:. 

There ie abtolutely no Biblical parallel to this lengtey list. There 

ia not even a connexion of namea. Even Rash! goee to the radical ex­

tent of calling this either an unreliable folk gen. or the work of 

the Chr. We cannot eettle this question here. At present we only 

note that we have come upon a liet of apparently no purpose, having JJ 

no known source, yet included by the Chr. That mo st interesting verse 

lCh.2;55, alrealiy mentioned, may represent still another type. If it 

is, aa Meyer eays, a reference to-' poet-ex. scribal divisions (l!!nteteh. 

Jud. p.118) it is highly significant. It represents, at any rate 

a new type in these conglomerate gene. 

lCh.3 follow• out what I have stated as the second purpose 6 

~n point o~ developemtnt, not importance). of these lista. The line 
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of kingshi ~ is developed into poet-ex. ti.mes. The pre-ex. tabulatione 

a re fairly accurate. The minor differences throw no light on our the­

sis. But the concluding liet,~.17'24 presents an interesting problem. 

Thi s li st of t4e poet-ex. descendant of David canno t be discarded ae 

mere invention on t he ground that none of ~he mai n line except Shehan­

ia.h and Sma:·..ih are mentioned later(Bzra 8:5 adn Neh.12t34). The 

occurence of the name Hatueh among the Bene Shehaniab (Ezra 8;6) 1• \'Y 
enough t• give t his list more than artitic .. l eignificanee. Though 

in parta it may be untrustworthy, it haa an undoubted poet-ex. tmportanot.. 

Confusing in the problem of purpo se i s the oceuraace of para­

llel after parallel in theee gene. There are the Calebite parallels, 

all different). There are two lists of Judah, entirely dit'ferent, aa 

well ae others. Such s li st opens lCh.4. rH Vv.7tt. seem to have more 

than pasaing significance, though absolutely no conceivable connexion 
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1th any purpose. The ab rupt transition such as the delving again 

i nto P(Ex.6 ;15) in lCh.4;24 and t he radical change i n s tyle be~inning 

Yi th vv.25-27 throw further light upon the complex! ty ot sources trom 

which t he Chr. probably as sembled verbatim. And not only thia, but 

2 0 

the use of the sources ie unskillful. Again uein~ PfJoa.19;2-B) the I ~ 

Chr. entirely miaunderetanda hie aouree in his redac tion (lCh.4;28-33)9 / 

Vv .34-43 of fer interesting reading. K baa no reference to thia epi -
ot 

s ode/thte Simeoni te migration. But K """'ld hardly regard this as im-

enough ! or mention . To the Chr. With such an attitude toward 

as we shall later describe him to be po ssessed of, thi s liet was 

worth mentionMng. 

So we continue through lists of t~e tribes with here and there 

reference to P or here and there a valuable hietorical refer. 

Such a reference aa that to set censee (lCh.5;1?) gives ue a 

clue to the origin ot some of these lists. Censes must have been taken 

of each king from time to time. Thie too may explain the 

presence of contradictory lists of t he s ame tribe. The lists may have 

l abeled ae here. • the list of eu ~h a t ribe in the reign of so- and­

eo ". I! the n amel of the king was lost fro~ the list, it ie e asy to 

see ho" we woul d have diff i cv.l ty hi soj ving the problem of t wo parallel 
~f<( °' 

lists, yet conflic t ing. They 81111' i n reality , two lists tx« of the 

tribe but from &trferent per i ods . 

And now, . n lCh. 5;27 we en~ upor. a thti=d and very important 

jurpos• or the Chr. i n bis gene. IJl# TV .2?-41 the line of the high 

prie s t ie given. We can state here the 1'ell-known biae of Ch. The 

high ~rieetbood wae the direct line of Aaron through Zadok in the time 

of Davi d down to Jehozadak a t the t ime of tt~e captivity. It is part 

of the Chr' a t ask to connect lehozadak with Aaron th!Joush Zadok. And 

here the Chr. become s plainly i nvent i ve. Practically every name he 

give s after leaving the solid ground of Elazar and Pinh&.~ (Ju.20;28) 

ie fi cti tious; found nor.here except in the writings of the Chr. Coming 



to David'• time, he does hie beet to straighten out ~dok's line. 

But the fancifulness ot hie ettorte ie obvioue. Intimately connected 

with P. the Chr. desires to T&lidate the P tradition ot a high prteat­

hood of Zadokite priests going back to Aaron. The futility ot hie taak 

lies in the tact that no euch line ever e xisted. The condition ot 

the priesthood before the exile wae eo promiecuoue as to permit ot no 

definite gen. history. 

The fourth purpose ot the gene. link• eteei! up with the firei 

He ie interested, vitally interested in the levitical group. And in 

his gene. he firmly eatabliehee a levitical group having complete 

charge over Temple work.(lCh.6). Ae I mentioned. thie ie linked up 

with the first purpose, the line ot levitical singers, tot here he 

turns to Aeaph. 1Ch.6;l~t establishes these line~. Thie le but 

another bit of fancy by the Chr. Just as he wa s anxious to trace the 

highprieathood to Aaron, he wants to trace to David's time the estab­

lishment of t heee three great levitical familiee as singers. Hie es­

pecial interest in the parity ot levitica l descent is here obvious and 

will become more ao as we look fa~ther. Samuel ie made a 1evite f9l' 

everyone who was in the Temple must have been a Levite. f.be list of 

levitical cities furthers our convi~tion of thie especial levitical 

interest. This will all be mentioned later. So too el».11 "9 have 

occasion to refer to the BenJ. document of lOh.l;lft. Thef descen­

dante of Saul to the exile a re next ~i7en. Farticularly of interes t 

N I 

as an entirely new type i n this genealogical crazy-quilt iA the paeeage 

l~h.9;3 ft according to Bn•e. e:T.planation.( See below) 

Having scanned these various liete, we have ~•cerned a four­

fold purpose. I now g ive them in the order ot their real impe»tanc~ 

in the e etimation of the Chr. First, the purity of the levitical fami­

ly, ite clear tttle to certain possessions and rights. Second, the 

pure line of eingere according to the three families which are made to 

be instituted by David. Third, the purity ot the line ot the hteh 
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priest back to Aaron. Fourth, the clear and uninterrupted descent of 

Daviditew far into poet-ex. timee, tcgether with David'e pu~e line 

from Judah. The chief interest in all cases ie the purity ot descen~ 

And now, is it not this same general interest which leads him to in­

corporate apparently inconsectuential selections from P &Jld other 

sources with regard to the tribes ot Israel. In poet-ex. timee all 

families were interested in being of pure Ieraelitish deec._t. Thie 

was the spirit of Ezra, the spirtt of all succeeding Judaiem. So to 

the Chr. every leraelitish gen. was ot importance and deserved a place 

in hie book. I feel that this i s the purpose ot including eo many 

collateral gene. aside from his main purposes. 

Let us now consider the variou~ types of gene. we have •ie­

covered. There are those taken over from Biblical sources, wither in 

a literal or redacted fashion. Except in cases where the attempt ie 

to es tablish a late line, a~ the line of David, these are generally 

the P tribal gens. Then there are the old non-biblica l yet unmanu­

factured lists. Among these are such ae 1Ch.2;18ft, the Calebite 

~ocument; 18h.4;9ft. the Jabetz li ~ t of lCh.4;34 ff. the Simeonite 

document. Tbeee liste are genera lly of a geogrAphical nature. cAn-

taining names of places rather than of persona. The Chr. gathered ard 

inco~porated them because of his general genealogical in terest . '.l'he:ie 

is no outstanding purpose. But they are valuable to us because they 

represer. t old f olk documents and convir:ce ue ~hat there w.ere qaany old 

geneal9gical liete not included in our ca non. Thir dly are those 11 s111 

wh: ch are the plain invention of the Ohr. Such a gen. as that of the 

hi gh pries thood; the line of Saul, the !Rmilies of the eingere and 

above all, practically every gen. outside of the first nin~ chapters 

is of this type. It would be a t heeie in i teelf to consider each ~en. 

in d~tatl. I can only etate here the general truths I have found. ----
The Chr. hae two reasons foil inventing gene.; either ~ eatablieh the 

antiquity of an institution or the purti~ of a family. He shows the 

fi r st purpose in tracing the priesthood or the singers (eee above). 



An excellent demonstration of the second purpo~e ie lCh.23. The Chr. 

desiree to establish the claims ot descent o! certain families of 

Poet·e~. times. So it is plain that he here uses the post-ex. namee 

in theae gens. purporting to be of earlier times. He does the same 

thing often to establish the claims of Iievitee. Kore ot this later. 

However, in lCh.23 this much is plain. The antiquity of certain post­

ex. families with pre-ex. claim• is eetablieiled by the u se of poet­

ex. names. Jehiel of v.I is an important post-ex. family(Ezr.8;9etc) 

IA.tan of v. 8 occurs a gain in Eed.~;37. Shimi of v.10 ie in Ezrl0;38. 

So constantly we find tht• proctes gmng on. Po st·e~. families are 

being g iven an invented geR. in order that their poet-ex. prominence 

may be justified by an\1.uity. In the case of the Levitee too this 

ie prono'(lnced. Adnah of ICh.18;14 is found again as a post-ex. name 

i n •zr.10;30 and Neh.12;f. So in 2Ch.3l;lltf. There ie nothing which 

could lead us to believe, a~ many say. that the Chr. is copying old 

Temple records. 

The se two r easons for invented gene. sometimes overlap as eg. 

the Ohr. giv~e the gen. cf the •ingere t o ehow that the levitical ei r.­

ger was an ins titutior. even fr om David's time yet at the eame time 

by the uee of names of post-ex. levi t ical famili~e. the Chr. establi­

ehes the claims of these fazr,iliee to the pofition of singer. 

Fourth among the types of gene. f ound in Ch# is the bonaf ide 

post-ex. docum~at. It m~ be that t he gen. is made to appear pre-ex. 
0 

but the document is a v&lid bi t of history. 1Ch . 6 ; 3?ff is probably 

the liet of t he pos t-ex. levitical cities. More conclusive ie the 

gen. of lCh.8 which Curtis rightly takes as a li s t of Poet-ex. Benj. 

fa.milies. 2Ch.15:7 ie also of this type. 

The final type of gen. ie that which is ~n interpolation by a 

hand l a ter than the Ohr. The in t erpolation is ueually in an erroneoue 

context. lCh.2;55 may be of this type. But mor e po sitively of tbie 

nature is lCh.9:3 tr a s Bn . points out. Meyer (E.J.) regarde this gen. 



as fanciful *"•1 ••• 1 lw 1 *••x1••••••••• de spite its affinity to Heh. 

11;3-19. Bn. however, holds a more plausible Tie~ that this •ae not 

inserted here by the Cbr. but was erroneouly interpolate~ by a writer 

who bel i..e~ed it to refer to pre-ex. timee. 

So we find the five heads under "hich we may group the typee 

of gens. From the characteriatice which I have 18'' down of each 
~ 

gro'.4p, it ie a _. more det'ini te matter now to determine the nature of 

any gen. found in the works of the Chr. 



E . Sources Used by the Chronicl er. 
l . The err oneous concl~sions sometimes advanced 
2 . The aature of the addi tio~s 
1 . -he r eal source s 
- a . Wo r ks i nclude1. in our canon 

b . Old folk tale s and genealogies 
c . A poss i b le Dib re hayamim Lemal ke Jehuda 
d . The Di b r e Hozim 

There ie no doubt that the Ohr. had other sources than our 

canon in hie reconstruction of history. So many matters in which he 

differs from known sources or else in which he containe works found 

absolutely noldaere convince ue by their na ture that they cannot be 

the simple invention of the Ohr. Nor can we say with Bn. that the 

main sources are merely S and K and their lUdraehic commentaries. 

We have too much which seems to be obJectiTe in its nature, which we 

shall diecuee later. Nor can we with Curtis accept ~ach and every 

statement of source as a separate book. The Ohr. now and then pute 

in euch a reference (lCh.ll;3etc). Some exegete• infer from thie a 

distinct book. But it is ~inly only a reference to lS.15;28-16;1,3 

and is given in theie form by the Chr. merely to etrellfhen the ldivine 

cr~ice of David' ae a doctrine of theology. Thie is not the baeia 

of a new source. Then there are the many referencee in the eecond 

book of Ch., such referencee as 2Ch.l2;1' or 13; 22 orl5;l etc. -
Cur ti a and o there infer tha.t e~ch and every reference foudll herein 

means a separate book. I am going to attemp t to establish what ! 

regard a e the truth, that all of these references refer to only 

one book. There has beenK a we4ith of source~ claimed for the Chr. 

but we shall see thnt the actual unite in hie possession were very 

few. 

If we examine the nature of the divergences and additione 

which the Chr. contains over and above the mater ial found in S and 

K. we soon d1.ecover a simple principle. Whenever he takes a canonical 

source and diverges from it. it is with tha expre ~s purpose ot ee­

tablishing one of hie principles along whifh he reconstructs the 



story of the period before the exile. The story of the removal 

ark, we •hall see, is taken over •1th S as it1 only eource 

chauged vitally to harmonize with the P code. There ie al­

ys a purpose ir. the Chr'a divergences. Now ae to the additions 

t found in the Chr's canonical sources. There are but two lines 

hich are followed. In the !irat place. the second book abounds 

1th a great maae ot prophetic additions. Just as the firet boox 

contained genealogical addition•, eo it we turn to almost every ad­

dition ot book II, we find it of a prophetic nature. Take such 

2Ch.12;15 or 13;22 Or 15;1 or 16;7 or 21;12 etc. And 

with regard to paaeagee added not of a prophetic nature, aa 2Ch.27;4 

t here is alwaya a difference ot opinion among scholar•. In this 

parttoular inetance Ki. accep t s and Bn. rejecte. There 1• no una­

nimity that euch passages are from an outsi de source. So we see 

t hat the divergences from S or K are usually invented by the Chr 

tor a purpoae and the additions over Sand K when not obviously in­

vented or doubtful, are usually genealogical in the firat book and 

prophetic in the second. One more remark is t o be made before we 

finally determi ne our sources. We mus t call attention to BUch 

cross referencee aa 2Ch.27;? with 2K.15;36 in which the Chr. refers 

to a source, i\1 1 1\ 1 1;:>,..."'I ~' '..:> '.::> Y.l ,~o and K refers to a 

' u · 11 ., .-'\., . Also i n 2Ch.25';26 and 2K.l4;18 ft! 

t he same cross ref ~rence made. There are many other occurencee ot 

t his. We mu~t take these reference• into account when considering 

the various e ource e of tbe Chr. 

Let us now tabulate and. deccri'be the sources which the Cbr 

mus t have had in hi e poseeesion while writing hie book. There are 

first of all, the i ndi sput able canonical aources. We have seen from 

the Toledot gene. tha t be had the P code. In a following chapter, 

the legal similarity with P will be discussed and we shall eee 
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that the Chr. wae in posaeeaion ot the entire P oode. We haTe seen 

him to quote verbatim from S and K. We know by such reference• as 

2Ch.26;22 that he had certain of the literary prophets. And 've may 

feel certain, absolutely certain, that be bad D in hie poaaesaion. 

Indeed he may !ave been one of tb:>ee P "1'iters who assisted in the 

combination or P 1md D into one code. Hie conet.s.nt omieeion of the 

K passages such aa 2K.15:4 f ~I \-i O >- > 
occuring again and again shows a plain D bias. In 2Ch.l5;8 we have 

a very important document which may be the basis of the D covenant 

(the B'rith of v.12) but since our purpose here ia merely to eatab­

H ah D as a source for the Cbr. and not to discuea D. we cannot give 

time here to this interesting point. The constant recurrence of 

D expressions ae 2Ch.15;4 I ~ "'\~.:t or the streae with which he hae 

pre-D pious kings remove Bamo th contrary to K. aa eg.2Ch.1?;6 or 

the menticet'ot o ' tJ 'J 'OP u·1 n .N~o intJl in 2Ch.19;10 or the etriking 

D vocabulry ot 2Ch. 33;4,7. all point to a strong D influence. To 

call attention ~o two other eYidencee of this eame influence in 

opinions solely by the Chr. In 1Ch.l0;13f. Saul ie condemned in 

accordance with D !or inquiry c.f ~pirite. So too, in the story of 

Solomor. in 2Ch.l;6ff. there is a ~emarkable change from the source 

lK.3;~-1~. It is not in a ~ream but by direct vieion that God ap­

pears to ~ ?l. The D aversion to dreams ea a meana of divination 

comes strongly to the fore. It is striking that these changes should 

be made over K which h~ s a certain D bias throughout. We shall eee 

later that it ie most likely that the Chr. had before him as a 

completed document JEDP, indeed, he may have been one of the compilers. 

Bes ides the canonical eourcee, the Chr. had extra-bibl ical 

documents . We ma.y dismiss merely with mention the old folk legends 

and gene. to which we made ref ~rence in the preceding chapter. We 

may hazard the suggestion here •l~o. although we can bring no real 

Jxwrt 
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and t in&l evidence, that there •• an ald groundwo!"lc called • , i., 

n -nil • ' .:>~'O !,. n'~ ' i1. Thie old. work was probably one ot the 

eouroes ueed by the writers of K. Ye cannot however determine whe-

tl'ler it was in the poseeeeion of the Chr. At any rate, the reter­

encee in K to a '?\1ti) > '-> >X' !,. n"O''i'I ' "li"f abaolutely do not refer to 

our Ch. !t is poeitively to a colleotion olner than K. lt i•...., 

belief that the Chr. d.id not have in hie poseesaion thie old ~Vl.­

All his direct refer•enoee are to K. Be knew, however of thie olcier 
I 

collection, it only from K, and is poeeibly calling hie own work by 

the same name to give it apparent antiquity and tl'n.ls more credence, 

a well knov.~ proceee or literary fiction among Biblical writer~. 

By tar the moat important extra-biblical s ource and that one 

most substantiated by evidence is the lost book Dibre Hozim. It 

ie s triking that scholars have not eeen th1e and given expreaaion 

to the evident facts I now present. Let us ecan the ref erencee and 

~vi dence. 2Ch.9 ;29tf begins the story with reference to prophetic 
f 

eourcee. Then f'ollo11'e 2ct . • 12 ;4"-8 l!i th the account of the prophet 

Sbemayah where the emphasis and moral of tt~ story ie on a well-

known prophet! c truth. 2Ch.12-15 hR.e the y,•orde 

1 1111\ '~' ~·~ Ji"l \\' ).\Ci\11 '""::l-r .:t~ In 2Ch.13;22 there ie a reference to a 

Midrash of the prophet lddo. !Ch.15;8 hae a11other prophetic ad-

di tior. th• prophecy of Oded. A great prophetic truth of the reli­

ance upon God alone ie bDought to Aea in the passage of 2Cb.16;7 rt. 
All of these paeea«ee have no parallel in K or elsewhere. Bn. would 

throw out many of theee paeeagee, eg. the last menti oned, but I 

find them fraught with important historical value. I find them to 

breathe unerring fact• of an objective nature. Hanani th~ Roeh is 

clearly a forerunner of the great prophets and hie words are true 

to the spirit of all of the literary prophets. Then 2Ch.21;12 

has a reference to Elijah found nowhere in canonical eourcee. There 



ie no reaeon to regard this specific reference as untc ·tnded although 

the redacti.idn of the passage m~ be artifi cial. Breathing the pro-

phetic with direct reference to an 

This •eems to be something more than Curtis would have it, merely 

a Kidrashio expansion of K. Oded'e connexion with Ahaz ie plainly 

along the lines of the prophetic apirtt of the great prophete. 

All ot these additions are of aDe nature, Aeort or paaallel 

to the ideals of the great prophets in a minor scale, ae in hi• ac­

tUri ties Elijah i• a small great prophet. They eeem to be a con­

tinuous group, parts of a large collection of indi viduale extending 

over many years and dominated by the same prophetic ideale which in 

a more sweepine and universalietic faehion, dO'minated the great 

propheta. The chief prophetic ideal which is the emphasis of al­

most every one of the se men ia the diTine guidance of Israel'• 

natitnal lite and the r•ligioua responsibilitie• which that divine 

guidance entails. The Ohr. with hie conception of history (see abow1) 

would naturally find much ine~iration in such a source and quote it 

otten. But how are •e certain that this ie one source? 

Our conclusive proof comes from 2Ch.33illtf. There we have 

juet 6Uch •passage A.B the additione found above. And it saya,YY.18.1~ . 
"i1 C. '11.i \ ' >" ... ,,i-, oil u 'nni\ '"'1 1"'' \'"~" ·~ x , .... "1 '>3J\\ i11.:t..lQ ·-i .:i.• ""IJ\'• 

'J 9 > .. .. . , .. . . . .. 1 .n '>~ . .M : }x"'ll' • .:>~u • "l i • ~.>a n.Hl ~x1 \ll' '"~K 
1 1 1n 1 11'1 >)l n· .i 1.n"" u .ll\ l)U .:> ll 

Now, in the light of the words of the preceding ver se, the mention 

t here o! L' '" .,... andln accordance with the reading of another ~ •• 

(aee Kittel) and possibly the LXX. ae well aa according to the con-

census of opinion among modern exegete•, the laet two W91rde o~ v.19 

must be read. C 1 ' ' ft '~ .i, , the doing e of the aeere. That the 

word Hozeh to the Chr. had a real religious eig~ificance ie ahotn 

by his use ot the word appli ed to Aeaph (2Ch.29 ;30) or again to 



levitical singers (2Ch.3;;1;)J The word had its propheti~ aigniti• 

canoe long before the d.aye of the Chr. as we see by its occurence in 

the books of the literlary prophete.(Is.29;10). To the Chr. eTery­

thing connected with the Temple partook of the spirit of pr ophecy. 

In the writings of these prophets he found much religious inspiration. 

Now,it is most certain that there were maey 'prophets• ~ did 

not leave written week• but who were active along prophetical 

lines throughout their lives. They constituted theil ' >-.·~ Jil ·~ l.&nd 

were the minor personalities. the aatellitea ot the leaders d 

the moTement. It is only natural to see that their doings 1r0uld 

be col lected in some minor collection. It is likewise easy to see 

that such a collection would be left out of the canon. Its heroea 

were too inaigni!icant. But there ie no doubt fro~ our evidence 

that such a book existed in the days - · the Chr. and the addi tione 

that he gives, not found in K, are excerpts from this 

K lacks these paasagee either from intention or ~hat is more likely, 

that this book was not in the possession of the writers of K. 
~ More space cannot be given to t he develo~ of this idea. 

But I find in it a very plaueible explanation t o the addition of 

all these provhetic passages. In moet cases the Chr . gives the 

quotat i on under the head of the particu~r prophet6s name. Thus it 

ia that maey scholars mistook these for ref erence e to separate 

sdurcee. But i n 2Ch. 33;19 there is no particular name to be mentioned 

ao the eJE&ct title of the source book is given. the theory eeeme 

absolutely valid in all respects. In this 0 1 ' 1 n 1 ") .:l.\ , I find 

the last big defini te source of the Chr. 



~ . The Chronicler and David . 
l. The gener a l t endency cf the Chr . toward Da'dl~ 
2 .Th e reasons f or t hat t endency and their ~enisfewtati ons 
3. The me~hode by which David i s ehal~ed 

Beginning hie gene. ae he does with Adam. the Chr. might 

be oonetrued ae aiming at any point. But we have eeen eeveral 

definite pur~oeee in those gens.; one of them being to atrive at 

the Davidle line and follow it. We ha.Te further eTidenee• o! the 

Clm''• purpose. He begine hie narrative portion with Saul~• death 

and David• s fonnation of the kingdom. All previoue hi story ht 

foreign to his purpoee. He ie not even interested in the kingdom 

ae such; 1! eo. he would have given some account or Saul's reign. 

Not' hie interest bftine where Saul diee and David assume s the 

cro1'?1. The entire Eet of rt ... tiona between Saul and David. even 

between Jonathan and Davli.r are omitted. It is as if the Ohr. 

conceived of Ierael'e real history ae beginning when i:avid ~•­

came king. We cannot help but notice the aggrandizement of David. 

Our further remarks Yill mention specifically the varioue way• in 

which the Chr eete up David ae the chief hero of Ierael'e history . 

There are many de:t'ini te rea aone for the Chr' e proceeding 

in this faehion. We have eeen nim fasten upon Davd'e reign the 

origin of ma-,y religi ous in~titutione. The gens. have shown the 

s~nging fami~iee to date from Davi d'e reign. But there ie more 

than that. David's whole life is made merely a preparation for 

~he ~le. Everything th.at ie usually given t o Sol. in K 1•, in 

Ch. placed to David'e credit. The entire plane for the Temple and 

everything but the mechaaical act of building the etructure becomes 

Davide. Then t oo, the order of the Levites, the entire ritual 

and the whole cultue ae a definite affair, find their concrete ex• 

pression in David's re i gn. or course, the laws are held to date 

from Moeee-- a.l tho~gh, let i-! here be noted as wortey or much in-

... ""/ 



tense study, there i• no mention of Koeea in the Ch.--;e'tjit i• 

from DavicSi'e Temple (not Sol's.) that the real institution• date. 

The onl.y~way in which 1 can at present explain this entire absence 

ot reference to .tio•es in a book which deals with the institution~ 

of l!oeaic law in pa.rt . i• that under the laet and extremeat P in­

fluence :U:oeee had dwindled into still further indgnif icance than 
by 

that into lfhich be had been put co~ratively ~ the earlier P 

writere. The inetitutione and n~ the law was the interest. 

But to go on with our subject. It is only natural that 

the Chr upon searching into the paat to find eome glorious figure 
~ 

upon whom to att~h these post-ex. institutions, ehould eelect 

David. We can well imagine that in the daye of 400-300 B.C.E. 

David's name had already most of that glowing historic&l halo. And 

de s!&• t~tact that the Temple,.... built in Sol's time and acco1·­

ding to K1.- was for the almost entire part the work of Sol., still 

according to the Chr. it was not right to fasten all this upon such 

a man aa Sol. In the tir•t plaJe it was David who was the founder 

of the dynasty. He was ac•ually and divin•t:J anointed by Samuel. 

He was the prime recipient of the divine choice. And his wae 

the real WCN'k of building up the kingdom. Further_more hie mia­

deede were only those due to man's naturally frail nature. Hie 

sin with Ba , heheba, hie aenile weakn~ee fo~ Abiehag, hie frailty 

in dealing with his •ebellioua eons, were all weaknesses inherent 

in the htlman frame. But Solomon was of a type of oriental comnopo-

11 te who muet have been ex~remely distasteful to the pan-Judean 

mind of the Chr. The multiplication of non-Jewish wive•, the 

sumptuous orientalism of the palace, the heavy taxes and the geaurral 

free and easy contact with the world outside of Judea; theae were 

features of Solomon's character which would be far~ more repre­

hensible in the eyee o:t the Chr. than the human faailtiee of 



David. The Chr. lived in the very heart of that poet-ex. epirit 

which aaw the only possible salvation ofM the Jew to be in a 

binding and ornate ritualimn centering about the Temple and maki~ 

the Jew distinct. separate and separated from all the world round 

about. Hie wae the spirit which demanded the refueal to the Samari­

tans when they 11"1Lnted to join with the new Temple. He may b&ve 

been one of the 19'.ers in the final echiem. He was a logical 

successor in epiri t to Bzekiel. Bzra and Nehemiah. Sel' e whole lite 

represented thi• opposite spirit ot coemo~olitanicn. Te the Chr. 
David '• reign 

Oavid was a much better Jew than Sol. And eo .... , becomes the 

center about which all institutionali sm and ritual is built. 

And how ie this enltation of' David acco111pliehed. Sol . is 

stripped of all connexion with the Temple except, ae we have said, 

the technical and mechanical duty of carrying out all order• 

which David :nae left. lCh.22 shifte from Sol. to David the work 

aeatgned to Sol~ by lK.8. Every problem relating to the Temple le 

anticipated by David and handed ~ver personally to Sol. ~hose in• 

cidents which ate too favorable to Sol. ln Kare omitted by the Chr. 
e,,....,_,,. 

(Vii.I .c.c • .., Oh. pp.313-315) for t11e Chr' e omission in almost all 

oaeee are ae important as hie additions. 2Ch.1;12 mimimizee it• 

source i n K •o that Sol. will not appear t oo prominently. lavid 1 e 

characterl ia eanctified much over wh~t it is io K. Even in ritual 

matters. In I, David build• nie house fir st and then attend• to 

the ark. The Chr. cannot have his pious ki~g so n• gligent of hlly 

t hi ngs. So in :Yeh. t he order is reversed. The tradition of David 

aa a psalmist, which doubtless ... al so inf'luenced the Ohr to 6.enter 

the singer s about David 1 e reign 1 is given credence by the Chr. in 

lCn.16;27. 29 . A quotation from the Psalms is given ae David's prayer 

after the ark is brought up- the neceeeary cange e of course being 

made in the paalm to make it appear that the Temple is not yet built. 



(Some enterprising scholar might be able to work aut a thl.~ry on 

t.he baeis of this that the Chr. b y placing the singer~ in David'• 

time and by such ~ prayer as tbe one mentioned is the founder of the 

tradition that David is the writer of the paa lJne and the the headir.~a 

of the psalms mentioning David are either by the Chr. or poat•Chr. 

Thia would avoid the eyntactical contortions U8Ually used in explain• 

mtg ao many of these p salm headings). 

Not only in the ritual is the work of Sol. minimized and 

David's part exaggerated over K but even in the mo r e secula r affairs. 

The ae~tion of an army which by l.K.4;7 belonged to so<'. 11 given 

by lCh.27 to David, although according t o our sources, David ie 
I 

dead by this time. 1Ch.28;7tf. hal t e Sol 'e. reign and David's death 

a.gain to give David time to order everything warth lfhile tha t wae 

done in Sol's reign. The entire historic conception in perverted 

by the Chr. The national idea is emphaaize d even more s trontlY than 

in the g r eater part of S a nd a ll of K. All. army and priests and 
.;J.J_ 

le vi t es and eingere, te~pel preparat ions and national life , ils made 

to be organized by David. navid's re~oval of the ar k, exaggera ted 

enough in S, becomes a nat ional &t'fair in Chr all the more. Al4 

the se are examples of the Chr's ~i drash' c method, the exaggeration 

of the incidents and numerical facte of the so~rce in order to f ul• 

f il hi s defin 1 te purpose. The S eou.rce of David's army ie aleo 

subje c ted t o this midrash rnetalod. In ~s.22 ;David'e company ie truth­

f 11lly gi ven ae com-posed of r ouetaboute. Under the idealization of 

the Chr . t hey beoo~e the choi cest o~ the tribesmen, a nd of all tribes. 

and possessed of real diecipltne.(tch.20;l0ff.) Such a list or 
names as that of lCh.12 ie a t ype of that gen. by which post-ex. 

f~~ilies are g iven proud an tiquity. Eg. Beth Azamoth receive• 
~ 

mention again i n Neh.7;28. Ezr.2;21 and Neh.12 ; 29. Gibeon is known 

t o have been impor tant in poet-ex. times ae was Benjamin. both oL 



whom become prominent in this in'tented and pragmatic gen. 

And ao. throughout hie narrative, the Chr empha.81 .. eaf David'• 

virtue• and omits his vices. Boven in the days of Josiah, thi• good 

king worehip• 'the God of David, hi• tather 1 (2Ch.)4;3). There 1• 

a con s tant harking ~ck to David as the ••••••• •ne in whose reign 

the ritual wae founded (2Ch.23;18r). In lCh.20;4ft the t~o con­

fli cting Goliath stories of S which i~peril David's clear claim 

to the heroic, are harmonized by the Chr. thu• saving David's 

glory unsuspected. 

Throughout is the n~tur&l cruelty of David omitted f rom ~o~­

tion. 111&.lS;ltf amd 20;38tt illustrate thts. !he distasteful 

Bathaheba epitode ie entirely omitted ae is the indelicate and 

pathetically human Abishag story. In the census s t ory, ta.ken fro~ 

2S.24, lCh.21;1-10 abridges all that is to David's di scredit and 

expands the foll owing eeven VT. to David's glory. Mention has al­

ready been made of the last as sembl y and death scene or lCh.28. 

Tlrue, it is bReed on K, but how differert. How much more prominent 

ie 8avidl How the numbers are Wildly eJEaggerated1 Clumsy and typi• 

cal of the Chr'e unskillfulness in aesemblin~ and readacting eoureee 

i s the way in whi'i:h the Michal inc i dent ali~e into 1 Ch.15;29 where 

David is upbraided by -1• wife. Thi s i s but one exa.mpl• o! unskill­

ful redaction by the Chr. But thie i s the main eli ? i n the whole 

acheme. The is the overwhelming eviden~e given above which shows 

the main theme, the glorification of Davi d and the surrounding of 

hie reign with the real ortgin of the oultue, t9mple and nation. 



0 . The at ti t u de o f the Chr onicler towa rd the l'or ther n Ki nsciom. 
1 . Th~ r eason for the at ti tu de 
2 . The e xempli f ica t ionA 

That the Chr. should have no eympatb¥ at all with the 

northern element in the Israelitieh achimn i• to be expected. That 

he should treat the north ae apostates in hie \aterP9lation of the 

history of Israe]rand Judah is alao not to be marvelled at. In 

the ~iet place, our preceding chapter prepares ue for this. The 

Ohr. is wrapped up in David and would naturally 1avor the Davidic 

line. He would naturally regard all separati on from the d1vir91y 

consecrated line as not only political but religious rebellion. 

And furthermore, the insurmountable basis of h~tredt The North 

had no part whatsoever in the cultue at Jerusalem, the onJy real 

s~rine in the eyee of the Ohr. The worahif ff the North was at 

Ba.moth and wae of ten f~her traduc•d by the introduction of foreign 

elements. Furthermore, the Chr. ie a Judean, or ae we shall eee, 

a Levite with all interests centeri ng about Jerusalem. God ha e 

shown that the North were apostates. He has destroyed them tor 

their sins. If there are any of the northern tribes who have re .. 

pented, t hey may return, but onlY uncompromising ly to a kingdom 

led by the Jerusalem cultue and the house of ~avta. 'the poet-ex. 

attitude i! no1'!lere more forc ible. 

Ano how does the Chr. evfdence this attitude. First, by 

i gnorinR th~ North whenever po ssib le. In taki ng J.K.12 as hie eource 

for the time of' Reheboam, he omits all such vereea a v.20 whith 

mention the defecti on Gr- the North or the origin of Jereboamf•a 

reign. He ie primarily interested in tracing a history of the 

cultue, ~nd because, as he orders it, and as history did bear ou•, 

thi e cul tus i e bound up only with the house of David among royalty, 

he adopts almost throughout, the negative attitude of the omieeion 

of everytbin~ in hie sources which refers to the Nc)!l"tth. 
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There are. however. certain places where the North had to 

be mentioned. There the Chr. adopts one o~ two attitudes, either 

he reverses the epirit of hie source where even K puts the North 

eo~etimes superior to the South or he blackens the North even more 

than does K. Rg.llt.14;21-24. In thie paeeage the Chr. purposely 

omits mention of the paganism of Reheboam, eo ae not to '1abaaraea 

the memory of the South at the very moment when the North broke 

awa.yt2Ch.12). He exaggerates the nur.iber of Reheboam•• hoet to 

g lorify a weak ruler of David'• line. The entire reign of Reba­

boam is changed from ite description in K. The Chr'• decree ie 

that it wae a very good reign, entirely contrary to K. It wl)U(ld 

not do for a man whose interest 1• to def end David• e line and ~ 

treat the North ae apostate, to blacken the memo!'Y of the very 

Davidic king u9der whom the revolution took place. So in the caee 

of Abijah (Abijam). C though lK.15 makes him ot no good or impor­

tance. yet just because he wages war ag•inet the North, he ia 

glorified by the Chr.t2Ch.13;1-22). and g iven three timee the 

amount of attention given him by K. Here a.g'J.n the midrash method 

of the Chr. i e exemplified aa a fanciful elabor&tiori of hie eource 

to g lorify hie hero. Especially t o be noted is the mention in 

2Ch.l3;9 whereby the Aaronitic priesthood is abeolwed from all 

connexion wjth the apostate Nort:i. 

Aga:~. in taking over an acoount from K, the Chr. in 

order to discountenance the ~orth, will sometimes invent two 

of three introductory verses to serve hi e purpoee. And excell ent 

example of this ie the A.hab-Jehoahfphat story of l.K.22 which ia 

taken over by the Chr. in 2Ch.l8 with three inroductory .,.,. 

added to whitewash Jeboehpphat and throw the entire blame on 

Ahab. 

All connexion ~f the South with the North ie ein, on the 

part of the South. Any D&vidic king who enters into aey amicable 



relations with the Borth, the ill n• 'X J~ ae they are called, 
,../ 

(2Ch.19J. 1• ipse fac•• a •inner. Jehoehophat ie tlue guilty 

and only be cause of hie previous merit ie he ~orgiven. Contact 

with tae North at any time results in evil reeulte to the South. 

(See 2Ch.22) The North wae an un!orgiveable apostate because 

it ~roke away, not so much from David , ae from Jerusalem, the 

hr~ centerof the only cultue and eet up instead Bamotb. The 

North are scoffer& at the truth (2Ch.~0;10tt) and deserve no 

mention except tor disgrace. Tbue from hie standpoint ot a poat­

ex. Judea'1 or one connected with Judea and ae a Jerusalemite 

Levite and one intimately connected with P, the Chr. takes the 

expected attitude toward the North. In a subsequent chapter, 

I shall have occasion to mention what effect the Samaritan prob-

lem of hie day may have had upon thi e e tand of t~ Chr. 
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:i . The Chroni cler's co6neJli on wi th P. 
l. The e vident P standpoint of Ch . 
2 • The eanc t.u ary 
3 . The Chr. and Pe 
4 . Hie sub sequent activiiy 

The eubject to which we no• turn is the moat '-mpomtant 

and proutou*'- of thie emUte bit of •or•. A weal th of material 

exiete; much intormation which hae never before been brough_t 

to light lie• h i dden in this subject. Far be it from me to eup­

poee that I can eolve the problem. So thorou~h 1• the graep &ne 

mu st have not only of the biblical codee in their exactneae but 

also of the historical meconetructiQn ot poet-ex. history• ~r the 

Samaritan pentateucb and of Josephus that I feel timid in my ap­

proach to this matter. I ehall endeavor, t hough. to indicate the 

problem and the difficulties it presents with perhape here and 

there a hint at con.clue ions, with the hope that some day, I shall 

be 119~t ter able to cope with thi• great fund of material. 

Let me first establish the evident P standpoint of the 

Chr. Not only in hie conception of hietory but in all his ri\ualt•m , 

theology and diction, the Chr. stands aloeely in relation, if not 

identical with P. The idea pointed ~t in an early chapt er of this 

work, that piety bring e ma te r ial greatness and ein brings plVeical 
-p 

punis~nt is arf· doctrine. Thtre has been mentioned alao that 

to Chr . most sins are of a ritual nature. Uzziah. for the disobe­

dience of a :• law is stricken with leproay (2Ch. 26; l8ff). The attry 

of the bring!.ng up of the ark. by David abounde with P references 

.Got to be found in the S s ource. The uae of the wort ? 1i ;<... in con-

nexion with the ark lCh.$;1, the fact that only Levites are allowed 

to appr .. ch the ark,v.12, the differentiation of A&ronitic priests 

and Levi tee, the carrying of t he ark b~ Mattoth on the shoulders 

are all P viewpoints. The mark the account of Ch. to be written 

by one who has the ~ P religious n•tione. The sacrifice after the 

ark is moved is not according to the source s, but to P. The •ext 
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ie further changed,lCh.17;2?. David cannot wear an Ephod ae he 

doee in s. That, according to the P notion- of the Chr. belong• 

so~ely to the priest. The eons o! David, according to the P Tiew 

ot the Chr. could not poasibl.y act ae prie•t•; ao 2s.8;18 i• changed 

by the Chr. to the readin~ we find in lCh.1B;l6t. We remember 

that S ie much more nearly the truth in every one of theee matters. 

In the building of the temple, which will be taken in more detail 

later, it ie very natural that the moet pronounced P' influence 

should be ebown by the Clm. To mention a few auperticial P traces 

ot 2Ch.3;18ff. We can eee the P fondneaa for e:xact numbers. the 

mention of the P fe stivals in 2Ch.4;3. The references in 2 Ch.11;13 -
are important, eg. the levitical Ahuzah (cf .Lev.25;29-34, Nu.35;2-;etd 

The entire tendency to shield the levitical family from the con-

taminatin~ influence of the Northern apo s tasy i n this passage shows 
aleo 

a definite P bias an t.he parJ of the Chr. So &•••• in 2Ch.13;9. 

The P thJ_ology finds expression in the paeeagee by the Chr. (see .. 
2Ch.20J 0 Here the P references are Joe.2; 11, Dt.4;39, Nu.20;14!! -
and Jo•. ? ;?. The Athaliah story interest the Chr. deeply because 

of i t s prt6etly aspects / The account is based on K but there are 
a.re 

e£gnificant changee. The priest ~nd levite ._exalted and are made 

the 11&\ing factors of the wh~ revolution. In hie legalistic 

nations, tte Ohr. follows P. A leper cannot be buried in the cOI!IDlon 

burial gro~nd (2Ch.?6;23). Especially in the a ccount of the reign 

of Hez. ie t he s ource amplit'ied with..P additions by the Chr. In 

21Ch. 29r there are the Ni dda.h.v5.U the P offeringe,v.6., the P 

covenant,v.9, the levitical conclave, v.12!., and the P atonement 

offerings, v.20f. There is a plain reflection oit' th~ P law of the 

sabbatical year in 2Ch.36;i1. And too, the story ot 2K.l2;l-ll 

is ohanged completely when it is taken over by the Chrl in 2Ch. 

24;. The reason for the change is eviden~. The Chr. does not 

wish to implicate the priests. And t oo , even in the diction there 



is the P influence. To mention only two, the ten11e used in the 

deecri~tion of the sacrifice wherever sacrifice is detailed in Ch. 

and the occurence of such eqre•sions aw o ' .J..' ~·n ot lCh.11;4 

which is entirely P.(ct.Jos.15; 8 or 18;] etc.). 

The description of the sanctuary as repeated in Ch#. from 

K ~eeents striking difficulties. There are so many features in 

which Ch. does no t follow K and yet in the changed !D'tion is still 

in opposition to P. With such conflictibg circumetancee one can 

hardly make a •weeping statement that Ch. reworks the temple buil­

ding in accordBAee with P. There ie very strong evidence too, 

that if K wae not actually reworked in part by the Chr., it was 

touched up a bit by eome P writer. There are very few absolute 

~ontradictione between the temple account of K and Chr. One or 

two of the dimensions found in K are not to be foun~ in Ch#.;"t 
(eg.the thrid di1ne11sion of the temple buildin~ or the conflicting 

dimen•ione of the po~ch) but there is no eet contradition. The 

main nardahi .., here comes in the l&c': of parsllel structure between 

the account•, eince they a s semble details in a greatly varying 

order. 

So too, when compared with P, the sanctuary ~ the wilder­

neea, Ch. ehows s ome deci~edly P elements not found in K but it 

Bho 7.'B by no mea. s a coraplete acco rd with P. Tt.e veil pre scrib~d 

1n Ch. and not found in K appears in Bx.26; .n. There i• a multi-­

plici ty of detail in Ch. which seeme much more defiai t e than either 

K or P. The exact prescri~tions concerning the !:amt lavers, the 

detaile regardin~ the tables, the two courts aaa, all ~re ~ut a 

few ins tances where Oh. seems to reach a degree of esactitude and 

definiteness not approached ny either K or P. There le a P bias 

~I 

to the Chr'e temple account, a biae whic h the Chr. plainly poeeessee 

over K. Thie ie splendidly demonstratei.._ by Canenter-Battersby 1 1 1..~ 



on page :i,31. The dedication or the temple, ac cording to K coincide• -
with the great autumn festival (lK.8;2f65). Kie confused by the 

ado.ition or seven daye,T.6,, by a l~ter wttter. Ch. f ollows the 

P calendar ac cording to which (Lev.23;34-36), the autumn festival 

began on the tif teenth day of the 1eventh month andlaeted 1even 

daye. The holy convocation or solemn assembly ie on the twenty-

second and ae 2Ch.7;10 bile it, the peeple are diamieeed on the 

twenti,Y-third. So Ch. by recognizing an altar dedication la1ting 

seven daye and runnin, eynchronously with the teast of Boothe, 

adopts the P calendar and ignores the confusion brought on in ~ 

by the clumsy gloee of a l.._tar redactor. 

The question to be decided, however, ie how this conflict 

of the three accounts of a 1anctuary, K, P and Ch. can be harmonized. 

Omitting t he natural exaggerations of the .1:5. wri te re and the obvious 

additions o! a later hand, we are aafe in asserting that the foun-

dation of the K account is really t~temple of Solomon. But P 

and Ch. are not. Their confl~ct is more vital and of deeper eig­

ni~icance. The P account of the tabernacle in Ex. 25!! ie given 

ae the earlier P portion (Holzing~r). It ie with this first P 

account that the ~reate st divergenc~ with Ch. ie found. The simi­

larities of the veil etc. are found in the Pe account or Ex.35rr. 

And now, too, s ignifican t ly, in these affinities on the part o! 

Ch. to the P•, are found also, the Chr's greatest divergences from 

K. So irq explanation eolvee itself into thie. The Chr. ie either 

a contemporary or follower of Pe. He is describing actual temple 

conditions which Pg giv~ in an earlier. and neceeearily ~ore theo­

retical fashion. Thie ie very harmonious with the view now held 

in eome circles g iving the building of the second temple a compara­

tively late date. The menti~n of the two courte, a priest's oourt 
1• 

and a big court by# the Chr. m convincing for thie ie a known 

feature in which the second temple differed from Sol' e. The Chr. 
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hae the second temple betore him. He changes the K acoount on 

the basis of an actual structure and gives ue the Ch. version. He 

represents the latest development ot the P code. 

Let ue turn to the laws ot the Chr. and see whether o~ 

conclusion• are verified. Let us .. e0tf the similarity between 

Chr and P cont.aine enough elements or what is generally conceded 

to be Pe to warrant a close connexion. The i n junction to the 

priests and levi tee in 1Ch.15';llf'f finds 1 t s P counterpart in 

Nu.1;50 and 4:15' and 7;9 and 10;1?. Of these paesagee all but 
() 

the last are Pe. fhe law ctt~ kCh.16;4ltf, the Tamid eacri!ice. 

is found in Nu.28;3,6, a Pa document. The reference to the levi­

tical cities of 2Ch.ll;l3ff ie Pe. The paralle• between 2Ch.31;3 

and Nu.28 and 29 fives ue another Pa bas is in Ch. The tithe 
I 

references ot lCh.31;5,6 has it s Pe origin in Lev.2?;31-33. The 

Pesach injunction of Pe in Nu.9;9-12 has its parallel in 2Ch.,30;2-4. 

There ie no time to compare Ch. and Pe in all details. There 11 

no need. Thie array of &acts i1 sufficient. There can ~e no 

doubt that the Chr. was not only intimate ly connected with Pe 

but he must also have been in aa:ttza posePeeion of the entire P 

code. Whether be was a writer or one of the codifiers of this 

code or not will be an swere• lat~r. But ~e ha e es tablie :'"!ed 

this much, w1uch has never been undertaken by any writer on th!e 

eubjec ~ . thav the Ohr, ha.a saf ae & whole/ I have no doubt but 

that a~tailed study of Pe ae compared with Ch. when the two are 

paralletf will but s t r engthen my proof. 

There can be no aoubt of another tmport ~nt fact. The 

Chr. ie ~ore than a describer of existing tnet i tution1. 'We men­

tioned thi s far back in our thee-~ when our steps had not permitted 

ue to verify and explain ,~hat we meaat. But we are now read.y. 

The Chr. ie not only de scri bi ng . He i e giving credence by law. 

We ~e seen him try to establish customs and ceremonies ly giving i~c>v.. 



Davidic antiquity. He has given families antiquity by tracing 

them ininvented gens. He aleo. we may now eee. tries t~ stx& 

institute definite laws concerning institutiCl.D9 not found in the 

Pentateuch. He trie s to do this by hie eame methods. Thie ie a 

radical theory, that the Ohr. is working as a lawg iver, but I teel 

that there is strong evidence. Dttr ue eee. 

We hav2'proved that the Chr. is at least contemporary with 

Pe. If we can noe show that there are elements in Ch. which are 

of a ritual nature and not included in P. -9.nd if we can show that 

these rituals were part of the worslrlpof later Judaism. will we 

not have proved that the Chr. ie either the initiator of subse­

quently accepted legislation or ie giving even po•t-Ps institutions 

• tradition. Either conclusion will prove my noint. Take such 

a passage as 2Ch.35;2rr. Follow the Peeach ae carried out there. 

It does not tally with P. 'l'he part ~iven the levitee i runuch greater 

than inP. And eapectally, the introduction of the singers into 

the servi ce is entirely unknown tor. Thie very item o! the ----
or levit ical singers ie my stronge s t argum~. There is no doubt 

tha t singers existed in the worehi ~ at the time of P's codification. 

But they had not the religi ou s eancti on of a legal dode, they had 

not the antiquity to give them religi ous eancti ~n. Now notice the 

treatmen t of ei•ger by Ch. They are made Levites; their gen. is 

carried back to David. They are brought in before the ark when 

it ~e brought ~P (1Ch.l6;4ff). In lCh.25; an order of singers ie 

establi shed and ae we have mentioned befofe, the ei~ere are made 

to chant the paalms. None of this is f ound in P. Can I not 

ri~htly main tain then tha t the Chi is not only fancifully r aising 

the singer to the dignity o! antiquity, but is makiog a religious 

l aw of the Ringer by establishing his tradi tios'l. And the fact 
~~ 

tha t the se si ngers were a feature of the,., temple worship to the 

:& 



I 
time afthe destruction ehowe conclusively that the Chr t., writing 

at the time of or immediately following Pe, ih either including 

what the more orthodox code rejects or t•••••***•*••1 in event 

of his fGllowing Pe. which ts the more likely, i~ instituting 

a la~ by ~ditionalizing an institution which had no authorita­

t ive basis. Inevitably though, this much is true r that the Chr. 

i" pe.Jilt of a body interested ndt only in describing but inesti tu ting. 

He may well form one of the pre-Tanaitic lawgivers. The priestly 

division forecaated in a gen. in 2Ch.3l;lff, inlCh.35;3 and in 
i• 

lCh.24;7-lA &xa but another instance of this same activity on 

t he part of the Chr. A succeeding chapter wil l contain another 
· ~ · 

sugge stion as to the time and definite assignment of hie work. 

Sufficient here to give as a conclusion that the Chr. had JEDP 

as a uni t an~ even supplemented this code. 



I. The Bate of the Cr.ron i cl~r . 
l .The ori i;;inal evi6.e r.ce to be c;a ine d from t he Chr ' s "'ork. 
2.~ critjc i BTll of o~her opinion ~ . 

f . 
It ie unwise even to hazard a date from the Ohr . without 

ma.king a detailed study of Ezr. and Neh. The information there 

i s vital and im~ortant. But solely upon the baeie ot the two 

books of Ch. with the admission on a fact or two from Ezr. and 

Neh. have l eecured enough data to show enlightening reeulta. 

I have already demonstra ted by comparing legielation that Ohr. 

had in hie hands P•; it is very certain that Pe represents the 

latest strata of pentateuchal 4evelopment and that the ~rite•e of 

~e were probably the redactor• of JEDP, and possibly too, the 

canonizers of the Pentateuch. Now, the Samaritan Pentateuch ie 

enough like ours to convince us that the Pentateuch wa.e canonized 

before the Samaritan schism. Josephus af'f orde ue practically 

the only historical basis for dating the schism, or the final etep, 
{~.u....t . 11 ; 1 11 ;1~~~.e,~~ l.,~1 

the bui lding of the Samaritan t~mpfe. ~ It was a\ the time of 

AleJtB.nder the Great# 332 B.C.E. The Pentateuch must have been 

canonize d lly th&t time, for it is natural to ins i st that the 

Samaritans would not take over ar.y hol y liter ature except that 

which wae canonized. We may then a fs ign e~350 E.C.E. ae the t i me 

of the canonization of the Pentateuch and the time of Pe. 

But t here are passages in Ch. which we have eeen to be 

later than JEDP, at least a s lawe. The conservative i n arriving 

a t cor.clueione might eay t ha t the i 1neti tution o~ t he courses of 

priests a nd levitee existe d befo re this, a~ did the detai led 

ritual prepared f or t he singers; that they merely did not have 

the au thori ty to ge t into the law dode whicl: wae at that t ime 

canonized . In this way it mltght be ar»gu«tl that the Ohr. ie 

no later than Pe. I may grant that the C"ir. had e hand tin t he 

canonization of JEDP, but I feel certain thot his real date as a 

writer or Ch. ie the time of t he absolute break wi th a.maria , 



Indeed. eomewbat eubeequent to the building of the Samaritan ... 
temple. First of all. I eee the Chr. as the first e~age in the 

de~6lopnent of the oral law. The legal canon was dlosed and when 

he wanted to i neti tute ae law certair. already mentioned changee 

which had been goir.g on as customs, he invented inete•d ot 

law, a eort of 

i1 .;i ~ \1 which was not yet a pri no i ple of •ral 

,, , •n o \l ..:.'::>i\ a law einoe Davi d 'e time. So 

the Chr. forme one of that imporUnt. body, whether they were 

Aneh e Keneeeth Haggedolah or Soferim or bothi, who regulated the 

course of oral l aw till t he coming of the Tanaim. Thie group 

mu3t have followed the canonization of the Pentat euch a s ,..11 

ae had ~ hand i nit. They muet be l~ ter than 350 B.C.E. Then, 

the eecond atep. My date ie further verified by another •act. 

The attitude toward the Nor thern k1ng dom which I have brought 

out thlls far only a s the result of oppoettion to pre-ex. sinful­

ness according to the Chr. on the part of the Nort~, may have 

had a deeper eignif icance. K ie nearer the sinfulneee of the North 

and yet is not nearly s o bitter. But Chr. who ie a t the very least 

three centuries remove d from the mean date of the northern kings, 

is intensely bitter. Thie ~ttterne se mi ght well h ave been expected 

to heal under ordinar y cir oumsts.n ce e, @specia lly since the North 

was deetroye1 and ~anyl of the P.St-ex. families of digtinction 

trace d their de scent from no rthern tribes. (See chapter on gene.) 

But the woun~ was a much fres her one in the spi rit of the fChr. 

I t was the present bitterne ae of the Samar itan schism and the 

unholy Samaritan temple. Thi~ well known and bitter hatred be­

tween Samari t an and Judean oomin~ to ite c limax with the Samaritan 

temple in imitation of Jerusalem, when t o the Chr. the Samarits.n 

was pagan, af perverte r o~ t:-ue fai thf; all t hi s e.x:plai ne t:-i~ Chr' s 

atti -:.uje toward the No1·th a.nd t he emphas is on thttr apoetaey, 

the damning influence of any sort of contact w• th this hybrid 



people having it• origin in the tirst ~chiem in Israel. :t 1• 

natural too, that with the other temple on Gerizim now etanding 

the Chr should endeavor to cryetalli~e into law tbaaej feature• 

of the Jeruealem worship which had been only euatom. A certain 

religicu~ revolution woUld take place, a cloeer defining of ritual 

and a deepening of ceremony• even ae in the days of Ezra. Thus 

we arrive at our explanation of the additionall ritualism of the 

Chr. over JEDP. And these became part of the Temple worship. 

There are certain other minor factors which I have come 

upon and which may be of more or lees im~tance wjth regard to 

the date of the Chr. In lCh.21; 1. the etory of the oen1u a of David., 

we have Satan introduced aa a definite character. It ie no longer 

\ l!J'u P ae in Job but plain \ t9 \!J , a proper name not needing 

the article. The point need not be diecueaed but since Job and 

one of the pealme have the onl y ot her mentione of Satan ir. the 

Bible and since thie reference in Ch. by i t e lack of the definite 

article, makee it the lateet deve:opment i r. the i dea, mu.ch m,.y be 

inferred. We cannot me rely say that it i R the work of a later 

hand. Then, the detailed angelology of the same chapter 1• to be 

noted.. late di ction, 11uchworde ae J'I ' ':. o and J\ _. n ha,-.., often 

been pointed out by exegetea. !'he Chr'e attitude toward Edom 

(2Ch.25;12ff ,c~b and 28 ;12ff) i s eigni! i cant, but it can afford •e - - -
no definite conclus ions eir.ce t he antipathy again s t Edom extende 

from Ezekiel t hr ough Jeeue B. Sirach in po Pt-ex t i mes. Finally, 

aidir.g ue to place thi s work of the Chr. not before ~ 32$-300 

i s t he pronounce d ten dency of the Chr. to br i ng forward the growing 

teadency of etri~e betwe en prie ~t and r oyalty. Such a d:(£~ulty ,,_. , L..i.-t . . .&.--~ 

1--. s:i+ ~ ~'-ie known to have existed about t he year 300 B.C.E.11 (Graet7. ). And ~ 

eo, tn the work of the Chr. we find 2Ch.19ill, the priest iaput 

above t he secu l Ar 1'1thorit1es in j usti ce. 2Ch.22;10ff traces 



Davidic bloot in the veins of the high priest. The priest J~hoiada 

is buried with t~~ royalty (2Ch.24;l;). When priestly 10fluence 

is removed, the royalty deteriorate (2Ch.24;15ff). Jehoaah•s life 

QJ9heti tutes a KidraBU on the tact that ingratitude to prieete 

brings a violent end. Thie directly contradicts all facts in K. 

Tms, from l!G' own observation, I would place the Ohr. r:.e 

having written Ch. 325•300 B.C.I. There ie no perceptible Greek 
later 

inf'luence wnich would entitle it to an •••'"*' date, d.eept~ the 

apparent testimOl\Y ot the gen. of 101.3;19-24 when read with the 

tx:x. On ~he baeie of gens. which cannot be verified, Curtis gives 

310 as the da te • Deept.te hie approximate .. correctness, he does not .: 

br i ng the neceeeary critical evidence to defend hie view. By our 

ou.ieeion of a critical view of Neb. we lack an analysis of the 

Jaddua gen. which is always quoted,but this merely a~pnortel our 

view as to the date. On the same ground ae Curtis, Bn. give ± 300 

ae the Chr 1 e date. To base so important a point, entailing as we 

now eee, much of importance for late ~ Judaism, the g~ound of a ien. 

ie too little. Yet neither of these echolE.rs exert the methods 

of i n ternal dritioiem an~evidence, to the extent which the text 

~fords. Upon their reasoning it might be urged that the only part 

of the Chr. that can be assigned to the date 300 B.C.E. i" the gene. 

EB also gives t h. ea.me da te and with the same l~ck of convinci ~g 

argument. 



J . The Chroni cle r a Levite. 

Aa a final chapter of thie work,let me hazard a minor yet 

most i r. tereeting point. The tmportsnce which may attach to euch a 

tlllaty ae I now adTa.nce, I must oonteae, work• rather in a circle. 

I explain the Chr. to be a LeTite, thue ehowing hi• interest in the 

Levitee, fejicemplU'ied by texts which I haTe quoted to determine hi• 

!evitieal identity. Yet aa facte, ~notations of the Chr'e ten6ency 

in ta~or of the Levitee may be of value. l preeent them now. 

The Chr. eetabliehea the inetitution of levitical eingere. 

There may have been rit .. l eingere before, but it is the Chr. who 

first inaiete on their lsvitical origin. Perhaps under hie influ­

ence, P too¥ over that idea with which he etocke hie work, that all 

ef the sanctuary taeke must be done by Levites. Even Samuel and 

Eli, the former plainly an; Ephraimite, b~come Levite~ in Ch. 

becauee of their connexion with the TemJ[e. A further interest in 

tbe Levites ie ehown in the detailed repetition of their poeeeseione 

from Jos. 21 in 1Ch.6;39ff. And not only the eingere, but even the 

gate-keepers muet be J.evitee (1Ch.15;17ff). Obed Edom at whoee 

house the ark stopped when David bro~ht it up is made a Levi~ when 

really it ie doubtful ~hether he wae a Hebrew. Note the prominent 

place given the Levite in lCh.23;24. Even the Sof~r of David mw•t 

be a Levite. Th e is significant !or the Chr., ae we have pointed 

out, may have been one of the later So!erim. And now, by contraeting 

with K, we find the foll o'Wir.g. Compare the Ch. account of th4 

revolution of J oaeh in 2Ch.?.3 wi th ite eource in 2K.ll and you sanno t 

but notice the unduly big part given the Levi tee by the Chr. 

2Ch.20;14ff enlts the Levitee. Thia ie the Chr 1 e own paeeage. The 

Levitee are arbitrarily inserted again in the Jehoaeh etory (2Ch.24;') 

In 2Cb.29;llff. the place of the Levite ie agajn unduly empha6ized. 

The story of the findi ng of the Book in Josiah' s reign ie taken 

ax 
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&lmoet verbatim from K except tor the place given the Levi tee. 

In 2Ch.30;22 the Levites are agai~iven special privelege. 

Yea. you might argue, but thie ie all on the baeie of Pg or 

Pe and ie a reconstruction of hietory to tit the levitical attitude 

or the P dode. Granted that thie might exp&&in thi• undue levi tioal 

influence, which it doee not, bow are you goin~ to explain inataacee 

like the Peaachim of Hez, and Joei&h. In the J.4ter reign, 2Ch.3~. the 

prieet•e role aa the chief ac••r ie endangered by th• part given the 

Levite, a part greater than any baaie in P. Ani the account ot 

Hes~e. Pesach in 2Ch.29;34, has th~ Levitee etill more extolled; 

there ie too much sacrificing ~or the prieete to handle and the 

Levi te ie eanctif ied to the prieethood so that he eervel ae a priest. 

All of these iteme may be of importance or ot no impor Lance, 

but to me, it eeeme t hat onl y one conclusion can be drawn. The 

Chr. ie a Levite interested in advanc6tg levitical claims as far ae 

he c'n and a watchdog over the newly granted levitical •t••• 
priveleges ~f P. In some caeee he eucceede i n hi e advance of new 

claims. He did suc ceed in handing over evety bit of Temple eervice 

to the Levite. But tha t tendency of which we find eome hint in 

the Chr., the tendency to narrow the sharp cleavag~tinally drawn 

between priest and levite, did not euoceedf. The Chr. wae a loyal 

upholder ot P with ite Aaronitio prieethool. But becauee of hie 

levi tic deecer, t. there are those inevitable sympto11e of levi ti cal 

intereetedneee .. 

This, tbough. ie merely hypotheeie. I present it aa a 

fact worthy of consideration on the baeie of the evidence. It 

is but indicative of the nalire of the taek I have undertaken; there 

ie eo much that is new which can be found, ao great a wealth ot 

important hi storical material lying unexpl•ined and unused in 
echol&Jt 

the worke of the Chr. No •••tt•s who hae written. on Ch . hae com-

5'1 



pre hended the ecope of hie taek. I have but tried to indicate 

the deeper problems, the underlying purpoeee of the Chr., hie 

hiet4rical cencption, e.nd the value of all theee to us from an 

hietori~al standpoint. I have tried to indicate with eome effort 

at solution the intereeting problem of sources, the Chr'e intri­

cate connexion With the P code and finally, the Chr'e extremely 

great importance &e the door through which one may enter upon the 

study of the Judaism ot the late Persian and early Greek periode. 

Jly t ask ie tar from accomplislMld and I leave it with the hope that 

I may turn to it again at eo•e other time with richer maturity 

and profounder judgment • • 

l fi85'7 1 
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