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THE BOOKS OF CHRONICLES
FROM
THE HISTORICAL STEMDPOINT.




A, Intreduction.
1.7he task and method.
2,.,The unity of Chronicles-Ezra=lNehemian
}.The text of Chrcnicles

So little has been done, especially by Jewish scholars
towards developing the critical understanding of the Chr's work,
that in most instances, the proper underetanding of#he religious
bias of the Chr, leade along paths yet untrodden. This has meant a
nececssary differing with many of the accepted views. It has meant
the undertaking of study along the lines of which I have had no
guide whatsoever, ©OSuch a subject as the detailed connexion of the
Chr, with the P dode has been touched upogf“g;t has never been
adequately considered. I need not here state how imporsant I
have found the work of the Chr. to be, much more important than is
usually thought. That sort of statement is usually platitudinous
for a thesis, and furthermore, the thesis, of itself alone can show
the truth of such an assertion,

I have sought condensatisn as much ae possible, In almost
every case, where I have quotec® a Bitlical passage, I have not
gone into the usual laborious and doleful repetition of what the
passage states. The only cases vhere I do elaborate is when elabo=
ration has been absolutely necessary. As { rsview the work, my
fault seems rather to be a surfeit of brevity. I have given due
credit when I have presented the views of another. But there will
te found very few verbose presentations of opposing vkews. The
reference to them is sufficient. He who will can examine in detail.
All that I do is to synopsize when necessary. Where no authority
is given, I am advancing what I feel to be the truth aas a result
of my own investigation. The unsatisfactory and superficial nature
of most of the work on the historical nature of Ch. has caused a

multiplicity of original attitudes on my part. Inadequate as they

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



consideration shan has been done heretofore.

This thesis, though limited 1nhta direct conekderaticas to
the books of Ch., takes into account the other workd of the Chr,,
namely Zzr. and Neh, It ie therefore necessary that a short para-
graph be devoted to the establishing of the unity of these, With
& short subsequamt remark or two as to the textual conditions, I
may enter upon the real matter at hand.

It is generally condeded that Ezr, and Neh. form an harmonious
continuation of Ch. Every modern scholar has held this view.

There seems no raason|to dispute it. There is no evidence which can
contradict all that has been said in favor of this unity. As will
be seen in the course of ocur paper, the Chr. wrote long af ter the
time of Ezra. The religious and national standpoint of the group

of bookgrix the same throughout. The Hebrew dictbon is very similar,
So chronologically, stylistically and religiously, the arguments
which I have merely suggested as to the unity of Ch,-Ezr-Neh are
entirely borne out. The clumsy hint of the redactor of & later date
in leaving the first paragraph of Ezra in its proper place at

the end of Ch. (2Ch.36) clinches the argument, Very few of the
conclusions of this paper will draw much evidence from Ezr-Neh. but
such as do will accer~ the universally accepted critical view that
the books are a unity. The problem of various strata in the work

of the Chr. wil® have consideration later,

I have found 1ittle need to do much emending with the
texl of Ch, Tmwe, there are many variant readings, there are many
Mes. which contain better renditions than our Massoretic text, In
most cases the LXX has retained a better text. In two cases I
have accepted the LXX text in the promulgation of a theory, although
in neither case does the theory rest upon the unreliable hbasis of
an emenddd text. When there are Biblical sdumces, the state of

preservation of Ch, is of ten strkking. In quite a few instances,



Ch. has preserved the better text, and when Ch. has become corrupt
the types of corruption are usually the simple ones, well known

among textual critics.
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5., Historical Value of Ch.
l.Introduction and Various Opinions
2. The Chr's, importance for post-exilic history
3.The Chr's. distortion of comparatively objective facts,
4,.The objective value of Ch.

a.The genealozies,

b.The ume of older sources,

Rashi opens his commentary to the books of Ch., with the
traditional view that they were wri tten by Ezra according to the data
gained frbl S., K., Haggai, Zechariah and Malachi. The purpose of the
book, says our commentator is to show the Temple institutions as pro-
scribed by David. Now, our view of the historical value of Ch, will
differ widely from this. One kernel of the truth has the ancient ex-
egete discovered, a tendency on the part of the Chr. to trace religzi-
ous institutions to David. But there is much more to be said before
the historical value of the books ies determined, Modern scholars hawe
adopted various attitudes. Let me give only one or two representatiwe
views. Bn. maintains that Ch. are valuable orly for the time of the
Chr.; that the Chr, pecieved his history built by ages into legend;
that he is not an historian but a Midrashist-~ all of which is true
but only partially so. Bn. further states that by comparing Ch. with
K. we nmee plainly that Ch., is not an objective history of the kingdoms
but a Church hiastory. David's whole life is merely a preparation for
the Temple. The entire history ¢f Israel ies merely a history of cul-
tus, All other facts are not worthy of mention. Everything previous
to David :nd Solomon were merely to prepare for the Temple. Zvery=-
thing that follows has the Tcmple as its center. Kings are judged
according to their allegiance to the cultus, Piety brings material
greatness; a king's soldiers are proportionste in mumber to his pious
acts, So speaks Bn. Again I say- true but only partially so.

The entire question of the historical value of Ch. cannot be
settled in thie chapter, for in a sense, this whole the#is revolves
about this subject. Let us take Bn. as typical of the critical view

and by discussing him, perhaps map out a general course of discussion.




"

Bn, is right in maintaining that the Chr, has a definite object in
view in his history. The exsgetrmight emphasize a bit more fimmlty
the important connexion of this definite object with post-ex. conditi-
ons. Everything that has been stated with reference to the Temple and
cultus is true, But there is one phase of the subject I désire to
mention here as a problem to be taken up later. 1Is the work of the
Chr. merely A& Tendernzschrift? Does the Chr. merely reconstruct ;::;;
ex. history according to post-ex. condithns? True it is that there
is much of that. The gens, of the later chapters have probably only
one big purpose, to give antiquity to prominent post-ex. families.
Curtias very aptly remarks that such a passage as I Ch, 12;2 stresses
Benj. probdyply to remove the odium from Benj. because of Benj's., im-
portance in post-ex, Israel. The members of the post-ex, Benj. families
must have felt ashamed that their ancestors were reported to have
followed Saul in preference to ﬁEwid. Curtis' statement seems all tie
more tmwe, I have found because the namew of such gen. purporting to
be pre-ex. of ten repeat the names of contemporary gens. of Ezra's time,
Thus we see the Chr. giving us an insizht into post-ex, conditions.
But our evidence is zoing to show us later that the Chr. is not
only doing this. He is also establishing customs for his day or lending
strength to customs newly established. Many examples will de given of
this, Here take such a passage as 2 Ch#., 19; 1 ff. Ien't it more
than likely that the picture here of a judicial system based on the
clergy is not so much a projection of his day into Jehoshophats reign,
but an attempt at founding a post-ex. judicial system according to the
hierarchical ideas of the Chr. In this particular instance he ultimate-
ky failed as we know from subsequent Mishnaic history. Wellhausen ine-
geneously attempts to attribute this invention of the Chr., to &« play on
the king's neme, Jehoshophat, God judges. This clever remark may ex-
plain why Ch. picks upon this particular king but it does not explain
the underlying pusipose. Agin with refernce to the Levy coursds of

. -, .
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1 6h. 9;18 ff, there may be some reflection of a cermony of his day,
but as we shall see, in the light of even the latest pewtions of P,
the Chr. is most likely inventfing a new law. So we shall see the
Chr. not only as giving the post-ex, conditons but his historical
value is even more far reaching and trenchant.

There is hardly any of the Chr's work which can be taken as
objective history. Having certain objects in view, he distorts his
sourees frightfully/ Things he spproves, he exaggerates; the factes
to which he is opposed, he fleither ignores or deprecates, Hez. is a
king of whom the Chr. is highly fond and so, to avoid embarrassing tle
memory of such a king, the Chr. abridges the K account and leaves out
entirely the distasteful evente of Hez's. reigh, the loes of the Tempe
treasures, Isajiah's rebuke etc. The good features of this reign he ex-
agzerates by his midrash method. So too, of Asa in 2Ch.l4, Asa is made
a reformer of much greater latitude than K has it. *he Chr, could not
perceive how Asa could permit -1\% 7 and strange altars to remain.
Jehogshpphat too is glorified because the Chr. likes the description in
1K,22;43., A pious king like this would not have been idolatrous as
1K.22;44 truthfully has it, so the Chr, changes this line., In fact, so
acute are the Chr's, sensibilities on therpre-Josiah violations of Dr‘
that in almost every case he omita the recurrent K expressich »nnan 1x
sefas T'o ‘fﬁi oML pu Ty A a¢, This gives us some apprecia=-
tion of h.w far the Chr. is removed in time from K,

On the other side, the Chr., distorts the comparatively objective
facte of K by mzkimxxhix exaggeratimg the misdeeds of his aversions,

K is quite considerate towards Jehoram but 2 Ch.21;11ff. varies abso-
lutely. Jehorambs idolatry forces the Chr, to condemn his whole reign
So drastic is his revision of K that he changes the passage where K
mentions Jehoram's burial with his fathers, Thus we see, that in tree~
ting Ch. as an historical document, we nmust beware of these historical

perversions and forced harmonizations as 1Ch.24;3 where to harmonize



the priestly line Abimelech bgqcomes a descendant of Itamar,

There is a final aspeat of this subject of the historical
value of Ch., to which the critice pay little heed. There are very
of ten occasional traces of real objective pre-ex. history preserved
by the Chr. andhot found in K. Often it is distorted; sometimes we
see it plainly. BEg. many of the earlier gens. (1-9) are not what
eritics usually say, theinvention of the Chr. There is every reasnn
to believe (see chap. on gen.,) that some of them are very old records
reflecting hists conditions and incorporséted by the Chr. for definite
reasons, Such a section as 1Ch.5;22 clearly indicates the early
strugzles of Israel for a foothold in the E. Jordan country. 1Ch4;34
is clearly not invented but represents a tribal movement. The impore
tance of 1Ch.2;55 both concerning Jabetz and the Kenite-Rechabite
problem is well known to Biblical students. And not only in the gens
but also in many pewtions especially of 2Ch. not found in K we have
ref lectione of objective Hilh‘atl.ken from earlier sources. The
detailed discussion of this comes later. Here we have given merely

a perppective of the hist. walue of Chr,
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I
C. The Chr's. Conception of History and Its Imnoriance,
1.God as the suvpreme zuide of destinies
2.The selection of Isrsel
3.5in the sole exnlanatjon of misfortune

True to the style of almost every writer of Biblical narrative
the Chr. poosesses a definite conception of history. The general pro-
phetic notions have influenced him greatly. The universalism of pro=-
phetic idealism finde little or no response in his soul but that one
conception, the belief in God as the supreme guide of the universe
finde exprression again and again. We note this not only as an interes—
ting fact, not only as®™efinite characteristic of the Chr. It is im-
portant for the pran understanding of post-ex. Judaism; for the com=-
prehension of how far pre-ex. prophetic ideSls impresedd themselves
upon post-ex. orthodoxy. In 1Ch.11;10, prefacing a long list of Dnvid'sf
heroes and their expdoits, Ch, goes aside from K to insert the idea
that it is God more than the king who iw the final arbiter in Esrael's
destinies., Significantly in 2Ch.22;7 is the place of God as the imme-
diate controller of all man's impulses portrgyed. Even in sickness it
is God and not the physician who hnuln.(20h.16;1%?.) In the prayer of
Jehoshophat, 2Ch.20;7ff, we find the pronounced perserverance of the
prophetic notions of older Pent. codes. God orders the ways of all
the nations of the earth.$v.10)

But the prayer of Jehosh. contains even a further emphasis, the
emphasis on the eternal choice of Ierael. It would not be particularly
moticeable were these ideas merely to occur frequently for their ap-
pearance in documents much eutlierkhnn Ch. is well known. But the
significant feature of the Chr's. inclusion of these ideas is that
they occur for the greater part, not as repetitions from the source,
They either form part of the Chr's. invented narrative or more stri-
kingly, in cases where almost literal parallels are drawn from K,
tHe-Chr, inserts these ideas on his conception of hiat.gnot fouhd in
the K text. %his makes it gignificant for it throws much light upon

his times. But let us go on for a bit, with concrete instances.
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16h.17;27 again pronounces the eternal choice of Israel. 1Ch.28;1 ff
the picture of David's last assembly gives us a further step. It is
not Israel in general but Judah in particular which is the recipient
of God's eternal he¥itage,k(v.4). God, tothis end, has chosen David
and exercises a divine choice over each succeeding king. By following
JHWH all Israel will come to an etermal heritage (v.8). Here, if any-
where, is a clear insight into the use to which the Chr., puts this
prophetic idea of hista} Judah, the n*ucleus of the post-ex, Jewish
community wae, in the Chr's eyes the predestined neucleus from early
times. The prophetic notion that gid uses all nations wecomes the
Chr's message of comfort in the strenuous post-ex. days. 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 post-ex, community down to the year 300. But from

the pictures in Ezra and Neh. and from other evidence, we know that
the people must have meeded such a meesage of hope as the Chr., tried
téd bring. Herein lies the reason for this emphasis,

The Chr. has in addition a corollary or supplement to these
conceptions, God Quides history. God is just, He is just even in
the misfortunes that have come to Israel, The Chr, now becomes even
more of a voreacher and develops his conception as to the cause of mis-
fortune am-ng his people, He re~interprets the past and when neces-
sary he invents. Though his sources as K relate the pre-ex. distresses
of Israel comparatively objectively; the Chr, sees the opoortunity
to use these adversities homeletically. He invents and inserts,

The invasion of Shishak and all following disasters which are told
as matters of fact in K become in Ch. the result of sin(2Ch.12;)
Amaziah {8 made to sin to explain his defeat(2Ch.25;14ff). Bn. has
ndted this fact., Apostasy causes the Syrian 1nvasion(20h.24;éaff).

A 8in is the direct cause & the kings leprosy (2Ch.26;16). Even the

righteous king Hez., was known to have suffered. This was explicable



70
to the Chr:}iz due to the fact that Hez. must have sinned. Bo a sim
is invented against him in 2Ch.32;24. And not only are insertions
made but in cases as 2Ch.15;19 the Chr. absolutely contradidts and
changes his source (1K.1$;16). The war must have been the result of
evil. Yet Asa as depicted in K is enttrely good. So the Chr. splits
Asa's reign into an early good period and a later bad one to give
some basis for the misfortune of war. And notice that all the sins
which bring misfortune are of a ritualiestic nature, The Chr,;-is
demonstrating how all misfortune is the immediate result of sin.

His people have suffered. They must have sinned. Only by acceptance
of ritualistic institutions such as the Chr. presents will true piety
and good fortune be assured. Here we see the Chr. supporting his
religious propoganda. Ritualism and the unswerving observance of

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

will keep Israel free from misfortune and adversity.



D, The Genealogies of Chronicles.
l.Introduction and various views
2.A sketch of the early genealogzies and their purposes
3.Tyves of genealories found and their exvnlanation.
a.Biblical sources
b.Extra=Biblical sources and traditions
c.,Inventions of the Chr.
d.Post-ex, family gens.
e.,Poet-Chr. interpolations
No portion of the work of the Chr. has received greater ex-
amination at the hands of scholars than the gens. Not only in the
firet few chapters of the books, but throughout are inserted list
after list of genealogical character. Some students have shown a
tendency toward a superficial estimate of these lists. They have sall
that they are based on Gen., or other Biblical sources in some cases
and in others are simply the invention of the Chr. But this far from
states the truth., The question as to the purpose , if any, of this
genealogical data is important. The real sources of the lists are al-
80 of papamount interest. And the historical value of what is given
there cannot be cast aside lightly. Rashi tries to solve the problem
of purpose. He says that the lists begin at creation to bdbring in
Abraham, even as the Toledot lists of Gen., and that the main line
followed is from Xuxxkmm Seth through Abraham to David. This is true
There is a definite object in establishing the line of kingship. But
this is only a small part of the story. Bn. too hits upon some of
the truth when he sees some connexion between the Ch, lists and the
Toledot of P, But the reason for that connexion is deeper than Bn.
states. He is correct also in dividing the lists into personal and
geographical but he errs in giving the personal lists too litthde cre-
dence and perhaps too much to the geogrgpphical, Fantastic theories
have tried to find in some of the later lists of singers hidden psalms
(vid.I.C.C. Ch. p.281). None of the scholars seem t> give a clear
presentation of this genealogical problem in its entirety.
Let us take a hasty glance through the first nine chapters

of Ch.; for here we find types of every sort of gen. included in the
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books., The opening verses of 1Ch., are taken plainly from Ben.5, a
P document. By his great condensation the Chr. shows that hies intersst
is in a 1line of descent and not in ages. 1lCh.l1;5=23 are based on the
P document of Gen.l0. The minor textual differences are easily ex-
plicable as corruptions and the omissions of certain remarks of Gen.
shows us the Chr's steadfastness to his set purpose, the line of de=- .
scent, 1Cg.1;24-27 ie also based on P(Gen.11;10-32) and by his omis=-
sion of Nahor and Haran, Rashi's point is proved. The first step of
the Chr. was to Abraham.

1Ch.1;28-33 again depends on P (Gen.25;13=17) but significant® !
ly, for the first time a collateral branch is given, that of Ishmael
So on through v.54, A probablp general interest in royalty and king=-
ship may account for the incorporation of vv.43-54, But there is no
doubt tut that this id directly Based on P. (Gen.36) The seonnd chap-
ter opens with he twelve sons of Jaceb. The main course thus far is
plainly discernible, the twelve tribes are reached thru P gens,

It is with 1Ch.2;5 that the divergence from the Biblical sour
ces begins, It is noteworthy that the first divergence occurs Jjust

at the point where Ethan and deman, two men in whom he is particulate

ly interested, enter the account. For we# sechere 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

1K.5;11 is used by th: Chr. anachronistically, showing the kenersl
unreliability of the redactions. With this point, the Chr. breaks
the bounds of P, That document no longer serves his purpose. But he
resorts to other sources for his next step.

This appears in 1Ch.2;9ff. It is to establish the line of David
We phall see that this interest in the line of David is mersly bscause
of the fashion in which the Chr. has centered the ritual about the
reign of David. Ruth 4;18ff is his source together with a misinter- |
pretation of 2S.2;18 and 17;25. From the treatment of these last
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mentioned passages we receive new light upon the Chr's methods. He
does not confine himself to written fact., If documents stand in the
way of his set purpose, woe to the documente. He changes them as he
wills, k
We now enter upon a secondary Calebite list 16h.2;18-54;. }
There is ab@olutely no Biblical parallel to this lengthy list. There |
is not even a connexion of names. Even Racshi goes to the radical ex-
tent of calling this either an unreliable folk gen. or the work of

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

note that we have come upon a list of apparently no purpose, having m
no known source, yet included by the Chr. That most interesting verse
1Ch.2;55, already mentioned, may represent still another type. If it
is, as Meyer says, a reference to- poste-ex, scribal divisions (Entsteh.
Jud. ©.118) it is highly significant. It represents, at any rate
a new type in thése conglomerate gens.
1Ch.3 follows out what I have stated as the second purpose é
in point of developem#nt, not importance), of these lists. The line
of kingshi» is developed into post-ex., times, The pre-ex, tabulations
are fairly accurate. The minor differences throw no light on our the=-
sis. But the concluding liet,vv,17#24 presents an interesting problem,
This 1list of tne post-ex. descendant of David cannot be discarded as
mere invention on the ground that none of ithe main line except Shehan=-
iah and Shmarih are mentioned later(Ezra 8;5 2dn Neh.12¢434). The
occurence of the name Hatush among the Bene Shehaniah (Bzra 8;6) is 4
cnough ta give this list more than arftfic#éal significance. Though
in partes it may be untrustworthy, it has an undoubted post-ex. Bmportance
Confusing in the problem of purpose is the occursmce of para-
llel after parallel in these gens. There are the Calebite parallels,
all different, There are two lists of Judah, entirely differant, as
well as others, Such 2 list opens 1Ch.4, # Vv.7ff. seem to have more

than paseing significance, though absolutely no conceivable connexion



ith any purpose. The abrupt transition such as the delving again
nto P(Ex.6;15) in 1Ch.4;24 and the radical change in style becinning
ith vv.25=-27 throw further light upon the complexity of sources from

hich the Car. probably assembled verbatim. And not only this, but

the use of the sources is unskillful. Again using P§Jos.19;2-8) the
Chr. entirely misundersfands his souree in his redaction (1Ch.4;28-33)"
Vv.34—43 offer interesting reading. K has no reference to this epi=- .
sodq/thll Simeonite migration. But K would hardly regard this as im-
portant enough for mention. To the Chr. with such an attitude toward
gens as we shall later describe him to be possessed of, this list was
well worth mentionding.

So we continue through lists of the tribes with here and there
a cross reference to P or here and there a valuable historical refere
ence, Such a reference as that to set censes (1Ch.5;17) gives us a
clue to the origin of esome of these lists. Censes must have been taken
by order of each king from time to time. This too may explain the
presence of contradictory lists of the same tribe., The liete may have
been lzbeled as here, "the list of su:h a tribe in the reign of so-and-
so", If the name#§ of the king was lost from the list, it is easy to
see how we would have difficulty in soiving the problem of twc parallel
lists, yet conflfoting. They amm in reaiity, two lists fxx of the
same tribe but from dffferent periods,

And now, .n 1Ch.5;27 we enter upor a third and very important
purposé of the Chr. in his gens. Ingx vv.27=4) the line of the high
priest is given, We can state here the well-known bias of Ch. The
high priesthood was the direct line of Aaron through Zadok in the time
of David down to Jehozadak at the time of the captivity., It is part

of the Chr's task to connect Jehozadak with Aaron thoough Zadok. And
here the Chr., becomes plainly inventive. Practically every name he
gives after leaving the solid ground of Elazar and Pinhae (Ju.20;28)

is fictitious; found novhere except in the writings of the Chr. Coming
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to David's time, he does his best to straighten out B&dok'e line,

But the fancifulness of his efforte if obvious. Intimately connected
with P, the Chr. desires to ¥alidate the P tradition of a high priest~
hood of Zadokite priests going back to Aaron, The futility of his task
lies in the fact that no such line ever existed. The conditicn of

the priesthood before the exile wes so promiscuous as to permit of no
definite gen. history.

The fourth purpose of the gens, linke Btesedf up with the first
He is interested, vitally interested in the levitical group. And in
his genp. he firmly establieshes & leviticsal group having complete
charge over Temple work.(1Ch.6). As I mentioned, this is linked up
with the firet purpose, the line of levitical singers, fox here he
turns to Asaph. 10h.6;1£§f establiehes these lires. This is but
another bit of fancy by the Chr. Just as he wee anxious to trace the
highpriesthood to Aaron, he wants to trace to David's time the estab-
liekment of these three great levitical familiee as singers. His es-
pecial interest in the plirity of levitical descent is here obvious and
will become more so as we look faither, Samuel is made a levite fotr
everyone who was in the Temple must have teen a Levite. The list of
levitical citiee furthers our conviztion of this especial levitical
interest. This will all be mentioned later, So too shall we have
occasion to refer to the Benj. document of 1Ch.B;1ff. The# descen=-
dante of Saul to the exile are next given. Farticularly of interest
as an entirely new type in this genealogical crazy-quilt {8 the passage
12h,9;3 ff according to Bn's. explanation.(See below)

Having scanned these various liets, we have db#cerned a four-
fold purpose. I now give them in the order of their real impgptance
in the estimation of the Chr, First, the purity of the levitical fami-
ly, its clear title to certain possessions and rights. Second, the
pure line of eingers according to the three families which are made to
be instituted by David. Third, the purity of the line of the hggh




priest back to Aaron. Fourth, the clear and uninterrupted descent of
Daviditew far into post-ex. times, tcgether with David's pu~e line
from Judah. The chief interest in all cases is the purity of descent.
And now, is it not this same general interest which leads him to in-
corporate apparently inconsequential selections from P and other
sourcee with regard to the tribes of Israel. In post-ex. times all
families were interested in being of pure Israelitish descamt. This
was the spirit of Ezra, the spirit of all succeeding Judaiem. So to
the Chr, every Israelidish gen. was of importance and deserved a place
in his book, I feel that this is the purpose of including so many
collateral gens, aside from his main purposes.

Let us now consider the various types of gens. we have dis~
covered. There are those taken over from Biblical sources, either in
a literal or redacted fashion. Except in cases where the attempt is
to establish a late line, as the line of David, these are generally
the P tribal gens. Then there are the old non-biblical yet unmanu-
factured lists. Among these are such as 1Ch.2;18ff, the Calebite
document; 16h,.4;9ff, the Jabetz 1li4t of 1Ch.4;34 ff. the Simeonite
document. These liste are generally of & geographical nature, cdn-
taining names of places rather than of persone. The Chr. gathered amd
incopporated them because of his general genealogical interest. Therm
is no outstanding purpose. But they are valuable to us because they
represent old tolk documents and convirce us that there were pany old
geneal@gical liste not inciuded in our canon., Jhirdly are those liets
which are the plain invention of the Chr, Such a gen. as that of the
high priesthood; the line of Saul, the families of the singers and
above all, practically every gen. cutside of the first rnine chapters
is of this type. It would be a thesis in iteself to consider each zen.
in detakl. I can only etate here the general truthe I have found.
The Chr. has two reasons forf inventing gens,; either 3o eatablisk the
antiquity of an institution or the purity of & family. He shows the

firet purpose in tracing the priesthood or the singers (see above).
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An excellent demonstration of the second purpose is 1Ch.23. The Chr.
desires to establish the claims of descent of certain families of
Poet-ex, times, So it is plain that he here uses the post-ex. names
in these gene. purporting to be of earlier times. He does the same
thing often to establish the claims of Levites, More of this later.
However, in 1Ch.23 this much i{s plain. The antiquity of certain post-
6x. familiee with pre-ex. claims ie established by the use of post=-
ex. names. Jehiel of v.8 is an important post-ex. family(Ezr.8;%etc)
Ladan of v.B occurs again in Eed.5;37. Shimi of v.10 is in Ezrl0;38.
So constantly we find thés procéss gdng on., Post-ex. familiee are
being given an invented gem. in order that their post-ex. prominence
may be justified by engiguity. In the case of the Levites too this

is pronoGnced. Adnah of 2Ch.18;14 is fouhd again as & post-ex. name
ir Bzr.10;30 and Neh.12;¥. So in 2Ch,21;11ff, There is nothing which
could lead us to believe, as many say, that the Chr, is copying old
Temple records.

Thesc two reasons for invented gens. sometimes overlap as eg.
the Chr. gives the gen, cf the singers to show that the levitical sin-
ger was &an institution even from David'e time yet at the same time
by the use of names of post-ex. levitical families, the Chr. establi-
gehes the claims of these families to the podtion of singer.

Fourth among the types of gens., found in Ch# is the bonafide
post-ex. documcat. It may be that the gen. is made to appear pre-ex.
but the document is & vAlid bit of history. 10h.6;§%£f is probably
the liet of the post-ex. leviticel cities. liore conclusive is the
gen. of 1Ch.8 which Curtis rightly takes as a list of Post-ex. Benj.
families. 2Ch.15;7 ie also of this type. L

The final type of gen. is that which is ar interpolation by a
hand later than the Chr. The interpolaticon is usually in an erroneous
context. 1Ch.2;55 may be of this type. But more positively of thie

nature is 1Ch.9;3 ff =s En. points out. Meyer (R.J.) regarde this gen.
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as fanciful xhkexsxxxfuxtizxpriwtxxamk despite its affinity to Neh.
11;3-19. Bn. however, holds a more plausible view that thie was not
inserted here by the Chr. but wae erroneouly interpolated by a writer
vho believed it to refer to pre-ex. times.

So we find the five heads under which we may group the types
of gens, From the characteristics which I have ladld down of each
group, it is a ::;; more definite matter now to determine the nature of

any gen., found in the works of the Chr.




E. Sources Used by the Chronicler.
1.The erronecus conclusions sometimes advanced
2 .The mamature of the edditicrs
3,“he real sources
a,Works included in our canon
b.0ld folk tales and geneslogies
¢c.A possible Dibre hayamim Lemalke Jehuds
d«The Dibre Hozim
There is no doubt that the Chr. had other sources than our
canor in his reconstruction of history. So many matters in which he
differs from known scurces or else in which he containes works found
absolutely nowkere convince us by their nature that they cannot be
the simple inventicn of the Chr., ¥Nor can we say with Bn, that the
main sources are merely S and K and their Kidrashic commentaries.
We have too much which weems to be objective in its nature, which we
shall discuss later. DNor can we with Curtis accept 8ach and every
statement of source as a separate book. The Chr. now and then puts
in such a reference (1Ch.l1;3etc)., Some exegetes infer from thie a
distinct book. But it is pAJinly only a reference to 1S.15;28-16;1,3
and is given in theis form by the Chr. merely to strenghen the ‘divine
choice of David as a doctrine of theology. This 1s not the basis
of a new source., Then there are the many referencee in the second
book of Ch., such referencee as 2Ch.12;15 or 13;22 o:}ji}_gtc.
Curtis and others infer that each and every reference foudad herein
means a separate book. I am going to attempt to establish what I
regard as the truth, that all of these references refer to only
one book. There has beenk a weﬂ‘xh of sourcee claimed for the Chr.
but we shall see that the actual units in his possession were very
few,
If we examine the nature of the divergences and additions
which the Chr. contains over and above the material found in S and
K, we soon discover a simple principle. Whenever he takes a canonical

sdurce and diverges from it, it is with the express purpose of em=

tablishing one of his principles along whifh he reconetructs the




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

f the ark, we shall see, is taken over #ith S as ites only source
et is changed vitally to harmonize with the P code., There ies al~-
s & purpose ir the Chr's divergences. Now as to the additions
t found in the Chr's canonical sources. There are but two lines

hich are followed. In the first place, the second book abounds
ith a great mass of prophetic additions. Just as the first book
contained genealogical additions, so if we turn to almost every ad-
dition of book II, we find it of a prophetic nature. Take such
passages as 2Ch.12;15 or 13;22 Or 15;1 or 16;7 or 21;12 etc. And
with regard to passages added not of a prophetic nature, as 2Ch.27;4
there is always a difference of opinion among scholars, In this
partacular instance Ki, accepte and Bn. rejecte. There is no una=-
nimity that such passages are from an outside source. So we gee
that the divergences from S or K are usually invented by the Chr
for a purpose and the additions over S and K when not obviously in=
vented or doubtful, are usually genealogical in the firet book and
prophetic in the second. One more remark is to be made before we
finally determine our sources, Ve must call attention to such
cross referencee as 2Ch,27;7 with 2K,15;36 in which the Chr, refers
to a source, ATIN 1 2 »IW Y35n 130 and K refers to a
T abeb ‘o aaw, Also in 2Ch.25;26 and 2K.14;18 #
the same cross refrrence made. There are many other occurences of
this. Ve must take these references into account when considering
the various sources of the Chr,

Let us now tabulate and deccribe the sources which the Chr
must have had in his possession while writing his book. There are
first of all, the indisputable canonical sources. Ve have seen from
the Toledot gens. that he had the P code. In a following chapter,
the legal similarity with P will be discussed and we shall see




that the Chr. was in possession of the entire P code. We have seen
him to quote verbatim from S and K, We know by such references as
2Ch.26;22 that he had certain of the literary prophets. And we may
feel certain, absolutely certain, that he had D in his possession.
Indeed he may ave been one of those P writers who assisted in the
combination of P amd D into one code. His constant omission of the
K passages such as 2K.15;4 s1 y7o0 x5 sMiwanan ¥
occuring again and again shows & plain D bias, In 2Ch,.15;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 is merely tc estab-
lish D as a source for the Chr. and not to discuss D, we cannot give
time here to this interesting point. The conetant recurrence of

D expressions as 2Ch,15;4 '> 4yl or the stress with which he has
pre-D pious kings remove Bamoth contrary to K, as eg.2Ch.17;6 or
the mentighr cf o o2Wn u"]n Hse dwnin 2Ch,19;10 or the striking

D vocabulry of 2Ch.33;4,7, all point to a strong D influence. To
call attention to two other evidences of thie same influence in
gpinions sclely by the Chr., In 1Ch.10;13f. Saul ie condemned in
accordance with D for inquiry of =spirite. So too, in the story of
Solomorn in 2Ch,1;6ff. there ie a remarkesble change from the source
1K.3;4~15. It is not in a dream but by direct vision that God ap-

pears to .2l, The D aversion to dreams ss a means 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 see
later that it is moet likely that the Chr. had before him as a
completed document JEDP, indeed, he may have been one of the compilers,

Besides the canonical sourcee, the Chr, had extra-biblical
documents., We may dismiss merely with mention the old folk legends
and gens. to which we made refcrence in the preceding chapter. We

may hazard the suggestion here also, although we can bring no real

Exunf




and final evidence, that there was &an ald groundwork called *'~»2™
T 350t ww'i. This old work was probably one of the
gources used by the writers of K, We cannot however determine whe-
ther it was in the possession of the Chr, At any rate, the refer-
encee in K to ani'> ‘o505 n'on har absolutely do not refer to
our Ch. It is positively to & collection older than K, It is my
belief that the Chr. did not have in his possession this old A=
All his dlrectlreferlluoea are to K, He knew, however of this older
collection, if only from K, and is poesibly calling his own work by
the same name to give it apparent antiquity and tlus more credence,
a well known process of literery fiction among Biblical writers,
By far the most important extra-bitlical scurce and that one
most substantiated by evidence is the lost book Dibre Hozim. It
is striking ¥hat scholars have not seen this and given expression
to the evident facts I now present. Let us scan the references and
4vidence. 2Ch.9;2S8ff begins the story with reference to prophetic
sources, Then follows 201.12;%-8 vith the account of the prophet
Shemayah where the emphasis and moral of the story is on a well-
known prophetic truth. 2Ch.12-15 has the words ntatHe T AN
VAT gt X0 WRNGw YT In 2Ch,123;22 there is a reference to a
Midrash of the prophet Idde. 2Ch.15;8 has another prophetic ad=-
dition. the prophecy of Oded. A gresat prophetic truth of the reli-
ance upon God alone is brought to Asa in the passage of 2Ch.16;7 ff,
All of these passages have no parallel in K or elsewhere. Bn. would
throw cut many of these passages, eg. the last mentioned, bdut I
find them fraught with important historical value. I find them to
breathe unerring facte of an objective nature, Hanani the Roeh is
clearly a forerunner of the great prophete and his words are true
to the spirit of all of the 14iterary prophets. Then 2Ch.21;12

has a reference to Elijah found nowhere in canonical sources, There
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ie no reason to regard this specific reference as unfc'inded although
the redactiidn of the passage may be artificial. Breathing the pro=-
phetic with direct reference to an TINDX w'ais 2Ch.25;51f.

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

a Midrashic expansion of K, Oded's connexion with Ahaz ie plainly
along the linees of the prophetic spirit of the great prophets.

All of these additions are of sme nature, asort of pamallel
to the ideals of the great prophets in a minor scale, as in his ac-
tivities Elijah is a small great prophet. They seem to be a con=
tinuous group, parts of a large collection of individuals extending
over many years and dominated by the same prophetic ideals which in
a more sweeping and universalistic fashion, dominated the great
prophets., The chief prophetic ideal which is the emphasis of al=-
most every one of these men is the divine guidance of Israel's
natténal life and the religious responsibilities which that divine
guidance entails. The Chr. with his conception of history (see abows)
would naturally find much inepiration in such a source and quote it
of ten. But how are we certain that this is one source?

Our conclusive proof comes from 2Ch.33;11ff, There we have

Just such a passage as the additions found above, And it says,w.1l8.l9.
T Cwa VOA TTIXTON QTR YAt vada Px wakean n\a.-.g} e ot S AL
ol e ae5an i EKaw 10bn a7 TSR Jxawr AKX

IR 1Ay Su n'arno udil IPION

.

Now, in the light of the words of the preceding verse, the mention
there of (' '\n WMl andin accordance with the reading of another is.
(see Kittel) and possibly the LXX, as well as according to the con=-
census of opinion among modern exegetep, the last two wards of v.19
must be read L'''ft *327 , the doinge of the seers, That the
word Hozeh to the Chr, had a real religious significance is sho#m
by his use of the word applied to Asaph (2Ch.29;30) or again to
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levitical singers (2Ch.35;15)4 The word had ite prophetic signifi-
cance long before the daye of the Chr. as we see by its occurence in
the books of the 1iterfary prophets.(I8.25;10). To the Chr. every-
thing connected with the Temple partook of the spirit of prophecy.

In the writings of these prophets he found much religioues inspiration.
Now,it is most certain that there were many 'prophets' whc did

not leave written wevks but who were active along prophetical

lines throughout their lives. They constituted thed'sx’2id 'Jland
were the minor personalities, the satellites of the leaders o

the movement. It is only natural to see that their doings would

be collected in some minecr collection., It is likewise easy to see
that such a collection would be left out of the canon., Its heroes
were too insignificant., But there is no doubt from our evidence

that such a book existed in the days ®»f the Chr, and the additions
that he gives, not found in K, are excerpts from thie BYyirn 9,
K lacke these passages either from intention or what is more likely,

that this book was not in the possessicn of the writers of K.

More space cannot be given to the developﬁﬁ‘g_of this idea.
But I find in it a very plausible explanation to the addition of
all these prophetic passages. In moet cases the Chr. gives the
quotation under the head of the particular prophetbs name, Thus it
is that many scholars mistook these for references to separate
sdurces, But in 2Ch.33;19 there is no particular name to be mentioned
30 the exact title of the source book is given. The theory seems
absolutely valid in all respects. In this iI*t«n 'Ha, I find
the last big definite source of the Chr,
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¥, The Chronicler and David.
1.The general tendency c¢f the Chr. towerd David
2,The reasons for that tendemcy and their manisfestaticns
J«The me<hode by which David is exaltied

Beginning his gens, as he does with Adam, the Chr, might
he construed as aiming at any point, But we have seen several
definite purvoses in those gens.; one of them being to atrive at |
the Davidic line and follow it. We have further evidences of the
Chr's purpose. He begine hie narrative portion with Saulks death
and David's formation of the kingdom. All previous history is
foreign to his purpose, He im not even interested in the kingdom
as such; if so, he would have given some account of Saul's reign, [
Nol' his interest begins where Saul dies and David assumes the
crown. The entire eet of r8Bations between Saul and David, even
between Jonathan and Davifl, are omitted. It is as if the Chr,
conceived of Israel's real history as teginning when David ve=
came king., We cannot help but notice the aggrandizement of David,

Our further remarks will mention specifically the various ways in

which the Chr sets up David as the chief hero of Ierael's history.
There are many definite reasons for the Chr's proceeding
in this fashion., We have seen nhim fasten upon Davd's reign the
origin of ma1y religious institutions. The gens. have shown the
s¥nging fami.ies to date from David's reign. But there is more
than that. David's whole life is made merely a preparation for
the Temple. Everything that is usually given to Sol. in K is, in
Ch, placed to David's credit. The entire plens for the Temple and
everything but the mechamical act of building the structure becomes
Davids. Then too, the order of the Levites, the entire ritual
and the whole cultus as a definite affair, find their concrete ex-
pression in David's reign. Of course, the laws are held to date

from Mosees~-- althogygh, let if here be noted as worthy of much in-
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tense study, there is no mention of Moses in the Ch.-- retht is
from David's Temple (not Sol's.) that the real institutions date.
The only:way in which I can at present explain this entire absence
of reference to Moses in a book which deals with the institutions
of Hosaic law in part, is that under the last and extremest P in-
fluence Moses had dwindled into still further insignificance than
that into which he had been put comparatively l;;I the earlier P
writers. The institutione and no®® the law was the interest.

But to go on with our subject. It is only natural that
the Chr upon searching intec the past to find some glorious figure
upon whom to attch these post-ex. institutions, should select
David. We can well imagine that in the daye of 400-300 B.C.E,
David's name had already most of that glowing historicdl hale. And
desye tRifact that the Temple wae built in Sol's time and accor-
ding to K,  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 as Sol, In the first pla.e it was David who was the founder
of the dynasty. He was actually and divineky anointed by Samuel.
He was the prime recipient of the divine choice. And his was
the real work of building up the kingdom. Further_more his mis-
deeds were only those due to man's naturally frail nature. His
ein with Ba.hsheba, his senile weaknaes for Abishag, his frailty
in dealing with his mebellious sons, were all wesknesses inherent
in the h@iman frame., But Solomon was of a type of oriental cosmopo-
lite who must have been extiremely distasteful to the pan-Judean
mind of the Chr., The multiplication of non-Jewish wives, the
sumptuous orientaliem of the palace, the heavy taxes and the general
free and easy contact with the world outside of Judea; these were
features of Solomon's character which would be far fzmm more repre-

hensible in the eyes of the Chr., than the human fmailties of
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David., The Chr, lived in the very heart of that post-ex. spirit
which saw the only possible salvation of# the Jew to be in a
binding and ornate ritualism centering about the Temple and making
the Jew distinct, separate and separated from all the world round
about, His was the spirit which demanded the rafusal to the Samari-
tans when they wanted to join with the new Temple. He may have

been one of the leMers in the final schism. He was a logical

successor in spirit to Ezekiel, Ezra and Nehemiah, Sel's whole life

represented this opposite spirit of cosmopolitaniem. Te the Chr,
David's reign

David was a much better Jew than Sol. And so Bxxii becomes the

center about which all institutionalism and ritual is built,

And how is this exaltation of David accomplished. Sol. is
stripped of all connexion with the Temple except, aes we have said,
the technical and mechanical duty of carrying out all orders
which David has left. 1Ch.22 shifts from Sol. to David the work

assigned to Solh by 1K.8. Every problem relating to the Temple is

anticipated by David and handed .ver personally to Sol, Z*hose in-
cidents which afe too favorable to Sol. in K are omitted by the Chr,
(V44.1.C.Co.Chs ppe313-315) for tae Chr's omission in almost all
cases are as important as his additions, 2Ch.l;12 mimimizes its
source in K so that Sol. will not appear too prominently. Bavid's
character# ie sanctified much over what it is in K, Even in ritual
matters. In E, David builds his house first and then attends to

the ark, The Chr. cannot have his pious king so négligent of haly
things, So in #Ch. the order is reversed. The tradition of David
as a psalmist, which doubtless#ff also influenced the Chr to fenter
the singers about David's reign, is given credence by the Chr. in
1Cn.16;27,29. A quotation from the Psalms is given as David's prayer
af ter the ark is brought up- the necessary canges of course being

made in the pBalm to make it appear that the Temple is not yet built,
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(Some enterprising scholar might be able to work eut a thsory on

the basis of this that the Chr, by placing the singers in David's
time and by such a prayer as the one mentioned is the founder of the
tradition that David is the writer of the psalms and the the headirgs
of the psalms mentioning David are either by the Chr, or post-Chr,
This would avoid the syntactical contortions usually used in explain=-
fing so many of these psalm headings).

- Not only in the ritual is the work of Sol. minimized and
David's part exaggerated over K but even in the more secular affairs.
The selttion of an army which by 1K.4;7 belonged to So( is given

by 1Ch.27 to David, althovgh according to our sources, David is

dead by this time. 1cn.28;§rr. halts Sol's, reign and David's death
again to give David time to order everything worth while that was
done in Sol's reign. The entire historic conception in perverted

by the Chr. The national idea is emphasized even more stronglv than
in the greater part of S and all of K, All, army and priests and ‘
levites and singers, tempel preparations and national lifa,ii'msdc

to be organized by David. David's removal of the ark, exagserated
enough in S, becomes a national affair in Chr all the more, Al
these are examples of the Chr's midrashic method, the exaggzeration

of the incidents and numerical facts of the source in order to ful=
fil nis defin> te purpose. The S source of David's army is also
subjected to this midrash method. In 25.22 Davia's company is truthe
f1lly ziven as composed of rountnbout;:~‘ﬁ;der the idealization of
the Chr. they beoome the choicest of the tribesmen, and of all trides,
and possessed of real discipléne.(¥Ch,20;30ff.) Such a 1ist of

names as that of 1Ch,12 is a type of that zen. by which post-ex.
families are given proud antiquity. Eg. Beth Azamoth receives
mention azain in Neh.7;28, Ezr.z;zf and Neh.12;29, Gibeon is known

to have been important in post-ex, times as was Benjamin, both eof
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whom become prominent in this invented and pragmatic gen.

And so, throughout his narrative, the Chr emphasimes:David's
virtues and omits his vices, Bven in the days of Josiah, this good
king worships 'the God of David, his father'(2Ch.34;3). There is
a constant harking Back to David as the fxmmimx éhe in whose reign
the ritual was founded (2Ch.23;18f). In 1Ch.20;4ff the two con-
flicting Goliath stories of S which imperil David's clear claim
to the heroic, are harmonized by the Chr. thus saving David's
glory unsuspected,

Throughout is the naturl cruelty of David omitted from men=
tion, 1@8.18;1ff amd 20;38ff illustrate this. Bhe distasteful
Bathsheba epidode is entirely omitted as is the indelicate and
pathetically human Abishag story. In the census story, taken from
2S.24, 1Ch.21;1-10 abridzes all that is to Bavid's discredit and
expands the following seven vv, to David's glory. Mention has al-
ready been made of the last assembly and death scene of 1Ch.28, ‘
Twue, it is based on K, but how differert, How much more prominent
is Bavidl How the numbers are wildly exazgerated! Clumsy and typi-
cal of the Chr's unskillfulness in assembling and readacting sourees
iz the way in which the Michal incident mlips into 1 Ch.15;29 where
David is upbraided by Bis wife. This is but one example of unskill=-
ful redaction by th¢ Chr. But this is the main sli» in the whole
scheme., The is the overwhelming evidence given above which shows
the main theme, the glorification of David and the surrounding of

his reign with the real orpgin of the cultus, temple and nation,
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. The attitude of the Chronicler toward the Northern Kingdom.

l.The reason for the zttitude

2.The exemplifications

That the Chr. should have no sympathy at all with the

northern element in the Israelitish schism is to be expected. That
he should treat the north as apostates in his ilterﬁgiition of the
history of Israel and Judah is also not to be marvelled at., In
the fist place, our preceding chapter prepares us for this, The

Chr. ie wrapped up in David and would naturally gavor the Davidic

line, He would naturally regard all separation from the divimly
consecrated line as not only political but religious rebellion.

And furthermore, the insurmountable basis of hatred! The North
had no part whatsoever in the cultus at Jerusalem, the only real
sgrine in the eyes of the Chr. The worship@f the North was at
Bamoth and was of ten futher traducéd by the introduction of foreign
elements, Furthermore, the Chr. is a Judean, or as we shall see,

a Levite with all interests centering about Jerusalem. God has ‘
shown that the North were apostates., He has destroyed them for
their sins. If there are any of the northern tribes who have re-
pented, they may return, but only uncompromisingly to a kingdom
124 by the Jerusalem cultus and the house of David. The post-ex.
attitude i= nowhere more forcible,

Ana how does the Chr. evidence this attitude, First, by
ignoring the North whenever possible. In taking 1X.12 as his source
for the time of Reheboam, he omits all such verses a v.20 whidh
mention the defection &f the North or the origin of Jereboam#'s
reign, He is primarily interested in tracing a history of the
cultus, and because, as he orders it, and as history did bear ous,
this cultus is bound up only with the house of David among royalty,
he adopts almost throughout, the negative attitude of the omiesion

of everything in his sources which refers to the North.




There are, however, certain places where the North had to
be mentioned, There the Chr. adopts one of two mttitudes, either
he reverses the spirit of his source where even K puts the North
some times superior to the South or he blackens the North even more
than does K. Eg.1K.14;21-24, In this passage the Chr. purposely
omits mention of the paganism of Reheboam, s0 as not to bdmbamrass
the memory of the South at the very moment when the North broke
away$2Ch.12). He exaggerates the number of Reheboamds host to
glorify a weak ruler of David's line. The entire reign of Rehs~-
hoam is changed from ite description in K. The Chr's decree is
that it was a very good reign, entirely contrary to K, It would
not do for a man whose interest is to defend David's line and ®
treat the North as apostate, to blacken the memory of the very
Davidic king dgder whom the revolution took place, So in the case
of Abijah (Abijam), Although 1X.15 makes him of no goed or impor-
tance, vet just because he wages war agdinst the North, he is
glorified by the Chr.f2Ch,13;1-22), and given three times the
amount of attention given him by K, Here aZin the midrash method
of the Chr. is exemplified as a fanciful elaboration of his source
to zlorify nhis hero. Especially tc be noted is the mention in
2Ch.13;9 whereby the Aaronitic priesthood is absolwed from all
connexion with the apostate Norta,

Agaiua, in taking over an account from K, the Chr. in
order to discountenance the Lorth, will sometimes invent two
of three introductory verses to serve his purpose, And excellent
example of this is the Ahab-Jehoshpphat story of 1K22 which is
taken over by the Chr. in 2Ch.18 with three inroductory vv,
added to whitewash Jehoshpphat and throw the entire blame on
Ahab,

All connexion uf the South with the North ie sin, on the
part of the South. Any Davidic king who enters into any amicable




relations with the North, the N 'Xivas they are called,
(2Ch.19), is ipse facté a sinner. Jehoshophat is thus guilty
ard only because of his previous merit is he forgiven. Contact
with tae North at any time results in evil results to the South.
(See 2Cn,22) The North was an unforgiveable apostate because

it broke away, not so much from David as from Jerusalem, the
centerof the only W cultus and set up instead Bamoth, The
North are scoffers at the truth (2Ch.30;10ff) and deserve no
mention except for disgrace, Thus from his standpoint of a post-
ex. Judeam or one connected with Judea and as 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 prod-
lem of his day may have had upon thie stand of thé Chr.

i
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H. The Chronicler's cosnesion with P,

1.The evident P standpoint of Ch.

2,The sanctuary

3.The Chr. and Ps

4 ,Hie subsequent zctivity

The subject to which we now turn is the most &mpomtant
and proufoudd of this emtite bit of work. A wealth of material
exists; much information which has never before been brough_t
to light lies hidden in this subject. Far be it from me to sup-
pose that I can solve the problem. So thorough is the grasp @ne
must have not only of the biblical codes in their exactness but
also of the historical reconstruction of post-ex. history, of the
Samari tan pentateuch and of Josephus that I feel timid in my ap-
proach to this matter, I shall endeavor, though, to indicate the
problem and the difficulties it presents with perhaps here and
there a hint at conclusions, with the hope that some day, I shall
be bettter able to cope with thie great fund of material,
Let me first establish the evident P standpoint of the ‘

Chr. Not only in his conception of history bdbut in all his rituallém,
theology and diction, the Chr. stands slosely in relation, if not
identical with P, The idea pocinted out in an early chapter of this
work, that piety brings material greatness and sin brings physical
punishgpent is a(? doctrine. Thére has been mentioned also that
to Chr. most sins are of a ritual nature. Uzziah, for the disobe=-
dience of a - law is stricken with leprosy(2Ch.26;18ff)., The stary
of the bringing up of the ark by David abounds with P references
mot to be found in the S source. The use of the work 2 i< in con-
nexion with the ark 1Ch.5;1, the fact that only Levites are allowed
to appresach the ark,v.,12, the differentiation of Aaronitic priests
and Levites, the carrying of the ark by Mattoth on the shoulders
are all P viewpoints. The mark the account of Ch, to be written
by one who has the mx P religious netions. The sacrifice after the

ark is moved is not according to the source S, but to P, The sext
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is further changed,1lCh.15;27. David cannot wear an Ephod as he

does in S. That, according to the P notiong of the Chr, belongs
gniely to the priest, The sons of David, accordinz to the P view

of the Chr. could not possibly act as priests; so 2S,8;18 is changed
by the Chr. to the reading we find in RCh,.18;16f. We remember

that S is much more nearly the truth in every one of these matters.
In the building of the temple, which will bte taken in more detail

later, it is very natural that the most pronounced F influence

should be shown by the Cht., To mention a few superficial P traces
of 2Ch.3;18ff, We can see the P fondness for exact numbers, the

mention of the P festivals in 2Ch.4;3. The references in 2 Ch,11;13

are important, eg. the levitical Ahuzah (cf.Lev.25;29-34, Nu,.35;2-5etd

The entire tendency to shield the levitical family from the con=-

taminating influence of the Northern apostasy in this paesage shows

a definite P bias on the par§ of the Chr, So t::::; in 2Ch.13;9. .
‘ The P thgology finds expression in the passazes by the Chr, (See

2Ch.20) Here the_é_refarences are Jos.2;11, Dt.4;39, Nu,20;14ff

and Jos,7;7. The Athaliah story interest the Chr. deeply because

of its pridstly aspects,/ The account is based on K but there are

sfgnificant changes. The priest and 1evitea:; exalted and are made

the lemiing factors of the whale revolution. In his legalistic

netions, tre Chr. follows P, A leper cannot be buried in the cormon

burial ground (2Ch.26;23). Especially in the account of the reign

of Hez., is the source amplified with P additions by the Chr, In

2#Ch. 29, there are fhe Niddah,v5.] the P offerings,v.5., the P

covenant,v.9, the levitical conclave, v.12f., and the P atonement
offerings, v.20f. There is a plain reflection of the P law of the
sabbatical year in 2Ch.36;31. And too, she story of 2K.12;1-11
is changed completely when it is taken over by the Chr# in 2Ch.
24;. The reason for the change is evident. The Chr. doe= not

wish to implicate the priests., And too, even in the diction there
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is the P influence. To mention only two, the terms used in the
description of the sacrifice wherever sacrifice is detailed in Ch.
and the occurence of such expressions aw o (2 T of 1Ch.l1ll3;4
which is entirely P.(Cf.Jos.15;3 or 18;5 etc.).

The description of the sanctuary as repeated in Ch#. from
K presents striking difficulties. There are so many features in
which Ch. does not follow K and yet in the changed wrtion is still
in opposition to P, With such conflictihg circumstances one can
hardly make a sweeping statement that Ch, reworks the temple buil-
ding in accordance with P, There ie very sirong evidence too,
that if K was not actually reworked in part by the Chr., it was
touched up a bit by some P writer. There are very few absolute

contradictions between the temple account of K and Chr., One or

two of the dimensions found in K are not to be found in Ch# {
(ez.the thrid dimension of the temple building or the conflicting
dimen#ions of the porch) but there is no set contradition. The

main hardahi-» here comes in the lac’: of parsllel structure between
the accounts, since they assemble details in a greatly varying
order,

So too, when compared with P, the sanctuary of the wilder-
ness, Ch, shows some decidedly P elemente not found in K but it
Bho=s by no mea.s a complete accord with P, The veil prescribéd
in Ch. and not found in K appears in Ex.26;21. There is a multi--
plicity of detail in Ch. which seems much more defimiie than either
K or P, The exact prescriptions concerning the ixmx lavers, the
detaile regarding the tables, the two courts m&x, all are “ut a
few instances where Ch, seems to reach a degree of exactitude and
defini teness not approached by either K or P, There is a P bias
to the Chr's temple account, a bias which the Chr, plainly possesses
over K, This i{s splendidly demonstrated by Cappenter-Battersby | <sf
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on P‘S‘_lél: The dedication of the temple, according to K coincides
with the great autumn festival (1K.8;2#65). K ie confused by the
adaition of seven days,v.65, by a later wttter. Ch. follows the
P calendar according to which (Lev.23;34-36), the autumn festival
began on the fif teenth day of the seventh month andlasted seven
days. The holy convocation or solemn assembly is on the twenty-
second and as 2Ch.7;10 has it, the peeple are dismissed on the
twenty-third. So Ch. by recognizing an altar dedication lasting
seven days and runninﬁaynchronouuly with the feast of Booths,
adopte the P calendnr'and ignores the confusion brought on in K
by the clumsy gloss of a latéer redactor.

The question to be decided, however, is how this conflict
of the three accounts of a sanctuary, K, P and Ch, can be harmonized,
Omitting the natural exaggerations of the & writere and the obvious
additions of a later hand, we are safe in asserting that the foun-
dation of the K account is really thejtemple of Solomon. But P ‘
and Ch. are not. Their conflfct is more vital and of deeper sig=-
nificance, The P account of the tabernacle in Ex.25ff is given
as the earlier P portion (Holzinger). It is with this first P
account that the preatest divergence with Ch, is found., The simi-
larities of the veil etc, are found in the Ps account of Ex,35ff.
And now, too, significantly, in these affinities on the part of
Ch. to the Ps, are found also, the Chr's greatest divergences from
K. So my explanation solves itself into this. The Chr, is either
a contemporary or follower of Ps, He is describing actual temple
conditions which Pg givesin an earlier, and necessarily more theo-
retical fashion. This i{s very harmonious with the view now held
in some circles giving the building of the second temple a compara=
tively late date, The mention of the two courts, a priest's court
and a big court by# the Chr, :;t convincing for this is a known
feature in which the second temple differed from Sol's. The Chr,
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has the second temple before him, He changes the K acoount on
the basis of an actual structure and gives us the Ch., version, He
reprasents the latest development of the P code.

Let us turn to the laws of the Chr. and see whether out
conclusions are verified. Let us wee-if the similarity between
Chr and P contains encugh elements of what is generally conceded
to be Ps to warrant a close connexion. The injunction to the

priests and levites in 1Ch,15;11ff finde its P counterpart in

Nu,1;50 and 4;15 and 7;9 and 10;17. Of these passages all but
the last are Ps, The law qr»xCh.16;igrr, the Tamid sacrifice,
is found in Nu,28;3,6, a Ps document. The reference to the levi-
tical cities of 2Ch.11;13ff is Ps. The parallek between 2Ch,.31;3
and Nu.28 and 29 gives us another Pe basis in Ch, The tithe
references of'lCh.31;5,6 has itz Pe origin in Lev,27;31-33, The
Pesach injunction of Ps in Nu.9;9=12 has its parallel in 2Ch,30;2-4,
There is no time to compare Cn. and Ps in all details, There is
no need. This array of flacts is sufficient. There can be no ‘
doubt that the Chr. was not only intimately connected with Ps
but he must also have been in mxtixm possession of the entire P
code., Whether he was a writer or one of the codifiers of this
code or not will be answered later. But we have establisied
this much, whiich haes never been undertaken by any writer on thfs
subject, tha. the Chr, has xk P as a whole/ I have no doubt but
that a*y‘::tailed study of Ps as compared with Ch. when the two are
paralleh# will but strengthen my proof,

There can be no doubt of another important fact. The
Chr, is more than a describer of existing #énstitutions. ‘We men-
tioned this far back in our thesaeswhen our steps had not permitted
us to verify and explain vhat we meamt, But we are now ready.
The Chr. i{s not only describing. He is giving credence by law,

We Mawve seen him try to establish customs and ceremonies By giving Them




4

Davidic antiquity. He has given families antiquity by tracing
them ininvented gens., He also, we may now see, tries tc gixm
institute definite laws concerning institutignd not found in the
Pentateuch, He tries to do this by his same methods. Thie ieg a
radical theory, that the Chr. is working as a lawgiver, but I feel
that there is strong evidence. Iet us see,

We have proved that the Chr. ieg at least contemporary with
Ps. If we can no® show that there are elements in Ch. which are
of a ritual nature and not included in P, and if we can show that
these rituals were part of the worship of later Judaiem, will we
not have proved that the Chr., is either the initiator of subse-
quently accepted legislation or is giving even posmt-Ps institutions
@ tradition. Either conclusion will prove my noint. Take such
a passage as 2Ch.35;2ff. Follow the Pesach as carried out there.
It does not tally with P, The part given the levites ismuch greater
than inP, And especially, the introduction of the singers into ‘

T

the service is entirely unknown to Y. This very item of the

or levitical singers is my strongest argument., There is no doubt
that singers existed in the worehin at the time of P's codification,
But they had not the religious sanction of a legal dode, they had
not the antiquity to give them religzisus sanctisn. Now notice the
treatment of sivger by Ch. They are made Levites; their gen is
carried back to David, They are brought in tefore the ark when

it ‘s brought vp (1Ch.16;4ff). In 1Ch.25; an order of singers is
established and as we have mentiored befofe, the singers are made
to chant the pzalme. None of this is found in P. Can I not
rightly maintain then that the Chi is not only fancifully raising
the singer to the dignity of antiquity, but is makigg a religious
law of the minger by establishing his tradition., And the fact

Ly
that these singers were a feature of the, temple worship to the

x
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time afthe destruction shows conclusively that the Chr i=x, writing
at the time of or immediately following Ps, lis either including
what the more orthodox code rejects or ixxkmmkkimkiug in event

of his fcllowing Ps, which &8 the more likely, is instituting

& law by traditicnalizing an institution which had no authorita-
tive basis, Inevitebly though, this much is true; that the Chr.
ir part of a body interested not only in describing but instituting.
He may well form one of the pre-Tanaitic lawgivers. The priestly
division forecasted in a gen, in 2Ch.31;1ff, in2Ch.35;3 and in
1Ch.24;7-18 :;: but another instance of this same activity on

the part of the Chr. A succeeding chapter will contaim another
suggestion as to the time and definite assigrnment of his work.

Sufficient here to give as a conclusion that the Chr. had JEDP

as & unit anc even supplemented this code. b




I. The Bate of the Chronicler.
1.The originel evidence to te czined from the Chr's work,
2+A criticism of other opinions,
&

“.

It is unwise even to hazard a date from the Chr. without
making a detailed study of Ezr. and Neh. The information there
is vital and important. But soclely upon the basis of the two
books of Ch. with the admiseion on a fact or two from Ezr,., and
Neh, have 1 secured enough data to show enlightening results.

I have already demonstrated by comparing legislation that Chr,

had in his hande Ps; it is very certain that Ps represente the
lateet strata of pentateuchal development and that the writeee of
+B8 were probably the redactors of JEDP, ancd possibly too, the
canonizers of the Pentateuch. Now, the Samaritan Pentateuch is
enough like ours to convince us that the Pentateuch wae cancnized
before the Samaritan schism., Josephus afforde vs practically
the only historical basis for dating the schism, or the final step,
(. Gt 11,1477 o, Yeaonel memclpediaBatcts Lo,
the building of the Samaritan tsmple.. It waes at the time of
Alexander the Greatt, 132 B.C,E. The Pentateuch must have been ‘
canonized vy that time, for it is natural te insist that the
Samaritane would not take over ary holy literature exzcept that
which wee canonized. We may then acrsign c.350 E.C.E. as the time
of the canconizaetion of the Pentateuch and the time of Ps.

But there are passages in Ch. which we have seen to be
later than JEDP, at least as laws, The conservative in arriving
at conclusione might sey that the institution of the courses of
priests and levites existed before this, am did the detailed
ritual prepared for the singers; that they merely did not have
the authority to get into the law dode whick was at that time
canonized. In this way it miight be arycuddf that the Chr, ie
no later than Ps, I may grant that the Chr. had s hand fn the
canonization of JEDP, but I feel certain thzt his real date as a
writer of Ch, is the time of the absolute break with Smmaria,




Indeed, somewhat subsequent to the dbuilding of the Samaritan

e

temple. First of all, I see the Chr. as the first sgage in the
development of the oral law. The legal canon was dlosed and when

he wanted to institute as law certair already mentioned changes

which had been goirg on as customs, he invented instedd of

b AwivS 7550 which was not yet a princivle of eral
law, a sort of s L35 A €‘;>h, a law since David's time. So
the Chr. forme one of that imporsant body, whether they were
Anshe Keneeseth Haggedolah or Soferim or both#, who regulated the
course of oral law till the cominrg of the Tanaim. This group
must have followed the canonization of the Pentateuch as wéll
as had &af hand init, They must te later than 350 B.C.E, Then,
the second step. My date ie further verified by another fact,
The attitude toward the Northern kingdom which I have brought
out this far only as the result of opposition to pre-ex. sinful-
ness according to the Chr, on the part of the North, masy have ‘
had a deeper significance, K is nearer the sinfulness of the North
and yet is not nearly so bitter. But Chr, who is at the very least
three centuries removed from the mean date of the northern kings,
is intensely bitter. Thies witterness might well have been expected
to heal under ordinary circumstsnces, especially since the lNorth
was destroyei and many# of the pht-ex, families of distinction
traced their descent from northern tribes. (See chapter on gens.)
But the wounc was & much fresher one in the spirit of the #Chr,
It was the present bitterness of the Samariten schism and the
unhnoly Samaritan temple, This well known and bitter hatred be=-
tween Szmaritan and Judean coming to its climax with the Samaritan
temple in imitation of Jerusalem, when to the Chr., the Samaritsn
was pagan, &3 perverter 57 true faith#; all this explains the Chr's
Attituie toward the North and the emphasis on thékr spostasy,

the damning influence of any sort of contact with this hybrid
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people having its origin in the f¥ret echism in Israel, =t is
natural too, that with the other temple on Gerizim now standing
the Chr should endeaver to crystallize into law thasef features
of the Jerusalem worship which had been only eustom, A certain
religicus revolution wo@ild take place, & closer defining of ritusl
and a deepening of ceremony, even as in the days of Ezra. Thue
we arrive at our explanation of the additionalf 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 less impybtance with regard to
the date of the Chr, In 1Ch.21;1. thes =story of the census of David,
we have Satan introduced as & definite character, It is no longer
(Vv ae in Job but plain \O\‘J , ® proper name not needing
the article, The point need not be discussed but since Job and
one of the psalme have the on!y other mentions of Satan ir the -
Bible and since this reference in Ch, by its lack of the definite
article, makee it the latest development in the idea, much mgy be
inferred., Ve cannot merely say that it iz the work of a later
hand. Then, the detailed angelology of the same chapter is to be
noted, Late diction, such words as 5 ' "Stand T .1 havwe often
been pointed out by exegetes. The Chr'e attitude toward Edom
(2Cn.25;121f, 90 and 28;12ff) is significant, but it can afford ds
no definite conclusione eirce the antipathy againet Edom extends
from Ezekiel through Jesus B, Sirach in post-ex times, Finally,
aidirg us tc place this work of the Chr. not before Jaftw3 325-300

is the pronounced tendency of the Chr. to bring forward the growing

Hacad
relan

temdency of strife between priest and royalty. Such a diwulty
L bl e o
ie known to have existed about the year 300 B.C.E., (Grheﬁv) And prtn

80, #n the work of the Chr, we find 2Ch.19;11, the priest isput
above the secular wuthorities in justice. 2Ch.22;10ff traces
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Davidic blood in the veins of the high priest. The priest Jehoiada
is buried with the royalty (2Ch.24;1i5). Wnen priestly igfluence
is removec, the royalty deteriorate (2Ch.24;15ff). Jehoash's life
cahstitutes a Midrasl on the fact that ingratitude to priests
brings & violent end. This directly contradicts all facts in K,
Thus, from my own observation, I would place the Chr, as
having written Ch, 325-300 B.C.E., There is no perceptible Greek
influence which would entitle it to an i:;;;ll date, desptde the
apparent testimony of the gen. of 1h.3;19-24 when read with the
LXX« On the baeis of gens, which cannot be verified, Curtis gives
360 as the date. @esptte hie approximate-correctness, he does not
btring the necesesary critical evidence to defend his view, By our

omission of & critical view of Neh. we lack an analysis of the

Jaddua gen. which is always quoted,but this merely supnorts# our

view as to the date, On the same ground as Curtis, Bn. give + 300
as the Chr's date. To base so important & point, enteiling as we
now see, much of imporiance for late:- Judaism, the ground of a gen,

is too little, Yet neither of these mchol=zrs exert the methods

of irternal driticiem andevidence, to the extent which the text
affords. Upon their reasoning it might be urged that the only part
of the Chr, that can be assigned to the date 300 BR.C.E. is the gens,
EB also gives th. same date and with the same lack of convincirg

argument.,




J. The Chronicler a Levite,

As & final chapter of this work,let me hazard a minor yet
most irteresting point. The bmportance which may attach to such a
thewy as I now advance, I must oonfess, worksd rather in a circle.
I explain the Chr, to be a Levite, thus showing his interest in the
Levites, exemplified by texts which I have quoted to determine his
levitical identity. Yet as facts, my notations of the Chr's tendency
in favor of the Levites may be of value. I present them now.

The Chr. establishes the institution of levitical singers,
There may have been ritmal singers before, dut it is the Chr. who
first insiets on their levitical origin. Perhaps under hies influ-
ence, P took over that idea with which he stocks his work, that all
of the sanctuary taske must be done by Levites., Even Samuel and
Eli, the former plainly ang Ephraimite, become Levites in Ch,
because of their connexion with the Temple, A further interest in
the Levites is shown ir the detailed repetition of their possessions
from Jos, 21 in 1Ch.6;39ff. And not only the singers, but even the
gate-keepers must be Levites (1Ch,15;17ff). Obed Edom at whose
house the ark stopped when David brought it up is made a Levite when
really it is doubtful whether he was a Hebrew. Note the prominent
place given the Levite in 1Ch.23;24, Even the Sofer of David memt
be a Levite. Th = is significant for the Chr., as we have pointed
out, may have been one of the later Soferim. And now, by contrasting
with K, we find the following. Compare the Ch, account of thd
revolution of Joash in 2Ch.23 with its source in 2K,11 and you wannot
but notice the unduly big part given the lLevites by the Chr,
2Ch.20;14ff exalte the Levites, This is the Chr's own passage. The
Levites are arbitrarily inserted again in the Jehoash story (2Ch.24;5)
In 2Ch.29;11ff. the place of the Levite is again unduly emphadized.
The story of the finding of the Book in Josiah's reign is taken
xX
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Almost verbatim from K except for the place given the Levites.
In 2Ch.30;22 the Levites are agaiq&iven special privelege,
Yes, you might argue, but this is all on the baeis of Pg or
Ps and is a reconstruction of history to fit the levitical attitude
of the P dode., Granted that thie might expBlin this undue levitical
influence, which it does not, how are you goin’.to explain instances
like the Pesachim of Hez, and Josiah., In the i‘&er reign, 2Ch.35, the
priest's role as the chief actér is endangered by the part given the
Levite, a part greater than any bdasis in P. And the account of
Hes's. Pesach in 2Ch.29;34, has the Levites still more extolled;
there ie too much sacrificing for the priests to handle and the
Levite is sanctified to the priesthood so that he serveg as & priest,
All of these items may be of importance or of no imporience,
but to me, it seems that only one conclusion can be drawn. The
Chr. is 8 Levite interested in advanchhg levitical claime as far as
he can and a watchdog over the newly granted levitical mkxim ‘
priveleges of P, In some cases he succeeds ir hie advance of new
claime. He did succeed in handing over evefy bit of Temple service
to the Levite, But that tendency of which we find some hint in
the Chr., the tendency tc narrow the sharp cleavage finally drawn
between priest and levite, did not succeed#. The Chr., was & loyal
upholder of P with its Aarcnitic priesthooli. But because of his
levitic descent, there are those inevitable symptoms of levitical
interestedness,
Thias, though, ies merely hypothesis. I present it as &
fact worthy of consideration on the basis of the evidence., It
is but indicative of the ndlire of the task I have undertaken; there
is 2o much that is new which can be found, mso great a wealth of
important historical materiel lying unexpldined and unused in

scholan
the worke of the Chr. No xaakixx who has written. on Ch. has com-



prehended the scope of his task. I have but tried to indicate

the deeper problems, the underlying purposes of the Chr., his
histdrical cencption, end the value of all these to us from an
historical standpoint. I have tried to indicate with some effort
at solution the interesting problem of sources, the Chr's intri-
cate connexion with the P code and finally, the Chr's extremely
great importance as the door through which one may enter upon the
study of the Judaism of the late Persian and early Greek periods.
My task is far from accomplished and I leave it with the hope that
I may turn to it again at soge other time with richer maturity

and profounder judgment,
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