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PREFACE.

ONE of the editors of the International Critical Commen-tary,

the Rev. Professor Charles A. Briggs, D.D., D.Litt.,

died while this volume was going through the press. I

was fortunate in having the benefit of his editorial supervision

of the manuscript and of a part of the proof. So the work was

well under way when the message came that he was too ill to

read proof any longer and that I must assume full responsi-bility.

I have done my best that his illness should result in no

loss to this work.

In the death of Dr. Briggs, American Biblical scholarship has

lost one of its ablest and most widely known representatives.

He was called upon to suffer much for his convictions, and he

did suffer bravely. Nor did he suffer in vain. He had the sat-isfaction

of justification in the end; for the views which aroused

so much opposition have met with general acceptance. Dr.

Briggs was really conservative; he formed his opinions slowly

and deliberately; but once they were formed, he would yield

them only to new evidence. I am glad to have this opportunity

to express my appreciation of the character and attainments of

Dr. Briggs and the great privilege I have enjoyed in frequent

friendly association with him.

The preparation of this volume has occupied my available

time for several years. I should have despaired of finishing

what proved to be a far bigger task than I ever anticipated

save for my return, two years ago, to the professorial office so

that my summers were really free for work. The task proved

unexpectedly big, for I discovered early in my studies that

Ezra-Nehemiah bristled with hard problems which had not

really been solved. Many have ignored them altogether; oth-ers

have reached conclusions without adequately recognising

vu
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and weighing all the available evidence. There
was, therefore,

a great deal of pioneer work to be done, and I have laboured

perseveringly in the hope of making some
contribution to our

scanty knowledge of the important Persian period of Jewish

history and to our understanding of Biblical books which have

suffered from neglect.

Nevertheless, I confess that I
am heavily indebted to scholars

who have laboured in this field, even to some
from whose conclu-sions

I dissent. The references show at least
a

list of liabilities.

But there is another debt, and
a larger one,

which cannot be

exhibited in references, and which I desire to put on
record here,

and that is the obligation to the three teachers under whom it

was my privilege to study years ago,
and who awakened in

me

an absorbing interest in the study of the Old Testament. In

the order of
my acquaintance with them, the three

are:
Pro-fessor

David G. Lyon, of Harvard University; the Rev. Dr.

John P. Peters, formerly professor in the Philadelphia Divinity

School; and the late Dr. William R. Harper, president of the

University of Chicago.

LORING W. BATTEN.

The General Theological Seminary,

New York, June a8, 1913.
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ABBREVIATIONS.

L TEXTS AND VERSIONS.

L
" The Vatican, Alexan-drian,

or Luciau text

of the same. The let

ten standingalone re-fer

to the same texts.

- The Latin text of i Es-

- English Versions.

- Greek Septuagint Ver-sion.

In Ezr.-Ne. this

always means 2 Esdras

as distinguishedfrom

1 Esdras.

- The Alexandrine text.

- Vatican text of Swete.

- The Sinaitic text

- The Old Testament.

" One, the Hebrew text as

- The Redactor, or editor.

- The Revised Version.

" The margin of the Re-vised

Version,

" The Vulgate Version.

- Versions,usually an-cient
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V. OTHER SIGNS.

t prefixed indicates all
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cited.

I parallel, of words or clauses

chiefly synonymous.

"" equivalent, equals.

+ plus denotes that other passages

might be cited.

'
" sign of abbreviation in He-brew

words.

VI. NAMES RECURRING FREQUENTLY.

Art. " Artaxerxes I Longi-

manus.

Art. II. " Artaxerxes II Mnemon.

Cy. " Cyrus.

Dar. = Darius I.

Jes. " Jeshua or Joshua.

Neh.

Sanb.

Shes.

To.

Zer.

Nehemiah.

Sanballat.

Sheshbazzar.

Tobiah.

Zerubbabel.

Vn. REMARKS.

Biblical passages are cited according to the verses of the Hebrew text.

Numerals raised above the line (i) after numerals designating chapters

indicate verses (Gn. 6*); (2) after proper names refer to sections of gram-mars

or pages
of books (Ges.**).





INTRODUCTION.

" I. THE ORIGINAL FORM OF THE BOOKS.

The books of Ezr. and Ne. were originally one, and ought

really to be so combined now. The evidence of this is over-whelming.

Two points suffice for a demonstration: (i) The

story of Ezr. is partly in one book, Ezr. 7-10, and partly in

the other, Ne. i"-8lt* In 1 Esd. these two parts are united

in a single book. (2) At the end of each book of the OT. there

are certain Massoretic notes, giving the number of verses, the

middle point in the volume or roll, etc. There are no such

notes at the end of Ezr., and those at the end of Ne. cover both

books, showing that the two constituted a single work when

those notes were made.f

It is also generally agreed that Ezr.-Ne. originally was a

part of the book of Ch., so that the whole work was a com-prehensive

history of the Jews from Adam down to the end of

the Persian period.

It is true that in the Heb. Bible our books precede Ch., though

the right order is found in "B. The order in the Heb. canon is naturally

illogical, and is prob. due to the fact that Ezr.-Ne. was accepted

as canonical before Ch. The fact is that Ch. was under a great

deal of suspicion. It was a book parall. the earlier histories long es-tablished

as authorities, and differing from them so much that the

presence of the new work created difficulties. Ezr.-Ne., on the other

hand, contained the only account of the important Pers. period. A

part of the large work of Ch. was, therefore, severed from the rest, and

naturally just that part dealing with the otherwise unknown period,

and of which there was no dup., and this part was accepted. Later the

rest of the work found its place at the very end of the canon.

The order in "" really does not contravene this conclusion, for the

Gk. translators made a new arrangement of the canon on a literarybasis,

"Tbe grounds for this limitation are given below in the treatment of the history under

the reign of Art. II.

t See further my art
" Esr.-Ne.," in DB. i,"*.

X
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putting all the historical books together. When the transpositionwas

made on this basis, Ch. was put before Ezr.-Ne. from chron. consid-erations.

When the disjunctive was made, there appears to have been an acci-dent,

for the severed parts overlap, Ezr. i1-** being identical with 2

Ch. 36" '". The latter ends in the middle of a sentence
" and let him go

up," and in the middle of Cy.'s decree. The simplest explanation of

the strange fact is that a copyist who was working on the book of Ch.

had as his exemplar one of the older editions containing the whole orig-inal

Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. He got beyond the point of division before he

noted his mistake, and this slip has been perpetuated down to the

present day. Howorth explains differently(PSBA. iooi,*).

It is indisputable that Ch. and Ezr.-Ne. come from the same hand.

There is no book in the OT. which has more marked peculiaritiesthan

Ch. These cover both literaryfeatures,favourite words and expres-sions,

peculiar style,etc. (for a list of which, see Curt.T),and also

historical features, for the Chr. had his own way of looking at the

history,and his theory colours his work so markedly that it is often

quite valueless to the student of history. There is scarcelyone of these

peculiaritiesthat is not found also in Ezr.-Ne. Evidence of the original

unity is furnished from Esd., which contains two whole c. of Ch.

(2 Ch. 35, 36) and then goes on directly to Ezra, without the duplica-tion

found in Heb. Further evidence isgiven by Curt. Intr. % *.

" 2. THE DATE.

It is difficult to deal satisfactorilywith this problem, for Ezr.-

Ne. is a composite work and contains sources from different

periods. If the decree of Cyrus in Ezr. 1 is original,this is the

earliest portion and belongs to 538 B.C. Ezr. 47-M" is made up

chieflyof two letters which belong to the reign of Artaxerxes,

and before his 20th year, therefore is dated somewhere in the

period 464-444 B.C. But the letters are imbedded in a nar-rative,

and it is impossible to say when the compilation of the

letters was made, except that it was before the Chronicler's time.

The Memoirs of Nehemiah were apparently written soon after

his second administration,certainlynot later than the end of

the reign of Artaxerxes, 424 B.C. As for the date of the whole

work, Ch.-Ezr.-Ne., it is unnecessary to duplicate the excellent

work of Curtis (t".Intr. "'). Certainly our books go down to the

Greek age, and it is quite impossibleto place the work earlier
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than 300 B.C. We can with a good deal of confidence name

the third century B.C. as the time of the Chronicler,but cannot

be more exact.

" 3. THE CONTENTS OF THE BOOKS.

Ezra 1. The return of exiles under Sheshbazzar bringing the

sacred vessels of the temple and having permission to rebuild

the temple.

21-*9. A list of residents of the province of Judah.

2ro-4*. The Hebrew story of the rebuildingof the temple un-der

the leadershipof Zerubbabel and Jeshua.

44-6. A fragment, descriptiveof the opposition of the Gentile

neighbours of the Jews.

47'Um (Aram.). The complaint to Artaxerxes and his order

to stop the building operations.

4Mb-6l* (Aram.). The Aramaic version of the history of the

rebuildingof the temple; parallelto 270-4,.

6l9*a. The keeping of the Passover.

7-10. The principal part of Ezra's history, containing the

letter of Artaxerxes 712-* (Aram.), a descriptionof the gather-ing

of his caravan, the discovery of the marriages with for-eigners,

and the dissolution of these marriages.

Nehemidh 1, 2. Nehemiah learns of the sad plightof Jeru-salem,

obtains leave of absence from Artaxerxes, goes up to

Jerusalem with a caravan, makes an inspection of the walls,

and appeals successfullyto the people to start the restoration

of the walls.

31-a. A listof the forces engaged in the rebuildingof the walls

and the portion restored by each body.

3"-417 (EV. 41-28).The efforts of Sanballat, Tobiah, and

others to prevent the restoration of the walls.

5. The distress of the impoverished Jews and Nehemiah's

measures for their relief.

6t-75. Further efforts of Sanballat and his associates to wreck

Nehemiah's projects; the completion of the walls,and the care

for the protectionof the city.
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7*-71.A duplicateof Ezr. 21M.

8l-u. Resumption of the historyof Ezra, describingthe prom-ulgation

of the law.

gu-is# The observance of the Feast of Booths.

9. The prayer of the Levites.

io1-". A list of names on a sealed record.

io*9-*". Measures taken to maintain a pure race and to sup-port

the worship of the temple.

11. The draftingof a population for Jerusalem, a listof those

who dwelt in the holy city,and a record of the towns of Judah

and Benjamin. A sequel to 7*.

I21-*. Lists of priestsand Levites of the various parts of the

Persian period.

I2*7-4j# The dedication of the walls.

1244-47. Provision for the support of the temple officers.

13. The reforms instituted in Nehemiah's second administra-tion.

" 4. THE CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER.

The material has come down to us in an order that is often

very puzzling. As the result of successive editings,the ma-terial

is very badly arranged. For the most part, however, it

is possible to restore the sections to a proper chronological

sequence.

With a singleexceptionEzr. 1-4"* is in its true order. C. 1 belongs

to the time of Cy.; 2T*~4* to the reign of Dar.; 4*+ to Xerxes, and 4"-""*

to Art.; 21-" is one of the late passages in the books, at least as late as

Ezr. To the reign of Art. belongs also all of the Ne. narrative,viz.,

Ne. 1-7*, exc. c. 3*-", which is late,11 12"-* and 13. There is left in

the book of Ezr. three sections,4MM""" 6"-w and 7-10. 4MM"lt be-longs

to the time of Dar. and should directly follow 27t~4', the Heb.

version of the same story, the place it practicallyhas in Esd., where

it follows 4*. It is a story apparently late in its originand not of very

great value. Torrey holds that 4T-6" was incorporated bodily by the

Chr. (ES."1),and that the temple was chieflyin mind in the complaint

of the Sam. But his reasoning is not convincing (v.4"). The two

passages 47*M* and 4"M"" really have little in common. The latter

passage was removed from its proper position because the former was

wrongly interpreted. It was a comparatively late addition, for its in-
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sertion worked havoc with some of the earlier material. An editor had

the Heb. story of the rebuilding of the temple (2"-4a), followed by

the correspondence with Art. about the rebuilding of the city; the

Aram, story differed somewhat from the Heb.; the editor incorporated

this version and made it the basis of his history. He then proceeded

to modify the Heb. story to make it an unsuccessful attempt at rebuild-ing

the temple, and found in 4'-"* a cause of failure. The original

sequence was, therefore,1 2Tt-4* 4MM"lt 44-***. Where 6""-" belongs,

it is hard to say. By its subject it connects with another fragment

(Ne. 8U-I"),or it may be very early (v.comm.). 7-10 belongs to a

period after Neh.

Another possibilitycannot be ignored. We note that Ezr. 1 belongs

to the time of Cy., 2"-4" to that of Dar., 4*-* to that of Xerxes,*

and 47*M" to that of Art. The last-named passage leads right up to

the work of Neh., which is also in the time of Art. Now between Ezr.

4"" and Ne. 1 we have, first,the story of Ezra (7-10),which should

follow Neh.'s story; second (4"b-6"), a late and practicallyvalueless

document; and third (6""-"),also prob. late. It is,therefore,per-fectly

possiblethat the originalorder was 1 27t~4M", Ne. The Aram,

version of the temple-building story should have been put in directly

after 4*, as it practicallyis in Jos. But the compiler failed to see that

the Aram, was but a dup., and thus the mischief was wrought.

In Ne. it is easy to follow a correct order,as shown in the notes on the

sections,so far as his own work is concerned. The order is 1 2 3s*-

7* 11 i2t7-* 31-" 5 13 and 10, which is a sequel to c. 13. There follows

the story of Ezra's administration (Ezr. 7-10, Ne. 81*")- The rest of

the material cannot be dated, and must be grouped by subjects. The

chron. order of the whole, so far as it can be determined, is as follows:

(a) Ezr. 1; (6) Ezr. 2"-4" 4"M""; (c)Ezr. 4"-" 47-"" Ne. 1 2 3M~417

6*-7* 11 i2"-"" 3"-" 5 13 10 i2"-"T; (d) Ezr. 7-10 Ne. 8"-" Ezr. 6""-"

Ne. 8"-1*; (e)Ne. 9 121-* 7*-" = Ezr. 2"-"",and perhaps Ne. n"-".

That under (a) belongs to the reign of Cy., (b) to Dar., (c)to Art.

(exc. 4*-4),("/)to Art. H, and (e) is uncertain, but prob. is to be

dated in the same reign as (d),as it is either a part of Ezra's work or a

natural consequence of what he had done. Ne. 9, however, as shown

in the notes, bears evidences of the Gk. period,and may be one of the

latest sections in the books.

In reading a historical book it is desirable to have the ma-terial

in proper chronologicalorder. To rearrange the whole of

Ezr.-Ne. would be needlesslyconfusing; but it is deemed best

in a few particularsto undo the mischief of R. Therefore in

" At taut that is certain of 4', and that suffices.
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the commentary I have joined Ezr. 7-10 to Ne. 8-10, and

placed the whole after Ne. 13; and Ezr. 44-m is transposed to

follow Ezr. 6. The advantages are manifest: the two temple-

building stories are brought together; the brief passage belong-ing

to the time of Xerxes has its proper place; the Aramaic

letters (Ezr. 47'u*) come just before Ne. 1, to which they are

an introduction; the whole story of Nehemiah's work comes in

proper sequence; and Ezra's history is combined and placed

where it probably belongs chronologically.

" 5. THE TWO EDITIONS OF EZRA-NEHEMIAH.

Ezr.-Ne. is peculiar in that it has come down to us in two

recensions, which at certain points differ from each other quite

radically. It is true that something of the same condition is

found in other OT. books. In S. there is a long section in

Hebrew which was not originallyin " (1 S. i7"-*1 i7**-i86).

There is a vast difference also between the Greek texts and the

Hebrew in the books of Je. and Dn. In the case of Ezr.-Ne.,

however, the so-called d follows MT. very closely,but the

so-called Apocryphal book of Esd. constitutes reallya different

edition of Ezr.-Ne.

In the Apocr. there are additional sections to some of the OT.

books; thus, the Rest of Est.; Baruch is an addition to Je.; the Song

of the Three Holy Children, the history of Susanna, and Bel and the

Dragon are additions to Dn. But in all these there is nothing corre-sponding

to any part of ^ ; the passages are additions pure and simple

and found only in Gk. Esd., on the other hand, is merely a variant

edition of a part of Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. For the most part, it is a faithful

translation of % but with addition and subtraction and rearrangement.

This book is of such vital importance to our work that a fuller discus-sion

is essential,and it is well worthy of a section by itself.

" 6. I ESDRAS.

In Greek this edition of the history,as the title Esd.A shows,

has the priority;the Greek translation of the whole of Ezr.-Ne.

is known as 2 Esd. or Esd.B In Lagarde's edition of Codex Luci-

anus this order is reversed, an evidence of an effort,manifested
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on every page of this nevertheless valuable text, to conform to

the MT. more closelythan other Greek texts. But the evidence

is overwhelmingly in favour of the priorityof Esd., and the ex-planation

can only be, as I infer to be Torrey's conclusion too,

that this edition was preferred. Indeed, Sir Henry Howorth

has argued (of whose work more anon), that Esd. is the orig-inal

Septuagint text, and that our Hebrew edition is reallythe

Apocryphal book.

The subjoined table will show the contents of this edition in com-parison

with MT.

It will be noted that there is one long addition (31~5C)* This is

the only element in the book which ace. to other usage can be called

Apocr., for the Apocr. comprises the books or sections of books which

were known only in a Gk. original. This addition contains the story

of the Three Youths, or Guardsmen of Dar. At the time of a great

feast,the Three Guardsmen competed in a test of wisdom, to deter-mine

which was strongest, wine, the king, or women. The third con-testant,

who was the victor,is identified with Zer. in what is usually

regarded as a gl.(4"),easilysuggested by 5*, ace. to which Zer. spoke

wise sentences before Dar. This statement may account for the plac-ing

of this whole story as a prelude to the mission of Zer. By some

rather mysterious process not made clear in the text, probably because

of an addition here from a moral interest,Zer. switches off to prove that

truth is stronger than either wine, kings, or women. Down to this

point (4"), the story is a sort of a joke, and might belong to court

jesters,but at the close the story is given a serious turn.

At 40 we reach a new section, doubtless originallyquite indepen-dent

of the preceding. Torrey has sufficientlydemonstrated this point

(ES." *"). Now we come to an important passage, fully discussed in

the intr. to Ezr. 3, in which Zer. obtains a grant from the king, collects

a company, and goes up from Pers. to Jerus. to rebuild the temple.

To revert to the table,we note that Esd. contains two c. of Ch., all

of Ezr. exc. a singlev. (4*),but only a very small section of Ne. There
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ii not a word about Neh/s great work, nor is there anything of Ne.

8"-io, which are almost universally,but incorrectly,as I shall try to

show later,regarded as a part of the Ezra story.

The rearrangement appears at two points. First, the Art. letters,

Ezr. 4'-" " Esd. 2U*M) are placed immediately after the story of Shes.'s

return, and so between the reigns of Cy. and Dar., whence Jos. substi-tuted

Cambyses for Art. in the letters,so that followingthis text as he

did, his chronology is consistent. Second, a part of the Ezra story is

removed from its familiar place in the middle of Ne. and joined directly

to the part of Ezra's story contained in the book called by his name;

*. e.} Ne. 77t-8" follows Ezr. 7-10.

The latter of these variant arrangements undoubtedly preserves the

originalorder. If one could maintain that Ezra went to Jems, in the

7th year of Art., a date shown later to be impossible,it would stillbe

out of the question for Ezra to begin publishingthe law at least fifteen

years later. Even if Ezra and Neh. were contemporaries, no historian

would have severed the Ezra story by the insertion of a part of the Ne.

narrative without adequate reason, and there is no reason at all here.

But it is shown elsw. that the place of the Art. letters (Ezr.4'-Ma)in

the Esd. text is not original. Indeed, their situation is more inconsistent

in this text than in % for to say nothing of the putting of Art. before

Dar., we have in this edition an account of the stopping of the building

of the temple before that work had been begun. In this edition the

passage stands as a bald interpolation.It has neither ancestry nor

posterity,so that one may wonder whether it was an originalpart of the

Esd. text at all. It may have been put in by a later hand because it

was in the Heb. The striking result would be that the originalEsd.

edition of the historyknows of no interference with the Jews in their

efforts to rebuild the temple.

There is reason to believe that when this Art. correspondence was

placed directlyafter the reign of Cy., the name of the king was changed

to Cambyses, and that it so stood in the Esd. text in the time of Jos.,

for that historian would not have been likelyto change the name of a

king, and that here he actuallyfollowed his source. If that is the case

there are some interestingconsiderations to be noted. The author of

Esd. was pretty well informed, and may easilyhave rebelled against

placing an event of the reign of Art. before the building of the temple.

This writer knew that the temple was built in the time of Dar. He

knew that Art. did not precede Dar. Therefore he transposedthe pas-sage

and substituted the name Cambyses for Art.

In MT. the name of Xerxes also appears before that of Dar. (Ezr.

49))but this name is not found in Esd. anywhere. In other words,

Esd. knows of but one king between Cy. and Dar., and the author

must have known that that was Cambyses. We might then infer that

he was right,and follow many scholars in thus changing the name of
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the king. But it is apparent that the contents of the passage are in-consistent

with its position, for it would give us an account of the

interruptionof the temple-building before the foundations were laid.

While the position of the passage would fit the reign of Cambyses, its

contents are inconsistent with that date.

To return to the addition,one part of it (3*-4")"as Torrey has shown

(ES.")"has nothing to do with Heb. history,but the rest (4tt~S*)is,

or at least contains, what we absolutely need as an explanation of the

events described in Ezr. 3. To jump from Ezr. 1 to Ezr. 3 involves

a wild flight,and in our text nothing intervenes but a list of names,

which certainlydoes not seem to make a historical connection. Inci-dentally

we have here a possible explanation of the insertion of the

list of Ezr. 2. There was certainlya historical section between Ezr. x

and 3. The Chr. or some later editor cut out the passage because it

spoiledhis theory of the delay in building the temple. The gap was

supplied in MT. by the insertion of the strange list (2'-*").Later this

list was put into the Esd. text, and as it is joined closely to Ezr. 3

it was separated from Ezr. 1, for it could not join at both ends in a

text which preserved the lost material which was original between

the two c. What this material was is fully stated in the intr. to

Ezr. 3. Its great importance lies in the fact that it fixes the history

related in Ezr. 2 "-4* as belonging to the reign of Dar. It is hard for

me to understand how so accomplished a scholar as Torrey can insist

that the events narrated here belong to the reign of Cy. It is no more

reasonable to substitute Cy. for Dar. in this text than for Jos. to sub-stitute

Cambyses for Art. in his account of the letters in 4'-"*. The

appeal is made to Esd. 5" = Ezr. 4', where the Jews say they will

build the temple as King Cy. commanded them (so Thackeray, DB.

art.
"

1 Esd.")* But surely there is no reason why Zer. in the time of

Dar. should not appeal to the earlier decree of Cy. The edicts of

Cy. were not invalidated by his death.

Sir Henry Howorth has written many interestingarticles about this

book.* One of the points upon which he is most insistent is that

Esd. is the original"$,while the Gk. 2 Esd.,usuallyknown as "$,is really

Theodotion's translation. Much credit is due to this accomplished

scholar for his persistent efforts to bring Esd. into the prominence it

deserves. And yet I agree with Torrey that his main contention is of

little value. His fundamental mistake is the underlying theory that

there was an authoritative and standard Gk. translation of the OT.

comparable to the AV. in English, a sort of officialLextus rcceptus. The

fact is that 1 and 2 Esd. are quite independent translations of Semitic

originals,but they are renderings of different editions. 1 Esd. had one

Semitic text of which it is a free and idiomatic version; 2 Esd. is a

slavishlyliteral rendering of our present MT.

* Academy, 1893, Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archeology, 1901-3.
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It follows from this indisputablefact that Esd. is of vastlygreater
value to the OT. student than OF and all the other Vrss. which de-

pend upon it. Sir Henry's point is well taken in this respect. Few

scholars have availed themselves of the treasures hidden away in this

storehouse. As Howorth suggests, there has been too much of a ten-dency

to make a fetish of MT. Even scholars are not dissociated en-tirely

from the theory once held as essential to orthodoxy that the words

and even the pointing of MT. are inspired. This comm. will show

ample use of this important text by whose aid alone some of the grave

problems have been solved.

An interestingquestion about Esd. concerns itsoriginalform. Many

scholars maintain that it is complete as it stands. Others, like Howorth

and Torrey, insist that it is a fragment from the middle of the complete

Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. The question is not of vital importance here, yet some

consideration is necessary. In favour of the latter view, it is noted that

Esd. ends with one word of Ne. 8M, xat txiauvfafopacv= TOW. Torrey

believes that the surviving fragment came from a Gk. not a Semitic

MS., as Ne. 8" begins wn ovai (ES.*). In Cod.L this v. is com-pleted,

and I am convinced that we have here one of the many attempts

to bring Esd. into conformity with MT. In other words, Esd. really
ends the Ezra story with Ne. 8", and in my opinion that text never

contained any more about Ezra.

This conclusion is supported by the testimony of Jos. It is contended

by Howorth and Torrey that Jos. uses Ne. 811 *-. This does not seem to

me to be the case. He does, indeed, refer to the Feast of Booths, but

only as a note of time; for he makes it the occasion of the assembly
in the 7th month at which the law was read as described in Ne. 81-" =*

Esd. o"-" {Ant. xi,5, 5). There is not a reference to anything related

in Ne. 9, 10. Jos. knew nothing of any event in the story of Ezr. after

the reading of the law.

If Esd. is but a fragment of Ch.-Ezr.-Ne., it must have contained

an account of Neh.'s work. Jos.deals with Neh. rather summarily (Ant.

xi, 5, 6-8), whom, as well as Ezra, he places in the reign of Xerxes.

His treatment is most full in that which correspondsto Ne. 1, 2, though

in this there are rather more than the usual number of glaring inac-curacies.

He has a considerable account of the trouble Neh. encoun-tered

from the enemy, a summary of Ne. 4, 6. He then proceeds with

a brief account of the dedication of the walls as in Ne. 12s7*41,and then

takes up the peopling of the city as in Ne. 71-" xx" '-,and finallyhe

describes the provisions for the pr. and Lev. (Ne. i3w-").* Now the

amazing fact is that Jos. shows a knowledge of every part of N.

exc. c. 5, and that he uses nothing else from the book of Ne. save 8*-",

a part of Ezra's story. It is clear,therefore,that if Esd. ever went

* This statement differs somewhat from Torrey 's (ES.n), but is,I believe,as accurate a

determination as can be made with confidence.
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any further than it does now, the lost contents comprised N. and

nothing else whatever. Jos. never could have picked out this story

from our present text. In his treatment of the book of Ezr. he does

not quote the lists of names, but he refers to them, showing that they

were in the text he used, but in the use of the book of Ne. there is no

hint of a listof names anywhere, not even of the wall-builders.

In what form the memoirs were to which Jos. had access it is im-possible

to say. These could hardly have survived as a separate pro-duction

in his time; yet they were originallypublished in that form;

and what we have includes all that Jos. knew. It is not unlikely that

he used the same text for the whole Pers. period, and certainlyhe had

these records in Gk.; therefore we may with a certain degree of prob-ability

conclude that Esd. originally contained the unadulterated N.

In that case the fragmentary hypothesis is the only tenable one.

One other point, though, it is commonly known, needs mention. In

his account of the return and the rebuilding of the temple, related in

Ezr. 1-6, Jos. follows Esd., not MT. He puts 41 *" after c. 1, and he

incorporates the story of the Three Guardsmen. But he unmistakably

puts the events described in 3^-4 ' in the reign of Dar., making 3"-" an

actual completion of the temple (Ant. xi,4, 2; see further under the

reign of Dar.). He is quite consistent,making 5, 6 a sort of sequel to

the preceding story, omitting entirely4Mb-sI. His date for 3u-4, is

the only possibleone to be derived from Esd., and his use of 3*-" =

Esd. 5"-" shows that he had a better text than most of those which

have come down to us.

It is sometimes stated that Jos. goes beyond Esd. and shows a knowl-edge

of 2 Esd. "$ (e.g.t DB. i,")" At the end of Shes.'s story, he

does say that 42,462 came up at that time, as in Ezr. 2, but he uses

this list fully where it stands in Esd. He gives an intr. to the Art.

letters which is based on Ezr. 41', but he uses that material again,

and these are probably but patches. Jos. sometimes follows his sources

so loosely that such usage hardly serves as an argument. The excep-tion

is about enough to prove the rule. Jos. certainly does not make

any use of our canonical Ezr.-Ne.

Reference has been made to the numerous changes in Esd. to bring

this edition into nearer agreement with MT. It is manifest that many

of these changes have been made since the time of Jos.,for in several

important points he bears witness to another text than that which

has come down to us. This is esp. the case in Ezr. 3'-". It is also

probable that Cambyses was in the text of Esd. which Jos. used

instead of Art. The cause of this revisingis determinable to a high

degree of probability. In the first place, it is well known that the

tendency to correct the Gk. version on the basis of the Heb. is dis-coverable

in every book of the OT. But there is a specialreason why

that correctingprocess should be marked in this particularbook. For
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this work existed in two quite different Vrss., and these were strug-gling

for supremacy the one against the other. In the time of Jos.

it is clear that Esd. was preferred among the Jews; for Jos. was in

bad repute with his brethren because of his pro-Romanism, and he was

politicenough to use the most popular sources for his history.

Three centuries later this edition had lost caste. Jerome's attitude

shows that plainly. He would not translate the story of the Three

Youths. He insists that the proper discourses of Ezr. and Ne. are

contained in a single volume, and that whatever is not contained in

them is to be rejected (pref.to Ezr.). Confessedly he formed this

opinion from his Heb. teachers, so that in his day " the preface was

written a.d. 304 " Esd. had lost its former popularity. The advo-cates

of this edition would not see it sink into disuse without a serious

effort to save it. The chief count against it was its departure from the

received text. Then began a process of editing to remove these de-partures

as far as possible. In many of the texts the originalis pretty

well erased. But in Cod.L the changes were often made simply by

adding a translation of MT. to the original Esd., so that it is still

possiblein places to recover the primitivetext.

The Vrss. available for the textual criticism of Ezr.-Ne. are

the same as those for Ch., a full and scholarly discussion of

which is given by Curtis, Intr. "*, and need not be repeated

here. The Vrss. really serve little purpose, with the singleex-ception

of Esd., which has been fully treated above, and of

which but a few more words are necessary from the point of

view of textual criticism.

It has been shown that Esd. is a translation of a Semitic text. Tor-

rey has given pretty convincing evidence that the story of the Three

Guardsmen is from an Aram, original (ES.M *"). It has long been sus-pected

that Esd. 5" is from a Heb. source, and that is doubtless

correct. But it is equally plain that Esd. is not a translation of the

present MT. No translator would take such liberties as we find in

that version. Those who rendered the Scriptures into Gk. were moved,

as all other translators,to give a faithful version of the text before them,

which they desired to make accessible to people who knew only the Gk.

tongue. The conclusion b inevitable that there were two editions of

this book in Semitic, of which the one finallyadopted in the Heb.

canon is the longer and the worse. On these two editions,see further

ES." *"

The most complete presentation of the apparatus for the textual

criticism of our books is presented in ES. c. 4. Torrey greatly prefers
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Cod.* to e, and urges great caution in the use of L. The caution is

wise, and yet some of the most important aids to the correction of the

text are hidden in that version.

" 7. THE SEMITIC TEXT.

In places the text of Ezr.-Ne. is very well preserved. In

N. especiallythere is as a rule very little trouble once the

interpolationsare recognised. But on the whole MT. is in

decidedlybad shape. At times the confusion is so great that

the work of the critic is most difficult. In some places there

is a wholesale corruptionof the text in the interest of the his-torical

theory of the editor.

The great majority of writers have accepted MT. and have

simply tried to make out of it the best they could. There is no

reason, however, for confining ourselves to one text in a case

in which we have good support for another and a better reading.

In places'the result is most surprisingand important. Many of

the critical theories of both the older and newer writers are de-pendent

on the corrupt MT. A reconstruction of these theories

is only possiblein the lightof a thorough-going criticism of the

text. This needs to go much further than Guthe's in Haupt's

SBOT. I myself worked for years on the suppositionthat there

was an early and fruitless effort to rebuild the temple. But

the discovery of the true text of Ezr. 3 compelled a radical

change of opinion.

The discovery of these corruptions,and in many places the

recovery of the true text, has another important consequence.

It proves beyond a doubt that there are originalsources where

previouslya passage has been assigned wholly to Chr. If a

text has been corrupted to make it suit a purpose, it is ob-vious

that the text in its originalform is not the work of R.

In that way it is demonstrated that there are Hebrew sources

in these books, and so the contributions of the Chronicler are

correspondingly dirrunished.
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" 8. THE SOURCES.

In the book of Ch. we find many sections of S. and K. in-serted

almost verbatim. There is a claim further that the

compiler used many other sources (see Curt. Intr.n *")" It is

true that some scholars,as Torrey, deny that these sources were

genuine, insistingthat the Chronicler pretends to quote to add

plausibilityto his history (ES. c. 7). Our books were originally

a part of the book of Ch., and we should expect the same

method to have been pursued. And our expectations are re-alised,

for it is possible to pick out some of the sources, even

though we have no parallelsfor control as we have in S. and

K. There is not, unfortunately,much agreement among schol-ars

as to the limits of some of these sources. There is noth-ing

then left for me but to give my conclusions, which are,

however, based on many years' study of these books. The

results will be seen to be decidedly conservative.

(1) The Memoirs of Nehemiak = N.

Beginning with a source about the presence of which there

is no difference of opinion,there is certainlyincorporated in the

book which bears his name some personal memoirs of Nehe-

miah. These are all written in the first person, and the nar-rative

is terse and vivid. The memoirs were written for the

most part soon after the close of his first administration (v.514),

and as a historical source rank among the very best in OT.

Nehemiah knew how to accomplish results,even in the face of

the gravest difficulties,and he also knew how to tell what he

had done without waste of words. In some places N. has

somewhat the character of a diary or journal. The brief pray-ers

and imprecations scattered through the document make

the impression of a narrative originallywritten for the author's

eye alone.

The agreement of scholars ceases, however, the moment we

attempt to determine the limits of the memoirs. There is a
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minimum about which all are agreed, but the moment we step

beyond that boundary contention arises.

The vast majority of modern scholars set rather large limits to these

memoirs. Berth. Sieg. Ryle, and Dr. practicallyagree that N. covers

Ne. i-7 i2"-"* 13*-". Berth, and Sieg. exc. i2"-""-* but Sieg.

adds nIf* and Dr. adds 131-4. Torrey, on the other extreme, finds

N. only in i*-2T a"*"-" 4"-6*". All agree that y*-n was not written by

Neh., but the scholars who include this in N. suppose, wrongly I be-lieve,

that it was incorporated in N. by Neh.

It seems certain that 31-" is not from N. It has none of the char-acteristics

of that document, but is very like other lists in our books,

and it is quite out of place where it stands, interrupting the narrative

sadly (9.notes on Ne. 3). I have shown in the notes reasons which

are sufficient to reject 2'-'*. I can see no satisfactoryevidence against

3"-*i 6u-i" 71-5* I3"-"" exc. v# "# The j^t passage is not only writ-ten

in the first p., but also has numerous characteristics of N. On

the other hand, I have no hesitation in rejecting i'-"*, the major por-tion

of Neh.'s prayer, which is too close to a type to be composed by

Neh. (v. notes), one point in which I go beyond Torrey, who only

goes so far as to assume editorial revision. I believe it a piece of

editorial composition. In the passage describing the dedication of the

walls (i2"-4"),there are unmistakable traces of N., e. g., in " '" """ "b,

but a story like this was too tempting to the Chr., and he has so em-bellished

it with interpolations to bring pr., Lev., music, and sacri-fices

into prominent place that Neh.'s own simple, straightforward

story is buried beyond hope of recovery. Torrey notes that 2"b $*"*"

4* *- repeat one another rather awkwardly, an awkwardness much in-creased

by the elimination of 31-" (ES.**). That is quite true, and

yet I doubt if any of the passages exc. possibly 3"-" can be legit-imately

questioned. The portions which are from N. are, therefore,

1 1-4 jllh-2l 2*b-M 3tt~7'* I3C~M.

(2) The Memoirs of Ezra = E.

It has been the practicallyunanimous opinion of Biblical

scholars that another important and trustworthy source is

found in E. This, it is claimed, includes Ezr. 7a7-8M 91-16;

such, at all events, are the conclusion of such competent schol-ars

as Driver, Ryle, Cornill,Kosters, Siegfried,and Bertholet.

Before discussing the matter further, it is necessary to reduce the

space of the memoirs somewhat. First, we must eliminate 81-", the
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listof the heads of the fathers who went up with Ezra. There is noth-ing

to suggest ". in the whole passage save the " with me
"

yW in v. !.

The v. is disjointed and shows an editor's hands, for " from Bab." is

connected with "went up," and we may infer that " with me
"

was in-serted

from 7s',or else that we should read by a very slightchange " with

him." The passage is out of place here,as it gives a listof his company

before Ezra makes his inspection (v. ")" It would come better after

7U, as 71'" summarises the whole story and commits other sins of

anticipation. Yet it must be noted that the list is peculiar in the

designation " males," and in the silence about the temple officers so

liberallysupplied in 7T. The explanation about the Neth. in 8" is

suspicious;indeed, the whole v. is prob. an addition by the Chr. The

same hand prob. produced w. *" '
"

M- w- ", for reasons given in the

notes. Also o"*"-" are to be excluded, so that for E. we have 7*Tf"

gu-i*. m-w. u f. n f. " gi-n". M-iif though 8M is dub.

Now ifthese are genuine memoirs there can be no doubt of their histor-ical

value. But Torrey has for years maintained that the Ezra memoirs

are a myth, insistingthat the whole Ezra story is composed by the

Chr., and in fact the character of Ezra was created by him, so that

Ezr. 7-10 and Ne. 770-io are fiction pure and simple (ES.m-m; cf.Comp.
u ir. *? ff.). \ part of this radical opinion will be examined later. Here

we are concerned with the memoirs only. Torrey's conclusion rests

essentiallyon linguisticmaterial. He gives a list of some thirtywords

from the parts which are assigned to E. and which he declares to be

characteristic of the Chr. (cf.Comp.1* *")" He goes so far as to declare

deliberately,as the "result of a good deal of hard study," that "there

is no portion of the whole work of Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. in which the Chr.'s

literarypeculiaritiesare more strongly marked, more abundant, more

evenly and continuously distributed,and more easilyrecognisablethan

in the Heb. narrative of Ezr. 7-10 and Ne. 8-10" (ES.M1)"

The use of the first p. is easilyexplained by Torrey on the ground

that the Chr. employed it in deliberate imitation of N. He cites

other cases in which there is transition from the first p. to the third.

Torrey has overlooked, so far as I recall,what might be a strong

argument in support of his contention, viz.,that in some places certain

Vrss. have the third p. where MT. has the first,e. g.t 8" '" in Esd.B,

o"-" in Esd.L.

But we note that the firstp. occurs in Esd. where N. is not found,

and where it may never have existed. The Ezra story may have been

once publishedquite independently of that of Neh. Then again it is

inconceivable that the Chr. should have written by far the major part

of the Ezra story in the third p., and then employed the first in such a

limited part. That is esp. the case as these passages in the first p.

are preciselythose which raise no suspicionon the ground of credibility.

But the most decisive argument is the relation of the various parts



THE MEMOIRS OF EZRA X^

of the narrative to each other. It is incredible that Ezr. 7-10 was all

written by the same person, the Chr. or any one else whatsoever. In

7U Ezra's whole company arrives in Jems., and the members of the

company are enumerated in 81*14,while in 7" and its direct sequel,8",

Ezra is beginning to gather a caravan at Ahava. Then, in the letter

of Art.,Ezra is clothed with enormous powers, but in the actual record

of his deeds he never once calls upon any authority but the law. The

difference in this respect between Ezra and Neh. is very marked. Neh.

acts as governor and uses his authority, but Ezra can only appeal to

the people to obey the law. Surely a singleauthor would have aimed

at greater consistency.

It has been conceded by several scholars, esp. since the publica-tion
of Torrey's Composition (1806), that E. has been worked over a

great deal, and that the numerous marks of the Chr. which Torrey

has pointed out are due to his revision. But Torrey in his later

work (ES. 19 10) asserts that the Chr. does not revise his material,

that he either incorporates bodily or composes entirely. Torrey cites

as an instance the parallelN. which he says the Chr. has practically

not revised.

My own studies constrain me to dissent from this contention. As

a matter of fact,I am persuaded that the Chr. revised his material

pretty freely whenever it suited his purpose to do so. I may cite

as an impressive instance his change from Yahweh to Satan as the

tempter of David (1 Ch. 211 =" 2 S. 241). (See further evidence in

Curt. ItUr.9-1*- ""). But the testimony of our own books is decisive.

The Chr. has liberallyrevised Ezr. 3 to make it square with his theory

of the deferred building of the temple. In fact, his hand is visible

almost everywhere.

It is true, however, that N. has been tampered with comparatively

little. But that fact is eloquent in its descriptionof the Chr.'s method.

The building of the wall was of so little interest that in one recension

the whole story may have been omitted. But when the Chr. came to

Neh.'s story of the dedication of the walls,he was in a field in which he

was perfectlyat home, and on a subject in which he had a profound

interest. He revised the story, which certainlyexisted in N. until there

are only dim traces of the original,while the work of his own hand is to

be seen all through.

Now Torrey is right in assertingthat Ezra was the Chr.'s hero. The

editor found the work of a kindred spiritin E. That document pre-

sented material with which he was familiar and on which he had very

pronounced opinions. But Ezra lived more than a century before the

Chr. In the meanwhile, many changes had taken place. The Chr. was

almost forced to bring Ezra's work down to date, as he does David's.

He could hardly use such a source without revision. Otherwise there

would have been a historical development in religion,and such a
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phenomenon was abhorrent to him. Therefore, Torrey's list does not

seem to me at all decisive,even if we grant its validity, as we must

in part.

As a matter of fact,the Chr. has revised even N. considerably. He

puts a suitable prayer in the cup-bearer's mouth (i"-"");he furnishes

the leader with letters which he seemed to think Neh. had overlooked

(27-'a;but v. notes); he provided a systematic account of the method

of building the wall, and as Neh. had afforded nothing to work on he

had to make it himself,unless,indeed, he found it ready from some

other hand, just as he elaborates Ezra's work; by the twist of a sen-tence

he changes the purpose of Neh.'s assembly and makes him dis-cover

a then non-existent record of names (71); and finallyin c. 13,

where Neh. approaches closely to the editor's own field,the Chr.'g

hand has crept in so conspicuously that Torrey gives him the credit

of the whole.

There is one more argument for the existence of "., which is entirely

subjective,and yet which is of very great force to one who feels it.

Every time I study Ezr. 7-10, I feel afresh the fact that two voices

speak in the various sections. The whole story as told in E. seems

so simple and natural and unaffected,and so lacking in the pomposity

which attaches to Ezra where the Chr. uses a free hand, that it bespeaks

its own genuineness. The very details of the gathering at Ahava

are just the things the Chr. would never think of composing, as we

may see from the summary way in which he actually deals with the

journey (71*10),in which he is careful to present abundant names and

dates, but no personal history at all.

Torrey's arguments have failed to convince those who have been

diligentstudents of the story of Ezra, and with all regard to his un-doubted

scholarship and industry, I find myself among the number

who must stilltake the Ezra story seriously.

(3) The Aramaic Documents.

There are three sections of the book of Ezr. which are writ-ten

in Aramaic: (1) The correspondence with Artaxerxes, 47_M\

(2) The history of the rebuilding of the temple, Ezr. 4S4b-618.

(3) The edict of Artaxerxes authorising Ezra's mission, jlt'u.

As 619-*2 is a late insertion and 71-10is the Chronicler's introduc-tion

to Ezr., we have practicallya long continuous section in

Aramaic, 47-7M. It may be, therefore, that before the Chron-icler

there was an Aramaic historyof this period,which he used

to a limited extent. If there was such a source, it must have
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consisted mainly of official documents with a minimum of intro-duction

and comment.

The first two of these pieces are alike in one respect, that

while the bulk of the material consists of the letters,there are

introductory and other notes also written in Aramaic. In the

case of the third, however, there is nothing in Aramaic save

the letter,the brief introduction (711)being written in Hebrew.

The Chronicler, therefore, does not get his material for (1)

and (2) at first hand. Before his time the letters had been pub-lished

with the various notes before and after the epistles. The

third he may have quoted at first hand; at all events, if there

ever had been any notes on the letter,the Chronicler left them

out entirely.

Mey. is the stoutest modern defender of these Aram, documents

(Ent*-n). He emends the text of Ezr. 47, reading "the despatch was

written in Pers. and translated into Aram./' so that originallythere

was here one of the polylingual inscriptionswhich abounded in the

Pers. empire. This argument would be stronger if there were nothing

but the letters. As a matter of fact, there are the compiler's com-ments.

Mey. would hardly contend that these, too, were written in

Pers. and translated into Aram. Besides it is shown in the notes that

Mey.'s interpretationof 4' is more than doubtful. Mey. claims to find

a considerable list of Pers. words in the documents, and thus rein-forces

his belief in Pers. originalsand in the authenticity of the letters.

But it does not seem possible to group the documents and formulate

a single conclusion which will cover them all. They must be treated

separately.

(1) There can be no doubt that the Chr. incorporated the Art.

correspondence in 4'-"* and did not compose it,for he misunderstood

its tenor. Further, there is no good reason whatever to question its

genuineness. It describes just the conditions necessary to explain

Neh.'s work, as I have shown in the intr. to the passage, where also

Kost.'s arguments against its authenticity are examined in detail.

Further, the charge of a tendency to exalt the Jews, and to exult

over the Sam. ("S.1M),certainlydoes not apply here, for in this source

the Sam. triumph over the Jews, and leave Jems, in the worst state

It had known since 586, a state which nearly broke Neh.'s heart when

he heard of it.

(2) I have myself repeatedly called this the Aram, version of the

temple-building story. In reality,it is better described as the corre-spondence

with Dar. about the rebuilding of the temple. There is
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very little in the whole narrative except the story of what the Sam.

rulers did when they heard of the operation at Jems, and the Pers. king's

action on their report. But the Chr. certainly was not the author of

the piece. The prominence of the prophets in s1 '-,which Mey., with

strange obtuseness, assigns to the Chr., could never have come from his

hand. He makes the pr. prominent even in building the walls,Ne. 3,

while the temple-constructionis supported chiefly by the prophets.

Even Torrey, who regards the source as worthless historically,admits

that it is quoted by the Chr.

It is a favourite theory of modern scholars that this document has

been freely edited, and that there is an original and authentic sub-stratum.

Torrey really jeers at this conclusion, saying of a quota-tion

from Dr.Intr: "The documents are not genuine, but in substance

are thoroughly trustworthy" (ES.1*4). Now, as a matter of fact, the

text of this document has been liberallyedited and is decidedly cor-rupt

in some places, as I have shown in the notes. It can hardly be

supposed that a Jewish R. would modify such material without a cer-tain

tendency creepingin. And the fact that he modified his material

shows that he had something to modify.

The bare outline of the narrative is as follows: Under the inspiration

of the prophets the Jews begin the rebuilding of the temple in the 2d

year of Dar. Tattenai, the governor of the Syrian province, and others

go to Jems, to see what authority the Jews had for building a temple

and who were the leaders in the movement. They report to Dar. by

letter the claim of the authority of Cy., and ask for instructions. Dar.

orders a search of the archives and finds the originaldecree of Cy.,

which is quoted, not in Dar.'s letter,but in the narrative portion. The

king confirms the decree of his predecessor and orders his officials not

to interfere.

Now in all this there is no note of improbability. The Jews in Ele-phantine

could not rebuild their temple without authorityof the Pers.

officials,and surely Tattenai would have been remiss had he taken no

steps under the circumstances. The temple was certainly rebuilt in

the reign of Dar., and that task could hardly have been accomplished

without his knowledge and sanction.

The most serious difficultyis the inconsistency with the story in

Esd. 4" '" that Zer. came to Jems, in the reignof Dar. carrying with him

permissionto rebuild the temple,and the silence of Hg. and Zc. about

interference from any source whatever. There is further the state-ment

in Ezr. 4" that the Sam. desired to aid the Jews in building,and

there is in that story no note of any opposition. We are compelled to

choose between two contradictory stories,and I have no hesitation

in accepting the Heb. story as correct.

The fact is that this story is inconsistent with itself. In 5* the

temple is begun under Zer., but in 5" the building has been going on



THE ARAMAIC DOCUMENTS 21

ever since the time of Shes. in the ist year of Cy. and was stillincom-plete.

Now this last passage is the basis of the Chr.'s construction

of allhis material of the period,Ezr. 1-6. In accord with this theory he

makes c 3 but a futile beginning of the work, and by leaving out dates

would make it appear that Zer.'s work was done in the time of Cy.

It is very likely,as Torrey contends, that he regarded this Dar. as

Dar. II (423-404),and so the time spent on building the temple was

a very long one indeed, certainly more than a century. The Chr., in

other words, had a very misleading source here, but he fell into the

trap, and made a mess of his good material accordingly.

Kost has tried to solve the problem of the contradictory statements

by assuming that there are, in fact,two originalstories which have been

woven together and worked over by the Chr. or an earlier compiler. This

dissection leaves in one part, A, s1-" "mU (exc."b, which with "-"" he

ascribes to the Chr.),and in the other,B, 5"-" 61 "-" (Wicd." ""). But the

grave difficulties of this piece cannot be solved in this way. There are

no linguisticor other marks to support such an arbitrary analysis.

The fact is that the whole piece is Jewish to the core. Tattenai and

his fellows,in their letter to the Pers. king, reallyplead the cause of the

Jews, and Dar. goes even beyond Cy. in his generosity toward the

temple.

Torrey holds now that 47-61" was incorporated bodilyby the Chr.,

though he formerly held that 4M was the Chr.'s connecting link (ES.1M '";

cf.Comp. T *"). I am unable to follow Torrey in his change of opinion.

Had one author written the whole piece,he would hardly have been

entirelysilent in two whole c. about the important letters in 4T-M, and

Tattenai could hardly have been ignorant of Art's decree. Doubt-less

"Artaxerxes" was inserted in 6" to make the two pieces go better

together.

And yet the piece in its original form was doubtless a sincere at-tempt

of some devout Jew, livingvery long after the event, to describe

the manner in which the temple was rebuilt. He was doubtless igno-rant

of other sources, and could hardly have been familiar with official

documents or he would not have put such a pathetic Jewish plea as

5*-" into the letter of a Pers. official. The passage is eloquent of the

tribulations of the poor Jews, and doubtless the writer expressed some

true sentiments, however ill-informed he was of the history.

(3) Concerning Art.'s grant to Ezr. 7"-M littleneed be said. In the

notes on the passage, I have shown that the letter as a whole is appar-ently

incompatible with Ezra's work so far as we know it. We are

forced to conclude that if Ezra had any authority from Art. it must

have been what is contained in the firstpart of the letter (w. "-*"),and

the rest is an amplification by one who exaggerated Ezra's mission

more than even the Chr. did.

But there is no sufficient reason to doubt that the Chr. reallyfound it
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as a source. The fact that he composed an intr. in Heb. (7") confirms

that opinion. Moreover, the Chr. would not have composed a letter

giving Ezra powers which even the Chr. himself never permits him

to use.

An effort has been made to fix the date of the composition of these

Aram, documents from the language. Torrey has given considerable

attention to this matter (ES.M|-1W),and reaches a very positive opinion.

He asserts that the Aram, of Dn. is exactly the same as that of our

documents, and Dn. is assigned to the Gk. period. The whole of these

sources are placed in the second and third centuries b.c. from linguis-tic

considerations. This result is confirmed by the discovery of the

Aram, papyri in Egypt, which belong to the fifth century b.c. An

examination of some of these papyri is made, and the conclusion

reached that their language is much earlier than that of the docu-ments

in Ezr.

Other scholars have held different opinions. Sachau, in his earliest

work, Drci. Aram. Pap. 1007, asserted that the Aram, of the papyri

was identical with that of the Biblical documents, and he has said

nothing to the contrary in his latest and largest contribution, Aram.

Pap. u. Ost. 191 1. Sayce and Cowley maintained essentially the

same position. My own somewhat meagre examination of the papyri

makes me feel that their language and expressions are very like the

B. Aram.

Torrey has pointed out some clear differences in usage, but he may

have drawn too big a conclusion from his premises. The papyri were

never copied, but are preserved in their original form, while our docu-ments

were copied hundreds of times, and are found in living books.

It would be almost inevitable,therefore, that a certain modernisation

would result. The archaic relative 't" e. g.t would easily become the

common n. Then again we must admit that the language of peo-ple

of the same blood, but living long apart, tends to differ. Lowell

showed that many Americanisms were simply survivals of the language

of Shakespeare. The Jews in Elephantine were doubtless the suc-cessors

of those who migrated to that land soon after the fall of Jems.,

586 b.c. The Jews who wrote these stories had prob. come from

Bab., certainly not from Egypt. The two bodies of Jews had lived

apart for more than a century before these documents could have been

written. There seems no adequate grounds for denying that these

records may belong to the fifth century, even if it is to be confessed that

there is little evidence to support that date. Then again it is shown

in the critical notes that many peculiar words are common to the two

sources and are used in precisely the same way.
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(4) The Hebrew Sources.

It is held by some modern scholars that all of our books, save

the parts enumerated above, viz., N., E., and the Aramaic

documents, were composed by the Chronicler. That conten-tion

cannot be maintained unless we adopt the old device,

worked so liberallyin the criticism of the Pentateuch, and fall

back on a Chronicler, Chronicler1, Chronicler1, and so on as

far as necessary. An adequate textual criticism makes impos-sible

the verdict that the Chronicler wrote all of these books,

outside of the sources previously considered.

It is agreed,however, that the Chr. is the compiler of the books in their

present form. He could not then be the author of Ezr. 27*-4", for,as

shown in detail in the notes, this piece has been subjected to such sweep-ing

revision that its originalpurport is quite lost. The Chr. did the

rewriting to make the stubborn piece fit his theory of the history,and

therefore he had before him an originalHeb. story of the rebuilding

of the temple by Zer. and Jes.,which harmonises perfectly with the in-formation

we have in Hg. and Zc.

It seems further necessary to analyse Ezr. 1. Every time I read the

chapter I feel strongly that it is not all from the same hand. A part

of it is smooth and simple, esp. when correction is made in the text,

and a part of it rough and disjointed. The part which I venture to

assign to a Heb. source, used by the Chr., is w. "-"" 7 '" "b. These w.

make a complete and consistent story in themselves, and the other

w. have all the earmarks of the embellishments which the Chr. loved

to interjectinto his narrative.

Whether the Chr. is the author of the Ezra story in Ezr. 10, Ne. 8 is

difficult to determine. It is possible that he had some memoirs which

he rewrote. It is certainlypossible that he composed the whole, esp.

as the Ezra story so far as we know ends with Ne. 8" or ".

In Ne. 10, which, contrary to the usual opinion, has nothing what-ever

to do with Ezra, we have a piece quite out of place, and for that

reason it was prob. in existence before the Chr. He would hardly

have composed a passage so out of harmony with its setting; but in

his method of editing and compiling he might easily have used it as

he did because he wanted to make it tell a different story from what

it does. An agreement of the people to do certain specificthings is

ridiculous after the law had been given and the people were sworn to

obey it. Personal agreements have nothing to do with a code like

that in the Pentateuch.
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(5) The Lists.

There is little left but the lists of names. These occupy a

liberal space; Ezr. 2 (= Ne. f-72) 8114 io1*-4* Ne. ?-" i6*M

n4-*8 I21-*8 are practicallynothing else. These lists are by

many scholars confidently attributed to the Chronicler. Now,

that the Chronicler was fond of such lists is beyond a doubt

The way he sets forth the history down to David (1 Ch. 1-9)

is sufficient evidence. He was an expert in genealogies. But

it does not follow that he composed all the lists.

Lists of names were common in the postex. period, and now we have

long listsof Jewish names from Egypt (Sachau, Tafdntl7-"). It is hard

to believe that any one person composed all of these lists,for while there

are striking resemblances, there are also many differences; note esp.

the peculiar use of " males " in the listof Ezra's company (Ezr. 8*-").

It is, at all events, highly prob. that the Chr. merely incorporated

lists which he found to his hand.

The real work of the Chr. in these books consists,therefore,of edit-ing

and compiling. There is not a great deal which can be proved

to come from his pen; and yet there is very little that he has not

retouched ace. to his own ideas. The work of compilation was badly

done, but fortunately there is enough guidance for the revision of the

Chr.'s blundering work and for bringing the various parts into their

right relations.

" 9. THE SAMARITAN OPPOSITION.

The restoration of Jerusalem was greatly hindered by the

interference of other peoples who were livingas neighbours to

the Jews. And yet the real extent and character of this oppo-sition

has been greatly misunderstood, owing largely to the

confusion of the text wrought by the compiler. The fact is

that save in one brief and obscure passage (Ezr. 44*6)there is

no hint of an attempt of any one to place obstacles in the way

of the Jews until the time of Artaxerxes.

The corrupt passage in Ezr. 3', when properly corrected (v.notes),

shows an entirelyfriendlydispositionon the part of the Jews' neigh-bours.

In Ezr. 41'1 the Sam., so far from desiringto impede the build*
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ing of the temple, sincerely offer their aid in the work. Even if we

accept Ezr. 5/., there is still no opposition. Tattenai and his asso-ciates

betray no hostilityand accept the statement of the leaders that

they had authority from Cy. and did not attempt to secure a cessation

of the building operations, but distinctlyallowed them to continue

(S4),while their report and inquirywent to the Pers. court.

There is,indeed, the perplexingpassage Ezr. 4" which I have placed

in the time of Xerxes, but it is too obscure and uncertain to throw much

light on our problem. At most it is a very vague and general state-ment

about some opposition from foreigners. Vv. "" " might be from

the Chr.'s hand, but that would leave v. " in rather a sorry state, for it

is inconceivable that the Chr. should have written that much and no

more about the reign of Xerxes.

When we come to the reign of Art. there isplentyof material to show

that this hostilitywas very marked. The sources of our information

are two, and both unquestionably authentic: the Art. correspondence

(Ezr. 4'-M") and N. The complainants against the Jews in the former

document were certainly the Sam. They describe themselves as the

colonists whom Asnappar " certainlysome Assyrian king " had brought

to Sam. The hostilityof these people is apparent. They came to

Jerus. on no mission of friendliness or inquiry, but, on the contrary,

point out to the king that the accomplishment of the Jews' purpose

spellsdisaster to the Pers. dominions in the west. Their intense oppo-sition

was due to the fact that the Jews in their time were engaged in

the building of the walls, the same cause that provoked the fierce

enmity toward Neh.

While the Jews were engaged in restoring the temple, there was no

trouble with their neighbours, but the moment they attack the walls,

oppositionbreaks out. Naturally, for the building of the temple had

no politicalsignificance. The Pers. officials kept their hands off as

long as the Jews were dealing with purely religiousinstitutions. But

a city enclosed by a wall created another situation,for a walled city

could cause any amount of trouble to the officers of the satrapy of

which it was a part.

This consideration confirms the interpretationof this passage (Ezr.

47 *"). Torrey puts a strange construction on the complaint, alleging

that Rehum et al. mention the building of the city rather than the

temple in order to reinforce their plea for interference,the complain-ants

thus making a false report of the actual conditions. As there is

otherwise not a shred of evidence of any opposition to the building of

the temple, and as the Sam. used every possible effort to prevent the

building of the walls, the right interpretationof this passage is fixed

beyond reasonable doubt.

Neh.'s story of the building of the walls is contained in Ne. a"-" 3*-

4" 6*-7'*. As a matter of fact,these sections,comprising almost all of
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N. save the story of his leave of absence and his reforms,have as their

true subject the efforts of the enemy to stop Neh.'s operations.

Three men stand out as the leaders of this opposition, Sanb. the

Horonite, To. the Ammonite slave, and Geshem (or Gashmu) the

Arabian. In every case exc. 6", where To. is prob. a gl.,Sanb. stands

first,and while in some sections Geshem is not named (aw 41),and in

another To. fails (6s),Sanb. always occurs, twice alone (3* 6s). It is

worth our while to try to discover who this arch-enemy of Neh. was.

Torrey thinks we have a choice between two, one of whom is named

by Jos. as the governor of Sam. at the time of the Sam. schism (Ant,

zi,8) about 335 B.C. If Neh.'s date were the reign of Art. II,404-358

B.C., then in 384, when Neh. would come to Jems, fiftyyears before,

Sanb. might have been a young man, provided he was sufficientlyaged

at the time in which Jos. places him. But this date for Neh. is out of

the question, and as we have the person in exactly the periodrequired

we need waste no time in vague possibilities.

In Pap. 1 from Elephantine, 1.",we find " Delaiah and Shelemaiah

the sons of Sanb. the governor of Sam." The correspondents assert

that they had sent a letter to these men, detailingall the information

contained in the letter to Bagohi about the temple in Jeb. Sachau

believes that Sanb. was stillliving,though Buhl asserts that he was

certainlydead (Aram. Pap.4 '"). Sachau's argument is convincing, al-though

the point is immaterial. It suffices to assume, however, that

Sanb. was an old man, and that his sons had succeeded him, or were the

real administrators of the governorship. As this was in 407 B.C., thirty-

seven years earlier,444 B.C., the date of Neh., Sanb. would have been

about thirty-five,in the very prime of life. This is undoubtedly the

enemy of Neh.

As his sons both bear Jewish names, Sachau argues that Sanb., in

spiteof his Bab. name, was a Hebrew. With this positionTorrey is

agreed, but deems it probable that the name is Heb. as well as the

man (ES."" "").

Neh. never calls him the governor of Sam., but stillthat office is quite

consistent with other statements in the memoirs. Sanb. appears sup-ported

by the "army of Sam." (Ne. 3"), which Torrey regards as a

note by the Chr. (ES.**), but he admits that Sanb. comes forth with an

army in a suitable place (4'). The rendezvous proposed by Sanb. in

the plain of Ono (6*)was, roughly, midway between Jems, and Sam.

It is quite impossible, were Sanb. a private citizen,that he should act

with such a high hand toward a governor of Judah, an appointee ol

the Pers. king. Neh., however, never gives him other designation

than "the Horonite," explained by Torrey as marking his contempt.

Winckler, followed cautiously by Berth., connects the appellativewith

Horonaim (Is.15O in Moab, and makes Sanb. a Horonite sheik. The

Elephantine letters dispose of that contention, and we must connect
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the term with Beth-horon, a town on the border of Sam. (Jos. 16s* ";

cj.Montgomery, Samaritans,"), of which place Sanb. might be a na-tive

and still governor of Sam. In what respect the appellative con-tained

a note of contempt in Neh.'s time is not known.

The letter shows that the Jewish colonists in Elephantine looked upon

the sons of Sanb. as friends who would be likely to assist their plea

for the rebuildingof the temple in their garrison. This could not have

been very long after Neh.'s second administration, and may seem to

raise a doubt about the above identification. As a matter of fact,our

sources show that, violently as Sanb. and others struggled against the

rebuilding of the walls, and consequently against Neh. as the leader

of that great work, there were friendly relations maintained by these

foes with some prominent persons in Jems. Jehohanan, the high

priestin 407, or one of his brothers, had married a daughter of Sanb.

(Ne. 13"); correspondence was conducted between To. and the nobles

of Judah (6"); and these were allied to him by marriage and agree-ments;

Sanb. was able to hire a prophet to mislead the governor (6")*

Neh.'s troubles were, in fact, greatly augmented by the disaffection

of some of the leaders in Jems. Again the Jewish colonists in Jeb

show that they are not very well informed about affairs in the world

outside, and they may have been ignorant of Sanb.'s intriguesagainst

their fellow-Israelite. Finally, Sanb.'s sons, with their good Heb.

names, may not have shared their father's hostility,esp. at a time

when the wall had long been an accomplished fact.

To account for this hostility there is no need to go back to the

repulse of the Sam.'s offer to aid in building the temple (Ezr. 41-'),

still less to the later bitter feud between the Sam. and the Jews. As

Montgomery has pointed out in his able work on the Sam. ("), the

opposition was political,not religious. In the time of Neh. the rela-tions

of the Sam. toward the Jews was exactly what the relations of

the northern kingdom, the predecessors of the Sam., had always been

to the kingdom of Judah. The exile,with the colonising and the

return, had not materially altered the conditions. The Sam. and

Jews could no more be one people than Ephraim and Judah could long

be one state. As shown above, the rival people picked no quarrel

with their southern neighbours as long as they were using their efforts

to build up their ecclesiastical institutions. The temple would not

interfere with the politicalsupremacy of the north. But the building

of the walls was another matter. Once let Jems, be made impreg-nable

again, as it had been in the days of old, and the balance of power

would be almost certain to move from the north to the south. The

Sam. would have been blind,indeed, had they not seen the significance

of the movement, and foolish,indeed, if they had not used every pos-sible

means to prevent it.

Their first attempt succeeded. They frightened the weak Art. and



28 INTRODUCTION

cowed the Jews who under some unknown inspirationand leadership

had started the work. Their second attempt failed,and the cause of

their failure was the presence of a personalityagainst whom their

utmost struggles were in vain.

" IO. THE DATE OF EZRA'S MISSION.

It has been assumed in the preceding pages that Ezra belongs

to a later period than Nehemiah. That conclusion seems to

me inevitable. It is true that the editor of the books thought

otherwise. His placing of Ezr. 7-10 before Ne. 1 shows that

the Artaxerxes who authorised Ezra's administration was, in

his view, the same as the Artaxerxes who appointed Nehemiah

to be governor of Judah, and his placing of the promulgation

of the law by Ezra (Ne. 8l-M)in the midst of Nehemiah's rule

shows his belief that they were contemporaries. Further to

support his view, he has introduced Nehemiah in the story of

the reading of the law (Ne. 8"). He also drags Ezra's name

into the story of the dedication of the walls (Ne. i2M),but it is

a manifest gloss. In spite of the dissimilarityof their work,

these two leaders could not be contemporaries.

For Art. would scarcelysend two men to Judah at the same time,

both clothed with similar powers. It would be strange, were Ezra such

a prominent figurein Jems., that there is no genuine reference to him

in Neh.'s story. Neh. in his second administration was the first to

discover mixed marriages and to apply a sharp remedy. Such a con-dition

would not arise naturally after the wholesale dissolution as de-scribed

in Ezr. 9 /. Neh.'s reforms, as narrated in c. 13, would be

strange after Ezra, but are very natural before his time. It is incon-ceivable

that the Lev. should be driven to work in the fields directly

after Ezra's mission, or even possibly while it lasted. The measures

Neh. took for the support of the temple show that his action could not

have been preceded by the rule of a scribe-priestwith ample authority

to enforce the law. - Moreover, the Jems, of Neh.'s time was a deso-lation,

without walls or houses or people (7")" Ezra's whole career

is spent in the holy city,and there appears to have been plenty of

houses and people in his time.

There is the evidence of Esd. which connects Ne. 7 "-8" directly
with Ezr. 10, thus bringing the Ezra story together. There is nothing

about Neh.'s work in this the earliest edition of our books. Jos. has a

section dealing with Neh.'s administration (Ant. xi, 5, 6-8). Before
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be takes up the Story of Neb. he describes the death of Ezra at an ad-vanced

age (ifi.! 5). Jos. follows Esd. as his authority,so that the

testimonyis emphatic on this negative point" that Ezra and Neh.

were not contemporaries.Further Jos.says that both Ezra and Neh.

flourished in the reign of Xerxes (485-464), and he relates that the

death of Joakim the high pr. took place at about the same time as

that of Ezra. Now Joakim was the son of Jes.(Ne. 1 a'*),and he might

have ruled in the time of Xerxes, but he could hardlysurvive tillthe

reignof Art. As Jos.followed his sources pretty closely,it is perfectly

possiblethat the date of Ezra in the originaltext of Esd. was the reign

of Xerxes, and that Art. is one of the many modifications in that text

based on MT. As the version of Esd. lost favour largelyowing to

Jer.'sgreat influence (cf.ES.U), there was an evident effort to re-cover

its lost prestigeby eliminatingits variations from MT. Such

a date for Ezra is not impossible,esp. when the scope of his mission

is properly limited. He must be separatedfrom Neh. by a consider-able

space of time.

Such evidence as we have in our sources, however, points to the

conclusion that Ezra followed Neh. To that evidence we now turn.

In Ezra's prayer he refers to God's grace as manifested before his

time,and among other evidences cites "the givingof a wall [inJudah

and] in Jerus." (Ezt.9'). As shown in the notes, the reference can

only be to the wall built by Neh. We are told that Ezra went into

the chamber of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib to spend the night (Ezr.

to*). The succession of high pr. in Ne. iz" shows that Jehohanan

b identical with Jonathan (ia") and that he was the grandson oE

Eliashib (so Sta. Gesch. ii,m). Now as Eliashib was a contempo-rary

of Neh., Ezra is two generationslater,or exactly where he be-longs,

in the reignof Art. IL Neh. 'a administration began in 444,

and Ezra's in 397 or later. FinallyinNcra" we nave the order "Neh.

the governor and Ezra the pr., the scribe,"and these are not contem-poraries,

but belong to successive periods. It does not help, there-fore,

to correct the text of Ezr. 7', as proposedby We. ((tuck."*-),

reading17th instead of 7th. Indeed, that would make matters worse,

for as Neb. was governor of Judah from the 20th to the jid years of

Art.,we should then have Ezra coming up in the very midst of Neh.'s

rule. It iscertainlysimpler to suppose that the reference is to Art. IE.

These considerations fix the date of Neh. as that of the reign of

Art. I (Longimanus), 464-434. Torrey insists that "the tradition rep-resented

by the Aram, document and the Chr." placesNeh.'s work in

the reign of Art. II (Mnemon), 404-358 B.C., and says that we have

no means of determining which Art. was the benefactor of Neh,

(Camp.*, ES."*). This conclusion comes from taking Chr.'s arrange-ment

too seriously.Ezra could hardly have been later than Art. II,

and I have shown that he followed Neh. Moreover, Neh. must have
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been familiar with Pers. history. He could hardly have held high

place at the court without knowing the succession of the Pers. kings.

If his benefactor had been preceded shortly before by a king of the

same name, he would in all probability have taken pains to specify

the later Art., as Jos. does, too dfXXou Aptaglp-pu (Ant. Ed. Niese,

m,*'-, quoted by Sachau,7).

This date has received strong confirmation from the Eleph. pap.

Jehohanan was high pr. at Jems, in 407 B.C. As he was the grand-son

of Eliashib, a contemporary of Neh. (v.*.)" Neh. must have

preceded this time. This argument has been elaborated by Sachau

(""). Another notice from the same letter supports the conclusion.

Sanb.'s sons were prominent men in Sam. at the date given above,

407 B.C. As this person is to be identified with Neh.'s persistent

foe, Sanb., if still living,must have been a fairlyold man, so that

his prime of life would exactly coincide with the date of Neh. Arnold

has added confirmation of this date from the presence of a Hananijah,

as a high Pers. official in Egypt, and who was probably the same as

Hanani, the brother of Neh. (JBL. 191 2,*).

Taking all the evidence there is no longer room for the slightestdoubt

that the protector of Neh. was Art. Longimanus. In his later work

Torrey now admits the probability of this date, but he will go no

further (ES.1*- """ "")"

" II. THE HISTORY OF THE PERSIAN PERIOD.

Outside of some prophetic passages and Psalms, which can-not

always be positivelydated, our books contain all the infor-mation

we have about the historical events of the important

Persian period, 538-332. B.C., and so slightlymore than two

centuries. If every word of Ezr.-Ne. were authentic, our

knowledge would be meagre, for we have practicallynothing

until we reach the reign of Darius I, 521-485, and but a brief

note, which yields little information, from the reign of the

famous Xerxes, 485-464. From the completion of the temple,

about 515 B.C., until the advent of Nehemiah, 444 B.C., there is

a long period, nearly three-quartersof a century, about the

historyof which we have but slightknowledge.

A characteristic of our books is that they give us information about

a very few specificevents, each of which occupies but a short time, and

then a great gap is left. Thus Ezr. 3-6 (ezc.4*-")contains the story

of the rebuildingof the temple, Ne. 1-6 the story of the buildingof the
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walls,Err. 7-10 the dissolution of mixed marriages. And there is no

attempt to tell what happened in the intervals.

Since Kost.'s arraignment, however, there has been a tendency to

discredit a large part of the scanty material contained in our books,

so that for some scholars the Pers. period is essentiallya blank. Those

who hold this position regret the state of affairs. Thus Torrey says

finely: "We are in the direst need of information as to the history of

the Jews in the Pers. period, and every scrap of material that promises

help ought to be treasured and put to use. But no extremity of need

can outweigh the obligation to follow the evidence" (ES."T). With

this statement every one will heartilyagree. It is far better to have

no knowledge of the period than false knowledge. It is necessary to

be on one's guard lest the wish should be father to the thought. But

it is equally necessary to be on one's guard in another direction,and

after years of studying these books, I am convinced that some students

have used insufficient caution. Some portions of these books must

be rejected as historical sources, but in the process of rejection it is

easy to throw away the good with the bad. I am convinced that

some of the poverty of information which Torrey laments is due to an

^discriminate criticism in which authentic sources have gone by the

board.

The method is a very simple one. A passage shows certain notes of

the Chr.; it isimmediately ascribed to him as a whole; it is a fundamen-tal

principlethat the Chr. never wrote history correctly,but is really

a novelist,and all his work is worthless. As N., pruned to the last

degree, is all that escaped his hand, barring some late and romantic

Aram, documents, pretty nearly all of our sources are cast aside. The

case does not seem to me so desperateby any means. Much of the

material frequently labelled Chr. was not his composition,and even

when it is there is no reason to distrust it on that ground alone. The

Chr. could,indeed, make sad havoc of history,when a favourite theory

was to be supported, as that all the temple ritual goes back to David;

but in the Pers. period there is much in regard to which he had no

theory that would control his writing of history.

The Chr.'s theory of the history of the period may be stated briefly

thus. He puts all the events described in Ezr. 1-4* in the reign of

Cy. The statement in 4s that the builders were frustrated " all the days

of Cy., king of Persia,even until the reign of Dar., king of Persia,"

proves that conclusively. That he supposed Art. to have reigned be-tween

Cy. and Dar. is the only possibleconstruction to be placed on

the position of the Art. letters in 4*-*. The Chr. then held that Cy.

allowed the Jews to go from Bab. and that the large company described

in a1*49 actually returned to Judah as a result. He held that they

built the altar and started to build the temple, but their efforts were

checked by the opposition of the neighbouring foreigners,and finally
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stopped by the decree of Art. The building was resumed under the

urging of the prophets Hg. and Zc. in the 2d year of Dar., and by

this king'sapproval carried on to completion in that king's 6th year.

Now the above is often accepted as the actual course of events,

as they are described in Ezr. 1-6. As a matter of fact,the sources are

not consistent with any such theory. The Chr. did, indeed, modify

his sources, but he was an indifferent editor,and did not eliminate all

the traces of a vastly different story. His theory would require the

once widely accepted identification of Shes. with Zer., an identification

flatlycontradicted in the Aram, document, where Zer. built the temple

of which Shes. had laid the foundations long before (5"). Moreover,

it is Zer.,not Shes.,who comes up from captivity (2*),and it is he who

made the abortive attempt to rebuild the temple (3f-")"and it was he

whose work was interfered with by the foreigners (4"). Moreover,

the passage in 47~M has nothing to do with the building of the temple.

Again, the Chr. makes Ezra come to Jerus. in the 7th year of the

same Art. in the 20th year of whose reign Neh. appeared in Judah, and

the latter came while the former was in the midst of his labours. Here

again the sources used by the Chr. do not bear out his theory, as shown

in " 10.

It is possibleto reconstruct the history on the basis of the sources

used by the Chr., for, as indicated above, all the traces of the true

course of events were not obliterated by his sometimes extensive re-vision.

In parts this work has been done by others, though in some

respects incompletely. But there does not exist to my knowledge

any satisfactoryreconstruction of the period covered by Ezr. 1-6, and

this is the part in which my results show the greatest divergence from

the conclusions of other students.

The historycan best be considered under four periods,indi-cated

by the reignsof the Persian kings.

(1) The Reign of Cyrus " 559-529 B.C.

There is a wide departure at the outset from current opinion

in the limitations set for the material bearing on this reign (for

further demonstration, v. i. on the reignof Darius). As a mat-ter

of fact, all that our books tell us about this period is con-tained

in Ezr. 1. Stripped of the Chronicler's embellishments,

w.
B- "" 9"ll% which really furnish no historical information,

we learn from w.
N4- 7 f- llb,that in the 1st year of Cyrus's
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rule in Babylonia he issued a decree* authorising the Jewish

exiles to return to Jerusalem and rebuild their temple. He

restored the sacred vessels which Nebuchadrezzar had taken

from the temple, giving them to Sheshbazzar, the prince of

Judah, by whom, in company with a caravan of returning ex-iles,

they were carried to Jerusalem.

In this section we come to the crux of the historical problem. One

of the most startlingof the results of Kost.'s criticism was his assertion

that there was no return of the Jews from the Bab. exile until the time

of Ezra, The only arguments necessary to consider here are two,

the fact that the temple was firstbegun under Dar., and the silence of

Hg. and Zc (Wied.u *"). Kost. makes a fundamental mistake from

his misinterpretation of Ezr. 3. He begins with evidence from the

prophets just named that the temple was begun in the time of Dar.

As Ezr. 3*-u is held to assert that the building was started under Cy.,

this passage is unhistorical. Then he proceeds to demolish Ezr. 31-',

and c. x goes down in the ruin. Now we shall return to this point

later,but here it suffices to repeat the conclusion demonstrated later,

that Ezr. 3 describes events in the reign of Dar., not of Cy.

Then Kost. argues that if more than 40,000 exiles had returned in

the time of Cy., as stated in Ezr. 2, Hg. and Zc. must have contained

some reference to this stupendous movement, which was but a few

years before their time. In the first place, Ezr. 2 does not profess

to give a list of those who returned with Shes. in the reign of Cy., but

of those who came up with Zer. and others in the time of Dar. It is

only in Ne. 7* that this record is designated as a listof those " who came

up at first/'presumably with Shes., and therefore this prefatory note

contradicts the statements in the list itself. Kost. seems never to have

noted the evidence of Esd., in which text it is sufficientlyplain that

Ezr. 2 is an interpolation,and reallybelongs to a late period, and where

the date of Dar. is fixed by the place in which the list is interpolated.

We have absolutely no hint even as to the number who came up from

Bab. with either Shes. or Zer. The whole number of both companies

may have comprised but a few hundred persons.

In view of these considerations,the silence of the two prophets of

the period is unimportant. If a few hundred people had come from

exile,their presence would not be the matter of supreme moment.

The prophets were concerned with the task of arousing the people to

restore the temple, not with the birthplace of their audiences. There

9 We may note the wise caution of Rue., and realise that even the rejection of the authen-ticity

of either form of Cy.'s decree (Ezr. 1" 6*') does not prove that there was no return

of the Jews at this time (Abk**).
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is a tradition going back to Dorotheus, Epiphanius,and others that

Hg. was born in Bab. (Hg. in ICG"). Mitchell assumes that Zc.

came from Bab., with his father Iddo (pp.cit*, and see note on Ne.

nM). If these prophets were themselves returned exiles,it is natural

that they should not refer to the return of others. The fact is that

these prophets reallytell a somewhat different story from that extracted

by Kost.

That story is found the moment we search for the occasion of these

prophetic utterances. Why was it that just in this 3d year of Dar.

these prophets were led to appeal to the people to build the house

of Yahweh? The temple had already been in ruins for nearlyseventy

years. On Kost.'s theory the work of rebuildingmight just as well

have started earlier. There must have been some movement at this

particular period which made the prophets feel that the moment for

action had come.

The prophecies are full of the idea of a new era. Yahweh says: "I

am returned to Jems, with mercies" (Zc. i"). A revival of prosperity

is to mark the new era. The advent of Zer. as the governor of Judah

best explains the new conditions which led the prophets to perceive

the God-given opportunity. This person bulks large in the utter-ances

of both prophets. He was a capable man, he had authority to

act, and he was quick to respond to the inspirationof the men of God.

Without a return from exile it is hard to find any impulse to start this

movement.

Without presupposing the return of most of those who resided in

Jerus.,it is difficult to explain the plea of the people that the time had

not yet come for Yah wen's house to be built (Hg. i'). On what ground

should people say that who had lived undisturbed in Judah all their

lives? If the leading figureshad returned recentlyfrom Bab., their

objection could be well sustained. Even David did not feel the incon-gruity

of Yahweh's dwelling in curtains until he himself had erected

his own house. These men from a foreign country could naturally

plead that they needed time for the establishment of their own affairs

before undertaking such a stupendous task as the erection of the

temple.

According to i Ch. 3" *" both Shes. and Zer. were descendants of

Jeconiah or Jehoiachin, who was taken to Bab. as prisoner, Shes.

(" Shenazzur) being his son, and Zer. his grandnephew or his grand-son.

Both of these men have Bab. names and, therefore,both were in

all probabilityborn in Bab.

The return of exiles in the time'of Cy. is certainlynot improbable in

itself. By the help of some of the people of the land, disaffected Bab.,

and possiblyforeign colonists,Cy. made short work of Nabonidus

and effected an easy conquest of his empire. His own realms then

extended from northern India to the border of Egypt (KAT.la). Cy.



THE REIGN OF CYRUS 35

was a Zoroastrian, and the seeming devotion to Marduk in his inscrip-tion

was contributed for politicaleffect (Jastrow, Relig.Ar. and Bab.").

The policy by which he proposed to rule these vast new dominions is

clearlyshown in his own words. On the cylinder inscriptionhe wrote:

"The cities across the Tigris whose sites had been established from

former times, the gods who live within them, I returned to their places

and caused them to dwell in a perpetual habitation. All of their

inhabitants I collected and restored to their dwelling places, and the

gods of Sumer and Akkad whom Nabonidus, to the anger of the lord

of the gods, had brought into Bab. at the command of Marduk the great

lord,in peace in their own shrines I made them dwell, in the habitation

dear to their heart. May all the gods whom I brought into their own

cities daily before Bel and Nebo pray for a long life for me, may they

speak a gracious word for me" (Prince's translation in Mene Merit

Tekd Upharsin, 1893). In l-" there is a passage which Prince renders:

"I caused their troubles to cease," but which Sayce translates: "I

delivered their prisoners" (H.C.M.1"). Rogers renders: "I cleared

out their ruins" (Cun. Par.m).

This passage leaves no reason for doubt that (1) any foreign people

colonised in Bab. could easilyhave gained permission to return to their

own land; (2) that any such people could have obtained authority to

rebuild any sanctuaries destroyed by the Bab.; and (3) that any

sacred objects plundered from the captured people, and resting as

trophiesin the temple at Bab., would have been freelygiven back by

Cy. Hammurabi similarly orders the return of certain Elamite god-desses

to the shrines from which they had been taken (Clay, Light

from Babelf**). The Elephantine documents present remarkable evi-dence

of the favour of the Pers. kings toward the Jews. In the let-ter

to Bagohi the writers says that when Cambyses came into Egypt

the temples of the Egyptian gods were all torn down, but that to the

temple of Jaho no damage was done. If,therefore,the events nar-rated

in Ezr. 1 are not historical,the passage was certainly written

by one well acquainted with the policy of Cy., and he took great pains

to avoid a single note of improbability (t. Barton, Semitic Origins,

Long before Cy. approached the empire of Nabonidus, but after his

conquests foreshadowed the fall of Bab. (Rogers, Cun. Par."), a

Heb. prophet arose among the Jewish exiles. The whole burden of

his message is the release from captivity and the restoration of Jerus.

He discerned clearly the character and policy of Cy., and exalts him

as the divinely appointed deliverer of the people of Yahweh (Is.44"-

45 7). His glowing utterances continue until the conqueror enters

Bab., at which time he pours out his fervent appeal: "Go ye forth

from Bab., flee ye from the Chaldeans; with a voice of singing declare

ye, tell this,utter it even to the end of the earth: say ye, Yahweh has
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redeemed his servant Jacob" (ib.48"). This fine prophecy is too

well known to need any elaboration. Long ago I showed that we

could follow the prophet through the period of Cy.'s approach to the

actual return to Jems. (The Hist. Movement Traceable in Is. 40-66, in

And. Rev. Aug. 1888). It is true that some scholars, apparently

possessedwith a zeal to bring all the OT. writings down to later and

later dates, have removed this prophecy to a period subsequent to the

reign of Cy. (e.g.f Kent, in Makers and Teachers of Judaism,***).

One of Kent's arguments is that the prophet is concerned primarily

with Jems. This does not seem to me true of c. 40-48, but if it were,

it is only necessary to say that on this ground one could prove that

Ez. spoke in Jems., for the holy city was the constant centre of his

interest. Without any prejudice against a late date as such, the

transfer seems to me to take the prophecy away from the only good

historical background that was ever found for it. It may be suspected

that the prophecy was pushed out of its tme place because of the grave

doubts entertained about the favour shown to the Jews by Cy. Kost.,

however, in his work admits the high expectations of Is.*,but contents

himself with saying that his hopes were never realised.

Other prophets expressed their confidence in the return from exile

and the restoration of Jems. One of the most beautiful sections of

Je. (30-33), belonging to the time when the hopes of Judah were all

centred in the future,the present period being one of disaster,show

the prophet's confidence that the overthrow of the state was tempo-rary;

we note, esp. 32M-44, where the restoration of the state is as-sociated

with a return from exile. A large section of Ez. (40-48),

the product of the prophet's older years, and worked out among the

exiles in southern Bab., is a new constitution for the revived state.

Prophets in all ages have visions that are never realised,but at all

events it may be confidently said that there was nothing to prevent

the fulfilment of these prophetic hopes.

The literature of the exile is abundant, and naturally sounds many

notes. But there is one strain running through it with singularper-sistency,

a lamentation over the necessity of a sojourn in a foreign

land and a longing for the turning again of the captivity. It is impos-sible

to read such a touching lyric as Ps. 137 without the conviction

that there were Jews in Bab. who would not stay there a singleday

once the road to Jems, were free. If there was no return of Jews in

the time of Cy., that fact is one of the most stubbornly inexplicable

of all the events in Heb. history.

Yet Kost. has done a real service in forcing the students of the Bible

to take a truer view of postex. Israel. The men who restored Jems,

were not wholly nor even chieflythose who had been born on a foreign

soil. The depopulation of Judah by Nebuchadrezzar was no more

complete than that of Sam. by Sargon. Thousands of the leading
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citizens had been carried away in the two great deportationsof 597

and 586 b.c. But more thousands were left,enough to form a sort of

state under Gedaliah (Je.40-44); and even after the large migration

to Egypt, described in the c. cited,the foundation of the colony at

Elephantine, from which in recent days such interestinginformation

has come to light,Jews were still abundant in every part of Judah

ezc. the ancient capital. The people who came in from the Judean

towns to help Neh. build the walls,and doubtless the same class who

were the chief helpers of Zer. and Jes. in building the temple, were

mainly those who had been born and reared on the soil of the God of

their fathers.

The real problem of this period is the apparent paucity of numbers

of the returned exiles. If the Chr. conceived Ezr. 2 to be a listof those

who returned in response to Cy.'s decree, he shows that he was awake

to the actual possibilities.Yet there would be a natural reluctance

to leave Bab. after so many years' sojourn there. The Jews have

always been good emigrants and are alive to business opportunities.

Bab. was a more prosperous country than Judah, and the commercial

chances greater there. In our day the lack of zeal to go back to Pales-tine

halts the Zionistic movement. People who had established them-selves

securely would naturally be loath to tear up the roots and start

all over again in an impoverished land and to build again on the ruins

of a city long lying in a state of desolation.

The real need of Judah was not an increase of people, but

competent and aggressive leadership. The best people had

been carried into exile;witness among other thingsthe prophecy

of the good and bad figs(Je.24). From the land of exile must

come those who would arouse the sluggishspiritsof the native

Judeans. Sheshbazzar, Zerubbabel, and Jeshua, Nehemiah and

Ezra, and probably Haggai and Zechariah, were the products

of Jewish blood and Babylonian enterprise,and their pres-ence

in Jerusalem counted for more than 40,000 ordinary men

who may, indeed, have returned from exile,but in the course

of the two centuries of Persian rule,not in one great company.

(2) The Reign of Darius I Hystaspis" 521-485 B.C.

What Sheshbazzar and the small body of Jews who came up

with him did, we do not know. In the Chronicler's use of his

sources, he has destroyed any information that he may have
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had. There is a late tradition that Sheshbazzar began the tem-ple

(Ezr. 516),but that statement is inconsistent with other good

evidence and must be discredited. It is not difficult to con-jecture

the conditions though. Even later it required great

efforts to induce the people to undertake the stupendous task of

settingup a sanctuary worthy to stand on the site of the splen-did

edifice erected by Solomon. Sheshbazzar may have sincerely

striven to carry out the mandate of Cyrus, who was concerned

to have every native god in his new dominions properly housed,

and if he had been so fortunate as to have more than 40,000 who

had come to Judah inspiredby the same high purpose, and espe-cially

a royalgrant of all the funds necessary, as magnanimously

accorded by a late but badly informed Aramaic writer (Ezr. 64),

his task would have been easy. Alas, Sheshbazzar came back

with royal blood in his veins, but with few people and with no

other resources for the great work than a few temple vessels,

and with such meagre funds as the Jewish exiles had seen fit to

contribute. The people who did come with him were not the

rich " they are never the first to emigrate" but the poor, and

they would necessarilybe compelled to devote their attention

to the pressingproblem of keeping the wolf from the door.

In the time of Darius conditions were changed. There was

a new governor in Judah, there was a high priest sure to be

dominated by a zeal for the temple; above all,there were at

least two active prophets, and very likelythere was a consid-erable

company of returned exiles. The apathy of the native-

born population could now be removed, and the great work

could be undertaken with every prospect of success.

It isexpedientat this point to gather up the evidence that Ezr. 3^4*

belongs to the reign of Dar., and not to that of Cy., a point at which

my study has led me to diverge from the current opinion.

In the first place, the witness of Jos. is clear beyond a question.

Referring to the procuring of lumber from the Sidonians (Ezr. 37),he

says
" that was what Cy. had commanded at first,and what was now

done at the command of Dar." (Ant. xi,4, 1). He speaks of the work

beginning in the 2d year of the coming of Zer. and his company to

Jems., and adds that it was finished sooner than any one would have

expected. He then tells the story of the disappointment of the older
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people (Esr. 3"), but this was after the completion of the bofldmg.

In the account of the interview with the Sam. (Ear. 4"), he makes

Zer. and the others say they had been appointed to build that temple

at first by Cy. and now by Dar. {Ant. xi,4, 3). In other words, Jos.

gives a dear and consistent account of the actual history of the period

and the only one that meets all the conditions.

Now, as well known, and shown above in f 6, Jos. follows Esd., not

MT. It is dear that he put the only possible construction upon his

source. It must be remembered, too, that Jos.had that text before the

extensive modification to conform to MT. Those who insist that Esd.

5"T-n (s Ear. 31-4*)b dated in the reign of Cy. in that version seem

to me to be led astray by a theory. Under any circumstances we must

judge by the large indications and not by a single doubtful phrase.

The arrangement of the material in Esd. leaves no doubt about the

editor's position. In that version the reign of Cy. is separated from

the reign of Dar. by the presence of the Art. letters (Esd. 2*-" " Ear.

4'-"). This passage ends with the statement that " the building of the

temple in Jerus. ceased until the second year of the reignof Dar., king

of the Pers.," showing condusivdy the idea that the events described

in the letter belonged to the period between Cy. and Dar. Then

immediately we come to the story of the Three Guardsmen, with its

sequel in the expedition of Zer. (Esd. 3*~5*),which is certainlydated in

the reign of Dar., and that is followed by a list of those who came up

with Zer. and other leaders (5'-" = Ezr. 21-"); and then the story of

the rebuilding of the altar and of the temple (5"-" =" Ezr. 3t-4").

Those who insist that in Esd. the last-named passage is put in the

reign of Cy. are required to assume that the compiler goes back to

Cy. after taking up in turn the reigns of Art. and Dar. The appeal

to 5" * is really vain, for the passage closes with the words, "they

were hindered from building for two years until the reignof Dar." This

is mere patchwork to connect with the dup. account which follows,

but even so, two years will never carry us back from Dar. to Cy., for

their reigns are separated,not by that of Art., as this text has it,but

by the seven years of the reign of Cambyses.

Even the Heb. text, in spiteof all its editing to make it tell a differ-ent

story, lends itselfbut poorly to the theory that 3^4' belongs to the

reign of Cy. Zer. and Jes. were unquestionably the temple-builders,

and they belong to the reign of Dar. Now Ezr. 2, on the face of it,

has no word about Cy. or Shes.,but purports to be a list of those who

came up with Zer. d al. The only date in the whole passage, other

than of the month, is " in the second year of their coming to Jerus."($"),

and to assume that that means Shes.'s return is purely gratuitous and

plainlycontradictory to. Ezr. 2*. Then in the whole passage there is

not a word about any halt in the building of the temple, for I have

shown in the notes on the passage that Ezr. 4" is from a different
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source, and has nothing to do with 41-*. The Sam. show no purpose

of interferingin this passage any more than they do in Hg. and Zcf

where any serious interruptionis excluded.

Fortunately we have a final witness whose testimony is decisive.

No one can rd. Ezr. 3
s*11 without recognising the deep corruption.

It has been my good fortune to recover the originalon the basis of

Esd., by which it is made unmistakable that we have here an account

of the building of the temple, and not merely an abortive attempt that

was soon halted (v.comm.).

It is plain,therefore,that our material for the reignof Dar. is Ezr.

270-4" 4Mb-6", to which must be added the important fragment found

in Esd. 4"-5*, and it is possible now to give a clear account of the

events as they actuallyhappened, without being trammelled by the

theory of the Chr.

The first step was the restoration of the altar on its ancient

site (Ezr.31-6),even this small undertaking being accomplished

by the aid of friendlyforeigners,perhaps Samaritans (v.cor-rected

text of Ezr. 3*).

Now Kost. rejectsthis passage, and makes merry over the notion

that the Jews had offered no sacrifices from 586 to 520 (Wied*),

apparently one of the chief grounds for its rejection. But the passage

impliesonly that the altar had never been restored. Kost seems to

think that sacrifices had never been offered upon any other altar. He

evidently forgot the ancient shrines scattered all over the land, which

Josiah had tried so hard to wipe out, but which persistednone the less.

The erection of the altar by the temple site in Jerusalem, the

resumption of the regular sacrifices there, the observance of

one of the great festivals,all tended to kindle the enthusiasm of

the people whose fathers had worshipped at Jerusalem. But

all this was terriblyincomplete without a suitable sanctuary,

making possiblethe residence and work of the priesthood,and

soon the people were ready to respond to the prophet's call,and

the foundations of the new temple were laid on the 24th day

of the 9th month of the 2d year of Darius, 520 B.C. (Hg. il 218).

The Jews had accepted the aid of foreignersin the setting

up of the altar, and now the Samaritans profferassistance in

the larger task of rebuildingthe temple (Ezr. 41-*). But they

couple their request with a claim to be essentiallythe same peo-
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pie and to have the same religion. Had their aid been accepted,

it would have carried with it a sort of recognitionof this claim.

Now there was doubtless a good deal of looseness in the relig-ious

practicesof even the Judeans, who were inclined to mingle

pretty freelywith their foreign neighbours,certainlyto the ex-tent

of intermarriage,and it is difficult to go much further with-out

complete amalgamation. Jeshua the high priestmay have

been especiallyanxious to see the temple restored as an effect-ive

move toward the preservation of a pure religionand conse-quently

a pure blood. He could hardly look with favour upon

as mixed a population as the Samaritans certainlywere, and

doubtless it was largelyowing to his influence that the offer

was declined.

It is stated in Ezr. 6" that the temple was completed in the 6th year

of Dar., 516 B.C., that is,this building was put up in four years. Even

allowing,as we must on the best of evidence, for the comparative

meanness of this building (Ezr. 3" Hg. 2*),considering the force and

resources of the people, this is a surprisinglyshort time. Now Solomon

had no lack of either men or money, and yet it required seven years

to put up his temple (1 K. 6"("). As I have shown, the Aram, account

of the rebuilding of the temple in Ezr. 5-6 is not very trustworthy.

At several points it is certainlywrong, and yet this singlestatement is

all that we have to support that date. Ezr. 6"-" is quite generally

regarded as the work of the Chr. The mention of Art. in 6" is certainly

his doing. He is very fond of specificdates, and 6" has probably no

other basis than his own opinion as to the length of time required.

We have no trustworthy knowledge then, and it is safe to assume that

it took considerably more than four years to put up the temple.

This is all the information we have from the reign of Dar. The long

story in Esd. 3-5* is inserted because it prepares the way for the de-scription

of the building of the temple. The restoration of this build-ing

was the great achievement of the reign of Dar. and of the govern-orship

of Zer., and we do not know what else happened in the long

period.

(3) The Reign of Artaxerxes I Longimanus" 464-424 B.C.

This is the golden age of the period of the restoration. The

greatest achievements of the Persian period fall in this reign.

We have here a fuller story than for any other part of the two
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centuries of the Persian dominion of Judah. And yet the

whole reduces itself to pretty much one single subject, the

enclosingof the city of Jerusalem with walls.

There is a wide gap in the historybefore this event. The temple

had been finished certainlybefore 500 B.C. For more than fiftyyears
after that the records are silent,save for the obscure Ezr. 4", which

creates more darkness than light. During the closing years of the

reign of Dar. the Jews would not be able to go much further than they

had. They were a poor people, and the erection of the temple must

have drained their resources, so that a period of recuperation was

necessary.

The inactivityduring the reign of Xerxes must be due in part to the

exhaustion of the people, and in part to his unfriendliness toward the

Jews. The fact that at the beginning of his reign,Bishlam, Mithre-

dates, and Tabeel, apparently Pers. officials,lodged an accusation with

this king against "the inhabitants of Judah and Jems." (Ezr. 4*),would

'tend to prevent Xerxes from doing anything in their favour. The

book of Est. has its settingin this period,and it tells a wonderful story

of the prominence which certain Jews attained at the court of Xerxes.

But to say nothing of the romantic character of the story, the scene

is laid in the Pers. capital,and even Mordecai in his exalted station

never does anything to serve the interests of his brethren in Judah.

Moreover, the book reveals an inveterate hostilityto the Jews on the

part of the Pers. officials. It may be, if my surmise is right regarding
Ezr. 4", that the completion of the temple and the re-establishment

of the cult in Jems, had provoked the hostilityof the foreign peoples

in the province, and that enmity would be a decided check upon any

further achievements.

But the condition described in the w. named above creates an urgent

demand for the great enterpriseof the Pers. period. The w. certainly

connect better with the building of the walls than with the building of

the temple. In ancient times a city without walls was no city at all.

A handful of people could walk into Jems., with its few houses and

sparse population, and do what they listed with temple, pr., and peo-ple.

Jems, could not possibly maintain its place, or advance to a po-sition

worthy of its temple, and of its being the religiouscentre of the

Jewish world, unless it was enclosed with walls.

In the early part of the reign of Art. a new and large caravan of

exiles had come back to Jems. (Ezr. 4"), and, seeing the situation of

affairs,immediately set to work to build the walls. The fact that it is

primarily these returned exiles who are found at work on the walls,

for Rehum et al. name no others, shows that there must have been a

large body. That conclusion is confirmed by the disastrous conse-
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quences which the complainants fear should the walls be completed.

The fact that Rehum et al. took the matter seriouslyindicates plainly

that there must have been a large number at work. We may contrast

their attitude to the sneers of Sanb. and To. at the notion that the

feeble Jews under Neh. could rebuild the walls (Ne. 3" '" EV. 4* '").

Rehum, Shimshai, and others at once write a letter to Art.,relating

their discovery of the operations at Jems., and warning the king that

once the walls are up his peaceful rule of the Judean province will

be at an end. The authors of the letter show exactly the same hos-tility

to the Jews that we find in 4' f. They are no mere investigators

like Tattenai et a/.,but have a definite purpose to keep down the Jews,

so that they will continue easy prey. They were all the more alarmed

as they perceivedthe large size of the company of workmen who were

evidently preparing to make Jems, their permanent abode. Perhaps

just because of the large numbers found in the city,they were con-strained

to appeal to the Pers. king rather than attempt to act for

themselves.

Art. indorsed the charge, findingon the historical records confirma-tion

as to the rebellious character of the people, and ordered the work

to come to an end. Backed by this royal edict,and in view of the pos-sible

opposition of the large number of Jews, supported by a consider-able

armed force (v.on 4"), the complainants go to Jems, and exceed

at least the letter of their instruction by destroying the work already

completed. And judging from the ample force of workmen and the

considerable time which had elapsed, the major portion of the work

may have been finished, so that it could easilybe said of their depre-dations:

"The walls of the city are breached and its gates burned with

fire" (Ne. V). For if Neh. completed the walls in fifty-twodays, as

said in Ne. 6", there could have been little left to build after work

which may have continued for a much longer time than fifty-twodays.

The destruction of the work already done was necessary. It would

have been vain merely to serve an injunction on the Jews, as that

would leave open the possibilityof completing the walls secretly.

Soon after this,certainlywithin twenty years, Neh. comes to Jems,

with an appointment as governor of Judah, and with permission to

build the city of his fathers' sepulchres (Ne. 2'). His commission

seems to have been purposely left somewhat vague; it is quite certain

that he said nothing specificallyabout the city walls.

Neh. isthoroughly familiar with the abortive attempt to build the walls

which had been made a few years before,and in his own plans provides

against the causes of failure. In the first place, he carefully screens

his main purpose until the time for action has come. At the first

appearance of the enemy, they only know that he has come
"

to seek

good for the sons of Israel" (210). In the second place, he makes no

move until he has completed his arrangements so that the work can be
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done quickly. If another appeal is made to Art.,by the time a reply

comes no force that can be collected in Sam. will be able to undo his

undertaking. Very likely the remainder of the earlier unsuccessful

enterprisefacilitated his work, for there may have been some sections

undisturbed or but partly demolished by Rehum and his army.

In the third place,he came to Jems, backed by an armed guard, so

that a force mustered from the peoples of the lands would not be a

serious menace at any time. Ezra was content to take his caravan

across the desert without military escort, trusting in the protection of

the Most High (Ezr. 8,lf); but Neh. did not trust the gracious in-fluence

of his God upon the enemies of his people,and was glad to be

supplied with a guard (2*),which, it is safe to assume, was as large as

he could possibly secure. Apart from that he seems to have carried

from Pers.,or secured elsw.,a liberal supply of weapons, so that at the

proper moment he could convert his whole force of Workmen into a

well-equipped army (41-17)-

In the fourth place, contrary to the Chr.'s idea as revealed in c. 3,

Neh. did not attempt to erect the gates]until the last stone was laid

in the walls (6s 71). The wooden gates of the city, ace. to c. 3 ten

in number, were the most vulnerable parts of its defences. An enemy

might easily slip up at night with a torch and undo in a moment

the labour of days. The gates were of littleuse, save as a check, exc.

as they were guarded by troops, a guard established by Neh. as soon

as the gates were in place (7,"r). While the people were at work on

the walls,the guarding of all the gates would be impossible, and so

that part of the work was deferred until the last,so that it would

never be possible to say of his work " that its gates had been burned

with fire."

These considerations are sufficient to show why Nehemiah

succeeded where others had failed,and that in spiteof the fact

that from the moment he set foot in Jerusalem until the last

gate was built,locked, and guarded, the enemies of his people

had been persistent,numerous, active,and resourceful. Despite

all their efforts,by scorn, cajolery,open war, secret intrigue,

and black treachery, they failed, because they were over-matched

in the struggleby their great opponent, Nehemiah the

son of Hachaliah.

The only other achievement of Neh.'s first period as governor of

Judah, barring the measures to procure a population for Jerus. (ix,f-)"

was the relief of the distress of the poor people who had been ground

down by their richer and more powerful neighbours (c 5). The pas-
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is of great importance in the lightit throws upon the social con-ditions

of Judah in the period 444-432 B.C., and for the welcome addi-tion

to our knowledge of the character of Neh. He was not for an

instant deaf to the cries of distress,and he was generous in his own

contributions for their relief. He constantly used his personal funds

to redeem his brethren who had been sold into slavery. If Neh.

was a eunuch, as is quite possible,he had probably entered the ser-vice

of the Pers. king as a poor slave,and in the later days of his power

and wealth did not forget his early suffering,and was keenly sympa-thetic

toward others in like situation. Further, he served without

salary. He knew that the people were poor; he had learned that his

predecessors,who may have been Pers. since the time of Zer., had

borne hardly upon the people by their exactions.

It is usually said that Nehemiah's second administration be-gan

in 432 B.C. That statement is incorrect. Nehemiah says

plainly that he was governor of Judah for twelve years, from the

20th to the 3 2d year of Artaxerxes (514),and that in the latter

year he returned to the king (13*),so that 432 was the end of

his first administration.

All the evidence we have for the date of the second period is the

scrap in 13* '","and at the end of days I asked peave of absence] from

the king and I came to Jems." But the text is much at fault,as the

notes show, and in his memoirs there is no hint about the time when

he returned to Jems. But it must have been later than 432; for in his

absence several grievous wrongs had developed: To. had been given

a residence in one of the temple chambers (131-9);the Lev. had been

compelled to give up their ministrations in the sanctuary and scatter

into the country to earn a living (13*'"); a general disregard of the

Sabbath had grown up, so that work in the fields and traffic at Jems,

went on unquestioned and unhindered (i3"~n); marriages had been

contracted with the Philistines,and the speech was becoming corrupt

(13"*"); one of the members of the high pr.'sfamily had married

the daughter of Sanb. the Horonite (i3"w). All these things pre-suppose

that Neh.'s absence from Jems, was a protracted one. That

is most probable from other considerations. Neh. never lost the

favour of the king, and it is doubtful whether Art. would have per-mitted

another immediate absence. Indeed, it seems clear that Neh.'s

second visit to Jems, was occasioned, like the first,by unfavourable

reports of conditions in the holy city. The brief way in which he

describes the big wrongs and the summary methods by which he sets

them right,all point to his coming to Judah with a definite purpose

in his mind. It is probable that Neh. secured his second leave of ab-



46 INTRODUCTION

sence by relatingto the king the evil conditions about which he had

heard and his desire to remedy them.

But if we lack a terminus a quo we are more fortunate in the recent

discovery of data which provide a reliable terminus ad quern. For the

letter from the Jewish garrison at Elephantine was addressed "to

Bagohi the governor of Judah" (mm* nrto **iua),the very same title

which Neh. applies to himself (5"). The date of this letter is 407 B.C.,

and therefore Neh.'s rule came to an end before that. Bagohi was

ruler in the time of Dar. II, 423-404, and prob. by his appoint-ment.

Now Art., the patron of Neh., died in 424 B.C. As Neh.'s

second appointment must have come from him, at least the beginning

of the second administration must have preceded that date. An inter-val

of five or six years must have separated the two administrations,

and therefore the second leave must fall very near the end of the

periodof Art. The material we have indicates that the second ad-ministration

was very short; prob. it came to an abrupt end by the

death of the king. Certainly the events described in 13*-" fallbetween

432 and 424 B.C., and most likelyclose to the latter date.

The historicityof the second administration of Neh. depends upon

the conclusion reached above that 13*-" is a genuine part of N., though

in a less pure form than c. 1-6. Those who, like Torrey, assign c. 13

to the Chr. must needs begin and end Neh.'s mission with the build-ing

of the walls. Torrey's chief point against the passage, outside of

the language, is that the Neh. here " is simply Ezra (1."., the Chr.),

under another name" (ES.M'). There is,indeed, enough resemblance

to lend colour to such a view. But the differences are too marked to

make it tenable. The basis for the objection to foreign marriages is

very far removed from that in Ezr. 9 /. To suppose one person to be

the author of both passages seems to me impossible. Then the ani-mus

against To. and Sanb. is certainlycharacteristic of Neh. Again,

the methods by which wrong conditions are set right are absolutely

at variance with all that we know of Ezra. Ezra does, indeed, pluck

out hair,but from his own head (Ezr. 9*); Neh. also plucks out hair,

but from the head of the wrong-doers (13")- It is impossible to think

of Ezra saying to the traders: "if you do it again, I will lay my hand

upon you
" (13s1)*H the Chr. wrote this passage with Ezra in his mind,

I should say that he made Ezra act throughout in a manner perfectly

characteristic of Neh.

Further,it isinconceivable that the Chr. should abruptly have changed

to the first p. in v. ". He had been travellingalong very well in the

third so far. If he lent colour to the story by the adoption of the first

p., why did he not employ it throughout and thus make the whole

narrative probable? Surely the Chr. did not intend to leave Ne. 8-13*

open to suspicion,and then suddenly put the closingsection in such a

form that we must accept it alone as genuine. He must have con-
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sidered his own writing just as good as Neh.'s. Moreover, why should

the Chr. invent such a pitiably incomplete story of a second adminis-tration?

It is apparent that the section of N. found in 13*-*1 was not a sep-arate

composition, but a part of the story found in 1-6. And yet a

section is lacking, for 13s presupposes information which we do not

possess, f. e.t the occasion of Neh.'s return to Jems,; 131' suggests

what the material was like. Just as Neh. had heard of the bad con-dition

of the people and of the walls (i"),that report being the occasion

of his firstvisit,so now there had been brought to him reports of other

evfl conditions which stir him to make a second appeal to the king

and a second journey to Jerus. Unfortunately the memoirs have been

condensed in some respects " a passage must have fallen out between

vv. " ""* l
" and expanded in others, as best accorded with the edi-tor's

views.

(4) The Reign of Artaxcrxes II Mnemon " 404-358 B.C.

We have seen good reason to place the mission of Ezra after

that of Nehemiah (v. s. " 10),but the grounds for fixingthe

date more closely are very slender. We have apparently no

authority save that of the Chronicler for the name of any Per-sian

king in connection with Ezra, and whatever may be said in

his favour as a historian,he certainlyis not to be trusted on

questions of chronology. Ezra himself alludes to his royal

benefactor simply as
"

the king," and Artaxerxes is only men-tioned

in the Chronicler's introduction, Ezr. 71-7, and in the

Aramaic document. The latter is certainly not authentic in

its present form, and may be wholly an invention. At the

same time 7s7 requires some antecedent, and there may have

been in the genuine E. the originaldecree, of which we have

only an amazing elaboration. Certainly we dare not follow

Kosters "and give Ezra's date as 398 B.C., for "the 7th year"

is entirely untrustworthy. And yet the conclusions reached

above as to the interval between the two leaders would sug-gest

that Ezra's work was done in the firstquarter of the fourth

century.

For the history of Ezra we have two sources, his own memoirs,

7" 1. 8i*-u. n-u. m t. "i f
.
m gi.ua. is-ii; and the rest of Est. 7-10, and Ne.

gi-mru partly if not wholly due to the Chr.



48 INTRODUCTION

We turn first to sure ground in E. As said above, 7*' shows that we

are forced to begin in medics res. E. must have contained some ac-count

of the favour of the king, a parallelto Ne. 21-'. The outburst

of praise is due to the fact that the Pers. king had given Ezra permis-sion

to go up to Jems, at the head of a caravan. That is exactly what

we have in the beginning of the decree, 7", and therefore we cannot

deny the possibilitythat there is a germ of an originalelement here,

of which element more anon.

Ezra's story is very unlike Neh.'s. He loves graphic details,and

spends much of his space on such points as the gathering and compo-sition

of his company, the measures taken for a safe journey, the cus-tody

of the treasures intrusted to him " that is all that we find in the

authentic portions of c. 8. Upon his arrival in Jems, we have infor-mation

in E. merely of the report of the mixed marriages, of his dis-tress

over these tidings,and of his prayer " for that is all there is in c. 9.

How much dependence is to be placed on the rest of the story about

Ezra is certainlyopen to question. We have, at all events, a note to

guide us, even though it is somewhat indefinite. In praising God for

the favour of the king, he states what that favour consists in, viz.,

"to glorify the house of God which is in Jems." (7"). The word

"glorify" is found elsw. only in Is. 55* 6o7- "" M and is used there of the

temple twice; it is,indeed, somewhat vague, and yet these words must

provide the key to Ezra's mission. It is consistent with this key

that when Ezra inspected his company at Ahava and found neither

pr. nor sons of Levi (v.on 8"), he kept his caravan in camp until he

had brought from Casiphia a sufficient number of "ministers for the

house of God" (8"). Another leading subject in this part of E. is the

proper safeguarding of the large treasures which Ezra had collected

for the temple. In other words, all of E. in c. 8 supports absolutely

the conclusion that Ezra's whole mission was designed to carry out the

king'spurpose "to glorifythe house of God which is in Jems."

Now if we examine the Aram, document containing the decree, we

find a part of it in harmony with this key. The pr. and Lev. were

expressly authorised to return with Ezra; he was directed to take to

Jems, the offeringsmade by the king and his officers and by others

(presumably Jews), which had been given for the purpose of glorifying

the house of God; and was given instructions to use these funds for

the purchase of supplies required for the temple ritual. Therefore

this part of the decree 7"-", barring a few obvious amplifications,is

perfectly consistent with the main purpose of Ezra, and if it is not

original,but a production of the Chr., then this strange historian for

once composed a work more than usually in harmony with its setting.

If this part of the decree is authentic, then of course the date of Ezra

is fixed in the reign of an Art., and that could only be Art. H.

The rest of the story of Ezra must be judged by its consistency with
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this central theme. Now the Lev., whom Ezra was at such pains to

bring with him, are employed in other ways than in the ministrations

at the temple, and therefore the passage Ne. 7 "-8" is open to grave

suspicion,while the later portions of that c, the account of the Feast

of Booths (8"-") is in better state.

It may seem that Ezr. 9, which is mostly from E., would have to be

rejectedon these grounds. But a closer inspection establishes a good

connection. When Ezra learned that a large number of people,in-cluding

pr. and Lev., had intermarried with foreigners,he could see

that his plan to glorifythe house of God would be hopeless. To main-tain

the temple ritual with proper dignity requires a people of pure

blood, for the amalgamating people will result in an amalgamating

religion. This intermarriage must be checked before any glorifying

of the temple is possible. The sequel to Ezra's lament (Ezr. 10) is

not from his hand, but in the main it tells a true story. There are

striking features which suggest another pen than the Chr.'s. Surely

something must have happened after Ezra's prayer, and there is no

improbability in the divorce story in its main features.

If Ezra had anything to do with the establishment of the law " and

our sources for this event are reallyscanty and poor " this part of his

work could have come about only as the conditions he discovered con-strained

him to turn aside from his main purpose. Sta. emphasises

the fact that according to our sources Ezra was the possessor of the

law, not its author (Gcsch.ii,1M""" ')" When he learned of the mixed

marriages and had taken appropriate measures to break them up, he

might well have felt that the people must conform to the law in all

respects before there was any hope of making the temple worship the

central interest in Jewish life and religion. But it must be remem-bered

that at most Ezra's connection with the law was slightand

incidental. Our idea of Ezra's part in the law must depend largely

upon our opinion of the credibilityof the decree (7" *").

The c. dealing with the reading of the law (Ne. 8) has caused much

discussion,chiefly as to its proper place. Kost. is confident that

it must follow Ne. 10. He argues that in c. 8 a new law is intro-duced,

and the only new law must be the pr. code. He analyses

c 9, 10 and finds no reference to this code. In this way he thinks he

finds a suitable place for the troublesome list,7*-", for after Ne. 9, 10

the people felt the need of organisation,and a list was made of those

in the newly organised community. As he deems the list closely

bound with c. 8, he places the whole section,7*-8", as the direct sequel

to Ne. 9, 10 (Wied."-"').

Torrey with equal confidence places this section, 7 "-8", between

Ezr. 8 and 9. He gives the following reasons for the transposition

(ES.au*-): (1) To quote his own words: "here is a clear and consist-ent

story, the only clear and consistent story dealingwith Ezra that
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has ever been told by any one." (2) "The dates given in such pro-fusion

throughout the narrative are now all intelligiblefor the first

time." (3) He sees an incongruity between c. 8 and the c. following,

finding nothing to account for the sackcloth and ashes in o1, but deem-ing

Ezr. 10, which he thinks lacks a conclusion,good grounds for the

mourning. (4) "Ezra makes his journey to Jerus. in order to teach

and administer the law, but it is not until 13 years after his arrival

that he first presents it to the people." (5) Another point on which

much stress is laid is that in the present arrangement the divorce of

the foreignwives (Ezr.9/.) was effected according to the law,and that

before the law was made known.

Formidable as the array of arguments is,it is not convincing. I

make a few comments. (1) It is not possible to make any clear and

consistent story out of Ezr. 7-10 and Ne. 8-10, for the latter c, out-side

of c. 8, never contain Ezra's name, and there is no reason for con-necting

them with Ezra at all. If the Chr. had written them as a pari
of his Ezra story, Ezra being his great hero " a point emphasised by

Torrey " he would not have omitted his name in that long passage.

(2) Many of the dates are too indefinite to enable us to make a chron.

sequence that is convincing. (3) Ezr. 9 is certainly not very closely

connected with Ezr. 8. But after c. 8 we must advance to some report

of the first thing Ezra did after establishinghimself in Jerus. There

is no reason why he should have done one thing more than another.

As for the grounds for the sackcloth and ashes of Ne. g\ it seems to

be a poor sequel to Ezr. 10". After the compliance with Ezra's plea

and the putting away of the foreign wives in accordance with the

law, it would be more natural to expect a period of rejoicing,such as

we have in Ne. 8*-", than a scene of humiliation as described in Ne.

9. It would be vain to comply with the law, if the result were only

sackcloth and ashes. (4) In E. the law is never mentioned, but his

appeal is general to the commandments of God (Ezr.g1*-"). As shown

above in his own descriptionof the purpose of his mission, the estab-lishment

of the law has but a dub. place. (5) This point is not well

taken. The Hebrews were always averse to foreign marriages. Abra-ham

makes his servant swear that he would get a wife for Isaac from

his own people (Gn. 24 J); Samson's parents are disturbed at the

plea of the hero for a Philistine wife (Ju. 14s); and finallythe prohi-bition

of foreignmarriages is in " the littlebook of the covenant
" and in

Dt. only (Ex. 34" Dt. 7*))pre-ex. laws. Since there was a temple of

Jaho in Jeb., contrary to the Deut. law, Sachau argues that this law

could not exist in 407 B.C. Others have given a different interpretation

of the surprisingfact. But in any case there is no doubt of the pre-ex.

ban upon marriage with foreigners. It is really absurd to suppose

that the Jews must wait upon Ezra's reading of the law to learn that

such marriages were forbidden.
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It is necessary now to consider Torrey's radical theory that

Ezra is wholly a creation of the Chronicler; in other words, that

Ezra is not a historical personage, but a character of fiction.

Torrey's arguments are based largelyupon the language of the

Chr., which he deems esp. abundant in the Ezra story. Again, he

urges that Ezra "was a man preciselylike the Chr. himself: interested

very noticeably in the Lev., and esp. the class of singers; deeply

concerned at all times with the details of the cult and with the eccle-siastical

organisation in Jems.; armed with lists of names giving the

genealogy and official standing of those who constituted the true

church: with his heart set on teaching and enforcing the neglected

law of Moses throughout the land; and " most important of all"

zealous for the exclusion of the 'people of the land/ the condemnation

* of mixed marriages, and the preservation of the pure blood of Israeli

There is not a garment in all Ezra's wardrobe that does not fit the

Chr. exactly" (ES."").

A large part of this description does not fit the Ezra we know in

the memoirs, e. g., there is not a singlereference to singersin E.; there

is not a word about the law; there is no genealogical or other list of

names. The criticism is decidedly indiscriminate.

Further, no person would contend that in all the period from 400

down to his own time, the Chr. was the only person interested supremely

in the matters enumerated in the passage quoted above. Ezra was

a kindred spiritto the Chr. " and there must have been many such be-fore

the Chr.'s time " and the Chr. by his revisions and additions has

doubtless made Ezra more kindred to himself than he reallywas.

Another reason urged by Torrey is the silence of Sirach (Comp.'lt).

Sirach writing apparently c. 180 B.C., composed a long passage (c.

44-50) in praise of the great men of the Jewish nation. Of those

in our period, Zer. and his associate Jes.,and Neh. are accorded brief

mention (49n~")" but Ezra's name is not found. This seems to me the

weightiest of Torrey's arguments. It is certain that Ezra did not

have the place in the Jewish church in the time of Sirach (hat the Chr.

would have liked. But it is certain that there was never an edition of

the book of Ch. (including Ezr.-Ne.) which did not contain the story

of Ezra, though there may have been an edition silent about Neh.

The book of Ch. may be pretty late,but it is not as late as Sirach.

To give no other reason here, the author of the hymn had these records

for Zer. Jes. and Neh., and therefore he must have had them for Ezra.

Why he made no mention of Ezra's name, it is impossible to learn.

He left out other names, e. g., Shes.,and he omitted Ezra for some good

reason, possibly because he was not in as deep sympathy with the

ruthless proceedingsdescribed in Ezr. 10 as the Chr. was.
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If Sirach was silent,other writers made up for the defect by the

exaltation of the priest-scribe. In several prophetic lists,e. g.y Iraen.

Ag. Her. 1. xxx. u, Ezra appears in the list of prophets in place of

Mai. (".Nestle, ZAW. 1907 ,m).

" 12. CHAPTER AND VERSE DIVISIONS.

It is unfortunate that in several books of the OT. the EV*.

follow B and in places have a different arrangement of chapters

from those in MT. It is necessary in a critical commentary to

follow the originaltext. Fortunately there is but one section

in Ne. where the confusion exists,and there is none in Ezr.

The appended table will serve as an adequate guide. The

English division is really the better, as it conforms to sub-ject

matter.

The only other variation is in Ne. 10, where MT. io1 =* Eng. 9",

io* a io1, etc., the number of the w. in EVS. throughout the c. being

one less than that of MT.

" 13. LITERATURE.

As there is a comprehensive bibliography in Curt, covering

much the same ground, for the most part only specialworks

on Ezr.-Ne. are named here.

Commentaries.

Rabbi Saadiah, Ezr. and Nek. ed. by H. J. Mathews, 1882. E.

Bertheau, Die Backer, Est a, Neck. u. Ester, 2d ed. by V. Ryssel, 1887.

S. Oettli u. J. Meinhold, Die Gesch. Hagiographen, 1889. H. E.

Ryle, Est. and Nek. in Camb. Bib. 1893. W. F. Adeney, Esr.-Nek.-

Esi. Exp. Bible, 1893. H. Guthe and L. W. Batten, Ezr. and Nek.

in SBOT. 1901. M. Seisenberger, Die Backer Esd.t Nek. u. Est. in
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Kurzgef. wissensck. Com. z. d. H.S. des A. T. 1901. D. C. Siegfried,

Esr., Nek. u. Est. in Handkom. des A. T. 1901. A. Bertholet, Die

Backer Esr. u. Nek. in Kurzer Handkom. des A.T. 1902. G. Hdlscher,

H.S. A. T. 1910.

Monographs.

Kleinert,On ike Origin,Elements and Antiquityof the Books of Esr.

and Nek. 1832. R. Smend, Die Listen d. Backer Esr. u. Nek. 1881.

A. H. Sayce, Int. to Esr. Nek. and Est. 1885. J. Imbert, Le Temple

Reconstruit par Zorob. 1889. G. Rawlinson, Esr. and Nek. (Men of the

Bible),1890. P. H. Hunter, After the Exile, 1890. A. van Hoonacker,

Nek. et Esd. 1890; Zorob. et le Second Temple, 1892; Nouvelles Etudes sur

la Restaur. Juive. 1896. W. H. Kosters, Die WiederkersteUung Israels

in der persiscken Period (from the Dutch Herstd van Israel in ket.

Perziscke Tijdoak), by A. Basedow, 1895. E. Meyer, Die Entstekung

des Judentkums, 1896. Bertholet, Die SteUung der Israditen u. d.

Juden z. d. Fremden, 1896. E. Sellin,Serubbabel, 1898; Studien z.

Entstekungsgesckickteder jad. Gemeinde, 1901. T. K. Cheyne, Jewish

ReligiousLife After the Exile, 1898. J. Geissler,Die liter.Besiekungen

der Esra Memoir en, 1809. Rosenzweig, Einl. in d. Backer Esr. u.

Nek. J. Nikel, Die WiederkersteUung d. jiid. Gemeinwesens nock d.

babyl. Exit, 1900. C. Holzhey, Die Backer Esr. u. Nek. 1902. S.

Gelbhaus, Esra u. seine refortnatorisckenBestrebungen, 1903. J. Fischer,

Die Ckron. Frage in d. Bachern Esr.-Nek. 1903. J. Theis, Gesch. u.

literarkrilik Fragen in Esr. 1-6 (in Nikel's AUtest. Abkandl. 11, 5),

19 10. C. C. Torrey, Comp. and Hist. Value of Esr.-Nek. (Beikeftezur

ZAW.), 1896; Esra Studies, 1910. Apparatus for Text. Crit. of Ckr.-

Esr.-Nek. (Harper Studies).

Articles.

H. Winckler, "Die Zeit der Herstellung Judas "; "Nehemias Reform."

Alt. Forsck. II,ii,1; "Die Zeit v. Ezras Ankunft in Jems." ib. II, ii,

2; "Die doppelte Darstellung in Ezr.-Neh." ib. II, Hi,2. E. Schrader,

"Die Dauer d. zweiten Tempelbaues," Stud. u. Krit. 1867. E. Nestle,

"Marginalien u. Materilien,""-", 1893; Reol-Ency.* V. J. Wellhau-

sen, "Die Rlickkehr d. Juden a. d. Babyl. Exil," G. G. N. 1895.

T. F. Wright, "Nehemiah's Night Ride," JBL. 1896; "The Stairs

of the City of David," ib. 1897. C. C. Torrey, "Old Testament

Notes," JBL. 1897. W. J. Moulton, "Uber die Uberlieferung u. d.

text-krit. Werth des dritten Esrabuchs," ZAW. i8o9,""-tM, i9oo,"-"".

Fraenkel, "Zum Buch Ezra," ZAW. 1809. T. K. Cheyne, "From

Isaiah to Ezra," AJT. 1901; "The Times of Neh. and Ezra," Bib.

World, 1899. H. Howorth, PSBA. 1901, 1002. H. G. Mitchell, "The

Wall of Jerus. Ace. to the Book of Neh." JBL. 1903. L. W. Batten,
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"Ezr.-Neh."; " Ezr."; " Neh." Hast. DB. Kosters, "Ezr.-Neh." EB.

J. V. Pr"Sek, " Kambyses u.
d. Uberlieferung d. Altertums"; " Zur Chro-

nologie des Kyros," Forsch. z. Ges. d. Alt. L. W. Batten, " Israel of

the Post-exilic Period/* Ham. Rev. April, 1913.

General.

A. Kuenen, Gesammelte Abhandlungen,*1*-**1, 1894. B. Stade, Bibl.

Theologie des A.T.*11-*", 1005. Addis, Ezra and the Issue of the Law,

Documents of the Hexateuch, II,1" *" Robertson, Poetry and Religion

of the Psalms, c. 5. Marquart, Fundamente israel. u. jUd. Geschichte,

1896. C. F. Kent, Israel's Hist, and Biog. Narratives, *"""", 1910.

Biblical Aramaic.

Powell, The Supposed Hebraisms in Biblical Aramaic, 1907. S.

Baer, Chaldaismi Biblici Adumbratio, in the Baer-Delitzsch ed. of

MT. vol. Dn.-Ezr -Ne.*"1-1*. H. L. Strack, Grammatik des B. Aram.*,

1005. K. Marti, Kurzgef. Gram, der B.-Aram. Sprache, 1896. E.

Kautzsch, Grammatik des B. Aram. 1884. Sachau, Aramdische Papyri

und Ostraka aus Elephantine, 191 1. C. R. Brown, An Aramaic Method,

1884. Schulthess, MisceUen turn Bibl. Aram. ZAW. 1002,"' '"

Some Important Dates.

B.C.

550-521 Cyrus.

521-485 Darius I Hystaspis.

520 Rebuilding of the temple.

485-464 Xerxes.

464-424 Artaxerxes I Longimanus.

444-432
Nehemiah governor of Judah.

424-404
Darius II Nothus.

404-359
Artaxerxes II Mnemon.

Mission of Ezra,



A COMMENTARY ON EZRA-NEHEMIAH.

EZR. I - ESD. 2114. THE END OF THE BABYLONIAN EXILE.

Bab. was conquered by Cy. in 539 B.C. In that country he found

many colonies of foreigners who had been brought there as prisoners

of war in accordance with the As. and Bab. policy of transplanting con-quered

peoples. Cy. reversed this policy, and allowed all such peoples

to return to their homes. In the city of Bab. Cy. found also many

sacred images and other objects from foreign temples, brought there

as trophies, or by Nabonidus for protection (cf. Is.461'). The new

king directed all these images to be taken back to their native shrines.

This policy was designed to effect the pacification of the peoples he

conquered. Indeed, he appeared in Bab. as a redeemer rather than a

conqueror. In accordance with this general programme we have the

statement that a special decree was issued in favour of the Jews (v.

Intr. " "" "). Vv. l-*- T '" ,,b
are from a Heb. source, the rest by the Chr.

{Intr." "" ").

1-4. The decree of Cyrus." In the first year of his reign

in Babylon we are told that Cyrus set forth an edict, allowing

all captive Jews to return to Jerusalem, directing them to re-build

the house of their God, and enjoining their Jewish neigh-bours

who remained behind to strengthen their hands with

gifts to be used for the temple, and probably ordering the res-toration

to the returning pilgrims of the sacred vessels which

had been taken from the temple in 586.

1. And in the first year of Cyrus], Cyrus had ascended the

throne in 559 B.C. His first year is put here twenty years

later, either because the Chronicler only knew of Cyrus as

ruler of Babylonia, or because the previous years of his reign are

deemed unimportant in connection with Jewish history. Cyrus

entered Babylon in the late autumn of 539 B.C., and this decree

may, therefore, fall in the year 538. Cyrus, like his successor

Darius, was a descendant of Achaemenes and was, therefore,

an Aryan and a Zoroastrian. However much of a monotheist

55
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he may have been in Ansan, he was very liberal in his attitude

toward the gods of other peoples." King of Persia]. The great

Persian empire did not reach its full height of power until the

time of Darius, and this title,therefore,has been regarded as a

mark of the Chronicler's hand. This contention is invalid,for

in the inscriptionof Nabonidus, 546 B.C., the same title is em-ployed.

" To fulfilthe word of Yakweh]. Here we have a con-ception

of history which abounds in the Gospels, especiallyin

Matthew. The idea of the evangelistis that the acts of Jesus

are determined by the predictionswhich have been made long

before. The true conception from the Hebrew point of view

is that God controlled both the messages of the prophets and

the actions of kings, and therefore the king is led to fulfilthe

prediction. In the pre-exilicperiod the apologeticappeal is

based on the works of God; in our period this new element is

introduced. The exiled Jews are aroused to a new faith in God

because things happen as the prophets have foretold. This

idea is brought out prominently in Is. 48, a passage belonging

to this very time. "The restoration was the last specialproof

and sign that God was a factor in the life of the Hebrew peo-ple

under the old dispensation" (Simon, Bible as Theocratic

Literature*)." From the mouth of Jeremiah]. In 2 Ch. 36* we

have "by the mouth," but without any difference of meaning.

By places the emphasis on the prophet as a mere instrument of

God.

In 2 Ch. 36s1there is a reference to the fulfilment of another Jeremian

prophecy that the exile would last seventy years (Je. 29"; v. Curt.).

This passage is sometimes loosely interpreted as referringto the same

thing; but that is incorrect. The prediction refers to the moving of

Cy. to issue his decree in favour of the Jews. Je. contains no passage

referringto such an event, but the required prophecy is found in Is.9

(v.41 f '" " 44" 451). This prophet ascribes Cy.'s victories to Yahweh,

using language very similar to Cy.'s own, only that in the latter Mar-

duk is the moving spirit(cf.Cy.'s Inscription,Rogers, Cun. Parol,"*)
.

In Is. Cy. is called Yahweh's shepherd, having responsiblecare of

his people, and even by the Messianic title "his anointed." This

prophet certainlyhad great expectations from Cy., and he watches his

conquering career with keen anticipationsof good for his own people.

Jos.regardsIs. as the prophet who influenced Cy., saying that Cy. rd.
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the book written by Is. one hundred and fortyyears before the temple

was destroyed (Antiq.xi, i, 2). " Je.," therefore, is either a txt. err.,

or else this anonymous prophecy (Is. 40-66) was attributed to that

prophet instead of to Is. (v. Duhm, JerM). Berth, and Ryle refer

the passage to Je.,but wrongly. If a txt. err., it is an early one, for

it is reproduced in all the Vrss. Prob. it is explained from the ref-erence

to Je. properly in the preceding v. of Ch., this name being

repeated instead of the correct one.

Yakweh moved the spirit].(See v. ".) This expression shows

the more refined theological ideas of the later times. The

prophet makes Yahweh address Cyrus directly. Now we find

a spiritin man which may be influenced to action by Yahweh,

and henceforward that is the method by which God's will

is accomplished among men. Cf, Nehemiah's expression "my

God had put in my heart" = moved my spirit(Ne. 2")." And

he issued a proclamation),literally,caused a voice to go through.

The words suggest a herald rather than a written document,

and the heraldic method is not improbable here, though the

words might refer to a decree, especiallyif it were read by the

heralds. " In his whole kingdom]. The empire of Cyrus em-braced

regions where there were no Jews. The Hebrews were

apparently settled in districts and were pretty well localised.

The writer seems to have ignored any realm of Cyrus except his

latest conquest. The edict would naturally be sent only to the

Jewish colonies in Babylonia." And also in writing. These

words imply that the proclamation was oral, and are intended

to show that the Chronicler had a written source for his version

of the edict. " Saying],better as follows. The literal transla-tion

mars the Scripturessadly,recurringhundreds of times, and

proving a stumbling-block in reading aloud. " 2. All the king-doms

of the world]. With the conquest of Babylon, all its de-pendencies

fell to Cyrus, and his became a vast empire, extend-ing

from Elam on the east to the Mediterranean on the west.

This did not cover all the countries of the world, but the exag-geration

is more natural for Cyrus than for a Jewish writer,for

on the cylinderinscriptionhe calls himself "the king of the four

quarters of the earth," *. e., of the whole world. " Has Yahweh
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givenme]. Here we have the reflection of the propheticutter-ance

in Is. 451 *-. In his own inscriptionCyrus attributes his

conquest of Babylon to Marduk, its chief deity. But he may

have become acquainted with the propheciesabove referred to,

and then in an edict to the Jews given their God credit for

his victories. Such credit would please the Jews, as the aid

of Marduk was certainlyclaimed to placatethe Babylonians.

" The God of heaven]is an expressionnot found in pre-exilic

writings. The common terms are God of Israel,of hosts,or of

our fathers.* Nehemiah, however, regularlyuses the expres-sion

(i4'" 24-*"). In a magic bowl from Babylonia of about

500 B.C. "Lord of heaven and earth" occurs, f The term "God

of heaven" is found in the Eleph. pap. Marti regardsthe ex-pression

as the equivalentof the "high God," or "God of the

height,"in Mi. 66 and thinks it portrays the transcendence of

God (Dodekapropheton*9*).The expression was never com-mon

among the Hebrews. Stade explainsit as an adaptation

to the religiousterms of the governing peoples(BT.m).

To build a house for him in Jerusalem]. In Is. 44s8 we have

a predictionthat Cyrus would direct the rebuildingof Jeru-salem

and of the temple. If Cyrus had been made familiar

with this prophecy, as Josephus says, he might easilysee in it

the commission to which he here refers. The Chronicler knew

that the temple was not built by Cyrus or in his lifetime;it is,

therefore,difficult to see why he should have invented a state-ment

contrary to fact. The truth is that the Chronicler tried

to make it appear that the temple was begun under Cyrus, and

was compelled to misconstrue his material in justificationof his

theory." A Jewish writer would not have deemed it necessary

to say Jerusalem which is in Judah unless he were endeavouring

to give colour to an imitation decree,a device in which the Jews

were not expert. It appears from the terms of the edict that

the interest of Cyrus was not in the freedom of the Jews, but

in the buildingof the temple to the God to whom he here as-

" It is a carious fact, mention of which has not been observed by the present writer,that

in Ch. " God of Israel " is used with great regularityup to II 7", and after that almost in-variably

" God of (our) fathers."

t J. A. Montgomery, Mus. Jomr. V. P. Dec 1010,

\
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cribes his wonderful victories. The release of the captives was

incidental to the main purpose. " 3. In MT. this verse is cor-rupt,

so that the sense has been changed. " Among you] indicates

that the edict is addressed to the whole people of Cyrus's realm;

but the edict primarily concerns all his (Yahweh's) people. As

the text stands, the edict enjoinsall Jews to return to Jerusalem

to build the temple; whereas in v.
6 it is stated that those only

went up whose heart was stirred by Yahweh. With hints found

in the Vrss. it is possible to reconstruct the text, obtaining a

terse and lucid statement which might well be a part of a royal

decree. The restored text gives: whoever wills of all the people

of Yahweh the God ofIsrael,he is the God who dwells in Jerusalem,

now lei him go up to Jerusalem and build the house of Yahweh

his God.

The statement that Yahweh is the God who dwells in Jems, is nat-ural

in this text. Cy. found many gods in Bab. who had been brought

there from other places, and whose devotees were distressed by their

removal. He sent all these gods back to their ancient shrines. To

him Yahweh seemed much like the other deities. Further, according

to this text, Cy. did not command all Jews to return; but he permitted

those to go back who desired,and thus the decree is in harmony with

the statement of v. ". The amended text shows clearlythat Cy.'s main

object was the rebuilding of the temple.

4. The next subject in the decree is the provision of funds for

building the temple. The implication of the text is that the

Babylonian neighbours of the returning Jews were called upon

for contributions. All that survive covers the whole body of

Jews in Babylonia, and as they are to be supported by the men

of his placethese can be no other than the Babylonians. Cyrus

did all in his power to placate the conquered peoples, and he

was too politicto demand from them subscriptionsto build a

temple for the despised Jews. If we accept this text we are

forced to admit a powerful Jewish colouring. With the help of

Esdras we are enabled to reconstruct the passage (v.a)thus:

and all thai dwell in the places,let them support him. This nat-urally

means that the Jews, who dwell in the districts from

which certain exiles are departing, shall send by their hands
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giftsfor the temple. The wealthiest people would be most

likelyto remain for commercial reasons, and they are the ones

able to contribute most. " With silver and gold,goods and cattle,
besides the free-willofferingsfor the house of God] impliesdona-tions

for the caravan of pilgrimsas well as for the temple. We

might well wonder whether Cyrus would be concerned about

the people. The last clause is different in Esd.,and with other

thingsadded by vows for the templeof the Lord, implying that

all the giftswere for the temple. Goods and cattle is probably

a gloss." Which is in Jerusalem]is the translation of "B,but

Esd. has who, requiringGod as antecedent instead of house.

It is not possibleto differentiate in Hebrew. The rendering

which tends to discredit the decree,as Cyrus would not order a

temple built and in the next sentence imply that it was already

built. The rendering of Esd. harmonises best with the ex-pression

in v. 8, he is the God who is in Jerusalem.

The edict of Cyrus." There is another version of this edict in 6"-",

claiming to be a copy of an originalfound at Ecbatana. The two

Vrss. differ materially. In the Aram, version there is nothing about

Yahweh's aid in Cy.'s conquests, the permission to return to Jems., or

the contributions; but plans are prescribed for the new temple, the

cost is to be borne by the royal treasury, and the return of the sacred

vessels is expresslyenjoined.

Both Vrss. profess to be original,but one or both must be wrong.

Few defend the Heb. version,though Dr., Ryle, et al. accept the sub-stance,

admitting a marked Jewish colouring. Mey. accepts the Aram,

as authentic,and deems the Heb. a product of the Chr. It is difficult

to understand why the Chr. should incorporatean authentic edict,and

then himself compose one so at variance with his source, though he

might easilyinsert two different forms which he found in the docu-ments

he used. Mey. starts with the hypothesisthat all the letters

and edicts in Ezr. are Aram. Vrss. of the Pers. originals(v.i. on 4').

This position has been widely accepted, apparently without much

criticalsifting.Torrey has shown its weakness ("S.tM *"); indeed, it

seems to rest on little more foundation than bare assumption. We

are, therefore,reallydriven to purely internal evidence. From this

pointof view the Aram, edict does not commend itself. For Cy. would

not be chieflyconcerned with the dimensions of the temple, and the

figuresgiven are altogetherimprobable. Nor would he be likelyto

order the expenses paid out of the royal treasury. Certainly the best

evidence we have, in Hg. and Zc.,indicates that the cost was borne
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by the Jews themselves. Indeed, the long delay was accounted for on

the ground of the people'sinabilityin material things (Hg. i" '").

In the Heb. edict,on the other hand, there is no note of improba-bility,

save in the matter of Bab. contributors,and here the Chr. ap-parently

retouched the passage to suit himself (v. s.). The original

very likelyenjoined the Jews who remained in Bab. to send contribu-tions

by those who returned. Yet few scholars have any good to say

of this version. Sieg.remarks that it shows itself to be a forgery,since

it is given in the Heb. tongue, and since it is dominated by Jewish re-ligious

ideas. Against this it may be remarked that the Chr. would

scarcely incorporate the Pers. or Bab. original. Moreover, since the

edict was for the benefit of the Jews, it may have been originallyissued

in Heb. As to the Jewish conceptions, they do not seem to be any

more marked than we should expect. To pacify the Bab., Cy. writes

in his inscriptionwith pronounced Bab. religiousideas; why should he

not do the same thing for the Jews ?

It is difficult to think that the Chr. composed the edict at all. Save

in v. * it does not seem to have any of his peculiarcharacteristics. If

he had invented it,he certainlywould have followed his Aram, source

in c. 6, to which he could have had no earthly objection. To be con-sistent

with his policy Cy. must have allowed the Jews to return and

to rebuild their temple and to take back any treasures which had been

taken from it. Nikel notes that "

'may his God be with him' has a

genuine Bab. tinge" (PB.17). The Chr. would not have said " he is the

God who is in Jerus.,"nor would he have explained that Jems, was in

Judah; and he never calls Yahweh " the God of heaven." It is very

doubtful if he would have exalted Cy. as this document does. On

the whole, then, there seems to be ample reason for assertingthat Cy.

did give the Jews permission to return and to rebuild the temple. The

emended text which I have proposed confirms the belief that we may

have an authentic document here. It is true that Hg. and Zc. make

no reference to this decree, and it would have served their purpose

well; but they were speaking a score of years later,and were con-cerned

more with the will of God than with the will of a dead king.

1. The conj. ), with which the book begins, is explained by the

original connection of Ezr. with Ch. (Berth. Sieg.). But Ex. Lv.

Nu. Jos. Ju. i and 2 S. 1 and 2 K. Ruth, Est. 2 Ch. and Ne. (dis-regarding

the title)also begin with 1. It seems to be the rule to be-gin

a Heb. narrative with the conj." iw] st. cstr. before a prep. (cf.

Ges.* m). " enw] Pers. KfiruS, Bab. KuraS, whence Rawlinson would

point eh". " We must rd. m*??^]since nai is the obj. The mng. to

fulfila predictionis not found elsw.,but the context requiresthat sense

here; cf.2 Ch. 36", where nwSnS has the same mng. " "dd] 2 Ch. 36"

has '03, preferred by Guthe, Torrey, et al. Esd. 6v otVotc, but CI

supports MT. Both forms are common, but *dd is better when utter-
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ance is implied (so Ryle)." nr* ^3P], only in late writers,v. ", Hg.

i" i Ch. 5* 2 Ch. 21"; but vb. alone has same mng. in Is. 41*- " 45",

all referringto Cy., and influencingour author (cf.Mar. Jes. on 41s)-

" Sip"wjpi]lit. he caused a voice to pass over, an oral proclamation,

Ex. 36* (P); cf." he caused a trumpet to pass over," *. e., to be blown,

Lv. 25'. That is the sense here as we note from the added and also

in writing. In 2 Ch. 30* the term is used where runners carry letters

from Hezekiah. " anaoa] would mean here in a written form, as "-

(in 2 Ch. 36") lv X6toic Tea?*)?, but this sense is not found elsw.

As the words are unnecessary and as *"dkS
goes back to the proclama-tion

we suspect a gl.

2. iV.pj nwSnn] Obj. first for emph. Ges.*""f- Esd. i\A dvttctgcv

$"xai\ia,3 Esd. me constituit regem, RV. "hath made me king," better

proclaimed me king. After Esd. iM- " = 2 Ch. 36*-" this expression

would represent wSon, lacking Sa and ]nj. The mng. is not the same,

as this text would be based on a phophecy, and MT. on the result

of a conquest. Esd. shows a text more closely associated with the

prophecies in Is.*." o*D"n \-iSknvv] Esd. xGpto" [-f b 9eb"L, xCpioc*]

toG 'IaporfjXx"pio"; b Syiaros. This suggests ono *nSw as in Mi. 6*.

Guthe follows this text, but it may well be a Jewish amplification"

kviiJ. The use of the pron. emphasises the fact of Yahweh's directing

Cy. to build the house. " 'Sp ipc] usually means to bring upon, or visit

upon, i. e., punishment; there are, however, several passages, mostly

late, in which the sense required here is found, i. e., assigned to me.

Esd. renders Io^jlijvIvu,ot, he has given me a sign, prob. by the word

of his prophet, showing again a closer dependence upon Is.*;itrforpty,

however, usually represents pr\7\, shout. In Is. 44" Cy. b called *jn,

and in view of the close relationshipof that passage to our text, it is

tempting to propose here wv-i, he has made me shepherd.

3. This v. is obscure and difficult. dm barely admits of interpre-tation.

The sf
.

in id? and vnStc refer,one to Yahweh and the other to

*s, a dub. construction; the phrase may his God be with him is in an

awkward place; the Chr. has nin" for w; the last clause is superfluous

where it stands; and which is in Juddh is tautologous after v. ". Turn-ing

to the Vrss. we find in modern editions of "K that the first clause is

an interrogative,Who is there among you of all his peoplef For w "K has

xal Iotok; Sjni is dvapfarratBA, dvaPfjrw1-. "iB ends with oStwS. A

lacks mrn after no. "KL adds u4rf otGxoG at end of v. In Esd. we find

uiiuv for oaa instead of h byJv as 6. vn?w appears as x6pto";afcou in

B, showing an original nw; in A x^pio";is repeated; in L
we have

x6pto"; without the pron. following. The last clause is rendered ofebc

b x6pio";b xaraoxijvctaai;h 'IepouaaX^j.. This clause is lacking in L,

but most of it appears earlier in the v.
L is quite divergent in the

first part thus: t("; o5v {otIv Djuiv h. toG ZOvou? aflxou 8"; xpoOotxcttcn

toG xopeuBijvat; Scrw b x6pto"; pr?' autoG 6 xorcaaxTjvwoatg lv 'Itpou-
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ooliju,xal dwfJA; x. t.'X. Here we note a put. oiiv ("* 11
. . .

ouv),

really necessary to the sense, and the verbs "poBuualTBi and inn-

xqydoac, which are not in Heb. 3 Esd. has also a peculiarand brief

text, viz.,si quis est ex genere vcslro, Daminus ifsius ascendat cum

to in Jews. Among you is lacking, but there is a faint reflection

in the your people instead of his. The superfluouswhich is in Judith

failshere as in Esd.B, which appears in L only as an adj.-dp 'IouJalcrv.

The commentators mostly ignorethe difficulty,though Berth, after

Guthe favours restoration of Tpo6uu*ftatas making the permit less

general,and regards the last clause as
"

an intentional imitation of the

style of the foreign king." Guthe regards the last words as a gl.,

noting their change of placein Esd.1-. He wrongly says in dtL also,

for Hf- has the clause in same place as MT. with u"t' au-tou added.

For xpoOuuafrai toj TOpnitr^vaiGuthe proposes
nsSSsiinon (or 3iin"),

and xpoBuiuurcu invariablyrepresents 3-unri; but unless one dis-regards

MT. altogether,it is impossible to extract this word. We

have not far to go, however, to find a word closer to the text, for "vna

suits the sense, and might easilybe corruptedto 033, lop is obviously

impossible,but the moment we make the necessary changes of wp to

nw, it follows that we must rd. 'a, or possiblyoj. In the firstcase

we have only the common change of * to 1; in the latter " was attached

to the vb. when r"w was changed to w (v.41,cited above), and was

moved back to the n. If the pi.Was originalthe mng. was prac-tically

tribes or clans. Perhaps there was enough discord among the

Bab. Jews to make Cy. think that many peoplesworshipped Yah web.

Then to get a suitable text we must presume that two lines were

transposed:rd. peopleof Y. the G. of Is., he is Ike Cod who dwells

in Jerus., a change supported by Esd.L. This clause then bears no

marks of a gl.,nor of an attempt to imitate Cy., but is a necessary

definition to be exact in an edict, -w is corrected after Esd. to ppn.

rnvro irx is prob. an accidental repetitionfrom the precedingv.; it

is certainly unnecessary here, vrfm fits admirably after m n-a.

The whole v. then I would restore thus: 'AS* :wp ot-Sse -ins |aV*a

imJShmni r"3-n" |3"" o^tfn*1?̂jcjtftfrvt|)tf"jD"rjS"jm Shiv.

It is granted that this result requiresconsiderable changes, but the

Vrss. show that correction is necessary. As frequently happens in

these books, '"

preserves some originalfeatures, which, as usual, are

obscured by corrections to conform to MT., corrections fortunately

mostly by addition, so that the originalmay stillbe picked out. "

A, This v. is not much clearer. The involvement is so great that

translation is almost impossible. Moreover, the Vrss. again show de-partures

which can hardly be due to the freedom of a translator,and

the Gk. renderings elsw. in these books show close fidelityto their

original. It proper shows mostly the surviving MT. But Esd.L has

some good material. That text has xal Saoi xaxa tixoui elxauat
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ftai)6cfai"oavafc$ xpo8u(Ai(a0uaay T"j"xupkp Iv "cq" t6tw afcou h T"wtty

x. t. X. 3 Esd. quoiquot ergo circa loca habitant adjuvent eos qui sunt

in loco ipso. We note that the perplexing ""kvj is lacking and that

"u becomes the leading vb.; in this respect BA
agree, wm is lack-ing

while idv"d has a new connection. A new vb. is introduced. This

may represent raipoa nwS oijnn vwrj* niDippa onin-Sai. This is

a vast improvement over MT. and shows an earlier and better text.

It is prob. not original,but is more primitive than MT. In the

list of gifts"iL has fcwpwv for naun, "coG 4xoua(ouBA. tna-"ai " iv 86at-

atv (aiO*Ticxwv xal xtijv"v in Esd., so 3 Esd. This would, perhaps, be

nonai ra-roy oaia. Guthe corrects r"an to ran, but ignores 86atatv.

na wop is in "KL (utdb SApuv = on^-qp, and more fully in Esd. "xdv

toi"; 5XXoe"; *co(";jure' t"x*C xpo"rce6"t^ivot";.This is found in 3 Esd.

too, and may be a priestlyamplification,though it more likelyshows

a different text, *vpk is rendered in "K with o^nSwn as antecedent, but

in Esd. with n"a. With the emendations proposed above, based on

Esd., the edict as a whole runs thus: All the kingdoms of the world has

Yakwch the God of heaven given me, and he has charged me to build him

a house in Jews, which is in Judah : thereforewhoever wills of all the

peopleof Yahweh the God of Israel,he is the God whose abode is in Jerus.,

now let him go up and build the house of Yahweh his God. And all that

dwell in the places let them support him, and make free-willofferingsto

Yahweh, with silver and gold and with the freewill offeringsfor the house

of God who is in Jerus.

If the above be the originalform, many of the objectionsurged against

the edict are removed, although the emendations were not made with

that end in view. Esd.L certainlyhad no such purpose. It appears

that the decree was not issued to the whole Bab. nation, but only to

the Jews. Cy. would hardly proclaim to the Bab. that his conquests

were due to Yahweh and thus contradict his inscription.But he

might have said this to the Jews. Moreover, the Jewish element in

Bab. fiftyyears after the fall of Jerus. must have been comparatively

insignificant.There would be no use of a national proclamation to

authorise their release.

-wpjn] might easilymean those who are leftbehind,i. e., in Bab. (cf.
Ex. 10" Nu. iin); but it means also those who survive,a remnant, being

equivalent to nnitr (cf.Ne. i1 '")." *u] always refers to a temporary

rather than a permanent residence and shows that the Jews regarded

their stay in exile as transient. " vw"j"] from liftor carry the mng.

support or assist is naturally derived, a sense found also in 8N Est. 9'

1 K. 9". " tnan] is a very comprehensive term covering personal prop-erty

of any kind, including cattle. It is rather a general term for an

edict. What it is intended to comprise here it is impossibleto say.

The word occurs only in P and other late sources, and is prob. a loan-word

from Bab. rukusu. It occurs curiously 5 t. in Gn. 14, the story

of Abraham's campaign against the kings of the East.
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6-11. Gifts for the temple." The decree having been issued,

the next step is to put it into effect,and this is immediately

undertaken. The people prepare to depart; contributions are

secured; and the sacred vessels,of which the temple had been

plundered a half century before,are returned by Cyrus.

In a part of this passage at least the Chr.'s hand is manifest. The

w. which come from his hand, "" "" '-"*, reallyadd nothing in the way

of historical information.

5. And arose to go up]. Dip is often used as here in a sense

like prepared. Three classes are mentioned, the chiefs,the

priests,and the Levites, the last two being separate classes as

in P, no longer identical as in Dt. " The heads of the fathers],

i. e., the chiefs of the clans, an expressionoccurring frequently

in P and the Chronicler (BDB.). Fathers in these passages

has the sense of family or clan. It is an abbreviation of
"
house

of the fathers," which naturally means family." Of Judah and

Benjamin]. These two tribes are named as the elements out of

which postexilicIsrael is composed (cf.41 Ne. n4). In other

books we find the same combination (1 K. I22* 1 Ch. 1216 2 Ch.

iils). In the last-named passage we have the definite state-ment

that Benjamin as well as Judah adhered to Rehoboam

after the revolt of the northern tribes. The boundary between

the two kingdoms was never very sharply defined,and as Jeru-salem

was on the Benjamite border, it would be natural that

this tribe should for the most part cast in its fortunes with the

south. There were, therefore, Benjamites as well as Judeans

in Babylonia." All whose spiritGod stirred up]. This is inter-preted

in exactly opposite senses. B.-Rys. finds a fourth class

of Jews, as if it read "and all others whose spiritGod stirred

up." But that implies that the leaders alone went of their

own accord, and others only as they were moved of God.

The Chronicler shows in c. 2 that his primary interest is in the

leaders,lay and ecclesiastical. It is,therefore, better to con-strue

the clause as a case of apposition limitingthe preceding,

so that the sense is that not all the chiefs,priests,and Levites

left Babylonia, but only those whom God moved to go up to
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build the temple (so Sieg.).In v.
* it was Yakweh who stirred

the spiritof Cyrus; here God moves the people. The former

name may be due to the influence of Is.1; the latter is the

Chronicler's usual term. The Chronicler says "house of Yah-

weh," but that is a technical term.*

6. And all their neighbors],equivalent to the men of his place

in v.4, and referringto the Jews whose spiritwas not moved

to go to Jerusalem. The use of all indicates that every neigh-bour

of the returning exiles made an offeringfor the temple.

" Strengthenedtheir hands],literally,put strengthin their hands,

is a common expression in Hebrew for "encourage,"Ju. 9"

Is. 35* Ezr. 6n Ne. 218 6*. There is no other case where it refers

to material support, and yet that would be the most natural

meaning. The list of giftsshould be exactly the same as in

v. 4. Here we have vessels of silver,choice things,a new element,

and a different expression for the free-will offerings. We have

seen evidence of textual errors in v.
4 and there may be more

of it here. Vessels,which is not found in v. 4,is certainlyan er-ror

creeping in from v. 7." 7. Now King Cyrus had broughtout].

The unusual order, subject preceding verb, brings out the fact

of an attendant circumstance rather than a chronological se-quence.

The delivery of the temple vessels did not necessarily

follow the gathering of a caravan and the collection of sub-scriptions,

but may have been coincident with the issue of the

decree. Indeed, in the Aramaic version (68)the surrender of

these vessels was a part of Cyrus's originalorder. " Vessels].*b5

means vessels or implements. The list shows that both are

meant here. English has no singleword to cover both suita-bly,

though utensils approximates the requirement. Nebuchad-rezzar

had plundered the temple each time he captured Jerusa-lem,

in 598 B.C. (2 K. 24") and 586 B.C. (ib. 2s11*")"" And

placed them in the house of his God], as trophiesof victory and as

tokens of the superiorityof his god. Similarlythe ark had been

placed in the temple of Dagon (1 S. 5s). The temple in Jerusa-lem

probably had such treasures from the shrines of conquered

" G. A. Smith notes that in Ch.-Exr.-Ne. " Sion " is not found, but the phrase " boost

of God which is in Jerua." occurs often to describe the temple site (/"r. i,1M).
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ftnations. "The things which David his father had dedicated

(2 Ch. 51),which were put in the temple by Solomon, were doubt-less

booty from David's wars. In Esd. we have in his house

of idols,showing the narrower Jewish conception of the Baby-lonian

temple." 8. By the hand of Mithrcdath the treasurer],

Mithredath, or, as it is better known in the Greek form,

Mithredates, is a Persian name. In the time of Xfcrxes there

was a Persian officer of Syria bearing this name (47). He must

have been the treasurer of the temple, since he is intrusted with

the dispositionof the property of the sanctuary. " And he counted

them]. The subject must be "Mithredath," though a strict con-struction

would require "Cyrus." The verb has a pregnant

sense, the full meaning being,he counted them as he delivered them

to Sheshbazzar.

Shes. has often been identified with Zer. The motive was largely

apologetic,and yet there is this textual evidence, that in the Aram,

document (514-1')Shes. is said to have laid the foundation of the tem-ple,

whereas in later parts of this book as well as in Hg. and Zc., Zer. is

the temple-builder. Again, it may be urged that Shes. disappears

completely after c. 1, and in c. 3 Zer. appears as leader without any

intr. On the other hand, the Aram, document describes the work of

Zer. and speaks of Shes. as an earlier leader, as he undoubtedly was.

The fact is that there is a gap between c. 1 and c. 3. Indeed, the his-tory

in these books is not continuous, but fragmentary, as evidenced

by the fact that there is no hint about the death of any of the leaders,

nor even of the close of their rule.

9". According to our text the list of utensils comprises 30

golden vessels,1,000 silver vessels,29 censers, 30 golden bowls, 410

silver bowls, 1,000 other utensils,2,499 m ^ a surprisinglylarge

number, yet in v.
ll the total is given as 5,400, the sort of dis-crepancy

commonly found in such lists.

In Esd. we find a larger total,5,469, and the itemised figuresagree
with this,the only consistent text, and therefore accepted by Nikel.

But the agreement of the total with the separate items may be artificial.

There is a listof articles taken from the temple in 586 B.C. (2 K. 25" '"),

but no numbers are given. Some of the words used here do not occur

ebw., and it is difficult to identify the objects confidently. Doubtless

the Solomonic temple contained many votive offeringsof gold and

silver which were of little use.
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11. The whole Sheshbazzar took up]. He was not only the

receiver of the temple treasures, but the leader of an expedition,

known as the golah,which went from Babylon to Jerusalem.

" Golah properly means exile,but it has also a figurativesense,

a company of exiles,and that is the meaning here. It is used

constantly in these books as a national name (Kue. Abh.m f),

and that use is responsiblefor the erroneous idea that the post-

exilic community was made up entirelyof those who had come

from Babylonia.

The c. ends abruptly and the story is incomplete. Torrey professes

to have restored the missing section (ES." '"). As a matter of fact,the

recovered material serves far better as an intr. to c. 3, and is fullydis-cussed

in that connection. Pretty nearly all the stories in these books

end abruptly.

5. roam "rm] is a technical term occurring often in P and Ch. The

full but less frequent form (see Dn. on Ex. 614- "")is #mh no *i, heads of

the fathers'house, and therefore chiefs of clans. " SaS]The prep, is ex-plained

by Haupt as an emph. part, like the Ar. and Bab. use (Johns

Hopkins circulars,XIII, No. 114, Ges.*141). Such a foreign influence

is unlikely in Ch. and a nearer explanation is possible since the writer

may have been influenced by the S with mvr". Torrey explains in

sense of "namely," callingit a characteristic of Ch. (ES.m""1)- The

clause is rel.,"wn being omitted as it frequently is (cf.Dav. Syn.

"i"4r")#" 0. o"naoD] properly means surrounding places,but in both

m. and f. there are cases where surrounding people is the true sense, m.

Ps. 76" 8o" Je.48"- ""; f
.,
Ps. 44" Ez. 16" 28* Dn. 9"." onno] the only

case where a prep, is used in this phrase, though Lv. 25" is very similar,

but this is the sole instance where material support is meant. Torrey

regards it as a mere copyist'serror. " t\D2 ^aaj cannot be right; vessels

would be appropriate below in connection with the temple, and this

list must originallyhave agreed exactly with that in v. '. Esd. reads

h xfiutv h dpyuphp = "paa S:o,putting Sa in app. with the rest of

v. This text is accepted by Guthe, Kittel, et al. The mng. would

then be: supported them with everything[named in the above decree,

viz.]with silver,etc." rwa] Esd. 2" Txtok; " ""?"" nirwoai] Esd.8*

%a\ c"xal" ""? xXe(arat"; xoXXftv a"v b vouc ftfipOibEsd.L t"x"tc xX. a"v

frr"p0Tj" wu? c66u";. ^ has been rd. as aaS not a*"S as Guthe sug-gests.

Torrey calls Guthe's change indispensable(ES.m-no). The

passage is pretty corrupt, but the sense of this text is good, with the

numerous votive offeringsof many whose heart was stirred." 7. wtv)*] 01

IXo^tv,Esd. (urfroT'cv8itrHjvfp"AL,both texts testifyingto a different

word from K"*in". " Guthe and Kittel suggest "vdh on basis of Esd.
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Torrcy with greater probability proposes loan." 8. Before I'-Sp]"

has Bwxcv, Esd. xapltaxtv, and Sieg. accordingly adds cupm.' In

8"- w we have "v-SpSp"% a better expression,but our text may be in-terpreted

as a pregnant expression, and "B may be only an effort at

clearness. The equiv. of *v-Sp occurs in Tell-Amarna Tablet No. 72.

10 has same sense in Gn. 32". " "uun] "g did not understand the word

and transliterates as a n. p., Taa^apTjvou8 r"zp^apTjvoGA,Yav"o#pafouL;

Esd. Tcp fcxuroG 7^096X0x1. "B is apparently influenced by Bab. form

ganzabaru (Peiser,Zi4PT. xvii,**). The word occurs elsw. only in B.

Aram. 7s1; it is originally Pers., though occurring also in Bab. (see

Mey. Ent.u, and other references in Ges.).

9. 'Scum] occurs only in this v. The mng. and derivation are both

unknown (v.Sta. Heb. G. " *"" ")" "" has 4"uxTijp"";AL,a word not elsw.

found in "". The mng. winecoolers,or cool places,is impossible here.

Esd. reads "ncov8eta. This is "$'s word for nwp, Ex. 25" 37" Nu. 4' 1 Ch.

28", which means some vessel for holding liquid,and in those cases

was made of gold; flagon may therefore be the rightmng. Torrey de-rives

^Sd-uk from Gk. xpomqp, bowl. " sraSro]a. X. The mng. usually

given here is knives,based on derivation from qSn,but iSn does not

have the assumed mng. of bore (v.Moore's Ju. on 5"),and the primary

office of a knife is to cut not to bore. In the Talmud nwSn means

knives. Esd. has Oufoxat dpyupal, silver pans. Ou(oxt) is the regular Gk.

rendering of "p, which is in the list of vessels carried from the temple

in 586 (2 K. 25 M), and elsw. of temple vessels. Torrey proposes crnp^D
" snuffers." " 10. *NB3] elsw. only in 1 Ch. 2817,but 6 t. in this v. and

Ezr. 8"; the mng. is plainly bowl. " owd] RV. of a second sort is im-possible,

since no other silver bowls are mentioned. Guthe leaves a

blank in his text, but Esd. confirms the suspicion that the word is a

corrupted numeral. Esd. has 2 ,4 10 (3,4 ioA) .

These silver bowls would

naturally be very numerous, and therefore o^.dSkshould prob. be sub-stituted.

Torrey reads O'jp D'oSm,but there is no other case of the

dual o^bSk with a numeral. " 11. S
" S] like As. lu " lu = both " and (t".

Ges.*ltt')."
^un

. .
San]Esd. "*vt)v*x(h)l\ b%b SotyuxvaaffApouS\ut

"rot"; ix Ttj";atxpaXuafa;. So Guthe emends in part to oeno D'Sipn.

The mng. is the same, but Esd.'s expression is better,these were carried

from Bab. to Jems, by Shes. togetherwith those from the captivity. Esd.1-

has a different reading of whole v. : t4 8i x"vca axeurj xp^a *al ipyupdc

ixopLfofo)bxb x. t. X. There is no total number mentioned, and so a

little more emph. is laid on the transportation. This puts us on the

track of what the original text of Esd. must have been, since BA be-gins

t4 II xdvra "Txe6T)foo^dhj and then adds gold and silver and a

number. Having done this another vb. must be introduced, as ovyjvIx"q-

Esd. then originallyhad merely all the vessels were carried from Bab.

to J cms. by Shes. and those from the captivity.

Shes. Is- " 5"- "bt* The Heb. form of the name is always the same
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"waeW. But the Vrss. show great diversity. B has Sassabasar in

Ezr., and Salmanasarus in Esd. "" has these forms: (i) Borfotoap3

5", (2) 2appayopB 5", (3) Sa"avaaapB i" (B lacks the name in i")"

(4) Sa^ooapt}";Lalways in Ezr., (5) Saftacvoarapoc8Esd. 6", (6) Zcwa-

paXaaaapo";Lalways in Esd., (7) 2aaa^aaaapo?A always in Ezr., (8)

" "ova(iaaaapo";BEsd. 2", (9) Saitavaaaapo";BEsd. 2", (10) 2ava^aaaapo";B

Esd. 61' A always in Esd.

It is clear that (1) and (2) are tljesame, sar being in one case initial,

in the other final;and that (8) and (9) are the same, the (i and v being

transposed. In fact,the forms (3), (8), (9), (10) are easily reducible

to one, and that should prob. be Sovapaaraapoc It will be noted also

that ALV. have only two forms, one in Ezr., the other in Esd. By

transpositionof letters these texts agree with the Heb. in Ezr., s. *.,

Sassabasar, but they disagreein Esd. It is generally held that the

name is Bab., and may be Santas' -bil-uzur or Sin-bal-uzur (v.Selbie,DB.

art. "Shes." KAT.*" m). The question is therefore one of reading oat;

as Shemesh, or ootv for Sin. It is difficult to identifySin-bal^uzur with

ww, therefore the former would be preferable; but if Shes. is the

same person as Shenazzar, then the latter is better, and both Heb.

names are a corruption of ""?5Jp, represented in several forms of Gk.

of which No. 10 is the most original.

Shes. has been regarded as a Jew, as a Pers.,as identical with Zer.,

with Shenazzar, and as an independent personage. Schroeder held

that he was a Pers. officer,sent to secure the safety of the caravan

{cf.B.-Rys. Kue. Abh.M). He was almost certainly a Jew. Bab.

names were often given to Jewish children in Bab. (cf.Clay, Light fr.

Babel,***,Daiches, Jews in Bab.). Cy. would not have sent a Pers.

in charge of the sacred vessels,for his policy was to pacify, not to

irritate. The Chr. would not call a foreigner "prince of Judah," a

distinctive Heb. title often applied to kings.

The identification with Zer. rests on his having credit for laying the

foundations of the temple (5"), a task reallyperformed by Zer. (Zc

4*); on the title "governor" (514),which reallybelonged to Zer.; and

on his appointment by Cy. Zer. is called "governor of Judah" only

in Hg. i1- " 2* ". Cy. prob. appointed Shes. as governor because he

was already a Judean prince, and therefore his rule would please the

Jews.

With far better reason Shes. is identified with Shenazzar (1 Ch. 3"),

a son of the captive king Jehoiachin, and the uncle of Zer. (Mey.

ZAW. xviii,""Winckler, KAT.'- "). In that case he must have been

about sixty years of age in 539, and by 520 would naturally have

given place to his nephew. Both rulers would therefore hold office by

virtue of their royal descent (Torrey rejectsthis identification,ES.Ui).

"wj is a general term, one who is exalted, and therefore applicable

to any high officer. It is used rarely before Ez. The term is applied
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to Solomon (1 K. uM), to Zedekiab ("z. 7"), to a future Davidic king

(ib. 34* et pass,),and to foreign princes (ib.26"; Smith, Jer. i,"T,

BDB.). The Chr. appliesthe term to tribal chiefs. The most that

we can infer from its use is that Shes. was the natural chief of Judah.

It is difficult to think of any one holding such a place who was not of

the house of David. The statement of the release of Jehoiachin in

561 by Evil-Merodach and his restoration to the royal state becomes

significantin this connection (cf.Mey. EtU.n '").

Winckler maintains that Shes. continued his rule through the reign

of Cambyses (520-522), and that the opposition of the foreignersin

Ezr. 4" was directed against him, as he regards Cambyses, not Xerxes,

as the right name of the king (K AT. *"*"*'). Kue. holds that he is

the Tirshaiha of Ezr. 2", and that he was superior in authority to

Zer. and Jes. (Abh.*"). The fact is that Shes. appears without intr.

and disappears without notice. Our sources contain no account of

his work other than the bare mention here, for Ezr. 5" is certainly

unhistorical.

EZR. 21-* = NE. 76"71. THE CENSUS OF RETURNED EXILES.

The passage falls into the following divisions: (1) A census

of the people of Israel, w.
um

= Ne.6-* = Esd. s7-". (2) A

list of laitywho could not show their stock, and of priestswho

could not prove their official status, w.
'""M

= Ne.*1-65 = Esd.

5*"40- (3) The total figuresof the census and the number of

slaves and animals, w.
M-67

= Ne.86*69 = Esd. 541f*. (4) A list

of contributions, w.
M f

" = Ne.70 f-
= Esd. 5"-"

There are reallybut three separate parts to the passage, for (1) and

(3)belong together, and the other two sections are independent. The

figuresin (3) seem to be the totals of those catalogued in (1). In (2)

there is a figuregiven for the laity,which is prob. a gl.,as there is no

figurefor the suspended pr. (4) is the only section which in part is

duplicatedin Esd.. for Esd. does not contain Ne. 7s-71. It is the part

which has been most liberallyedited to make it a suitable preface in

the one place to the temple-building, in the other to the assembly for

reading the law. The passage seems to be more originalin Ne., though

Ezr." seems to be an originalpart of the temple-building story, and

this was probably amplifiedfrom Ne.

Ace. to Ne. 7* this listis a record of " those who came up at the first,"

and it is assumed that this means the company of Shes. But "at the

first" is very vague, since Neh. wrote a hundred years later than Shes.
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Neh. proposed to secure an enrolment with a view to securing residents

for the newly fortified Jems. In the note on 7* it is shown that the

text is in error here; so Sm. (Listen)and many others. Manifestly a

record of a caravan a century before his time would have been of no

use for his purpose. Therefore the passage cannot be originalin that

place, but Kue. regards the list as older than Ne. (Abh.M). Then the

narrative runs right on into the time of Ezra (81). It is evident that

the Chr. uses the listas a record of those who came with Zer. and Jes.,a

dispositionstillclearer in the text of Esd.; indeed, in that version no

other connection is possible. But such an accounting for this list is

untenable. For (1) when we compare with other companies, the num-bers

are suspiciouslylarge. (2) The place-names suggest a time when

the people were already settled in Judah ("/.Ne. 11" *"). (3) The

term "sons of the province" in v. "
presupposes a time when Syria was

a regularlyinstituted satrapy of the Pers. empire. (4) The suspension

of pr. from the holy office (v.") could scarcely precede the building

of the temple. (5) It is prob. that Neh. or Ezra ordered this suspen-sion

(v.*"). (6) The interpolated v." shows that the original was

later than the building of the temple. (7) The term "all the congre-gation"

(v.M), a term inappropriate to a caravan, suggests a census of

the whole nation, (t".further We. 1st. Jud. Ges.1**). If we accept Tor-

rey's view of Esd. 447-5* (t".Intr. to c. 3), it is plain that further criti-cism

is necessary; Esd. 5* begins "and these are the names of the

men who went up," but the only names found are those of Jes. and

Zer.; 5' virtuallyrepeats the statement, showing that while the Esd.

text originallyhad a list,this is not the originallist,but a substitute

prob. from a later Heb. source. Moreover, Ezr. 31 (or 2") seems to me

to join directlyto Esd. 5*, though Torrey sees no difficultyin the pres-ent

arrangement.

It is easy to dismiss the matter as a mere invention of the Chr., Tor-rey

saying that it was
" deliberatelyrepeated by him (to add as much

as possibleto itsimportance)" (ES.1")* Against this view, see Berth.1.

The mere catalogue of names does, indeed, seem like the Chr.; but

many others cared for genealogiesbesides the oft-abused Chr. and there

are integral parts of the c. which are not due to his pen. There are

some positiveresults which may be deemed reasonable. Ne. certainly

contained a list of those who took up residence in the newly walled

city,bare of inhabitants (Ne. n). Esd. shows clearlythat it originally

had a list of those who came up with Zer. Lists are required,there-fore,

in both places.

There are many lists of names in these books, but the one before us

is the most comprehensive of all. The largestof all the caravans of

returning exiles may have been that which came with Zer. But on

the face of it this listis a record of those who came up with a number of

different leaders (v. '). It appears to be an attempt to gather a com-
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prehensive list of all who had come to Judah from the time of Zer. to

the time of Ezra. Indeed, what may be the originaltitle of the list,

"the number of the men of the people of Israel" (v.*b) would suggest

that the list is a census of all the Israelites in Judah, for Mey.'s inter-pretation

of the term Israel as meaning those who came back from

captivityis exceedingly doubtful {Ent.lu-"" '). The leaders are grouped

together,and so are the chief men who composed the various caravans.

It was probably made up in the time of Ezra, and may have stood as a

part of the Ezra documents. Certainly the unrelated passage, No. 2,

above, fits his age. The earliest notice of any attempt to make a line

of cleavage between Israel and its neighbours was in Neh.'s second

administration (Ne. 12" *"). There is no indication of a concern about

the purity of the priesthood before Ezra's time. The whole list may,

therefore,stand in its true place in connection with Ne. 8, in spiteof

the evidence of Esd. to the contrary.

Now it was the theory of the Chr. that postex. Israel was made up

exclusively of those who had returned from captivity. He therefore

must have a large number of returning exiles at the beginning, cer-tainly

before the building of the temple, at which task none but pure

Israelites must have a hand (Ezr. 4"). Therefore he takes the largest

list found in any of his documents and substitutes it for the brief list

of those who had come up with Zer. When he interjectedthe reading

of the law into the history of Neh., he took the whole document Ne.

7*-8". By changing the purpose of Neh.'s assembly 7", and adding

7"k,he secured a suitable connection.

What value the list may have is hard to say. There was an interest

in such records in the postex. period,prob. growing out of the effort

to separate Israel from " the peoples of the lands." From that point

of view the section w. "-*" may be quite appropriate in its place.

Allowing for corruption this may be an authentic census of Israel in

the latter part of the Pers. period.

The numbers in the lists." The numbers vary greatly in the two Vrss.

In the list of laityEzr. and Ne. differ in half the cases, and there is

not a single figurein which all the texts agree. On the other hand,

there is but littlevariation in the lists of temple officers,pr. Lev. etc.,

suggestinga later text for that part. There is virtual agreement in

the grand total,42,360, but we could scarcely hold with Seis. that the

agreement proves the figureto be correct. That total is far in excess

of the sum of the various figuresscattered through the lists and from

which it presumably is derived. This has been explainedby Guthe as

due to the loss of a number of individual data; but it is easier to sup-pose

errors in the numbers than loss from the listsof such largenumbers

as would be necessary to make the totals agree. Mey. supposes that

the numbers were not originallywritten in alphabeticcharacters,but

in cipher like the Phoenician ("*/."*). The variation is a good illus-
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tration of the extent of textual corruption in the OT., though it is

likelythat numbers have suffered more than words. It is a curious

fact that if we take the maximum number in each case, and add the

3,005 in Esd. 5l" (B),we get a total of 43"76i, not far from the correct

figure. But no conclusion can safelybe drawn from this fact,as there

may have been an attempt to make the text consistent.

The variations in the names is explained by Seis. as due to three

reasons: (1) Jews who. had enrolled to return with Zer. changed their

minds and remained behind, while others may have joined the cara-van

on the way; (2) many may have died on account of hardships of

the journey; (3) and minors may have been enrolled in one listand not

in another (Esd.-Ne.-E. in loc). These reasons presuppose a fidelity
in the records which is scarcely borne out by the evidence. The

variations are not greater than in other cases of deuterographs,and

are to be explained as txt. err., sometimes made intentionally,more
often accidentally. The real interest is in the numbers, not in the

names, for names of livingindividuals are few. The people are grouped

by clans, towns, offices,and the importance lies in the number of

each group. Sm. calls attention to the fact that in this list the laity

stand first,while in other lists the temple officers take precedence

(Listen,*). He is in error to a degree, for in the strikingly similar

list in Ne. n " 1 Ch. 9, the laityare named first. Sm. explains the

precedence of the laityas due to the fact that in the firstcentury after

the return the laity had the upper hand. He notes the invariable

naming of Zer. before Jer.,and the absence of the high pr. in N. and ".

1-2' = Ne. 7**' Esd. 57\ The introduction to the list

" 1. And these are the sons of the provincewho came upfront the

captivityof the golah] shows a double limitation,the census

covering residents of the Persian province of Judah, but who

had been in Babylon. Sons of the provincepoints to a period

when the country was well settled. The terms suggest an

effort to procure a list of Judeans who had come from the exile,

in distinction from those who had always lived in Judah. There

is no indication of a list of a caravan. " Each to his city]shows

that the pilgrims were already scattered over the country. "

2. Who came with]. There follow eleven names, twelve in Ne.,

usually regarded as a body of elders having supreme authority

at the time (Sta.Gesch. ii,108;Kue. Abh.m; Sm. Listen,11).It

is claimed that hints of such an official body are found in 5*

67- u. It is more likelythat these men were the leaders of the
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various caravans of returning exiles which kept coming to

Judah throughout the Persian period (v.crit. n. on 2b). Nehe-

miah would then be the well-known wall-builder.

1. njnon *ja]cf. Ps. 149*, "sons of Zion," Ez. 23", "sons of Bab-ylon,"

though text is dub. njnn is applied in Est. 38 t. to the Pers.

province, and it might here mean the district in Bab. whence the

exiles had come. But in Ne. i* it certainly means Judah, and it has

the same mng. here. "
iSun "2v] is redundant and is found only in

parall.,Ne. 7*; elsw. "2P alone is used in the same sense. In the

earlier books "2V means "prisoners," but in Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. it has the ab-stract

sense. In 8" we have "the captivity the sons of the exile";

rhun *)2 may be a gl.,or *ja may have dropped out of our text. " SaaS]

lacking in Ne. but found in all texts of Esd. The omission in Ne.

was prob. accidental on account of the preceding Saa. The error is

early, as the Vrss. testify. The word means Babylonia, the country,

not Babylon, the city." mv^Si] as Ne.* is the more correct form. " 2.

wa ivh]. Ne.T 0'itan a difference shown also in "B. Esd., however,

has ol IXfovrcc, supporting Ne. B lacks the expression in Ne. Ezr.

has 11 names, Ne. 12, Esd.L 13, Moct^ap being added; "BB in Ne. has 14,

adding "Eapa and Maa^ocp. Ezra's name properly belongs in the list;

the latter may be a repetitionof "ibdd. " yw] is regarded as a late form

of jnrw% w becoming* and * becoming m\(v. Gray,1*). In the con-temporary

Hg. and Zc. this name appears as psnrp, from which it

would appear that the shortened name was later than this period and

may be due to the influence of "B,which usually renders: 'Irfiouq=

jvff\ " nnw] Ne.' nnTp. Esd. 5* Zapafo";B 2apafo";L. Since 'Apafo";B

is an evident error for Sapate(;AL,the Vrss. offer no real help. Both

are common names. Seraiah was the name of Ezra's father. He might

be the one intended here. In that case we should infer that Ezra

came up with his father. " ruSjn]Ne. rnojn. 'PeiXiiaA (inNe.) gives

slight support to Ezr. Neither name occurs elsw. After this Ne. has

a name 'joru which E. lacks. The name is supported by Esd. 'Evfjvto?

and even in Ezr. NepAvtL. This person is not mentioned elsw.
" *av"c.

This can scarcely refer to Est.'s kinsman, and the name does not occur

otherwise. " *"bdd]Ne. mcDD. The Vrss. support their texts exc. that

Esd. ('Aoyxpkaoq) suggests the latter form, and this is accepted by

Guthe. Marquart suggests Aspadat, a Pers. name (SBOT.*9). Nei-ther

name occurs elsw. " MJia]iffBofoua, Bayouiat*, Bayouai1-,Barouac,

Barcoet*. The name may have been n^ja, but that form does not

help in its explanation. Hale'vy reads: njron, rejected by Gray (Pr.

N.m), and really without any support. " ovn] Ne. ovu Esd.B Posies,

N"2out*L. The former is a well-known name in the postex. period, the

latter does not occur elsw.
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2b-35 - Ne. T*-* Esd. ST23. The list of the laity."

These are enumerated under two classes: (i) under the head

of the clan, the people being designated as sons of Parosh, etc.;

(2) under the name of the town in which they lived, these

being designated as men of Bethlehem, etc. Wherever these

designations are confused a textual error may be regarded as

responsible. There is less of such confusion in Ne. than in Ezr.

We note that we have: (1) a long list of personal names, "-" or '-"

if the Gibeon of Ne. is the correct reading; (2) a considerable list of

place-names, " t" "")-"";(3) a short list of personal names, *-**; (4)

place-names,n '"; (5) and a singlepersonalname, ". There are two

cases where the order in Ne. differs from that in Ezr., w. "" ". It

is very prob. that in its originalform all the personalnames stood first,

with the place-names following,and Guthe has so arranged them in

his text. Otherwise we should have to explain the list as a growth,

names being added at the end and so causing the disarrangement in

the order.

Esd. here shows wide divergence from MT. Esd.L agrees through-out

with MT. so far as the names are concerned, but BA lacks Hashum,

v.", Gibbar, v.", Ai, v. M, Nebo, v.", the other Elain, v.", and

Harim, v. ". On the other hand, BA contain the following names

not found in MT. v. ll KctXdv xal 'A^ijtA?(nprjnnS'jjp)'Attfpou (n^

Ne. 10") v.", 'Awtfc 0AvWa";A), (n^n Ne. 10*), *Ap6n (onn v.w);

v. ", BacnjpoGs; v. M, ol xa5t"aai xal *A{i(i.(8toc.It will appear, there-fore,

that Esd. follows Heb. in w. "-""" *"-""" ""-"",but in the rest leaves

out some names and introduces others,and curiously the number lack-ing

and the number added, counting combined names, is the same (six).

Four of the six added names stand between Ater of Hezekiah and Besai

(afterv. "), while four of the lackingHeb. names are virtuallycontinu-ous.

This is the placewhere Ezr. and Ne. have a different order. Fol-lowing

Guthe's identifications we get easilya new and prob.place-name,

the men of Kcilah and Azekah sixty-seven,and two new clan-names,

Azzur and Hananioh. Bamjpouc is certainly a place-name; Guthe

reads ")n"a and substitutes this for Gibbar, v. "; but Esd. has the in-credible

number, 3,005, while Gibbar has but 95. A more prob. expla-nation

is found in 1 Ch. 2U Yurn*3 "jk ipn. The first word is a name

in Ne. (= Jorah v. ")" The meaningless Gibbar may be a corrup-tion

of Beth-Giddar, which in Ne. becomes the well-known but

unsuitable Gibeon. Beth-Giddar is in Judah and would be a proper

localityto connect with Bethlehem; in fact, these two places are

connected in 1. Ch. 2". Each name is preceded by *)2 or tj*. Here

again there is considerable diversityin use. In Ezr. we find sons exc.
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before Netophah, Anathoth, Michmas, Bethel, and Ai; but in "B before

the last three only. In Ne. we find men before the names Bethlehem

to Nebo, with which "B agrees exc. in having "men" before the other

Elam, and LA having "sons" before Bethlehem, Netophah, Anathoth,

and Azmaweth, these places not occurring in B. Esd.BA agree with

Ne., since oT h. = wjk, but L has "sons" exc. in two places, with

Michmash and with Bethel and Ai, and here we find 6v8pe";,a word

not occurring in BA. It is safe to conclude that it was intended to use

"sons" before personal names, and "men" before place-names, but

that there was doubt about some of the names. The system in Ne.

is nearly correct, "sons" being used for "men" before some place-

names at the end on account of the disarrangement of the list. It

will appear below (on the place-names) that there are some doubtful

cases.

The personal names. " There are 24 such names, though Jes.and Joab

are not given as heads of clans,and Senaah is very uncertain. There

are other groups of personal names in our books: (1) Ezra's company

of returning exiles (Ezr. 8); (2) the list of those who divorced their

foreign wives (Ezr. 10); (3) the builders of the wall (Ne. 3); and (4)

those who subscribed to the covenant (Ne. 10). List (1) contains the

clan-names, and then the individuals belonging to the clan. Of the

12 clans there are but 2, Shekaniah* and Shelomith10,which are not

found in our list. But in list (4),a record of clan-names only, less than

half are found in our list. There are but 2 clans found in all the

lists,Parosh and Pahath-Moab, and these have the largest numbers

attached; 4 are found in three lists,while but 1, Arab, occurs only in

one list. Reference should here be made to the valuable tables in

Sm.'s Die Listen,and to the glossary at the end of Berth.'s comm.

The place-names." Of the 20 place-names in MT., 14 are well known,

being found in pre-ex. records (or 15 if we include Gibeon as in Ne.).

Of the others,Azmaweth is dub., for it may be a personal name. Lad,

Hadid, and Ono are place-names in Ne. 11" '" and located in Benj.

Hadid does not occur elsw. Ono and Lod are named as Benj. towns

in 1 Ch. 8", and the same Ono may be intended in Ne. 6*. In regard

to Nebo there is much doubt. We know a mountain and city of that

name in Moab, but that situation is unsuitable. We find the "sons

of Nebo" in Ezr. 10* among those divorced, but, contrary to BDB.,

it is a personal name. We note further that in Ezr. "men of" (v.")

changes to "sons" at this point, after which we have personal names.

Therefore Nebo may be a personal name here. Otherwise we may

regard the text as slightlyin error and identifywith Nob, a Benj. city

(Is. io" Ne. nn). There are thus several names concerning which

we cannot positivelydetermine whether they are personal or geograph-ical.

These are Magbish, Harim, Senaah, Azmaweth, and Nebo.

In Ne. 11"-" there is an important geographicallistof the places in
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Judah and Benj. inhabited at the time that record was made. We find

there 17 Judean towns, not one of which is found in our lists. On the

other hand, there are 15 Benj. places,and of these 10 are in this list,

and of these 9 are continuous. As our listis later than that in Ne.,

it would appear that the localities on the north of Jems, remained

stationary,while those on the south changed almost completely with

the course of time. The Judean towns of our listare all near Jems.;

some of them in Ne. 11 are more remote; it would appear, therefore,

that the pilgrimsfor the most part settled near Jems., or else that the

census taken did not cover much ground. There are several place-names

in the listof temple-builders(Ne. 3),and, strange to say, Jericho is the

only name that is common, though Keilah is found in Ne. 3 in agree-ment

with Esd.

Mey. explains the separation of these people designatedby towns

from those indicated by clans on the theory that these are the poor

people {Eni."%)ywho were not reckoned by families. The conclusion

seems to me fanciful. In other liststhe people are grouped by towns

to distinguishthem from the Jerusalemites(v.esp. Ne. 11); the same

course is followed here.

2b. The number ofthe men ofthe peopleofIsraeliis a heading

for the lists which follow. The word number expresses the idea

shown in most of the table that the interest is not in the names,

but in the figures.Except in the case of some of the temple

officers,the names of livingindividuals are not given." 3. The

sons ofParosh]meaning the members of the clan of which Parosh

was the head. It was a largebody, having 2,172 individuals.

The clan appears often in Ezr.-Ne. 8* 10" Ne. 3s5 io16. " 5.

The sons of Arah" 775],Ne. 652." 6. The scheme of the list

fails here,MT. reading,the sons ofPahath-Moab: of the sons of

Jeshua, Joab, 2,812]. Ne.11 reads Jeshua and Joab. The text

is corrupt, as the departure from the mechanical system of the

list shows (v.i.)." 7. Elam is well known as the country over

which Cyrus ruled. The name recurs in v. M with the distin-guishing

adjectiveother; otherwise the verses are the same.

This is a case of accidental repetition,and "other" was added

to cover up the error. " Zattu] io*7 Ne. iou; 945 Ne. 845." 9.

Zakkai] only here, but he may be the same as Zabbai Ne. 350

(soQr.)." 10. Bani] Ne.15 Binnui. Both forms recur; indeed,

there are numerous forms from the root PIJ3. 642 Ne. 648. "

12. Asgad] 8" Ne. 10" explainedby Gray as containing the
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name of the deity Gad " Gad is mighty. He regards the

name as proof of the worship of this deity during the exile

(Pr. N.uk). But these chiefs may have lived long before the

exile,as the list deals with their posterity. Gad may, therefore,

be David's prophet (i S. 22'), or the tribe across the Jordan,

representativesof which may have been in the postexiliccom-munity.

" 14. Bigvai] is also the name of one of the leaders,

v. *; also 86 Ne. io17. " 16, The sans of Ater ofHezekiah] cf.Ne.

io", where Hezekiah follows Ater as a. separate name. It is

possible that Ater was a descendant of King Hezekiah. " 18.

Jorah] Ne.14 Hariph. " 20. Gibbar] Ne.16 Gibeon, a place-name.

Probably the correct form is BethrGiddar (v.s.)." 22. Neto-

phah] the home of two of David's heroes (2 S. 2$"). Identified

with Beit Nettifat the entrance to the vale of Elah (DB.). Ne.

groups the Bethlehemites and Netophites together with 188

for the two; the figuresin Ezr. are 123 and 56, 179 in all."

23. Anathoth] was but three miles from Jerusalem, and was

Jeremiah's home.
"

24. Azmaweth] Ne.18 Beth-Azmaweth, a form

found nowhere else. Azmaweth is a personal name (2 S. i2n

1 Ch. iia 128),and a place-name in Ne. 12", the home of the

singersnear Jerusalem. As it is among the place-names, this

town may be meant. " 29. The sons of Nebo] Ne.w the men of

the other Nebo. The only known Nebo is the Reubenite town

in Moab (Nu. 32'-"). From Ne. we infer that there was an-other

place of this name. " 30. Magbish] lacking in Ne., and

not mentioned elsewhere. " 32. Harim] means consecrated and

is a good priestlyname. " 35. Senaah] is the name of a wall-

builder (Ne. 3*) and is probably personal (v.i.).

2b. SmB" OJJ "rjK -)BDD](J3 dh"p""v dtpifyiix;[+ XaouA] 'Iapor^X,an

evident transposition,as L has depths ocv. In Ne. "B has Motofdp

"v8pcc uloG 'IaparfjX,Matfdp dtvSpec Xaou 'IapoHjXL. Esd. 5* has a

different text tu"v xpoT^ouiiivuv afeuv, "pt6(ib";t"v "xb too fdvou"

%a\ ol xpoiffotituvotafc"v. Here we have an equiv. of orpptn accepted

by Guthe as a suitable ending of the list of the leaders of returning

caravans, and a slightly different heading for the following census.

It would be in Heb. orwmi [or 'ud] o;d "udo and is less awkward

than MT. 3 Esd. has a stilldifferent text, Emonia unus de principi-

bus eorum. Et numerus a gentilibusearum ex prapositU corum. Seis.
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holds that Israel is used advisedlyrather than Judah, for the twelve

leaders indicate representativesof all the tribes. There may have been

men from the ten tribes in the later Judean province,but certainlythe

use of the name Israel does not even suggest such a conclusion. The

Heb. phrasewould make a good titlefor the listwhich follows,indicat-ing

a census of the whole nation,such as was taken in David's time

(2 S. 24). It is the Chr.'s theory that these all returned from cap-tivity.

" 5. oyan nron] units preceding tens shows txt. err. Rd. as

Ne." o^n O'rDn. " 6. 2kid nnc] S* 10* Ne. 3" 10". (i8 has $aXo"-

iw*4p,Esd.B $fa"*tiui""$,but otherwise $agc6iui""$as % The lexicons

derive from nnc, a pit " pitof Moab; but governor of Moab is prefer-able

(B.-Rys.Ryle),an interpretationsupported by a dup. in L: $006

4rou(i4vouMcmc". The name is strange for a Heb. family. Seis. sup-poses

it was borne by a Moabite family which had wandered into

Judah as Ruth did. Ryle supposes the familyto have been rulers of

part of Moab, and the officialhas displacedthe family name. B.-Rys.

explainedas a Judean ruler in Moab and held that nnc was a late sub-stitution

for an older word of the same meaning. He cites 1 Ch. 4",

where we find 3kidS V?jd. The name might have been amo-Spa,and

the change made to get rid of the offensive Baal, as Ish-baal was changed

to Ish-bosheth. Ew. held that the name belonged to a governor of

Moab appointed by the Chaldeans, and who had later returned to

Jems. (Hist,v,"), a view from which Sm. dissents. All that we can

say surelyis that an officialtitlehas become a common clan-name.

am* yvt?"]It is held that Jes. was the head of one branch of his

family and Joab the head of a smaller branch. In that case we should

have the genealogy of Joab traced back through Jes. to an earlier

Pahath-Moab. But Ne. reads Jes.and Joab; so "S* and Esd., a ren-dering

adoptedby Guthe. There is no other case in the personalnames
where clans are grouped together or where genealogicalinformation

is added. The most prob. explanationis that a number has dropped

out after Pahath-Moab, that Jes.has crept in by accident,and " the

sons of Joab" is an independentdan. Otherwise we must regard of

the sons ofJes, : Joab as agl." 10. '"] "B,Bovo6,Bovout,Bovtt,Bavata,

Bavatou. Perhaps both Ezr. and Ne. ("in) are corrupt. We might

get n)3
" built,"or n^|

" Yahweh has built,"comparable to the Bab.

Bamla. Names from this root are very common (v. forms in Ne.

10" n" 1 Ch. 2") "11. ^3] is found in Bab. as Biba." 16. There

is a + in Esd.11* 5", the sons ofAxer, ofHeuhiah, the sons ofKeilan and

Azetas,67; the sons ofAzaru, 432; the sons of Anneis, 101; the sons

ofAram. Twice a number is wanting,and once both "

sons of" and a

number fail." 18. mv] Ne. Hnn "L has Iupip in Ezr. and Ne., but

Esd.L reads Qpat,Esd.** Apott?oupct6,showing both names in a cor-rupt

form. mv" has rather the better support. " 20. "wjJ may be an

error for ppaj, as Ne. Esd.L has raftouv,and Gibbar is not found
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dsw. Gibeon is north of Jerus. The listbegins with southern places

and later gives those in the north; therefore,if Gibeon is right the v. is

pr^gplai^H" 21. In Ne. 6* lacks Bethlehem, Netophah, and Anathoth.

" 24. rnD{d is the correct pointing, as all the varied forms of "" end

in |iuO." 26. Esd. has + ol %at8tiwat %a\ 'Aw"fetoc (422)." 27. DD3d]

so Ne., but PD3D is the form in 1 S. 13* *" Is. 10" Ne. n".

29. uj] + "vw in Ne., a form supported by B alone, the other Gk.

texts followingEzr. Guthe holds that the sons of Nebo must be a clan,

comparing Ne. 10". The other Nebo of Ne. means another clan of the

same name. As the number 52 is the same in both texts, Guthe's

contention is dub. " 80-32. Magbish, Eiam, and Earim are usually

treated as place-names (Sieg.Seis. B.-Rys.). The evidence points to

personal names. Magbish, lacking in Ne., but supported by "",does

not occur elsw.,but as all the other places are well known, an unheard-

of place would hardly be named here. There is a personal name ryans

in Ne. 10s1 which might be the same. We know of no Judean town

named Elam, still less can we find two of that name. Earim recurs

pass, v." io"" Ne. 3" 7" " io*" i2u, and always is a person.

ga-ri-im~ma- is a personal name on the contract tablets (Clay, Mu~

rashu Sons, x,M)." 35. hnjo] Ne. 3* is deemed a place-name by many.

The number in this group is 3,630, 3,930 in Ne., about one- twelfth of

the whole. This big number could not belong to an unknown place,

nor to an otherwise unknown clan. The number may, of course, be

wrong, esp. as 0B in Ne. has 930. In 1 Ch. 9' there is ntoDn-p a

Benj., the same person as ni"Dn-p in Ne. 11' (v.Benz. and Curt, on

1 Ch. 97)- The art. is found in Ne. J. D. Michaelis explained as
" the

sons of the unloved wife" (nmjfer).Mey. notes (Is.60") Jerus. shall

be no longer " abandoned and hated,'1but a pride and joy. He holds

that "abandoned and hated" covers these people, so that the name

indicates neither a placenor a person, but a class,men without property,

servants, and the like. But if Is. is cited, "the sons of the hated"

would be a national name, covering all of despised Israel. In our lists

personal or place names are required throughout. The pointing is

attested by all Gk. texts. A personal name must be meant, and the

same name is to be assumed in 1 Ch. 9' Ne. 11*. Guthe notes that in

the Mishna rouo is a Benj. clan.

36-68. - Ne.3**" Esd. 5a4~35. The temple officers." These

are arranged in six groups: (1)Priests. (2)Levites. (3)Singers.

(4) Porters. (5) Nethinim. (6) Sons of Solomon's servants.

(1) The priests,w. "-" Ne."-" Esd." '-." The number of pr. is large,

4,289,almost exactly one-tenth of the whole list,but as only four clans

are named, we have an average of over a thousand to each clan. It is

very likelythat pr. would be interested above all others in the rebuild-
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ing of the temple, as that would be a necessary step in their restoration

to office. Nevertheless,it would be difficult to conceive of such a vast

number returningat one time; and still more difficult to comprehend

the delay in the rebuildingof the temple if more than 4,000 pr. were

on the ground from the first.

It is noteworthy that in the listof pr. Ezr. and Ne. agree in both

names and numbers, and even "5 offers no important variation. It is

natural to infer from this harmony that the listbelongs to a late date,

a conclusion supported by the absence of any mention of these pr.

in Jos. There are large lists of pr.'names found in other parts of

our books (Ne. iol "" u10 "" 121 *")" The heads of the priestlyhouses

here are the same as those in the list of divorced pr. (Ezr. 10" ff),

ezc. that here we have " the sons of Jedaiah of the house of Jes." and

in the other " the sons of Jes. the son of Jozadak"; and in the latter

listHarim precedes Pashhur. Among the pr. who had taken foreign

wives were all the families named in our list,and no others. There

were four other priestlyclans which came up with Ezra (8*'"): the sons

of Pkinchas, Ithamar, David, and Shcchcniah. These would naturally

not have foreignwives,being fresh arrivals,while those in our listmust

have been for some time in Judah. In Ne. 121 ff- we have the Chr.'s

list of the priestlychiefs who came up with Zer. and Jes.and there we

find 22, not one being identical with our list. It is worthy of note

that Esd.B givesa total of 2,588 pr. as against4,289 of MT. The large

numbers and the few names may be due to the necessary grouping in

large divisions,because pr. were, indeed,very plentifulwhen the list

was made. Yet the number seems to be exaggerated. Smith con-siders

the 1,500 of the pseudo-Aristeasthe maximum for any period

(Jer.i,"'-).
We. notes that the firstpriestlyclan appears to be composed of the

descendants of Jes.,the contemporary of Zer., and that the list,there-fore,

belongs to a much later periodthan that of Cy. or Dar. (GGN.

1805,1");but Mey. questions,I think wrongly, the conclusion and

the identification ("*!*."").

Jedaiah]recurs in the other listsof priests,and also in 1 Ch.

910 247; in the last passage a priestof the second class. "B

shows a great varietyof forms, but the Hebrew pointingis cor-rect.

" Of the house ofJeshua] means that the family of Jedaiah

is traceable to an earlier Jeshua." 87. Itntner]recurs in the lists

and in 1 Ch. 9" 24'. There was a priestof this name in Jere-miah's
time (Je. 201). The name has accidentallydropped

from (fcBin Ne. 740." 38. Passhur] is the name of the priestwho

was the son of Immer and who put Jeremiah in the stocks (Je.
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20)." 39. Harim] was found among the laity,v. "; as the name

means "consecrated/'it is peculiarlyappropriate for a priest.

Mey. suggests that there might be lay elements in a priestly

dan ("ff/.170),but we must not make too much out of a name.

96. Esd.L begins " the sons of pr.,"but this is an error.
BA contain

an additional name, and a slightlydifferent construction : the sons of

Jeddon of the son ofJesus,for the sons of Sanabeis, 872 (A Anaseib, by

metathesis). This does not afford much help. It is barely possiblethat

Esd.'s name is Sanb. and the omission from the lists would be due to

hatred of Neh.'s bitter opponent. 6 suggests another name: 'Icou86B9

'M"oOo*1-, t. e.t Jaddua (Ne. 1211**),who was high pr. in the time

of Alexander the Great (v.Mey.IM). But Jaddua and Jedaiah are

not necessarilythe same, for "B makes sad havoc of Heb. names. The

question arises whether this Jes. is the high pr. and the companion of

Zer. If so, We.'s contention is correct, that we are here far removed

from the time in which Jes. lived (quoted by Mey. op. "'/.). But Mey.

says that that identification is by no means certain, since there was

also a Levitical family named Jes. We. is probably right though, for

there would be no reason for adding Jes.'sname unless it were well

known. It is not unlikely that we should correct the text here on the

basis of Ezr. 10" *" Among those divorced were four priestlyfamilies,

the sons of Jes. of Immer, of Harim, and of Passhur; the best result

would be obtained by regardingn^S rpjm as an explanatory gl.

(2) The LeviUSy v. " Ne." Esd.*. " Two facts engage our attention

in connection with this list,the small number of the Lev. and their

separationinto a distinct class from the pr. The paucity of this class

in the restoration is usually explained on the ground of the unwilling-ness

of the degraded Lev. to accept the humbler duties to which they

were consigned in the postex. period. But there is not a hint of this

feeling in our sources. When Ezra's company assembled at the river

Ahava and a muster was taken, it was learned that there was not a

Lev. in the whole assembly. By a diligentsearch through the coun-try

Ezra secured 38 Lev. (8" '"). It appears that the trouble was due

to the fact that in this period there were not many Lev. apart from the

priestlyorder. It seems clear that from the small numbers and from

the character of the v., which is very broken, that we have here but a

fragment of the originallist of Lev.

This is the first instance in our books where pr. and Lev. are reck-oned

as distinct classes. It is not difficult,however, with the material

at hand to trace the course of events which led to this distinction. In

the early days Lev. like pr. and prophet indicated an office rather than

a tribe. There were plenty of pr. who were not Lev., but there were
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prob. no Lev. who were not pr. By the seventh century, as the book

of Dt. shows, the non-Levitical pr. had disappeared or had been re-ceived

into the order, for pr. and Lev. are syn. When Josiah central-ised

the cult at Jems, the pr. of the local shrines either came to Jems,

and acted in a subordinate capacity or were left without occupation

and support. Ex. knows the identification,but he declares that only

the sons of Zadok, who are nevertheless Lev., shall serve in the priest-hood

(40* 4411); all other Lev. are to do the humble offices at the

sanctuary, tending the doors, butchering the sacrifices,and doing such

other menial services as are required. At the end the Lev. are spoken

of as a separate class (48" '")"

It is apparent that now the Lev. is no longer a pr. in his own right.

The priesthoodhad once embraced many who were not Lev., now the

Lev. embrace many who are not pr. It would surely happen during

the exile that these deposed Lev. would enter the secular life (cf.Ne.

13 M),with the result that when the exile was over but few of this order

survived. In P this distinction is treated as if it had always existed,

it being said that Moses gave the tribe of Levi unto Aaron that they

might minister to the priesthood (Nu. 3'). Their duties in the later

days were manifold and various; they killed the sacrificial animals;

they served as doorkeepers and singers; they did duty as scribes (2

Ch. 34") and as teachers (ib.35' Ne. 87- '); they went about begging

money for the temple (2 Ch. 24* ff).

40. MT. runs: the sons of Jes. and Kadmiel: of the sons ofHodaviah].

It would appear from this that there was but one Levitical guild,whose

two branches, Jes. and Kadmiel, are represented in the return. But

in 3" there are apparently three independent guilds, Jes. Kadmiel,

Judah (" Hodaviah). Among the Lev. sealed we find Jes. Kadmiel,

and Hodiah (Hodaviah); in Ne. 91, another list of eight Lev. "who

went up with Zer.," we find Jes. Kadmiel, and Judah; while in Ne.

X2M Jes.is given as the son of Kadmiel. (We have also Jes.the son of

Azaniah, Ne. 10')
"

In other lists we find of these three only Jes. and

Kadmiel (Ne. g* ") or Jes. and Hodiah (Ne. 87). It is evident that

there is much confusion in the lists of Lev., but it is prob. that our

text should read : the sons of Jes. Kadmiel, Bant, and Hodaviah, so that

this record names four small Levitical guilds. 3 Esd. has an extraor-dinary

text: LevikefiliiJesu in Caduhd et Baneis, et Serebias et Edias

septuaginta quaUuor; omnis numerus a duodecimo anno: trigintamiUia

quadrigentisexaginiaduo, filiiet flue et uxores: omnis computatis: quad-

ragintamiUia ducenti quadraginta duo. No lack of Lev. ace. to this

source.

(3) The singers,v. * Ne. 7" Esd. s1T." These are treated as

a distinct class like the Levites. There may have been such
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a body in the pre-exilicage (OTJC.m). Their office would

naturally be that of choristers in the temple service,and they

played their own accompaniment (i Ch. 15"); they were ap-pointed

by the king for service in the temple and received reg-ular

pay (Ne. nn '"); their dwellings were in the environs of

Jerusalem (ib.12s9); Nehemiah found them scattered in the

fields on account of non-support (ib.1310)." The sons of Asaph]

the only name, indicating but a singleguild. To Asaph are

ascribed a group of Psalms, 50, 73-83, and he may have been

the head of a choir in the Persian period (cf.Br.*8* byit).

(4) The porters,v.
" Ne. 7" Esd. $".". Sons of\.Wanting in

Ne. and unnecessary. The porters or doorkeepers are usually

mentioned with the singers,though their functions were dif-ferent.

They must have been found wherever there was a

sanctuary; Samuel was virtuallythe porter of the temple at

ShOoh (1 S. 311). According to Ne. 12" they were the guardians

of the storehouses of the gates, but this must have been a

specialfunction.

There are six names as heads of the guilds of porters. "

ShaUum] is a name given to many Hebrews. It is interesting

to note that Maaseiah the son of ShaUum was a keeper of the

threshold in Jeremiah's time (Je.35'). There were three such

officers,and all were put to death at the fall of Jerusalem (ib.

$2" ff)." Ater] occurs also as the head of a lay clan, v. w. We

know nothing further about him. " Akkub] is named among the

Levites who interpreted the law (Ne. 87)." Hatita and Shobat]

are not mentioned elsewhere. " The whole] i. e., the sum of all

the guilds of porters is 139 (Ne. 138). From the words in Ps.

84", "I had rather be a doorkeeper in the house of my God

than to dwell in the tents of wickedness/1 the office must have

been rather a humble one. Br. gives quite a different render-ing

(Ps.in loc.).

Singersand porters are mentioned many times in Ezr.-Ne. and in

Ch., but rarely claw, (singersnot at all,and porters not in the sense of

temple officers).The attempt has been made to show that in Ezr.-Ne.

they are sharply differentiated from the Lev., while in Ch. they belong

to that class (v. Baudissin, DB. iv,Mb). Torrey, on the other hand.



86 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

holds that there is no such distinction {Comp ." " ). In most of the cases

where they are named in Exr.-Ne. they are distinguishedfrom the Lev.

as a class (Em. 2" 7' Ne. 10"- * 13', the porters usually named first).

But in Ne. 12" the Lev. were brought to Jerus.to singat the dedication

of the wall,though it is apparentlysaid in 12" that the singersper-formed

this office. In 13" the singersand Lev. are classed togetheras

doing the same work and sharing the same hard fate. In 1 Ch. g"

certain singersare called heads of Lev. clans, and they are called the

brethren of the Lev. ib. 15", On the other hand, the singersand porters

are distinguishedfrom the Lev. in 2 Ch. 35" as sharply as in any

placein Ezr.-Ne. The mention of these classes in our books is due

chieflyto the Chr.,and he knows nothing of a development in religion.

In the pre-ex. temple,littleas we know about its rites,we may be

sure there were porters and prob. singers. But guildslike these would

not be preserved intact during the exile. The origin of these classes

must date from the second temple,and such functions as they per-formed

would naturallyfallto the Lev. The Chr. knows certain famous

names belongingto these guilds,and he uses them wherever the oc-casion

demands. In Ezr. 3" Ne. n" the Lev. are identified with the

sons of Asapb. Singingand playingwere certainlyfunctions of the

Lev. This list does not pretend to give the name of a singerof this

periodnor do we find such a listin our sources. The Lev. are frequently
named also as doorkeepers {Ne. 12" 13" 1 Ch. 9" 2 Ch. 8" 23' 34'-").

41. on-won] Esd.L ulot Asaj ol "itnl.3 Esd. flitsacredotum quipsal-
lebant in tanpto,an explanatory gl." 42. *ja]del. as Ne., though 9L in

Ne. supports text of Est. dB is correct enough, ulot t"iv xuXuv, reading

nnpsri
, gates,instead of gatekeepers) this may be the originalEzr. text.

Esd.8* reads differentlyfrom MT., viz.,the porters,400; those ofIshmad,

(Ac sons ofLaioubaios,1,000; the ions of Tobeis,ail 13a. The total has

been made to agree with Heb. without reference to the other figures.
In other lists of porters, Ne. n1* has Akkub and Talmon; Ne. 12"

Meshullam (= Shallum), Talmon, and Akkub; 1 Ch. 9" Shallum,

Akkub, Talmon, and Ahiman, Shallum being designated as the chief.

Ahiman is apparently a misreading of on"nn, their brothers,so that we

have but three constant names, Shallum, Talmon, and Akkub. There-fore

Ater,Hatita, and Shobai are prob. later than the Chr. " Ssn]want-ing

in Ne., but supportedby Gk. texts of Ezr.

(5) The Nethinim, w.
"-" Ne. J*-" Esd. 5,M"." Noteworthy

is the unusuallylong listof this class. There are 35 names in

Ezr.,Ne. having 3 less. But Esd. has a longerlist,38 names

in
1 39 in I agrees with MT. On this ground Guthe adds

5 names to the list,making 40 in all. They are all given as
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heads of clans, and we should expect a large number of indi-viduals.

There were, however, but 392 of the Nethinim and

sons of Solomon's servants combined, separate numbers not be-ing

given. It is evident that these clans or guilds were very

small, averaging about nine persons each. The Nethinim were

subordinate temple officers,performing the humblest functions

at the sanctuary.

The name Ncth. occurs but once elsw. than Ezr.-Nc. (1 Ch. 9s),

but many times in our books, Ezr. a"- """ " 77 u 8"7 " "*" Ne. 3* "

jm. m. n IO" zzi. n w*)m Torrcy holds that all these passages arc from

the Chr. Of most of them that statement is true; when we find an insti-tution

like this traced back to David (Ezr. 8M), it is good evidence of

the hand of the Chr. But the reference to the house of the Neth. in Nc.

3n is earlier than the Chr. and attests the existence of this body before

his time. This house was prob. occupied by those who were on duty at

the temple, the rest livingin Ophel (Ne. 3" 11"). The site of the house

opposite the water gate has been supposed to connect them with the

drawers of water (Jos.o") (Ryle, DB.), but that is fanciful. Ace. to

Ezr. 8" they were given for the service of the Lev. They are gener-ally

regarded as temple slaves (Schllrer,Jewish People,ii,"'"", B7"").

They are called Icp"ouXot by Jos. (Aniiq. xi, 5, 1 and Esd.BA). Kue.

holds that they were mere foreignersheld as slaves and finds a refer-ence

to them in Zc. 14s1,
" and in that day there shall no more be a

Canaanite in the house of Yahweh" (Einl. ii,""). Mitchell supposes

Canaanite to mean
" trader" (Zc. ICC, so Mar. Dodekapr.).

It is held that they were descendants of prisoners of war, as the

Gibeonites were made hewers of wood and drawers of water (Jos.o"),

and support for this contention is found in the presence of foreign

names in the list (Berth. OTJC.*"). This view is scarcely tenable;

for this term is applied to the Lev. in Esd. i", since Up68ouXot standing

there for the Lev. is given to the Neth. in 5s'. If they were foreign

slaves we should scarcely have such a painstaking record of the names

of their clans. They are usually named in connection with the other

classes of temple officers,pr. Lev. singers,and porters; with pr. and

Lev. alone in x Ch. 9s, or with pr. Lev. and sons of Solomon's servants

(Ne. xi*). The leaders of this body were Siha and Gishpa (Ne. 11"),

showing some sort of organisation. The identification of the Neth.

with the Lev. as in Esd., along with the constant connection above

mentioned, makes it highly probable that they were a branch of the

Levitical body, which gradually disappeared in the later religiousde-velopment.

This view is supported by Nu. 3', where it is said that

the Lev. were given to the pr. It is prob. that Nu. 3' has the name
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of the Neth. The text stands now i*"non D-jin: a""n, rendered in RV.

"they are whollygiven to him" (Aaron),a renderingacceptedby Gray

(Nu.). The repetitionream in Nu. 8", but written defectively(B'itu).

We should,perhaps, rd. D-jiro wnj
"

as Neth. are they given to him."

Nu. 18' should then be rendered: "
to you they are a gift,Yahweh's

Neth., to do the work at the tent of meeting."

An extraordinarythingabout this list is the largenumber of names

which are not found tlsw. Of the 35 there are only 9 which recur. One

of these, Siha,may be disregarded,as its repetitionis in the same con-nection;

two others are names of foreignkings,Rezin and Sisera; a

fourth is otherwise found only of one of the sons of Solomon, Giddel;

a fifth is corrupt, Meunim. Virtually we have a long listof peculiar

names. It ishighlyprob.that.this listwas not made up by the Chr., for

he uses the same names over and over again. Another peculiarityof

the listb the considerable number with the ending *" ,of which there

are 14 (readingrjdk, v. h, and taking Ne.'s forms). This apparentlyis

due to an Aram, influence. Many of the names are explicableas Heb.,

but the listseems to have been written by one whose tongue was Aram.

Che. has a characteristic interpretation: like Nathan, Nathanel,

Nethanim is a disguiseof Ethani. Ethan the Earahite was a Jewish

Jerachmeelite,since bene Neahol (1 K. 4" 5") " bene Jerachmed (AJT.

ipoi,"'). Similarlyhe holds that for the sons of Solomon's servants

(v.") we should rd.nrAteaTj.""]" the peopleof Salmaean Arabia."

Stillthe foreignelement in the names is a serious difficulty.The fact

is we have very little information about this class of officers. The

designationin 3 Esd. sacerddes serviettes in templowould indicate that

the Neth. were considered a branch of the pr.

43. Siha] was one of the leaders of the Nethinim (Ne. 11").

It is singularthat the name of the other leader,Gispah, is not

found in this list." 46. Hanan] occurs in 1 Ch. uu as a warrior

of David's time. The sons of Hanan (Bab. Xanand) had a

chamber in the temple in Jeremiah'sday (Je.35'),and they may

have performed similar functions to the later Nethinim. The

name is also Levitical (Ne. 8' io" 13')." 47. Giddel]recurs as

one of the servants of Solomon (v.M)." Reaiah] also in 1 Ch.

41 (a Judahite)5' (a Reubenite)." 48. Rain] is found else-where

only as the name of the king of Aram, who joinedPekah

againstAhaz (Is.71)." 19. Una] was the name of the man who

was slain in moving the ark (2 S. 6')-" Pareah] ("lame") is

found in 1 Ch. 41*and in Ne. 3' as the father of Joiada,one of

the wall-builders." 60. Meunim] is a gentilicnoun (1 Ch. 4"



EZRA 21*9 89

2 Ch. *o" 261),a people in Arabia (Benz. CAr. JMT.1- ,ID "") of

whom it is held that these Nethinim are descendants; from

this conclusion Taylor argues that the Nethinim were foreign

slaves (DB.). But the names in this list are personal,and there

can scarcely be two exceptionsin the middle of the list. It is

probable that a personalname is disguisedunder this form, but

it is not possibleto tell what it is. In Esd. we find Mattel and

Maamiy but little dependence can be placed on its testimony.

" Nepkisim] is interpreted by Taylor {DB. iii,Mt*)as "repre-sentatives

of the race mentioned in Gn. 25" "; in this passage

N aphis (jfrti)isgiven as a descendant of Ishmael (so 1 Ch. i'1),

but apparently a different people is meant in 1 Ch. 5". There

is no other mention of this people,and it is scarcelylikelythat

their descendants would turn up in the postexilicperiod among

a Levitical order. Moreover, a personal name is required here.

" S3. Barkos] is unusually well attested by "S. There is a

Babylonian name which closelycorresponds,Barq"su. " Sisera]

also well attested by "" (though
B

lacks it in Ezr. and
L

in Ne.),

was the name of the king whose defeat is celebrated in the song

of Deborah. On the name, see Moore, Ju. 4*,and PAOS. xix,lao;

Moore holds that Sisera was a Hittite.

43. owun]. We find the word without the article (Ezr. 8"), and in

Nil. ifmy emendation is correct (r.*.). In one place we find the regular

participialform D'jvu (Kt. Ezr. 8"), but the text is corrupt; 6 bears

abundant testimony to the Heb. form, and it is therefore to be regarded

as a n. formation from the root ?nj. The idea of giving a person to

the temple service is at least as old as Samuel; in Hannah's vow she

says: "I will give him to Yahweh all the days of his life." Samuel

may therefore be regarded as one of the Neth. " w"] Ne. urnr but 11"

as Ezr. 6 2ou8i"B, "ouaaA, "ou"aitL; Ne. 2t)qcba,2ouXaiL; Esd.

Hmu**, Zou5a*tL. 6 suggests that the firstsyl.should be w ; itishard to

tell about the rest." w"m] Ne. *bvt\ $B in Ne. Aa^xx,but A in Ne. and

Esd. has Aoitfa (iwpn), but Ezr. is supported by "" Aaoixp*." 44. onp]

Ne. D-rp "fL always Koptc " regularptc. D-np,Bhas K"x"qc (Ezr.)Kttpac

(Ne.) Kipac (Esd.);A has Kijpooc (Ezr.)." *npo] Ne. *ro gi" foatou,

luata (Esd.),B "oi)X (Ezr.),Aaouta8, EiaiaA, Iaaouta" (Ne.),Soua,

Souaa* (Esd.). 6 therefore gives littlesupport to either Heb. form. "

45. n"S] Ne. waS "^L Aoflva. Other Gk. forms attest MT. Prob.

Ne. is right,with its Aramaised ending." "OJn] Ne. ion; latter prob.
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right." aipp]lackingin Ne., but found in Gk. exc.
B and Esd.L. The

name issuspiciousin the list,because of its recurrence elsw. (cf.v. ")""

46. 3Jn] also lacking in Ne., though found in "B (exc.B); it is prob. a

repetitionof ksjh v. ""." ^W] Ne. *vhv "JB (Ear.) Soeiiaov;otherwise

d supports Ne. Berth, cites 'dVp as evidence of the foreign origin

of the Neth. In NH the name ^pSr occurs (BDB.), corresponding to

"S ScXoqut. Esd. 5" adds two names, Ouxoe,KtjTap, so ""AN in Ne.4'.

" 47. S11]Esd. Koua, KeOoua*; otherwise % is attested,though in Ne.

the form r"x8ijXoccurs in BL. " 48. Kiipi]cf.Bab. NiqMu. " 49. ^3]

Bootp1-,Beaocp (Esd.); otherwise "" attests MT. " 50. hjdk] lacking

in Ne. but supported by (S!BAH,Aaewak Perhaps we should write

kjdk, "thorn bush" (cf.BDB.)." o^d^dj]Qr. owdj, Ne. o^Dtfwj]Qr.

d^db^bj. The form in Ne. is explained as a mixture of two variants; it

is certainly a corrupt form, but the corruption is older than "S,where

we have Ne^owowei88, NefCi"oastiiA."fcBin Ezr. has Not^etawv (?D^j),or

perhaps since p. and v final are often confused (od"dj),which under the

influence of O'jtyD has been pointed as a pi.; Esd. has Noc"peiaet.It is

not possibleto tell what the originalname was. " 52. mSxa] Ne.M Kt.

mSxa. There is much variation in "",but most of the forms show that

they rd. the last syl.mS. " xcnn] "$ offers great variety: Ezr. Apijaa8*,

AfJaaaL; Ne. A8aoa(v) (n being rd. as i); Esd. Ae85ocB, MwS"o*,

BaaaoeL. " Dipna] a south Ar. name (Euting), cf. Bab. Barfyusu. The

second element is regarded as the Edomite deity Kos (KAT.*1*, Mu-

rashu Sons, ix,",Gray, Pr. N.**). Hilprecht and Clay explain the first

syl.as the deity Bir, but Gray with greater probabilitysuggests bar,

"son."

(6) The sons ofSolomon's servants,w. W-M Ne. 757-60Esd. 5s*-*6.

" This body is named elsewhere only in the corresponding

passage in Ne. and in Ne. 11*. There is no other lighton this

class,and we have no sure indication of their originor func-tions.

As they are grouped so closelywith the Nethinim, but

one number being given for the two classes,it is probable that

their office was much the same.

There is no sufficient reason for Torrey's statement that this body is

a subdivision of the Neth. (Comp.*)\ it would be more analagous to re-gard

them as a subdivision of the Lev. They are grouped with the pr.

Lev. and Neth. in Ne. n" as dwelling in their own cities. The Bible

throws no further lighton them. Torrey regards the name as evidence

of the Chr.'s habit of tracingtemple institutions back to the great kings

who established the temple ritual (op.cit.). Baudissin notes that Sol-omon

put the surviving Canaanites to forced service (1 K. o" '")and

presumes this postex. body to be a survival from that time (DB.
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iv,Mb). Taylor also regards them as foreignerslike the Neth., and for

the same reason, viz.,the presence of foreign names. All that we can

say with any great degree of probabilityis that the "servants of Sol-omon"

was an unimportant body of temple servants which grew up

in the period of the second temple and then soon disappeared as a

separate class. It is to be noted that the Neth. are often mentioned

without them, and there is no ground for holding, as Taylor docs,

that in such cases they are included with the Neth. It is,however,

prob. that they are mentioned in the Aram, section ("z. 7"), where

after pr. Lev. singers,porters, and Neth. there is added "servants

of the house of God." That may be another name for the servants

of Solomon and would further define their office. There are but ten

names in the list,and there is but one name found clsw. (Shephatiah),

and there is the same tendency to Aram, terminations that was noted

in the case of the Neth.

66. noS? nap]. The Gk. translators were as much perplexed about

this title as their modern followers. B gives here a partialtranslitera-tion,

ApdiptX; in v. " AoeSijoeXpa, but A has A^TjoeXpa: in this case

the whole thing was taken as a n. p., for the translators did not see the

name Solomon. This agrees with Peshito, which eliminates the office

entirely. In other cases "S gives 8o6Xg"v SacXfa"iui"v,or xotftuv 2. (BA in

Esd. $u- "*)"" 1"01 Ne. VOV) "S offers every variety of vocalisation Saw

(B in Ezr.) "" w, Sou-ctt (** in Ne.) = wo, and Swrat (A in Ezr. and l-

always). The name is lacking in Esd.BA. " mcon] Nc. moo. "$ sup-ports

Ezr.,for though BAK
agree with Ne. in that passage,

L has AootpepeO,

and a similar form is found in Ezr. and Esd. in all texts. " mnD] Nc.

m'^fi supported by "B in Ne. "B 4"a8oupa in Ezr. and L in each case

= mnc, On the basis of this evidence any one of the three forms is

possible:Perudah, Pereidah, or Pedurah. " 56. nSp] Nc. "Sr. In Ezr.

we find IctjXo18,IeXaA, Ie8XaaL; in Ne. IeXtjX11,IecnjXAK,Ie3aXaaL; in

Esd. IetijXsi8,IerjXtA,Ie8XaaL. It is difficult to see what name could

have been at the bottom of all these variants. " Sij] occurs elsw. only

among the Neth., v. 4T. "frL has 2a55at, Esd.BA IaSarrjX. As the re-currence

of a singlename is doubtful, prob. MT. has lost the original

name which might have been 'ib.

67. rvofitf](" Yahweh judges") is a good Heb. name, and well at-tested

by "B, though in Esd. we find 2"z?uetB,"oc?u6tA. The name

occurs as one of David's sons (2 S.34); one of the enemies of Jer. (Je.

381); one of the lay chiefs,v. *
; and of various other persons, 1 Ch.

qi I2" 27" 2 Ch. 21* Ezr. 81 Ne. u4. On account of the familiarityof

this name, it is suspicious in this list." oosn moc] (Ne. 0"axn) " the

binder of the gazelles" (BDB.). In spiteof the peculiarityof the name

and its anomalous character in this list,the Gk. texts afford no real help.

Esd.BA 534 has eight additional names at this point,each preceded by

1A0I: SctpuGsi,Meioociac,Vaq, Ad3ou";,Hou^at;,Aysppac, Bap"i"det";,2a"fatv.
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These names were scarcelyinvented by a translator,but where he got

them it is not possibleto say. " 'dm] Ne. jidm. "$ supports Ezr.; L has

A(ieetin every case;
BA Hyiet(Ezr.)H\uti\L(Esd.). Perhaps the original

was pDK, changed in Ne. to the more familiar pdk. " 58. "B in Ezr.

and Esd. has 372 instead of 392.
L

agrees with Heb.

69-63. - Ne. 761-66Esd. 636"40. A supplementary list of

those whose genealogy could not be accurately traced.

There is first a listof the laity,v. ", an appendix to w. """";then of

pr., v. "",an appendix to w. *"-*". As these pr. were unable to find a

record of their genealogy,they were deprived of the emoluments of their

officeby order of the governor until a pr. should arise for the Urim and

Thummim, that is,with the oracular apparatus and power.

59. Now these are those who went up from Tel-Meleh,etc.]. It

is assumed that the places are in Babylonia, but not one of

them occurs elsewhere,and two are quitesuspicious,Kerub and

Immer. It is likelyfrom the inabilityof these people to trace

their connections, that they were from small placesin Baby-lonia,

and our ignoranceof the names, therefore,should not im-pugn

their accuracy. " The house of their fathersand their stock

whether they were ofIsrael].The firstwords would imply that

a very exact genealogy was required,but the followingqualify-ing

expressionshows that the purpose was simply to determine

the questionof nationality.Meyer infers that these men had

the positionof proselytes(En/.160).They may have come from

the mixed marriages which figurein the historyof the period

(Ezr.9/. Ne. 13). Smend recalls the nomadic Rechabites who

had come into Jerusalem at the time of the siege(Je.35),and

thinks that these people may have lived in a distant part of

Babylonia (Listen,21).Stock or seed is used very frequentlyof

descendants, rarelyas here of ancestors. "Seed of Abraham"

is often used in a national sense, being equivalent to Israel

(Ps. 1056); and seed alone is apparently used with the same

meaning in Est. 10s. That would give a good sense here, so

that we might render their genealogyand their race. " 60. Since

the heads of the clans are given,Delaiah, Tobiah, and Nekodah,

the questionmust have been whether these chiefs were Israelites

or not. Delaiah is a well-established Hebrew name ("Yahweh
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has drawn ")"and was borne by a priestof David's time (i Ch.

24u), by one of the princesbefore whom Jeremiah was tried (Je.

36"), and by a descendant of Zerubbabel (1 Ch. $u; cf.Ne. 610).

The same may be said of Tobiah ("Yahweh is good"), though

it was the name of one of Nehemiah's enemies, and he was an

Ammonite. Nekodah is found elsewhere only among the Nethi-

nim, v. 48. Ne. has 642 instead of 652 in Ezr. ; (" agrees with Ezr.

" 61. And of the sons of the priests].With Ne. omit the sons of.

Though Ezr. has some support, it is a faulty construction, and

doubtless the error of a scribe. The names of three priestsare

given as belonging to this class,but the number is not given in

any text. Habaiah does not occur elsewhere. Hakkos occurs

in Ne. 34-M, as grandfather of one of the wall-builders. Bertho-

let notes that this clan is deemed legitimatein Ne. 34-M, whence

he argues for the priorityof this list (Es. Neh.*). Meyer iden-tifies

Hakkos with a guild of Ezra's time (Ezr. 8W, Ent.110).

Without the article (Kos) it is given as the name of a Judean

(1 Ch. 48). Barzillai is the name of a well-known Gileadite,

mentioned further on in this verse, who was the benefactor of

David when he fled from Absolom (2 S. 1727 et pass.).

A Barzillai is also mentioned in 2 S. 211 as the father of Michal's

husband, but there are so many errors in the v. that this name may be

wrong. The name is Aram. (v.Smith, Bud. on 2 S. 17"). This Bar-zillai,

head of a priestlyguild,had taken the name because he had mar-ried

into the family of the famous Gileadite. Perhaps the name had

been used first as what we call a nickname. It was given in mature

life after the man was married. Seis. suggests that this daughter was

an heiress and that the name was taken to secure the fortune. But he

offers no proof to support the theory that the name must go with the

fortune. Daughters, like sons, means the descendants of Barzillai. As

Barzillai's son went to David's court, the family became an important

one, and such a tradition as we have here might long have persisted.

It surely is not the Chr.'s invention. The importance of the family

is further shown by the husband's taking his name from its founder.

The number of these pr. is not given; Jos.,not satisfied to acknowledge

the defect,says there were about 525 (Ant. xi,3, 10).

62. These sought their registeramong those that were reckoned

by genealogy,but they were not found]. So ARV. But this is
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taking libertywith the text in an effort to get sense; even so,

the result at the end is not satisfactory.BDB. renders:
"

These

soughttheir writing,namely, the enrolled,"i. e.,
"
their genealog-ical

record." But the text requiresa slightcorrection and then

we get good sense: These searched for their record,but their enrol-ment

was not found." And theywere barred (literally,desecrated)

from the priesthood],because they could find no record showing

priestlydescent. This is evidentlya different matter from the

questionof nationality(v.M), for there is no questionof race,

but only of official standing. In his usual way of confusing

things,the Chronicler has brought together here quite unre-lated

matters, which probably belong to entirelydifferent peri-ods,

though both incidents seem to be authentic. " 63. And the

governor said] (or perhaps "his Excellency"). The case was

settled by a decree of the civilruler,not by a high priest. Who

the governor was we do not know; it is generallyassumed to

be Sheshbazzar,*but this thing happened long after Sheshbaz-

zar's time. If the name had been known to the writer of the

underlyingoriginalit would surelyhave been given here. Esd.

5* suppliesthe name Nehemiah, perhaps because this unusual

word for governor is elsewhere appliedto him (Ne. 89 io2);but

Nehemiah seems to have concerned himself very little with the

affairs of the priesthood. The conjectureof the Greek writer

warns us that the identification is far from assured.
" Unto them]

cannot be right,unless we regard the construction as a loose

one, changing to the indirect discourse; we should expect, ye

shall not eat,instead of that theyshould not eat. But "B supports

the text as it is,and it may pass. " From the holyofholies].But

"holy of holies" means the inner part of the temple in the

earlier literature,though in P and Ez. it appliesalso to sac-rificial

food. Gray has shown that "holy" and "holy of

holies" are used rather indifferently(Nu.*3*).Esd. 540 has

from the holy things. That is preferredby Kittel. " Until a

prieststood for Urim and Thummim]. The meaning is clearly
that the unrecorded priestsmust refrain from exercisingtheir

functions until there should be one qualifiedto give a divinely

* E. g., Kue. Abk.i*, Mcy. Ent.*" ; but Zer. B.-Ry"



EZRA 2lm* 95

guided decision. The decision was to come from a priestusing

the Urim and Thummim.

In z Mac. 4" a question about the stones of a defiled altar was post-poned

"until the advent of a prophet to give an answer concerning

them." The matter is not one of relative time, for both methods of

divination were used, that is,by prophetic oracles and by pr. There

was this difference,that the prophet always gave a reply supposed to

be by direct divine enlightenment, while the pr. determined the question

by some instrument as the ephod, or by Urim and Thummim. The

last method is obscure, but apparently some way of casting the sacred

lot is meant. One might naturallyask why this could not be done now,

since pr. abounded. Mey. explains this difficultyby supposing that

the art of casting the lot had been lost in the postex. community, and

would be restored only by the advent of the Messianic rule (Ent.lu,so

Smith on z S. Z441). But such divination would be required during

the exile as well as at other times,and it would be more natural to sup-pose

that the Urim and Thummim, mng. some peculiarpriestlyappa-ratus,

had been lost,prob. in the destruction of the temple. It must

be confessed,however, that a strict construction of the words rather

favours Mey.'s view, since the desideratum is "a pr. for the Urim and

Thummim"; otherwise we should expect "until Urim and Thummim

appear for the pr." It is possiblethat the loss was due to the absence

of Lev. or their deterioration. From Dt. 33* it would appear that

this method of divination was practisedby the Lev., and with the dis-

esteem of this guild the art may have been lost,at least so far as

this early period in Judah is concerned.

Berth, says the fact that there was no pr. capable of using this method

of divination,but that it was expected that one might arise,points to

the earliest stage in the new community where there was prob. no high

pr. (so Sm. Listen,}*). The sacred lot was used, he says, in later times

(cf.Jos. Ant. iii,8, 9, Sirach 36*).

There is an elaborate treatment of Urim and Thummim in AJSL.

ifrnn. by Muss-Arnolt. He identifies the divination by the ephod

with that of the Urim and Thummim, and connects with the Bab.

"tablets of destiny" and explains the words as derived from the Bab.

u'uru, "command," and tummu, "oracle." If a significationis to be

invented, it would be well to seek something more appropriate, such

as "favourable" and "unfavourable." On the use v. i.

59. Sn] is As., "hill of ruins," and applied to mounds which are

sites of ancient cities. As part of n. p. in OT. only in Td-Abib ("z.

3"), a place in Bab. " 2113]is the name of a spiritualbeing, common in

pi.,cherubim. As a n. pr. loc. it is dub. Esd. joins with the word

following: x"zpaaOaX"zvB,xepou(k8avL. It might be a metathesis for

"us (Ez. i1),identified by Hilprecht as a canal near Nippur, Kabaru
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(MurashuSons, ix,71)."p*] Ne. pi" 6 H5av favours Ezr.,though in Ne.

B has Hpwv. " idk] Ne. torn is a common priestlyname, but improb.

as a Bab. n. pr. loc." Kerub, Addon and Immer] have been explained as

n. p., the preceding n, pr. loc. being marked by the prefixedtel,which

is not found with these three; but the n. p. are given in w. M '-,and

could not belong here unless text is disarranged. Esd. 5" yieldsbet-ter

results than MT.: their leaders were Charathalan and AUar. Guthe

emends on this basis,thus .from TcLMcleh and from TeUHarsha : Kerub-

Addan and Immer were their leaders. *Hyo6("8vo";afc6v (Esd.) = ovtn,

and this could easilybe corrupted to tccnn. 3 Esd. shows same text:

principeseorum. This reading suggests that the people described in

w. "-" constituted an independent caravan. " 60. "BB has a fourth

name, Boua. Esd.8* has but two names, Aaocv,Bocvocv.

61. Esd.BA 5" has an explanatory + these laid claim to the priest-hood,

and did not obtain it." njjnjNe. n$n a reading adopted by Baer

but not by Kittel. "B gives various forms, among which are A0(c)ta

(*L in Ne.) and 0^caB, 0^iaA (in Esd.) and Q8outaL (in Ezr. and

Esd.). The variants make Heb. suspicious,but do not afford material

for a restoration." fipn] is unusually well attested in "B,the only sig-nificant

variation being Ax^ox; (Esd.B),but there is doubt about the

pointing,as we find Ax(x)oo$ in Ezr. and in Ne.L (*."., f*pn)." ^Sna]
Esd. 5" reads J addons (Jaddua) who took to wifeAugia of the daughters

ofPhaezeldaius and he was called by his name, an evident confusion of a

simple passage. The interestingpoint is the name of the wife. What

havoc is made of names by metathesis is shown by B: ZopffeXOctin

the firstoccurrence, but Bcp^tXXost in the second. " odp]. With Guthe

rd. idp as antecedent is Barzillai." 62. Some correction of the text

is required. Those who are enrolled by genealogy cannot be in app.

with their register,and in fact there is no grammatical construction

at all. 6 offers great variety; BA transliterates ol lutoeocfyL; L ol

ftvcaXoYoOvti^ (so in Ne.); Ne.3* has their writing of the caravan

(or company). Esd. 5" renders iv ?$ xarrotXo-rtapqi:Esd. yields: the

genealogicalwritingof these being sought in the register,and not being

found,theywere restrainedfrom their office.This makes good sense, but

it shows merely a free handling of the same text. By a slighttranspo-sition

we can restore the text, putting the inf.before the ptc, and read-ing

sg. as Ne.: mydj ocmnn vh\ these searched for their record,but their

enrolment was not found. The ptc. O'cwnDn does not occur elsw.,and

inf. is used regularlyin late Heb. mng. genealogy or enrolment (Ne.

7* 1 Ch. 4M 5' 71 et pass.). We then have a suitable subj. for found.

The rendering "they [thepr.]were not found" does not give the right

idea, for the mng. is that the pedigrees could not be found. " iSkj'o]

means defile(ARV.n "polluted from the priesthood"). But v.",

which is a further statement about the case of these pr., shows that

they were simply barred from service until a pr. arose with authority
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to adjudicate the matter. Further we find the term used in Mai.

i'- " (only other use of Pu.) where the defilingis not actual. There

was no formal deposition or desecration from office,but only a sus-pension.

63. nn"nnn] is found elsw. in Ne. 7"- "" 81 io*, in the last two pas-sages

prob. interpolated. " takes it as a n. p.
' AOtpooa, *AatpooOac,

but Esd. 5* Natiuat; xal ArBatptac;8,Nft|itat b xal ATapaa8a";L. The

word is Pers., Tar iota, but the exact definition is not clear. Moss

regards it as referringto a royal commissioner (DB. iv,77"b). Mey.

holds that it is not the name of an office like governor, but rather a

title,"his Excellency" (Ent.xu) or "his Reverence," as Moss suggests.

" wk] is here used as a simple conj. The word is little more than a

mark of relation as inverted commas are a mark of a quotation; this

is a common usage, the word being translatable by many different

English conjs." lSam] Esd. 5" i"rc"xc(v"share in." This text also ren-ders

last part of v. a high priest[priest*]clothed with the manifesta-tion

and the truth." pa] Ne."* pan a reading preferred by Kittel,but

Esd. supports Ezr. Urim and Thummim are found here only without

the art. The words are usually (Ex. 28* Lv. 81 Dt. $$*),but not

always (1 S. 28* Nu. 27") joined. The best explanation of the usage

b found in the restored text of 1 S. 14", "and Saul said unto Yahweh

the God of Israel,why dost thou not answer thy servant to-day: if

this guiltbe on me or on Jonathan my son, O Yahweh the God of Israel,

give Urim, but if this guilt be on thy people Israel give Thummim."

Urim and Thummim would then be two objects drawn out of some

place by the pr., one mng. "yes" and the other "no." The usage was

apparently early, and was quite unknown exc. historicallyin the

postex. age (cf.Bud. on 1 S. 14", DB. and BDB., where other refer-ences

are given).

64-67 = Ne. T""* Esd. 54W3. The total figures of the

census. " It appears that the Judeans had a large number of

slaves, male and female, besides 736 horses, 245 mules, 435

camels, and 6,120 asses.

64. All the company together(literally,as one)]. The word bftp
means community, the sacred congregation,or company. It re-fers

to an organised body and suggests a date later than Cyrus.

The total is 42,360 or 42,308 ("SBin Ne.). Esd. 541contains a

limiting clause, reading: The whole Israel from ten years and

upward besides slaves and women (**): from twelve years besides

male and female slaves (**). The latter is the better text, and

accepted by Guthe, for if slaves and women had been men-



\

98 EZRA-XEHEMIAH

tioned we should have expected to find a further statement

about women as well as about slaves. 65. And they had 245

(200 in Ezr.) singersand songstresses].These are not the tem-ple

singers,for they have been alreadyenumerated in v. ", and

women were excluded from the temple service.

Therefore the reading wr "songstresses" of the temple in Am. 8',

though adopted by We., is scarcelypossible. The form rrt-tps occurs

only here,and the m. without the art. occurs elsw. only in 2 Ch. 20".

All the d texts have the words, and therefore such an emendation as

"bulls and cows" has no support.

The true explanationis not far to seek. In 2 S. 19", where

curiouslyBarzillai is the speaker,there is named among the

pleasuresof the court "the voice of singersand songstresses."

In Eccl. 2s we have the same singersand songstresses mentioned

among the various pleasureswhich Koheleth had sought. They

were men and women employed by kings and nobles for enter-tainment.

And theyhad, is lackingin Esd. and may be a gloss

added here to serve as a connectinglink. Siegfriedargues that

the number should be 245, as Ne. 767,so Zillessen,ZAW. 1904,145.

67, Four hundred and thirty-fivecamels]seems a large number

for a company as poor as these exiles were. "8Bin Ne. mentions

2,700 asses and omits the other animals altogether. The best

mss. of MT. lack the horses and mules of our text (9.Kittel and

Berth.). The text has been changed to agree with Ezr.

64. ihkd]. In early Heb. inn "nio is used to express jointaction,

e. {., "all the people rose as one man" (Ju.20'). The text shows a late

usage. The mng. required here is "combined," which in early Heb.

would be nn\ The word is unnecessary and is stricken out by Guthe.

"65. nmroi oniw]. As these words are followed directlyby the list

of animals, it has been proposed to id. nrw onw "bulls and cows."

This is rejectedby Hallvy on the ground that these animals could

not live In the journey across the desert (JA. Nov.-Dec. iSoo,*").

We should prob. id. as 2 S. 18* 2 Ch. 35" Eccl. 2" nn"n onr as

the same class of professionalsingersis meant. The writer has mis-taken

the word to mean temple singersand modified it accordingly.

Fischer argues for the early date of the list from the mention of these

classes,for he says they would soon be scattered after the return so that

a census would be impossible(Chr. Fragen,u)." 67. onnnn] must be
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id. as we have their horses,etc., so ifcBA in Ezr., ifcL in both. (t"B in

Ne. mentions no other animals than the asses. " man] "myriad," "ten

thousand/' is common in postcx. Hcb., but is not found earlier; for

Kt. 13") (Hos. 8") is better rd. as Qr. *;n" though Harper accepts former

(ICC.)." oh^dj] is preferable to d*Sdj of Ne.

This last part of the list (vv. ""-") offers peculiar difficultyto the

interpreter. If we supposed the list to be early, we should be puzzled

to know how this company of pilgrims got more than 7,000 slaves, 245

singersfor entertainment, and a large number of animals. The knowl-edge

we have of this period all suggests a people few in number and poor

in worldly goods. In Neh.'s time there were a few slaves, but these

were Hebrews reduced to that condition by poverty. Neh. struggled

hard against the system by which the poor were sold into slavery.

After his rule ended, the system may have had a free hand, so that by

Ezra's time there may have been 7,000 slaves in the Judean province.

On the other hand, there is some reason for believing the list itself

to be composite, a growth resultingfrom additions. The priestlypart

esp. bears traces of lateness in the close agreement of all the texts.

68 f. = Ne. 7*8-71Esd. S43'*. A list of contributions." As

shown below, in Ne. the giftscome from the governor, the chiefs,

and the people. Ne. says nothing about the temple, but only

says the giftsare for the workers. Here the temple is the ob-ject

for which the contributions are made. " 68. When theycame

to the house of Yahweh, which is in Jerusalem], These words

imply that the temple was already built, and would require us

to date the passage later than 515. But the following expres-sion,

to set it upon Us site]implies just the contrary. We must

regard the words as a later gloss. As we find first "house of

Yahweh," then "house of God," we may suspect different hands

in the gloss." They made free-willofferingsfor the house of God].

The purpose is plainlyindicated by what follows, to set it upon

Us site,i. e.9 to rebuild it where it was, on the spot where Yah-weh

had in ancient time placed his name. " 69. They gave ac-cording

to their ability].Even if we took the figuresof the re-turned

literally(v.M), the ability of these people would not

explain the vast total of perhaps a half-million dollars (v.Mey.

ErU.lu *")" All the information drawn from the best sources

shows that the restored community was poor. " To the treasury

of the work],intended here to refer to the treasury of the build-
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ing fund. " Priests1 tunics]. The tunic was a long garment,

something like a wrapper. It was worn by men and women.

The same word is used for Joseph's famous coat (Gn. 37'), and for

the robe of office which Is. declared Shebna would be required to take

off (Is. 22"). On this garment, v. DB. i,M",Benz. Arch.ut-, Now.

Arch. \,xium. The pr.'stunic was made of linen (Lv. 164) and was

embroidered (Ex. 28*). In shape it was like that worn by laymen. In

Zc. 3s we have a picture of Jes. clothed in soiled garments, interpreted

usually in a fig.sense (e.g., by Mar. and G. A. Smith); but Ew. re-ferred

the vision to the investiture of the pr. in new robes which had

just come from Bab. Modern interpretershave scarcely improved on

Ew. In the postex. period pr.1 garments would naturally be scarce

and therefore suitable for gifts.

68. wijnn] Esd. 5" tffOxvro " rvwn though the Hithp. of tu is

not found. Our preference for one or the other will depend upon

our conception of the purpose of the gifts,whether for the rebuilding

of the temple (Ezr.) or the maintenance of the service after the temple

was built (Ne.)." Mm] means treasure, "wm no Ne. 10", treasury, but

no is often omitted as here. " 69. ronSon], Mey. holds that this word

means here warship (GoUesdienst) (Ent.lu-""). The word applies to

many kinds of work, but the term is always general. In 1 K 5'" it is the

work of temple-building,and that sense is meant by the Chr. here; in 2

Ch. 29" the work is killinganimals preparatory to sacrifice;in Ne. it is

used many times of the wall-building. When it means religiouswork

it is usually qualifiedas "service of the house of our God" (Ne. io*4).

The passages esp. cited by Mey. are Ne. 2" 13", but in both cases the

idea is "engaged in business/' secular employment. The importance

of the question lies in the fact that Mey. contends that this passage

precedes the building of the temple. The character of the giftsshows

that Mey. is right in one respect, though he is wrong in another. The

pr.'garments and the bowls (Ne. 7") would serve for the worship,

not for the rebuilding. These giftsshow that the passage followed the

rebuilding of the temple, though R. has made it seem otherwise in Ezr.

" O'jioyn] d itva!BdpaxiMts*1-. The authorities are divided, some con-necting

with Pers. dark, others with Gk. drachma, itself of foreign

origin (v.BDB. DB. iii,*1)*Sm. says that if this term is meant,

the word must have been introduced later; but he is influenced by

his belief that the list is reallyearly (Listen,")."ow]. This is a Heb.

weight used often in OT. The value in silver is c. $30. If we take the

drachma instead of the dark, the total sum given, according to Ezr., is

about $300,000; or taking the dark, about $450,000. The figuresshow

the hand of the Chr., whose fondness for large numbers is apparent

in all his work. " nana] (uxuv"O Ne.B xoOwvc"O**, xofavoC Ezr.B xi*w-
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vaq*. L always has ot6X"c, which is also found in Esd. The word

means tunic. It is here not a vestment to be worn only at religious

exercises, but the garment worn all the time.

68 f. Ezr. and Ne. differ widely, Ne. having a much fuller text, as

may be seen from the following parallels(includingEsd.) :

Ne. Some of the heads of the fathersgave for the work. The Tirshatha

Ezr.

Esd.

Ne. gave to the treasury : gold, 1,000 dories,50 bowls, 530 pr.f

Ezr.

Esd.

Ne. tunics. And some of the heads of the fathers

Ezr. And some of the heads of the fathers,when theycame to the

Esd. And some of the leaders according to their family, when

they came to the

Ne.

Ezr. house of Yahweh, which is in J cms. gave free-willofferingsfor

Esd. temple of God, which is in Jerus. made a vow

Ne.

Ezr. the house ofGod, to set it upon its site. According to their ability

Esd. to set the house upon its site,according to their

ability

Ne. gave ("BB fthputv, placed) to the treasury of the work (V

tou frouc,yearly): gold, 20,000 dories,and

Ezr. they gave to the treasury of the work : gold,61,000 dories,and

Esd. and to giveto the holy treasury of the work : gold,1,000 mina, and

Ne. silver,2,200 mines. And what the rest

Ezr. silver,5,000 mina, and 100 pr.'tunics.

Esd. silver,5,000 mina, and 100 pr.'tunics.

Ne. of the people gave was : gold,20,000 dories,and silver,2,000 mina

Ezr.

Esd.

Ne. ("Bba lacks the passage so agreeing with Ezr.),and 67 pr.9tunics.

Ezr.

Esd.

The longer text is very systematic : the giftscome from three sources,

the governor, the chief,and the people, while in Ezr. they are all cred-ited

to the chiefs. The table makes this clear:
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BOWLS

50

\

Nowhere in this section do we find so great a discrepancy. Ne.

contains two statements which are lacking in Ezr.: (1) 30 of the pr.'

garments were given by the Tirshatha and the others by " the rest of

the people/'and (2) the chiefs and the people each gave 20,000 darics

of gold. In Ezr. these contributions were expresslygiven for the re-building

of the temple, which in Esd. was the result of a vow made

after their arrival in Jems., a statement irreconcilable with Hg. Ne.

has not a word about the rebuildingof the temple, saying simply that

the offeringswere "for the work," and that they were paid into a

treasury. Each text conforms to its setting, as Ezr. precedes the

temple-buildingwhile in Ne. we are getting close to the promulgation

of the law by Ezra.

Ne. bears unmistakable signsof a composite origin,for we have the

unusual maun *cm nxpoi (Dn. i" being the only parallel)in one place,

v. "",and maun icmoi as Ezr. in another, v. 70; in v. "" we have they

gave for the work, in v. T0 they gave to the treasury of the work, and again

he gave to the treasury,v. "". We find ni3i ^nc, v. 70,directlyfollowed by

ma"" vw, v. n. We notice further that the passage is very disjointed.

The firststatement, "some of the heads of the fathers gave for the

work," v. ", is suspended without any conclusion,but it is repeated

in v. n with a suitable continuation.

In Ezr. we find the clause about the purpose of the contributions

pushed in between the subj.and the vb.: "and some of the heads of the

fathers [when they came to the house of Yahweh which is in Jerus.

made free-will offeringsfor the house of God to place it upon its site

according to their ability]gave to the treasury of the work." In Ne.

the subj. and vb. are directlyjoined,as they must be; therefore we

may pronounce positivelythat the bracketed passage is an interpola-tion,

inserted by the Chr. to make the statement agree with its context,

and a part of the preparation for the rebuildingof the temple. The

whole c. is therefore unquestionably later than the time of Zer.

The text of Ne. has manifestly been edited to conform to Ezr., and

yet it bears traces of greater originality.Mey. prefersit as it stands,

*"S has 30, and as the 500 follows the 30 in the text, it is an obvious error.
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an evidence of the insufficiencyof the text criticism upon which con-clusions

have been drawn (Eni.lu '"). It is difficult to think that an

editor would have systematically distributed the giftsamong the three

classes,the governor, the chiefs,and the rest of the people. If we

#"liminnto the part that is common and two prob. glosses we get a sur-prisingly

good text: and some of the heads of the fathersgave for the work

[theTvrshatha gave into the treasury]1,000 gold dories
, 50 bowls, [5)30

pr.'tunics. And the rest of the people gave 20,000 gold dories,2,000 sil-ver

mina, and 67 pr.1tunics. When the passage from Ezr. was pushed

in,the clause bracketed was added of necessity. "" evidently has some

clew to the mystery when it id. "
to Neh." The figuresare, of course,

too large,but we cannot rely upon the text, and they are doubtless

greatly exaggerated.

The character of the gifts and the work indicate a date later than

515. The time of Ezra is,on the whole, most suitable. Under his

rule giftsfor the temple would be sought diligently,and from the great-ness

of his influence prob. large sums would be obtained.

EZR. 21*-/?. THE HEBREW STORY OF THE REBUILDING OF

THE TEMPLE.

A section recovered. " In MT. the period of Cy. and Shes. ends with

ci; for c. 2 is mostly a mere table of names, and has nothing to do

with that period; while c. 3 brings us to the time of Zer. and Dar.

Moreover, c. 3 begins in medias res, "when the 7th month approached/'

In the originalstory some year must have been indicated. Then Zer.,

the builder of the temple, appears as leader without a word of intr.

In Esd. we have quite a different story. There is a long narrative,

3~5* to which there is nothing correspondent in MT. Here we have

the tale of the Three Youths, contesting in wisdom before Dar., the

victory of one who proves to be Zer., the promise of King Dar. to give

him whatever he asks, the reminder of his vow to restore the vessels

and to rebuild the city,and a liberal permit from the king to under-take

these things, with a brief list of those who availed themselves of

this privilege.

Torrey has made the brilliant suggestion that we have imbedded in

this story, a fragment of the Chr.'s original narrative (ES." *" "" *")"

Torrey believes that the story of the Three Youths ends at 4", that

4"-4T". i7-"i are interpolations,so that the recovered narrative consists

of 4"Tb-" 4W~5*. Torrey has painstakingly retranslated the passage

into Heb. and appended an English translation. But this acute scholar

has by no means let the text stand, for he transfers the narrative bodily

from the reign of Dar. to that of Cy., so that the passage becomes the
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sequel to c. i and the hero is Shes.,though Zer. is named in 5'. This

event is placed in the 2d year of Cy., and so in 3
! we are dealing with

the 7th month of that year.

There are two difficulties in accepting this date. In our text, esp.

in the better version of Esd., there is a statement that Shes. and a com-pany

went from Bab. to Jems., taking the temple vessels with them.

This whole passage would be a mere amplification of that statement.

A more serious difficultyis found in the fact, as shown in intr.}that

c. 3 does belong to the time of Dar. I believe,therefore,that Torrey's

main premise is correct and that we have here a genuine section of the

OT.; but it has nothing to do with c. 1, though it is a necessary intr.

to c. 3. In some way Zer.,who is here given Davidic lineage,had won

the favour of Dar., and so received authority to carry out the decree of

Cy., which according to Esd. 4" he had already vowed to do. The

date given is exactly what we need, agreeing with 4M.

A suitable intr. of so conspicuous a figure as Zer. is too valuable to

ignore. Therefore it seems wise to give a part of the Esd. story, fol-lowing

in a measure Torrey's translation (ES.m '")

C. *" (47)Then King Dar.O) arose and wrotef) letters for him to all

the satraps and governors and captains and deputies to the effect that

tbey should help along him and all with him who were going up to build

Jerus.O (48) And Dar.O) wrote letters to all the governors in the

province Beyond the River and to those in Lebanon to bring cedar

timbers from Lebanon to Jems, so that they might build the city with

them.O (49) And he wrote concerning freedom for all Jews who

went up from his kingdom to Judah, that no ruler,deputy, governor,

or satrap should enter their doors, (50)and that all the country which

they possessedshould be free from tribute; and that the Edomitesf)

should give up the villageswhich they had wrested from the Judeans.

(51)And for the building of the temple twenty talents of silver (T) should

be paid annually until it was built; (52)and for offeringdaily upon the

altar whole burnt sacrifices,as they had commandment to offer them,

other ten talents annually. (53) And freedom should be given to all

who had come from Bab. to build the city and to their children and to

all the pr. . . .
(57)And Dar.C) sent away all the vessels which Cy. had

brought out from Bab.; and everything which Cy. had said should be

done, he commanded to be done, and to be sent to Jerus. (58) And

when the youth came out [from the royal presence]he lifted his face

to heaven in the direction of Jerus. and praised the king of heaven.
. . .

(61) And Zer. took the letters and""" went out and came to Bab. and

told everything to his brethren. (62) And they praised the God of

their fathers,because he had given them release and relief (63) to go

up and build Jerus. and the temple that is called by his name. And

for some days they kept a feast with musical instruments, drums,

and cymbals, and all their brethren danced(") and rejoiced. C. 5. (1)
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Afterward heads of the fathers by tribes were chosen to go up, with

their wives and sons and daughters and their men-servants and maid-servants

and their cattle. (2) And Dar. sent with them a thousand(")

horsemen to bring them safely to Jems. (3) And they made"")
. . .

for them to go up with them. (4) And these are the names of the

men who went up ace to their families by tribes by their divisions;

(5) the pr., the sons of Phineas the sons of Aaron, Jes. the son of

Josedek the son of Saraios. Then aroseo*) Zer. the son of Shealtiel of

the house of David, of the family of Phares, of the tribe of Judah, (6)

who spoke wise words to Dar. the king of Pers. in the 2d year of his

reign,in the month Nisan the 1st month.

Notes. 1. Torrey substitutes Cy. for Dar. to agree with his theory

of the chronology; but the evidence in favour of the text seems to me

convincing.

2. "Arose and wrote" is a good evidence of a Heb. or Aram, origi-nal.

It is true that a Jew might use the Hebraism, even if composing

inGk.

3. The document bears evidence of a composite character, as we

find references here to building the city as well as the temple. The

temple rather than the city is meant in v. *",as that was the purpose of

the cedar timbers (cf.s7).

4. The name is found in L here and in v. ", and is correct.

5. After 3 Esd. cum eis. The antecedent is cedar timbers. The

whole construction is improved by this slightcorrection.

6. B has Chaldeans, but all other texts Edomites. This is the

earliest mention of the Edomite aggression upon Judah, and may be

the occasion of some of the many fierce prophecies against this people.

7. "Of silver" is found only in L, but it is prob. right; at all events

silver is more prob. than gold.

8. See note 5.

9. The name is found only in L, but is right.

10. The text is sadly confused, and I have attempted to restore

order out of chaos by transposing a clause from 5* '-. Torrey tries to

ffraightgn the matter out by a smaller transpositionand rendering:

"and all their brethren, playing upon musical instruments, drums, and

cymbals, sent them on their way as they went up/' that is,the Jews

who remained played music as the caravan proceeded on its way. This

rendering seems to me to require some strainingof the text.

xi. This number is doubtless an exaggeration, though some escort

would be prob. Neh. had such a guard (2*))and Ezra implies that his

dispensingwith an escort was unusual (8n).

12. I do not understand this passage. It seems clear that some-thing

is omitted from the text, as I think it is a direct sequel to the

provisionof the guard.
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13. Seeing Dpii in the meaningless name I"Mcxetiiseems to me one

of Torrey's most brilliant suggestions.

Vv. "-* presents a serious puzzle. The passage begins with an intr.

to a list of names such as begins in v. 7,but the only names which occur

here are those of the leaders Jes. and Zer. The passage as a whole is

senseless as it stands, note esp. v. *" after v. ". If we place Torrey's

discovered Dp^i before Jes. we have an amplified parall. Ezr. 3'. It

certainly improves the text greatly to substitute this clause for the

briefer statement in Ezr. 3'% then v. "" "" serves as a heading for the

genealogical list which follows. The added information about Zer.

fits into the building story admirably. Moreover, the account of the

migration in w. '-* paves the way for the statement of the settlement

in the province in Ezr. 270,cf.Ezr. 3*.

The dates in the section 2 "-4* are somewhat hard to reconcile. In

the first place, "seventh" month in 3
* is an error which got into our

text from the excerpted passage from Ne. The reconstructed text of

3* fixes the 1st month of the 2d year of Dar. as the date of building the

altar,and so of the assembly described in 31. In the same year in the

6th month, as the text should be (cf.on 3'-"), the foundation of the

temple was laid. We thus have a consistent scheme, although the

events described by this passage cover a much larger period than the

text suggests. The date is recorded for the beginning but not for the

ending.

270 Ne. T* = Esd. S45. The settlement of the returned

exiles in Judah. " We require the help of Esd. to get good

sense out of this verse, which by the omission or substitution

of one or two words is sadly confused. The originalwas: And

the priestsand the Levites and the singers and the porters and

some of the people were livingin Jerusalem and all Israel [were

living]in their villages.The passage then becomes of great

value in bearing witness to the conditions before the building

of the temple. The temple officers naturally clung to the holy

city,while all Israel (in contrast with the temple officers)sought

a refuge and a livelihood in the towns of the province,for Jeru-salem

was a desolation and offered no means of procuring a

living.

3I-* = Esd. S46*3. The building of the altar." 1. When

the seventh month was come]. This is the originaldate in Ne.,

but this assembly is fixed in the first month. The year is the
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second of Darius (Hg. i1'),not of the return under Cyrus."

The sons of Israel were in cities].These words have no place

here. Esd. has a fittingconnection rendering,the sons of Israel

being each occupiedin his own affairs,meaning that when the

assembly was called all the people were scattered over the

country working for their bread. The words are probably

accidentallyrepeated from the preceding verse. " The people].

Read with Ne. all the people;" as one man]. This may mean all

together,or as Esd. with one accord,for a common purpose; "

unto Jerusalem]. Ne. has a fuller text, unto the broad place
which is beforethe water gate, to which "8L prefixesJerusalem.

Esd. bringsthe assembly to the temple: unto the broad placeof
the firstporch towards the east. (The simpler text of Ezr. is

preferablehere.) But the temple was not yet built.

At this point the deuterograpb ends, each narrative now going its

own way, Ezr. to the temple-building,and Ne. to the reading of the

law.

2. Joshua] (orJeshua) is named the high priest,or the great

priest. It is the same person mentioned in 22, and he was a

prominent figurein the temple-buildingand the restoration of

the cult.

He is the first high priest in the list going down to the time of

Alexander the Great (Ne. 12" *")" Jes. is named firsthere, but in 21

3* 4' 5" Ne. 121 and throughout Hg., Zer. stands first. It is interesting

to note that in Hg. Zer. is evidently the more important of the two

(v.esp. 2"-"),while in Zc. he is only mentioned in 4,-|"as the builder

of the temple. Zer. is never given a title in Zc, while Hg. four times

calls him "the governor of Judah." Zc. again never names his father,

as Hg. does, though Zc. calls Jes. the son of Jehozadak. Jes. here

comes before us for the firsttime in action. We know nothing about

his forebears except the name of his father. He joinedZer. in a com-pany

returningfrom Bab. (2*Ne. 12'),and it may have been the second

largecompany. At all events, it was later than the return under Shes.

And his brethren the priests],Joshua is here put as one of the

priests,while the contemporary Haggai calls him high priest.

The Chronicler has not exalted the priesthoodas much as we

j
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should expect according to those who credit that worthy with

the production of the larger part of these books. " And they

built the altar]* So David built the altar on the temple moun-tain

long before the temple was erected (2 S. 24"). The pur-pose

for which the altar was built is to offersacrificesupon it].

The altar could be built in a very short 'time,and so the relig-ious

exercises could begin without waiting for the temple, which

it would take long to build. " The law of Moses] probably refers

only to Dt. here, not to the priestcode, nor to the complete

Pentateuch. Dt. was attributed to Moses, and it makes abun-dant

provision for the one altar and the sacrifices upon it."

Man of God] is a term applied to Moses, Dt. 331 Jos. 14* 1 Ch.

2314 2 Ch. 3016; to an angel,Ju. 136; to Samuel, 1 S. 9*;to Elijah,

1 K. 1718; to Elisha, 2 K. 47; to David, 2 Ch. 8" Ne. 12s4- M;

it is therefore a prophetic title. In the NT. it is applied to

Timothy, the discipleof Paul, 1 Tim. 611 2 Tim. 317.

3. This v. has been a sore puzzle to the interpreters. Sense cannot

be extorted from the text as it stands. ARV. renders "and they set

the altar upon its base; for fear was upon them because of the peoples

of the countries,and they offered burnt-offeringsthereon unto Jeho-vah,

even burnt-offeringsmorning and evening." But in the critical

part the Heb. runs, for in fear against them from the peoples of the lands.

Much stress is laid upon the longer text in Esd. 5": And certain men

gathered unto them out of the other nations of the land, and they erected

the altar upon its own place,because all the nations of the land were at

enmity with them, and oppressed them; and they offeredsacrificesaccord-ing

to the time, and burnt-offeringsto the Lord both morning and evening

(RV.). Various reconstructions of the text have been made on the

basis of this evidence, but it really confuses matters worse than ever;

for the hostile peoples here become the altar-builders;and "the peoples

of the land" is unnecessarily repeated. Moreover, while the state-ments

are amplified, there is nothing new exc. the hostile assembling

of the enemy. Torrey tried a modification and rendered his emended

text: "And some of the peoples of the land gathered themselves to-gether

against them; and when they perceived that they were come

with hostile purpose, they withstood them, and built the altar in its

place," etc. (Comp. u). The point is,therefore, that the returned Israel-ites

succeeded in building the altar in spite of the hostilityof their

* Jos. quotes Hecatcus's statement that the altar was 20 cubits square and 10 cubits high

(Smith, Jer. u,m).
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neighbours. This emendation I formerly accepted (SBOT.*); but it

does not touch the real difficulties,which arc two: (1) The altar was

already built,v. '; no one has attempted to explain the repetitionof the

altar-building;the words are slightlydifferent in Heb., it is true, lpyi

for ua'i, but the meaning is exactly the same. (2) There is great dif-ficulty

in bringing in at this point the terror of the neighbours. In

c. 4 these people come with a sincere and friendlyproposition to join

the Jews in rebuilding the temple. So forcible is this objection that

following Ew. various attempts have been made to show that the

passage means that these other peoples were in fear of the Jews, or of

their God. To say nothing of the impossibility of extracting this

rang, from any text whatever, the Jews were scarcely in a position to

inspiremuch terror among the neighbouring peoples.

There is one text of Esd. (Cod.B) which curiously has either been

overlooked or misunderstood. And this text is on the whole the best

Gk. version we have. Correcting this text on the basis of the corre-sponding

passage of the same version in Ezr. and making other slight

modifications,we get this striking result: for there were gathered unto

them some from other nations of the land; and they were well disposed

towards the altar,and they aided them, and they offeredsacrificesat Die

proper season and burnt-offeringsto Yakweh morning and evening. Zc.'s

vision (8*")was based on past history. The other peoples in Pales-tine

came forward and helped the feeble Jews in the rebuilding of the

altar,and thus we can understand their coming forward at a later

period (c.4) to render similar assistance in the rebuilding of the tem-ple.

As thus understood the fatal objections to our present text and

all the reconstructions are removed, and we have a most welcome

lighton the early relation of the Jews to their neighbours. One result

of the right understanding of the passage is indubitable evidence that

we have here a good historical source. The Chr. has worked over the

material until its sense was lost. But the evidence is important as

showing that he had something to go on in this part of his story. On

the oft-recurring"peoples of the land," v. on 4*.

4. And they kept the Feast of Booths]. "Booths" is better

than " tabernacles " of our versions. The latter term comes from

d through H
,
tabernaculum, which means lent. The booth was

made of branches from the trees (Lv. 2340).

This feast was of Canaanite origin,as it was observed by the Shech-

emites (Ju.9s7)* 1" the earliest law, the code of the covenant, it is called

the feast of the harvest, and it is to be kept at the end of the year (Ex.

23"). Dt. prescribes seven days for the festival,but leaves the date

as in the earlier code, making the important addition that the festival
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was to be kept at Jems. In P we find the date fixed as the 15th day

of the 7th month, the time is lengthened to eight days, and the whole

character of the festival is changed. The joyful harvest feast becomes

a solemn assembly for the offeringof sacrifices to Yahweh (Lv. 23"*"

Nu. 2o"-").

As it is written],Esd. adds in the law. The rest of the verse,

as Esd. shows, consists mostly of the Chronicler's amplificationof

a simple statement to make it harmonise with the feast as it

was observed in his own time. There is no ground for the con-tention

that the festival was kept in accordance with P (Chap-man,

DB, iv,6*9*).The originalsaid no more than that sac-rifices

were offered according to the custom (not "ordinance,"

as RV.). Sacrifices were offered at this feast in pre-exilicdays

(i K. 82 1 2s2)."As the duty of every day required;literally,the re-quirement

of each day in its day]. This is a gloss to make this

celebration agree with Nu. 29l2-"",where detailed offeringsare

prescribed for each of the eight days. The Chronicler, how-ever,

happily overlooked the fact that the text he worked over

so carefullyhad not stated that the feast was observed on the

15th day, and there is nothing to guarantee that it was kept in

the 7th month. Kosters regards the whole verse as an interpo-lation

(Wied.**). 5. And afterwardsthe continual burnt-offering].

This rule is first found in P (Ex. 29s8*")" Two yearling lambs

were offered, one in the morning, the other at evening. It

is the sacrifice called in v.
' the offeringsof the morning and

evening,and like that is due to the Chronicler. " And for the

new moons] i, e., offeringsfor the feasts of the New Moon. This

was an ancient festival,as we know from its observance by

the prophets (cf.1 S. 206 2 K. 4M). On that day no business

was transacted (Am. 85). In the law it finds place only in P,

where there are abundant regulations(Ex. 4b2- l7 Nu. io10 2811-15

296)." And for all the holy seasons of Yahweh], The list of these

is given in Lv. 23, Sabbath, Passover, Weeks, Trumpets, Atone-ment,

Booths. The Sabbath and the New Moon were early

festivals (2 K. 4" Am. 85). To these are added "the sacred

seasons" in Is. i14 as the general name for feasts other than New

Moon and Sabbath. The passage, therefore,is in harmony
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with pre-exilicusage. 5b-6. And of every one thai willingly

offereda free-willofferingunto Yahweh. In ^ this passage is

without antecedent or consequent. As it stands we should

have to translate and for every one, etc., a manifest absurdity.

We get good sense by connecting with the following verse as

in Esd., And every one who made a vow to Yahweh, from the new

moon of the firstmonth, he began to offersacrificesto God. Vows

had been made by the people, as for a safe journey back to

Judah, for a prosperous year, but there had been no opportu-nity

to pay these vows until the altar was set up. Now it was

possibleto discharge these obligations. That is,we have here

underneath the confusion of the Chronicler a clear trace of the

re-establishment of the religiouslife of the community, though

on rather simple lines.

The events described cover a period of several months, from the

7th month of one year to the early part of the year following. As

v. " stands in Heb. it is a restrospectivestatement. The people began

the routine of the regular offeringson the ist day of the 7th month.

As that statement requires us to suppose that the assembly gathered,

the altar was rebuilt,and offeringsmade all on one day, it is manifest

that the chron. scheme is impracticable.

70. A comparison of the three texts is enlightening here:

Ne. And the pr. and the Lev.

Ezr. And the pr. and the Lev. and some of the people

Esd. And the pr. and the Lev. and some of the people

Ne. and the porters and the singersand some of the

Ezr. and the singersand the porters

Esd. were livingin Jerus. and in the country, but the

Ne. people and the Neth. and all Israel were living

Ezr. and the Neth.

Esd. singersand the porters and all Israel in

Ne. in their cities

Ezr. in their cities,and all Israel in their cities

Esd. their villages.

The Heb. texts are both impossible. Sense could be secured by

omitting ojfhdi, but then the statement would be pointless,as all the

people would abide in the same place. If we turn to Esd. and per-ceive

that xal tq x""9? is a gl.,prob. inserted from ^ onnpa (3 Esd. has

regfonin both places),we get excellent sense and the very statement
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necessary, as this v. goes back to Esd. 51-',and describes the firststep

after reaching Judah. The pr. the Lev. and a few of the people set-tled

in Jerus.;the singersand the porters and the rest of Israel turned

to the more promising life in and around the country villages. But

it is not necessary to depart so far from MT. In Ne. v. " we note that

onnya is not repeated. If we substitute the necessary oSen-^a for

D'jrum we have a good text, and exc. for the transposition of singers

and porters exactly what we have in Esd.

III. 1. jw] is used nowhere else of the coming of time; but as the

Hiph. has this meaning we should prob. point yw as Is. 67. " anpa] Ne.

onnpa, so " h ic6Xtatv afrcuv. The phrase "the sons of Israel were

in their villages" is of peculiar difficultyhere, as the passage is un-doubtedly

connected closely with 2" and the repetitionis awkward.

We might connect 2" closely with Esd. s1*1 and presuppose a full

break in a paragraph, or supply a word, the sons of Israel being stillin

their villages,i. e., up to the 7th month the people had not come to

Jerus. Esd.,however, offers an alternative; in that text (5**)we find xal

8vtci"v t"v uUov 'IopdriQXfadcorou h toi; C8(oi". So 3 Esd., cumque essent

filiiIsrael unusquisque in suis rebus,the sons of Israel each being occu-pied

with his own affairs,i. e., with the gaining of a livelihood. This

gives a satisfactorysense, and we must either adopt this reading, or

suppose the clause to be an accidental repetition from 2". As the

subj. of "gathered" is expressed, and as this clause reallybreaks the

connection of the 7th month and the assembling of the people, the

latter is preferable. In a MS. of (" (in Ne.) the coming of the 7th

month follows the statement that the sons of Israel were in their cities.

" 2. op*i]is sg., but following vb. is pi. The first vb. is sg. on account

of close connection with jjw\ " Saan?] is a Bab. name (v.my note in

Poly. Bib. Ezr.-Nek.u). Some, indeed, make it Heb. Vaajjnj,"begotten
in Bab." But it is now generally explained as ziru Babili, "seed of

Bab." (Mey. Ent.7,Sieg.on 2"). In our sources and in Hg. he is called

the son of Shealtiel,but in 1 Ch. 3", son of Pedaiah the grandson of

King Jehoiakim. But Pedaiah had several brothers, among whom

we find Shenazar (= Shes., v. s. on i") and Shealtiel,the latter being

Zer.'s uncle. Either the Chr. has confused the names, or Zer. was

brought up by his uncle and thus became known as his son. " SmtiSkc].

In Hg. i" " 28 *S*. 6 2aXo6iTjX ("I have asked of God")." vnm"]

is difficult;"BB lacks part of the v., 1
. e., the pr. and Zer. the son of

Shealtiel and his brethren,but a copyist has jumped over the words

on account of the repeated i"eX?o(. The word can only be used here

in a general sense of the laity. In our books it has much the same mng.

as Aram, nua "associates," men of the same class. " mm] meant in

the earlier literature the oral word of Yah web, esp. by the mouth of

the prophet; it is there almost equiv. to teaching; here it has the later

sense of the written law.
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3. Rarely have we so much to choose from in determining a text,

both from ancient Vrss. and from modern conjecture. All agree that

MT. is impossible and there agreement ends. The basis of most efforts

at restoration is Esd.L (5*), here rendered into Heb. for easy com-parison

with MT.

TOp-Va l*oi orrSp no^K3 o irwao Sy naton iran f i*n 'd?d ornSp wapn

.aiySiyaS tniSn nyrvb niSyi npioa o^na? ivSpiiSjm iprnn^i ?"wn

The underlined and the bracketed parts represent MT.; it appears

thus that Esd. contains all of MT. with one significantadditional

clause at the beginning. This is virtuallythe text accepted by Guthe,

but instead of clearing up the difficultyit only adds to the confusion.

Torrey worked on somewhat freer lines,with this result,so far as it dif-fers

from the above: wan ipmn'i on^Syna^iea "a wan (pomp.1*). Torrey

isobliged to translate his text with much freedom. Haupt says forcibly

that on this reconstruction we should rd. on^Sj?na"io wa *a (SBOT.").

Various slight modifications have been proposed. Ryle omits prep.

0 before *cp and so gets: "for the people of the countries were a terror

to them." Van Hoonacker regards too as an Aram, word: "they

established the altar upon its bases; for a bamah was found above,

erected by the care of the peoples of the land" (Restaur.1**).In jus-tification

he says: "The cult had not been suppressed, but the altar

where it had been celebrated was a sacrilegiousaltar." Zillessen

proposed pun -"cj?a dtiSk pd*k v" (ZAW. iooV"), but this lacks any

textual support.

The attempts to reconstruct the text on the basis of Esd. all work

on the easier text of L. When we turn to B
we note some significant

variations. That text runs: xocl txiauvfcOrpacvafrcolc ix tcov 5XXa"v

iOvcov TTj; fijc xatl xarrupOcbOTjaacv6x1 xb Ouatacarfiptovi%\ tou t6xou

acfc"v Sti fa S^Op? fjaav auToU xarrfaxuaav autous x"v?ai t" IOvijtA

ixl Tfj"; yfj";* xal drv"$epov Ouata; xorcd t6v xatpbv xal 6Xoxaur""(iaTGt

xupbp xb xpuevfev xal zh 8etXtv6v. This "hould be rendered somewhat

differentlyfrom the prevalent translations,thus: And there were gathered

to them some from all the other peoplesof the land, and they were favorably

disposed towards the altar [upon its place,for they were at enmity with

them] so that all the peoples which were in the country helped them and

theyofferedsacrificesaccordingto the season, and burnt-offeringsto Yahweh

morning and evening. At the start afcolc represents ornSp in the sense

of wvSn, so that the gathering is friendly not hostile (cf.Esd. 9*).

From this text we cannot extort
" they erected the altar on its base."

The vb. x"rr"i"p8"""0T}"javrepresents w in Mi. 7* Ps. 1191" Pr. 2T- " 1411,

and followed by Ixl must be rendered as above. Xarfoxuaav might

mean overpowered, but followed by ace. we find it standing for ntp in

1 Ch. is" 2 Ch. 1410. Putting into Heb. the parts not in brackets we

have: pun 'Dp Sa onrjn narnn Sk rwi onnnn pan *djjd DrvS* nap'i

.aV?i yaS nwS mSjn npa omar f"pi
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To demonstrate in the usual way how this grew out of our present

text by slightchanges here and there is beyond the critic's art; but to

show how this statement was reduced to the confusion we now have is

not so hard. The idea that the altar was built with the aid of the

peoples in Palestine was intolerable to the people who had drunk deeply

of the spiritof Ezra. By a few strokes of the pen that friendly aid

has been changed to a fear. The text of Esd. has been corrected from

MT. by putting in the new parts, but where they make no sense.
L has

worked over the passage and made it intelligiblebut entirely wrong.

It is possibleto put the substance of the passage in still closer con-formity

to MT.: V?jwonrjn narDn-Sn vwwi nwwn 'opo orvSp nnn wa ^a.

We might go a little further in our reconstruction, reading Kt. Spi

(supported by "fcBA). Connecting then with v.
* we get this clear sense:

And Jes.
. . .

got ready and they built the altar of the God of Israel to

offerburnt-ojferingsupon it
. . .

for there were gathered unto them some of
the peoplesof the lands

,
and they were well disposed towards the altar,and

they helped them, and he [Jes.]offeredupon it,etc. Comparing emended

text (i) with MT. (2) we have:

.mm!? niSp i^SjjSjm omSp naton nam rumen *ojm omSp hdh wa ^a ""

.mmS roSpvSp Sj?mmjiao Sy naton iran rwwn "dj;d omSp no^Ka "a ""

This reconstruction is as near to the originalas practicable to pre-serve

the sense. The changes are not very great after the clauses are

transposed. The rest of v., "offerings morning and evening/' is a

later gl.; for the originalwriter would not have repeated mS;. More-over,

this passage describes the first offering made upon the newly

erected altar,whereas our text betrays the later point of view in bring-ing

in the regular establishment. The daily offeringis described in v. '.

4. riSjn].So we should rd. with all texts of ""; Esd. lacks ncDDa

and lDva uv nan.
L further lacks ova uv, having only bdpd3 nSp. Since

"offerings'1lacks a governing vb. it may be that the whole clause was

lacking in the originaltext. At all events, the clumsy hand of the Chr.

is apparent in the glosses." 5. riSjj].With "" rd. pi.as in v. 4." mnaerS]

a word added in Esd. 5". The Chr. is fond of combining sabbaths,

new moons, and holy seasons (1 Ch. 23" 2 Ch. 2* 8" 31s Ne. 10", so Ez.

45")." "W*] is lacking in ifc8*. It is better to om. the redundant

ronpon. Elsw. we find mm njnn, Lv. 23 (41.)2 Ch. 2*, or onjnn alone.

" ron] is added by the Chr. to bring the passage up to date. The

intr. of this word has made the passage quite ungrammatical, requiring

the addition of "offerings" as in RV. As so often happens, Esd. pre-serves

both the originaland the substitution. " nana anjnnn SaSi]Esd. 5"

mcl 5c" tCSovro t"xtv "" "nj nnjn-Sai a far better text. "
e"nnS inn ovd

ipavn] Esd. dx" Tffc voutMQvfoc toG xpc"rou (ii]v6";(AL if"6{iou)=* ^fhno

"mien rnnS,a correction by the Chr. to agree with the idea of v. * that

all these things happened in the 7th month. But as he has here the

xst day of that month, his chronology is impossible.
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6h-4a is a pretty complete parallelto the Aram, story of the rebuild-ing

of the temple, c 5, 6. We have in both places the actual building,

the appearance of the neighbouring peoples, and the dedication. The

greatest divergence is in connection with the foreigners,for in one case

the neighbours came with an offer of assistance,while in the other they

came for investigation. There is a strikingparallelin the fact that in

both cases the Jews appealed to the edict of Cy. (4s5"). The recon-structed

text shows that the originalwas a true parallel. But the Chr.

made sad havoc of his sources. He had a conviction, which may have

been based on a tradition explainingthe long delay in the restoration

of the temple, that the interference of the enemy was effective for sev-eral

years, and he has modified the sources accordingly. But such

effective interference is unknown both in the contemporary prophets

Hg. and Zc.,and in the Aram, account, for 5" is surely a gl.by the Chr.,

since it would be strange for interference to begin after the work had

gone on for fifteen years, and according to 5s they began to build the

house of God.

As the Chr.'s editing is so conspicuous throughout, it is evident that

before his time there was a Heb. account of the rebuilding of the tem-ple.

The Chr. could not be author and editor too, esp. since the ed-itor

changed the whole significanceof the story. The recognition of

the originalcharacter of the passage disposesof Kost.'s assertion that

w. """ are unhistorical.

6*-l"P. The temple is rebuilt
."

6b, Now the temple of

Yakweh was not yet begun]. This begins a new section, yet

EV\ separate from preceding only by a colon. The awkward

paraphrase in our Vrss. "

"
the foundation of the temple of Je-hovah

was not yet laid" " is unnecessary. The words describe

the condition at the time indicated in w. u**, and they lead us

to expect another step, and we are not disappointed." 7. And

they paid money to the quarrymen and stonecutters]."tL reads,

he paid, i. e., Zerubbabel. The workmen named here are not

masons and carpenters as EV*., but the two classes of stone-

workers: those who did the wood- work are named further on.

These were men working in the quarries near the temple site,

perhaps in the ruin-heaps of the old temple, and were paid

wages. " And food and drink and oil to the Sidonians and to the

Tyrians]. These were not paid in cash, but in subsistence. Ac-cording

to 2 Ch. 29 Solomon agreed to give to the Phoenician car-penters

who prepared the timber for the first temple wheat, bar-
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ley,wine, and oil;but 'in i K. 5" only wheat and oil are named.

The present builders are following the modus operandi of their

famous predecessor,or this account is coloured by the Chroni-cler's

version of the early event. The Phoenicians were famous

for dressing timber (1 K. 5")." To bring cedar timbers from the

Lebanon unto the sea at J op pa]. This follows closelythe Chron-icler's

story also (2 Ch. 215). In 1 K. 5M the place where the

timbers were delivered is not mentioned. Joppa is on the coast

north-west of Jerusalem and is the natural port of entry. The

Phoenicians were to bring the timbers down the coast, the Jews

naturallybeing inexpert in that kind of service. Hg. probably

refers to Lebanon in i8 (Mitchell,in loc). Marti thinks refer-ence

to the hills of Judah (Dodekapr.)." According to the per-mit

of Cyrus, king of Persia, in their favor]. Happily para-phrased

in H: "as Cyrus
. . .

had directed them." This would

naturallyimply that the grant of Cyrus referred to the securing

of timber from the Lebanon, and royal sanction would be neces-sary,

as that range was now under the control of Persia.

In the decree of 1*-4 nothing is said of timber, but in 64 this material

is named, though only in connection with the specificationsfor build-ing.

Therefore we are driven to a freer interpretation:Cy. authorised

the construction of the temple, and that warrant carries with it by

implication the right to procure the materials wherever they may be

found. The implication is that we are still in the reign of Cy., though

the words will permit a later date. The phrase may be a note by the

Chr. to support his theory that these events fell in the reign of Cy. But

it is permissible to suppose that the terms of Cy.'s decree would hold

in the time of Dar. Another possibilityis that the Chr. substituted

Cy. for Dar. for the latter gave such a decree (cf.Esd. 4" and note at

beginning of this c). Therefore we need not be disturbed by the state-ment

that Cy. had not authority to give such a permit because Cam-

byses was the first to control the west country (Justi,Gesch. Iron."*).

8-MF. The text in part is scarcely intelligible;it runs (8)

And in the 2d year of their coming to the house of God at

Jerusalem, in the 2d month, Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel and

Jeshua the son of Jozadak and the rest of their brethren,the priests

and the Levites,and all who had come from the captivityto Jerusa-lem

began" and they appointed the Levites from twenty years old
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and upward to superintend the work of the house of Yakweh. (o)

And Jeshua, his sons and his brethren,Kadmiel and his sons the

sons of Judah, stood up with one accord to superintend the work-men

at the house of God, the sons of Henadad, their sons and their

brethren the Levites. (10) And the builders began the temple of

Yakweh. In this text we notice a sentence that is never fin-ished,

v. *; Zerubbabel et al. began something, but we are not

told what they began, or what the result was. We have two

distinct statements about superintendence, in one place of the

Levites, in the other of Jeshua. Finally we learn that the build-ers

began or laid the foundations of the temple, but it goes no

further. Esd. shows duplication after MT., but it contains

three clear statements: (1) Zerubbabel et al. laid the founda-tion

of the temple in the 2d year of the return (or of Darius) ;

(2) Jeshua and other Levites served as superintendents of the

building (or as chief workmen) ; (3) the temple of Yahweh was

building at this time, not merely the foundations, but the

structure. So in 41 the Samaritans heard that the Jews were

building a temple. Torrey sees that Esd. has the true reading

(Comp.bb),but he does not apparently recognise its full sig-nificance.

The passage may be reconstructed with the help of Esd. so

that it tells a surprisingand clear story of the work on the tem-ple,

advanced to completion, or certainlybeyond anything sug-gested

in MT. The revised text, which in its essential features

is justifiedin the notes, is rendered thus: And in the 2d year

of Darius, in the 6th month, Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel

and Jeshua the son of Jozadak and their brethren,and the priests
,

the Levites,and all (others)who had come in from the captivity

to Jerusalem began and laid the foundation of the house of God.

On the 1st day of the 2d month of the 2d year of their coming

to Judah and Jerusalem, then they appointed the Levites of twenty

years and upward for the work on the house of Yahweh; then arose

Jeshua and Bani and Ahijah and Kadmiel, the sons of Hodaviah

and the sons of Henadad their sons and their brothers,all the Le-vites

doing the work on the house of God, and the builders were

erectingthe temple of Yahweh.
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Unto the house ofGod in v. * is a gl.of the Chr. showing bis tendency

to anachronism; the sequence to their coming is "to Jerus." The im-portant

date, the 2d year of Dar., is found in "sd.L and is doubtless

correct. Virtually all interpreters have explained this note of time

as being'the 2d year of the return under Shes.,538 B.C. But neither

Zer. nor Jes. was in that party, and it is certain that the temple was

not begun at that time. We have here further the important fact

indirectlydisclosed that there was a large migration to Judah in the

1st year of the reign of Dar., a fact inferred from Esd. 51-*. The dates

are given with the particularitycharacteristic of the time, as in Hg.,

firstby the king's reign,and then by the sojourn in Jerus. That two

dates were in the originalis suggested by the separation of the year

and month by several intervening words. The later law of P made

thirty years (instead of the twenty years in text) the age for the Lev.

to begin their holy service (Nu. 4'- "" *"- ", but twenty-five years in

8M). The Chr. has both thirtyyears (1 Ch. 23')and twenty (ib.v. ").

The passage may be due to the Chr.'s efforts to make history conform

to law. In regard to Jes. and Bani, no reconstruction of the hopeless

confusion inspires much confidence. But as "their sons and their

brethren" (v."),are comprehensive, we may suspect that in the bewil-dering

mass of sons and brothers preceding we have corrupted proper

names.

Erecting is a contribution from Esd., but in spite of its significance

it has generally been ignored by commentators. Yet it might have

been inferred from the fact that those who had seen the old temple

were disappointed at the new one, v. ". If nothing had been done

but laying the foundation, such a comparison with the Solomonic tem-ple

would have been impossible. It is true that the celebration (v.")

might have come after the foundations were laid,at least arguing from

the modern ceremonious laying of corner-stones; but it would surely

be more suitable at a time when the temple was well under way. The

"builders" are identified with the Phoenicians (Berth, et al.)9but that

can scarcelybe the case, for these were designated to prepare the ma-terials

in the mountains, while the Jews themselves, or the hired work-men

named in v. r, did the building. The term is comprehensive, and

covers all who were engaged in the big task.

A vexing problem is the work of the Lev. The term nanSo does mean

"worship" (v.on 2")" and Mey. seems to insist that it has that sense

throughout. But his contention ignores the use of the term in Hg. 1",

"they did the work on the house of Yahweh," where "work" certainly
refers to the building operations. If the meaning "worship" were in-sisted

on, we should have to regard a large part of this passage as an

addition by the Chr., who strove hard enough to make it fithis theory.

There is no good reason though to doubt that the pr. and the Lev. did

much. o( the building. Certain classes of skilled labourers were en-
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gaged in cutting timber and stones (v.')" But there was a vast amount

of labour which pr. could do as well as laymen. In Ne. 3, pr. took a

conspicuous part in the rebuilding of the wall. But there the Chr. has

tried to obscure the correct meaning (v.i. 3O; and he has presumably
done the same thing here.

6b. Syn]. As. ekallu,"palace" or "temple," prob. from Accadian

e-gal,"big house." In Heb. it means "palace" or, oftener,"temple."

As a rule,it stands alone for "temple," and is equiv. to nvi" no, which

d reads here okoc xupfou. Subj. precedes vb. to mark a circumstantial

clause (Hair.Syn. " "")"" id*] means "lay a foundation" in 1 K 5", but

"repair" or "restore" in 2 Ch. 24" Is. 44". The latter is completely

parall.our passage: "saying to Jerus.,thou shalt be rebuilt,and to the

temple (reading as Kt. S^nSi) thou shalt be restored." Laying the

foundation as EV*. is not the idea of our passage; "begun" is the

right sense, and that use is found, e. g.y in Hg. 2" Zc. 4* 8*. Esd. ren-ders

"$%o86turro,"built." " 7. O'axn] means hewers. It signifies"stone-cutter"

in 1 Ch. 22", but that is a loose use. We find as obj. "copper"

Dt 8% "cisterns" Dt. 6" Ne. 9", "sepulchre" Is. 22", "wine-fat" Is.

5*. In 1 K. 5" (EV. 5") via axn = "digging stone in the mountain";

so here the proper mng. is "quarrymen." " cwvi] "= cutters of wood,

metal, or stone, generally with a genitive to define exactly. In 1

Ch. 22" there is fjn pn ^enn, "cutters of stone and timber." The

proper mng. here is not "carpenters,"since those are named later,but

"stonecutters," those who dressed the quarried stone. " id"] Esd.B 5"

X"poc = nriDP, which might stand for whatever they pleasedto ask. V

cum gaudio. Esd. 5" adds after Lebanon to transport it by rafts,a

reflection of the older story, 1 K. 5". " o"] Esd. Xipiva and so to the

harbor of Joppa. " \wn] a. X. "*BA ixixc"pipiv,yvc"nij";L(decree),Esd.

xh xp6ororf(tat" ypx?iv, " the written order." V decretum quod scriptum

erat. This may represent anaa weh (cf.Dn. 10"). The mng. of t*"n

"permit" is established by the Vrss.,'the context and by the cog.

languages.

8-10*. The textual problem in this passage is one of the most dif-ficult

in even this perplexing book. We note firstthat nuS, a favourite

word of the Chr., is lacking in "fcB v. " and in dBA v. *; as it is wanting in

Esd.8*, it may safely be discarded from the original, irwa v. " is not

found in if** and also should be omitted. But these minor details do

not relieve the passage of its almost hopeless confusion. The Chr.

might think that the establishment of Levitical duties was important

enough for all the preliminary notice in v. ",but Zer. may have deemed

the temple-building as a more vital matter. Esd. does make the work

on the temple the prominent subj.; and his suggestion must be fol-lowed

to extract order out of this chaos. The proposed text contains

ajl that we have in Heb., but in a different order and with some addi-
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tions and variations. Any reconstruction must aim at good sense, and

make the passage a connecting link between v.
7 and c. 4. Combining

the two texts where necessary, the following is proposed: n^pn njsoi

onSn o^jnam orvnio pixv-p jnw'i SionSNtf-jaSaa*v iSnn wry cnna e"v-nS

n^"n ?wS wn p-inS inN ova oviSkh n^a-nw non oS"n'S opriD o^nan-Sai

-n*a HaaSo-Sp nSpoi njsp o^"y jaD dmSh-dk rPDjm dSpwSi mirnS okuS

o^SrrSa orvriNi on^a -hm *:ai nmn *ja SioDipi nvitn ^31 jnen idp^ ron*

.nin* Sa^n-nM o^jan ^3*1 DTiSien rvaa PanSon *wg

'Ext Aapcfou is from Esd.L $". This year agrees with Hg. i". " wn]

both MT. and "" in all texts rd. 'J"n. I have ventured to substitute

"sixth" from Hg. i". It is not unlikely that the original author of

this piece took his whole date from Hg., where we have: "in the 2d

year of Dar. the king, in the 6th month, on the 1st day of the month."

" ^Snn]a peculiar and impossible use of this vb. in MT., for it requires

another dependent upon it. Esd. supplies the necessary sequence. A

somewhat similar use is found in 2 Cb. 20" and Dt. 2U: "begin, pos-sess."

So here they began and laid the foundation, i. e.} laid the foun-dation

as the first step." Esd.BA 5" has a longer list of Levitical work-men,

adding to those in Heb. ol ulol TrpoG 'H^a8a(3oGv, unless this

stands for nja 'ja, which I suspect to be the case. There is also ElXt-

aSouv (= iwSk, "El judges"). It seems quite necessary to convert

wwi vja into n. p., for the final "their sons and their brothers" refers

comprehensively to all the names in the list." "oa]occurs frequently in

the Levitical lists." The double date is explicableon the ground that

we have two stages of the work. In the 6th month of the 2d year of

Dar. the work of rebuilding began by laying the foundations. In the

6th month, the work not progressing fast enough, the pr. and Lev. were

set to the task.

To go back to our reconstructed text once more, it will be noted

that the main difference between MT. and Esd. is the clause -pm non

D^nSun no. But MT. has 'n-n"a in v. ", where it does not belong,

and it has no^i v. l0,where ua^i is required by the connection and by

the Esd. text. I suspect that the required word is concealed in o*jan,

where ol olxoSoywi of Esd. may be a correction. MT. first suffered

from dropping out a clause bodily, easilyexplained on account of the

repeated date, then the text was further modified to make what was

left as reasonable as possible.

Even in this reconstruction there is evidence of the Chr.'s amplifica-tion.

Hg. addressed the temple-builders as Zer. Jes. and "all the peo-ple

of the land," exactly what [we have here, though we have a great

deal more. To reduce it to the Chr.'s source is a mere matter of con-jecture,

but the followingis a fairlysafe hazard: "And in the 2d year

of Dar. in the 6th month, Zer. the son of Shealtiel and Jes. the son of

Jozadak, and all who had come to Jerus. from the captivity began and

laid the foundations of the house of God. And in the 1st day of the
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ad month of their coming to Jems, they put the Lev. from twenty yean

and upward at the work of the house of God. And they were building

the temple of Yahweh."

The one point assured is that in this passage we have a description
of the layingof the foundations and the partialcompletion of the build-ing.

Jos. says specificallythat the celebration described in iob-i3

occurred when "the temple was finished" {Ant. xi,4, 2).

10^-13. The celebration. " This passage originallycontained

an account of the dedication of the temple."
l(f

.
Not they

"set the priests"(EV*.),but the priestsstood. Nor is it right

to render "in their apparel/' though supported by BDB. and

Ges.B,meaning in their vestments, but furnished with trum-pets.

The trumpet or clarion is the straight trumpet (Br.

/"5 ixxviii)ju distinction from the crooked ram's horn. It is

described as "a long, straight,slender metal tube with flaring

end" (BDB. Benz. Arch.", DB. iii,"*,where there is a cut

from the arch of Titus). This was particularlythe instru-ment

of the priest(Ne. io8) and was used to call an assembly

(Ne. 10^),to sound an alarm (2 Ch. 131* 14),and to celebrate

any joyfuloccasion (1 Ch. 166)." The Lewies the sons ofAsaph].

In 241 the sons of Asaph are singers. The reference is to

that part of the order of Levites whose office was to furnish

music Not all Levites were sons of Asaph, but that term

includes the musical class. The use of this expressionproba-bly

shows a different source from 241." With cymbals]. This is

parallelwith the preceding clause, a word being understood,

*. e., the Levites furnished with cymbals. Cymbals only in Ch.-

Ezr.-Ne. and 2 S. 6s Ps. 150s, but in the Ps. a different Hebrew

word is used. According to 1 Ch. 15" cymbals were made of

brass. The cymbals were for the Levites or sons of Asaph as

distinctlyas the trumpet was for the priests. They are often

coupled with psalteriesand harps, and are used to accompany

the singers. They seemed to have been esteemed for the loud

noise they made (1 Ch. 15")." Afterthe order of David (literally,

by the hands of David)]. This is a characteristic note of the

Chronicler. He naturally ascribes the Levitical use of musical

instruments to David (2 Ch. 29*1f)." 11, And theyanswered in

their praise].That is,they sang responsively.The words which
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follow are not, however, the praisesong which was sung, but

only the refrain which served as the response; therefore we

might render: they praised with the response. It is difficult

to think that a refrain which was so great a favourite with the

Chronicler was quoted here in a mutilated form, therefore we

should almost certainlyread:

Give thanks to Yahweh, for he is good;

For his mercy is for everlasting.

This chorus is found in Ps. 1061 1361 1 Ch. i6M 2 Ch. 5" 78."

Towards Israeliwould then have to be regarded as a glossadded

by one who did not see the poeticalquotation and who deemed

it necessary to point the application. In any case the connec-tion

is awkward. Esd. felt the difficultyand rendered freely:

forhis goodness and glory are eternal towards all Israel. " Now all

the people shouted with a great shout]. The unusual order, the

subject preceding the verb, marks a concomitant circumstance.

While the priestswere blowing the trumpets and the Levites

were playing the cymbals and singing,the mass of the people

broke out with triumphant cries." Because the house of Yahweh

was begun]. Better with Esd. because the house of Yahweh was

building. The Jews were not wont to celebrate the beginning

of a building operation,but its completion.

Ace. to the text we have judged to be the most original(v.s.)tthe

foundation had been laid some time before, and at this period the

building was well under way. No great stress can be laid upon the

event, however, for the hand of the Chr. is conspicuous, and he was a

far better idealist than historian. It may be that Esd. preserves a note

of an originalstory when it says, all the people blew the trumpets and

shouted. The whole population participated,making the demonstra-tion

more democratic than MT. suggests.

12. Many of the priestsand Levites],Esd. here as in other

places omits the conjunction and thus preserves the deutero

nomic expression the prieststhe Levites. This is an important

reading, and it is quite possiblethat the sharp distinction be-tween

priestand Levite belongs to a later period than the early

post-exilic,and was put back into this period by the Chronicler.

" The elders]in our text is in explanatory opposition with heads
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of dans
j

but in "8L it is separated by a conjunction and thus

made a separate class. That is an error, for the elders are not

here an official body, but the old people of all classes. " Who

had seen the former house],that is,the temple of Solomon which

had been destroyed by the Babylonians in 587.

RV. continues, "when the foundation of this house was laid before

their eyes"; but this is a desperate expedient to extract sense from an

unintelligibletext. The Heb. will not yield that mng. by any possible

straining. The words "when its foundations were laid'1 refer not to

the new temple, but to the temple of Solomon! Manifestly no one liv-ing

could have survived from Solomon's time, and the text is impossible.

The next clause is no better: now the house in their eyes has no con-nection

fore or aft. Hg. 2* throws important lighton the passage both

for interpretationand date: "Who is there surviving among you that

saw this house in its former splendor? And what do you see it now?

Is it not of small account in your eyes?" The prophet saw that some

of the old people by making the invidious comparison were discouraging

the builders (cf.Hal"vy, Rev. Sem. xv,*M). These words were spoken

by Hg. when the work on the temple was well under way. Kost. holds

that the Chr. excerpted the passage from the prophet, changing terms

to suit himself (Wied.11). Esd. has a somewhat confused text, but

it easilyyields an intelligiblemng.:' Some of the pr. et al.thaving seen

the former house, came to this building with crying and great weeping.

The idea is the same: the wailing was due to the comparative insignifi-cance

of the temple that was now erecting. But that rendering pre-supposes

a different text. Possibly the corruption was due to the

misconception about the chronology. It might serve to make a slight

change in the pointing and render: the old people who had seen the

former house in its place,this was the house in their eyes.
" This " refers

to the old temple, and the mng. would be that in their conception

that building was the proper temple, and the new and insignificant

structure a cause for weeping rather than rejoicing. But the cor-ruption

is prob. deeper. In v.
b

our text yields no sense, it runs lit.,

many with a shout with joy to raise the voice. RV., "many shouted

aloud for joy," is paraphrastic and unmindful of originaltext. The n.

"shout" must be changed to a vb., as RV. in fact does. In contrast

to the old people who were weeping, many (others)shouted joyfully,

in order to make a noise so as to drown out the weeping.

13. But the people could not distinguishthe sound of the joyful

shoutingfrom the sound ofweeping. Of the people follows in the

text, but after "JB it should be omitted; otherwise "people"
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would be used in this v. three times and in each case referring

to a different group. The passage means that the efforts of

the younger element were not successful in smothering the

weeping of the old people. Esd. 5W reads: so that the people

could not hear the sound of the trumpets an account of the weeping

of the people. That makes very good sense and paves the way

for the following clause, therefore(notfor) the multitude trum-peted

loudly so that it was heard afar],i. e.f they redoubled their

efforts to silence the wallers,so that the noise was heard at a

great distance. On the whole, the celebration was decidedly

unique. The priestsblew the trumpets, the Levites played the

cymbals and sang; the old people wept and the younger ones

shouted joyfullyand trumpeted loudly,so that the noise of the

tumult of sounds carried to a great distance.

10b. Following " we should rd. nnr\ a reading found in some Heb.

mss., as it is better to take pr. et al. as subj. rather than obj."
q"psSd

nnxxna] is to be rendered "equipped with clarions.11 "aS does mean

put on clothing,but it is an easy transition to "furnish" or "equip."

Esd.BA has i"rcd (ioucixuv xa\ aaXxif fwv, 3 Esd. habentes stolas cum

tubis." o^rtooa] lacking in "iB. Esd. has ixovre? Td x6jipaXa. This

word is used only in Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. Another form is o^xVx (2 S. 6"

Ps. 150'). It is scarcely correct to say that one form is earlier than

the other (BDB.), as the evidence is too scanty. " mj Esd. 5" reads

e"Xoyouvrec (nmnS) and connects S? with vii, praising accordingto

David the king of Israel,unless,indeed, they rd. n* as a vb. in Qal with

a sense assigned only to the Hiph. " 11. w] Esd. Ifc"vtjoov,3 Esd. et

caniabanl canticun Domino. " 'aw *a] Esd. 5" 8ti ^ xptjot6ti}";afrcoG

xacl ^ 86?a; also xovrl 'IapcrfjX= Smen-SaS. The passage is plainly a

corruption of a favourite refrain found in Ps. io6" 1361 1 Ch. i6"" 2 Ch.

5" 7", 1. e.t non oSipS "a aio-o nvuS wn. " ojjn-Sai].The subj. precedes

vb. to mark the circumstantial clause. " wn-"1]"fcBio^uzivov,L f)X"Xa"ov,

Esd. ia"Xxtaav xat ip6ijaav,3 Esd. tuba cecinerunt et proclamerunt." npnr]

d fd)v^v or 9""v^L = Sip." iDin] ""P* OeiieXutoec = iDin. But Esd. has

lipase = o*pn, 3 Esd. in suscitatione. " 12. man n? nD'a] Sieg.explains

the sf. as anticipatory of non, very dub. Ges.* m regards 'an n? as

a txt. err. for nrn ivan. Van Hoonacker dismisses the clause as an

Aramaism (Zorob.19*).On the basis of Esd., Guthe adjudges non a

gl. to which Haupt adds nr (SBOT. in loc.). But o?xo8oti^v in Esd.

may stand for no. The word surely wanting in Esd. is on^pa. It is

prob. that Esd. understood id* here, as in previous cases, as having the

sense of nja. The rest of the passage also is quite different in Esd., xat
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xoXXol 8td aaikxlTfw vjxi xapdk H*T^D TT5 ?*""vd, 3 Esd., ef mulii cum

tubis et gaudio magno. The obscurity of the texts is very great. There

is a certain similarity in MT. to Hg. 2" and also to Esd. We may,

however, extract possible sense by disregarding accents, omitting the

sf
.,

and treating nr as an enclitic : when this house was building before

their eyes.

Yet that result is not entirelysatisfactory. What we should expect

is something like: "because the house now was mean in their eyes, they

wept with a loud voice." It may be quite surely said that orvrpa in-dicates

that there preceded some words describing how the new build-ing

appeared to those who compared it with the old. No present text

suggests a suitable word. By substituting opca in the sense of Ps.

10" for HD'a we get the required sense as indicated above, but the

emendation is purely conjectural. Another possibilityis to let the text

stand with a slightchange of pointing, nb'a, taking the n. in the sense

of "base" or "place," and referring to the temple of Solomon. We

should expect S; rather than a, it is true, but some demands will fail in

this passage. We may compare Hg. 2*, pirK^n i-naaa mn rvan, "this

house in its former glory." no^a may be an error for naaa due to the

Chr.'s insistence that the temple was not advanced beyond the foun-dations

at this period. Hg. has v*3 before oa^rpa. We should get

good sense, therefore,by reading who saw the former house in Us glory,

now the house was as nothing in their eyes. " 0^] "iBA foXoc, other texts,

xoXXof." njrnna] "*** h ornioal?,"iL h iXaXarnv- Esd. Bt" (ji"T"kl)

caXxfyycov. But a vb. is required here. Heb. syntax has been freely

manufactured to explain corrupt texts, but the strain is too great here.

We should rd. srjmD as in v. ". Following Esd. many would rd. nnooai,

but that is due to a misunderstanding. The mng. is that in contrast

to the loud wailing many others raised a cry of joy." SiponnS]. The

Gk. translators were puzzled by this expression. In BA
we find tou

btyQoai ip"frsT"w u^ouv t^jv^wvfjv1-,Esd. (ut"Xj) ^D ^vf)' The inf. clause

expresses purpose, and is not to be treated adverbially as RV. "aloud."

" 13. opn"] is lacking in "fcBand does not belong here (soGuthe). Esd.

here offers a quite different text: force tbv Xabv (jrij"xo6etv tmv aacXxC-f-fuv

[*H)v"fXDvnfjvL]81" tou xXacuO(tbvtoG Xaou. It is doubtful if this is any

improvement. " ^a] must be taken in the sense of "therefore," and opn"

thus means the same ones that could not separate the joyful cries

from the wailing. Esd. shows a different text : 0 ydkp 8xXo";fjv0 aocX-

xtfUi"v lUfAXiix; "orc noxp66ev dxo6ea8"xc. (fcBA lacks njynn and rep-resents

Srun ^lpa (fuvjjiwyAXj}),placingSipin a different connection

from Heb.

41"3 = Esd. B63"68. The rejection of the Samaritans' offer.

-The Samaritans heard of the building operations,and they
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came to Jerusalem with an offer of assistance on the ground

that they were also worshippers of Yahweh. The offer was

flatlyrejectedby Zerubbabel and the chiefs.

This passage has nothing to do with vv. "-" with which it is invariably

connected. The two sections show that broad difference in stylewhich

precludescommon authorship. In one place the hostile party is called

"enemies of Judah and Benjamin" (v.1)}in another, "the people of

the land" (v.4); the Jews are called "sons of the golah" in v.1, but

"people of Judah" in v. ". The prevalent use of participlesin w. " '"

betrays a different hand. In vv.4-* we find "building/1 but there is

no indication that the building of the temple is meant. There is noth-ing

in c. 5 or in Hg. or Zc. to indicate any serious stoppage of the build-ing

operations. The opposition of the nations is,in Briggs'sopinion,

well brought out in Ps. 4.

The passage is obviously out of place. The proposal of the Sam.

would naturally be made as soon as the temple was begun. It is

tempting to transpose this section to follow 3*. The connection would

then be all that can be desired. Vv. * '" describes the laying of the foun-dations

and the start of the structure. At this point the proposal of

the Sam. would come in most appropriately. Then the statement

"and the builders built the temple of Yahweh" (v.") has its proper

place, while w.
10b-" finds its best explanation as the dedication of the

completed temple. The passage may have been transposed to suit the

Chr.'s theory that the temple was only begun at this time, or to bring

together in c. 4-6 all the stories of the interference of the foreigners.

1. The enemies] are shown by their own statement in v.
* to

be the Samaritans. " The sons of the golah]or the captivityindi-cates

the writer's theory that the temple was rebuilt by those

who had come back from Babylonia. " Were building the tem-ple].

The Chronicler evidently overlooked those words, since

he has doctored the text of c. 3 to exclude any work on the

temple save laying the foundations. The words presuppose

some progress on the structure itself. Esd. contains an elab-orate

statement connecting this passage more closelywith 3":

and the enemies of the tribe of Judah and Benjamin hearing,

came to ascertain what the sound of the trumpets [meant],and they

perceivedthat those from the captivitywere building the temple of

the Lord, the God of Israel. If those enemies lived in Samaria,

the noise made by the trumpets must have been loud indeed.
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But the Samaritans may have spread during the exile into the

bounds of the later Judean province. The Hebrew is better,for

the offer seems to have been deliberate,not on the spur of the

moment, as the Esd. text implies.

2. Zerubbabel]add and to Jeskua and the rest as in v.1,a read-ing

supported by several texts, and required by the sense, since

the offer was rejectedby the same ones to whom it was made.

Associated with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, the prince and the

priestin the government, were chiefs of clans, making a sort of

informal assembly." We will build with you] or let us build with

you. Possibly these were the same people that had assisted

at the erection of the altar (v.3*)." For we seek your God as ye

do] RV. According to early usage "seek" would mean to

make inquiriesof God by prophets or oracles. In Ch. it is

used in what Driver calls a weakened sense {Intr.m)"seeking

God in any religiousway. Esd. renders "obey." These peo-ple

acknowledge their foreigncharacters by saying uyour God."

" To him we have offeredsacrifices]MT. reads: We have not of-fered

sacrifices.The purpose of the corruption is to show that

the foreignershad obeyed the law and had not dared to sac-rifice,

contrary to the law in any other place than Jerusalem.

That would add strength to their plea, but it was hardly the

truth. Since the time of Esarhaddon], referringto the story of

their transportationfrom other Assyrian provinces to take the

place of the deported people of the northern kingdom. They

were led to seek Yahweh, because they were beset by wild beasts,

in which they saw a punishment for their neglect of the local

deity. They were taught the cult of Yahweh by an Israelitish

priestwho was sent back from exile for that purpose (v. 2 K.

17" "")"

Esarhaddon was king of Assyria 681-668 B.C., and was the son of

the famous Sennacherib and grandson of Sargon who captured Sam.

in 722 B.C. The deportationof these particularpeople may have been

delayed. According to 2 K. 17, Shalmanezer transported the colonists

to Sam., and Jos. has that name here. In 4* Asnappar is supposed

to be Assurbanipal, and Mey. would so rd. here. Torrey thinks the

Chr. deliberatelyput the wrong name here to make the heathen origin

of the Sam. more apparent (ES."')" We know almost nothing about
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conditions in Sam. after 722, and must draw conclusions cautiously

(v.further,Smith, OTH.*", Mar. Jes.u, GAS. Jer. ii,"").

S. For you and for us]. "And for us" is wanting in Esd.,

and its omission gives force to the contrasting assertion,we

alone will build. " As King Cyrus commanded us\ referringto

the edict in i*-4 (cf.37). The impetus for the building opera-tions

is here derived from the royal order. It is possible to

interpretthe statement as the ground of the Jews' refusal of the

Samaritan offer,Ring Cyrus ordered us (not you) to build this

temple. The reason commonly urged is that the Jews would

have no dealings with this mixed race, being solicitous for a

pure people and a pure religion. Such a consideration would

have had more force with Ezra than with Zerubbabel. The

motive was probably political.The old feelingsagainst the

peqple of the north would be intensified by the addition of for-eign

elements. (See Rogers, Hist. Bab. and Assy, ii,1M.)

1. "-"x]"E ol 6Xf"ovri";,Esd. 5" ol *x6pof. Esd. adds Tffc P^C (toe).

" So"n]"g olxov, Esd. votov. Esd. adds fjXOoaov fai-pti"aatx(";f)fuv^

t6v aaLkxifftav,mng. that the attention to the temple was attracted

by the noise of the trumpets. " nSwn] " dxotxfac = rwron as a". Esd.

ol tx ttj"; alxsiaXwta; " *3*d also in 21. " 2. Saan?].We should add

jnr*"Sm in harmony with v. *, as Esd. and ""L. " 03\"iSkS]"fcB *$" 6s$

4(ifi"v,Ol Iv "c$ 6s$ ujifcv. MT. is right though; S is found in this

connection only in Ch. " nSi] as Qr. and all Vrss. we must rd.

lfo." pmOK] elsw. only 2 K. 19" (= Is. 37"). As. Ahir-afriddina.

Most of the Gk. texts make sad havoc of this name; thus we find

AoQaauqoA Esd.B, Naexop8avL. a
preserves correct form AaapaSowv.

" 8. imp] is lackingin Esd. both here and in v. ' (itis best omitted);

"fcLhas a curious dup. in v. *: Zer. and Jes. and the rest of the chiefsand

to the chiefsofthe clans." vhi\is lacking in Esd.B." irv] " i%\ to afrr6.

Esd. i*6vot*- "13S,a better reading, since w means togetherand would

rather imply the acceptance of the offer. But see BDB., s. v. "
'hSm

SmenJ (ft8* x"p 6s$ V"v, Esd. "c$ xupfep toG 'IopcrfjX.

4"b-6" THE ARAMAIC ACCOUNT OP THE REBUILDING OP THE

TEMPLE.

In its present form this story cannot be authentic. We find in the

letter to Dar. some incorrect information,esp. the statement that Shes.

had begun the work. But as shown in the notes the text in that part
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of the letter is very corrupt. I have been able to restore a suitable

intr. to the letter of Dar. (v.51 '-);but there is more lacking still. For

Dar.'s orders are based upon the decree of Cy., to which there is no

reference in the letter. The decree of Cy. is practicallyquoted in the

letter to Dar., whereas its place should be in his reply. The decree

in 6'-' has been amplified by a later hand, and a similar elaboration

is found in the letter of Dar., esp. w. " '" The story of the dedication

(w. "-") also excites suspicion in part.

It seems plain that the underlying theory of this document is that

the temple had been begun by Shes. and that the building had contin-ued

for many years. There may have been some interruption,as

4M indicates,and with which 5" is not inconsistent,esp. if the ces-sation

had only lasted for two years, as is stated in Esd. 5". This nar-rative

is therefore the basis for the Chr.'s arrangement of his mate-rial

in c. 1-6. He found this story, and not only used it,but made it

the framework for his whole structure. Whether the text was freely

amplified by him or whether that had already been done by another

hand, it is not easy to determine. He was not the only Jew holding

strong views about the temple and priesthood.

The corresponding Heb. story knows nothing of an appeal to Dar.,

and yet it does not exclude it;for there is nothing to indicate what the

Sam. did when their offer was rejected. This account, on the other

hand, contains no hint of the tendered aid of the Sam.

The narrative in brief is as follows: Under the influence of the

prophets Hg. and Zc., Zer. and Jes. in the 2d year of Dar. begin the

construction of the temple. At once the Pers. officers Tattenai and

Shethar appear on the scene (4Mb-5*)* These officers write a letter

to King Dar., relatingtheir discovery of the Jews' building operations,

the claim of the latter to authority from Cy., and asking for instruc-tions

(5*-")- A search is made by order of Dar., and the original

decree of Cy. is discovered (61-*). Dar. thereupon repliesto Tattenai

d al.,upholding the decree of Cy. and bestowing liberal giftsupon

the Jews (6s-11).The temple is then finished in the 6th year of Dar.,

and dedicated with a festival accompanied by appropriate sacrifices

(6"-").

It appears from the above outline that here, as in 4T-M*, we have

chieflysome correspondencewith the Pers. court. But the proportion

of narrative is very much greater than in 4' *-,as the letters occupy

but half of the passage. There is a strikingparallelbetween the two

documents. In both cases the Jews are engaged in building, the

Pers. officialswrite a report of the operations to the Pers. king, and the

king sends an answer, though in one case the answer orders the build-ing

stopped, and in the other allows it to go on with liberal support.

But in 4'-u" the attitude of the Pers. officials is hostile,while in this

section it is neutral. In 4' *" the complainants put their own construe-
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tioo upon the actions of the Jews, lUe m *" "- the Jews are invited

to plead their cunt, and their plea is forwarded to the Pas. court.

***-" = E"L 5"-tf. The temple is begun.

The text bin bad condition,esp. in the latter put of the section; we

find a question without an answer, and an answer without a question.

The letter to Dar. which follows,however, snppBrs the iMt""""i that

is lacking here.

24*. And the cessation was until the second year cf the reign

of Darius the king cf Persia]. Esd. 5* has the more specific

statement, and they were restrained from the building two years

until the reign of Darius. It is possiblethat some attempt had

been made to begin earlier,or it may be that these words are

but an editorial attempt to connect c 5 with the correspondence

with Artaxerxes. " 1. Here we may confidently follow the text

of Esd.: In the second year of the reign of Darius. This date ap-pears

to be original,and it may be that it has been carried back

from this place to 4uh. " Prophesied Haggai the prophet and

Zechariah the son of Iddo the prophet). The text shows a de-pendence

upon Hg. This prophet's father is never named, but

he is called habitually "Haggai the prophet" (Hg- i1* u 21* *").

According to Zc. i1 Zechariah was the grandson of Iddo, an

instance of the untrustworthiness of our genealogies." In the

name of the God of Israel unto them]. ARV. inserts "prophesied

they," but has a marginal alternative,"which was upon them."

Torrey renders "which was over them." So 3 Esd., super eos.

"In the name of the God of Israel" certainlyis connected with

"prophesy," either as it stands at the beginning of the verse,

in which case "unto them" is an error (itis not found in B),

or else we must supply the verb as ARV. By a slightchange

we might get "their God" for "unto them" (cf.Hg. iM "the

house of Yahweh of hosts their God").

2. Zerubbabel comes before Jeshua here as Hg. i1,and con-trary

to 31 where Jeshua precedes." And began to build the house

ofGod], This statement makes it difficult to suppose that there

had preceded any attempt to rebuild the temple. Torrey says

that it is a characteristic redundant use of the Aramaic word
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"begin" (ES.,M). In Esd. 316 he renders the same Greek word

"proceeded." Still it would be extremely difficult to make the

passage mean "resumed building."" Which is in Jerusalem].

Cf. i4 4M. " And with them were the prophets of God helping

them]. It is generallyassumed that Haggai and Zechariah are

meant; but they were named in v.
1 of which this is not neces-

arily a mere duplication. "Helping" may refer to material

assistance, and the prophets are probably the members of the

prophetic guilds which continued in post-exilictimes (v. my

Heb. Prop. c. 4). We note the prophetic tone in this story and

the lack of prominence for the priestsas in c. 3. The prophets

may have shared in the actual manual labour.

3. At that time came unto them]. Work must have progressed

for some time before the Persian officials could hear of it and

appear on the scene. Tattenai or, as found in contract tablets,

Ustani, v. i.,the satrap of the provincebeyond the River](Syria)

the exact title found in the contract tablets,except that there

we learn that UStani was ruler of Babylonia as well as Syria.

" Shethar-bozenat]. The real name was probably Shethar, as

Est. i14,and bozenai is the unknown or corrupted title of his

office. Perhaps Shethar was the scribe,like Shimshai (4s). It

is the custom in these documents to give both the name and

the title of the writers. " Thus they said to them] i. e., thus they

inquired of them. " Who gave you an order to build this house]

implying that the rebuilding of the temple could not be

permitted without proper authorisation. That undoubtedly

was a fact. There is a good illustration in the Eleph. pap.

The Jewish colony there had had a temple, but it had been

destroyed by their enemies; they wished to rebuild it,and so

sent a long letter to Bagohi, governor of Judah, asking the

necessary permission. This letter is dated the 17th year of

Darius Nothus (408 B.C.),that is,a little more than a century

later than our period." And to finish this wall] is almost cer-tainly

wrong; but it is not so easy to say what is surely right.

The meaning of the word translated "wall" is not known. It

may be that "foundation" is right (v.i.). The word is found

in Eleph. Pap. i,11,but the meaning is doubtful save that it
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refers to some part of the temple, and to something made of

wood, as it was burnt. Sachau proposes here "establishment"

(Pap. u. Ost.u).

In. w. " the text of Esd. is usually close to MT. But in w. "'"

the departure becomes very considerable. The peculiar rendering

throws littlelighton the text, which here has suffered severely appar-ently

by the compiler's omissions.

4. Then we said to them as follows].But what they said is lack-ing.

In Esd. the difficultyis relieved,for this phrase is wanting.

In d we find a slightchange, then they [thePersians] said these

things to them [theJews], i. e., inquired further. But that gives

us two questions suitably introduced, while there is no answer

to either one. ARV. cuts the knot by turning the second ques-tion

into the missing answer to the first,though unhappily the

reply has no relation whatever to the question. RV. and AV.

more wisely render the text as it stands, though it does not

make sense. But not to know is sometimes better than to

know wrongly. In the letter which Tattenai sent to Darius we

find the missing answer of the Jews (w. 11W), and it is a good

answer, for here is related the historyof the attempts at temple-

building,which it is declared had been authorised by Cyrus.

It may be that on account of the length of the reply, and to

avoid repetition,the Chronicler left out the long answer here.

" What are the names of the men who are buildingthis building].

The answer would naturally be Zerubbabel and Jeshua. The

only name found in the letter,however, is Sheshbazzar, w.
14- 1S-

" 5. And the eye of their God was upon the elders of the Jews].

Elders is used for the leaders, the men called so often "heads

of the fathers" (cf.i6). In " we find captivityof Judah, also

found in Esd., and giving a more suitable sense, for the divine

favour was not limited to the leaders,but was extended to the

whole people. If "elders" is right the meaning is that the

reply to Tattenai had been so happily framed that he had no

excuse for present interference. Esd. has a different text, and

they had favour, there being an overseeingof the captivityfrom

the Lord, the elders of the Judeans. " And they did not restrain
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them] i. e., from continuing the building." Until a report should

go to Darius, and then they would return an answer concerning

this]. We have clear evidence of confusion. The last part is

plainly an indirect reproduction of the verdict of the Persian

officials. We must assume something like this: then they [the

Persians]said to them [theJews]* thai they would not restrain them

until a report should go to Darius, and then they would givethem

a reply about this. This would be a reply to the assertion of

the Jews that they were building the temple under the express

sanction of Cyrus, a sanction assumed by all parties to hold

good. The real question, therefore,referred to Darius was

whether there was any authorisation by Cyrus. The Jews

evidently had not at hand a copy of the important document.

1. h H *$ ocurip"|"fret Tffc Aapcfou (iaatXtfagis the reading of

Esd., and is correct, for v. "" is taken almost bodily from Hg. i1 "in

the 2d year of Dar. [prophesied]Hg. the prophet," etc. The date, the

silence in regard to Hg.'s father, and the repetitionof the prophetic

title are sure marks of the source. The clause is much like 4*. " nwaj]

"E xpofircelocv,but Esd. TfxxpTjTai (so "" in v. *); rd. nop in both cases.

" hSk] + xupfou " Esd." IwSpJ "g Esd. ex* afrco6c,. In spite of this

support the word has no connection. It may have been originallytheir

Cod. " 2. fnp] Is explained as Pa. from m", used often with mng.

"loosen." "" Esd. render IjpSovro." ipo] only here in B. Aram., but it

is a good Heb. word mng. "support." Aid by taking part in the work

is the sense here. " 3. KjDT-na] "" h axny t$ xaip$ (xpW Esd.); lit,

in it,the time, i. e.t at that time. On the construction v. Kautzsch, " n.

jdt is by some derived from old Pers. zroan (Str.),but Zimmern traces

it to As., simanu (KAT.*"). The word occurs in late Heb. (Eccl.31

Est. 9"- ")"" 'inn]v. Kautzsch, " 47." *jnn] " Bovovai8, Oo60avoKA, Tav-

0avatoc,L,Esd. Siaiwijc,,so Jos. Andreas says, "surely a Pers. name

which has not been correctlytransmitted.1' Mey. sees the correct form

in Esd., and connects it with Tkishinaja (Ent.u). Meissner finds in

contract tablets of the 1st and 3d years of Dar., Ui-ta-an-ni pihat

Babili u ebir nari, "UStani the satrap of Bab. and beyond the River,"

the very title and place of our text. He holds that we have here the

same person and should correct our text and rd. 'jnen (ZAW. 1897,"1 '""

so KAT.** Stt). This is a very prob. identification. There is no suffi-cient

reason for making this officer a Pers.; he may just as well have

" This msy be what was originally in the puzzling clause in 4', then we said to Ikm "

fothvs, a clause accidentallytransposed,and then changed in form.
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been a Bab., Aramean, or Sam." tod] "$ Ixapxos** and Esd. orpanrr";L-

" *jri3 -W] CI SaOapJouCatva^,BapPoutanacot1' (firstsyl.lacking},So6-

po^ouCovTS Esd. Mcy. accepts last form; butanes, he says, is Pers.

banana, and shdkar might be Pers. ciira,but as a divine name is re-quired,

he corrects the text to *jna-ino = MtGpajJou^avijs.In this he

follows Andreas, who gives Iranian form MUkrabauzana, " Mithra is the

rescuer." Scheftelowitz connects with old Iran. Setkrabuzana. Winckler

finds the word an official title (MVAG. 1807," '")" There is a Pers.

officer named -tnr in Esd. i", and as the text offers two words the

conjecture is good that in? was the name and wo the title of his

office. Mey. thinks he was subordinate to UStani; he was a royal

secretary like Shimshai (4s)." w^k] v. " CI xop^T^J "rcfcrrpEsd. It is

a word of obscure originand mng.; various Pers. and As. derivations

have been proposed (v.Ges.B,BDB.). The various meanings proposed

are "wall" (Mar. from As.),"sanctuary" (Haupt, As. aim), "palace"

(Marquart, Pers.),"breach" (Scheftelowitz,Pers.). It seems pretty

clear that it is the same word (one or the other being a corrupt form)

as K'PM 4" 5" 6a, the similarityof vocalisation being pointed out long

ago by Kautzsch, " n. In all cases the reference is to an initial stage in

rebuilding either walls or edifice,something finished before the rest is

begun. In v. " Shes. put in the foundation as the first step (similarly

6a). In all these cases "foundation" makes the best sense, and may

be provisionallyadopted. Contrary to Berth, "sanctuary" does not

seem to me to make good sense. It is admitted that the query, "who

issued a decree to you to build this house and to finish this foundation?"

reverses the natural order. At present there is no satisfactorysolution.

I suspect that the clause was added here by an editor to force a sort

of agreement with 4"." 4. kjidk] CI tTicoaav3,t!icovAL. Evidently the

incomplete and disordered text was before the translators,and they,

like EV3. made the best out of it they could. Esd. lacks v. " and thus

connects the two questionsas they may well be. " iwja] CI x6Xiv, Esd.

touto. " 5. rrf "" tyOaXpwf, Esd. x"pw = Heb. jn and prob. right text,

corrupted here by similarityof sound, fn does not occur in B. Aram.,

but the vb. pn is found, pp also appears in Esd. as ixiox6inq";." ohhSn]

Hebraism, Mar. corrects to pnnSic;apparently in Esd. as iaxoaacv;Heb.

ojvSk "unto them." " '"] O aixiAdcXuatv.CI rd. the Heb. word ^.

It is Pe. ptc. used as subst. (v." 6'- "" " t),"elders" (Mar. " "*"). Esd.

has a dup. adding xpta"6Ttpoi." Kojra]is here used in the sense of

"report," which Tattenai will send to Dar. " i?v] on the form see

Mar. " " ". CI has prob. a free rendering,dhctvixOi),Esd. 6xo"n)iiav"ti}vacc.

" kjithw] CP* persistin the rendering 9000X670, 8i4raYitaL. "Letter"

is certainlyunsuitable here; it is something which Tattenai et al. will

bring back to the Jews after they hear from Dar., therefore "decision"

or "order," as CIL,really"answer." 11 has a different text, bid Ike eye

of their God was made over the elders of the Jews, and they were not able to
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restrain tkem. And U sufficedthat the matter should be referredto Dor.,

and they would giveadequate proof againstthat accusation,i. e.t that they

buildingwithout authority.

6-17 = Esd. IT". The report to Darius." Vv. "" "" (to

Darius) is introductory by R. " 6. A copy] or perhaps trans-lation,

v. on 4U. The letter purports to be quoted exactly.

His companions, because Tattenai is chief (v.Mey.M). The

Apharsachties,v. 4*. Torrey explains the word as equivalent

to eparchs,Esd. similarlyhas "leaders" or "rulers." " 7. They

sent a report to him and therein was written like this]is redundant,

and lacking in Esd. together with the preceding unto Darius the

king." To Darius the king,all peace]; the beginning of the letter.

There is a textual error; for reconstruction v. i." 8. To Judah

the province], Esd. adds, and to the cityof Jerusalem; we dis-covered

in the cityof Jerusalem. "Province" refers to one of

the districts of the Syrian satrapy, as in 21. " To the house of

the great God\. A strange statement for the Persian officials.

Berth, compares Cyrus's callingMarduk "the great lord," but

Cyrus thought he had conquered Babylon by Marduk's aid.

" And it is buildingof great stones]. The text is literally,stone

of rolling,i. e., "too big to carry"; but on basis of "S we should

probably substitute hewn or splendid (costly)(v.i.). Esd. has

a suggestive variant: the elders of the Jews that are of the cap-tivity

are buildinga great new house for the Lord ofhewn and splen-did

stones. " And timbers are being set in the walls]. So the pas-sage

is understood by Meyer (Ent.41)et al.,but Sieg.insists that

it means wainscottingplaced on the walls as described in 1 K.

6". Berth, thinks that "wainscotting" would suggest a prog-ress

in building too advanced for this stage. The Aramaic

word means tree or wood and might be used of "beams" or

"boards." The older view "timbers" is preferable,for the

wainscottingwould scarcely be worth reporting to the king.

The report aims to show that considerable progress has already

been made, and that the work is pushed forward rapidly."

And it prospers in their hands] is redundant, and may be the

Chronicler's amplification. Esd. has an addition, and it is being

completed with all gloryand diligence." Then we asked these elders
,
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thus we said to them] is surely not original. The second clause

was apparently added from v.4; it is quite superfluous here.

In its place Esd. has simply saying. The question is word for

word that of v.s. "These elders" has no antecedent in Ara-maic

text, but Esd. supplies it in v. 8.

10. The second question is repeated indirectly:and also we

asked of them their names], Esd. amplifies:"we asked them for

the register(ovo/jiaToypaxfrlav)of the principal men." " To in-form

thee and to write for thee the names of the men who are their

chiefs],so we must read as " and Esd., changing the finite verb

to the infinitive. It is to be noted that the letter contains in

great detail the Jews' answer to the first question, but there

is no mention of the names which are said to have been writ-ten.

Evidently we have not the whole of the letter,but only

that part which is material from the Jewish point of view. "

11. And in this manner they answered us]. The answer of the

Jews is recited at great length, continuing through v. 16; it is

apologetic in tone and is such a review of the history as the

Jews were fond of making, containing a good deal of moral-ising;

it might be the actual words spoken to Tattenai, but

much of it would be quite immaterial to Darius, and would

scarcelyfind a place in this letter unless the writers were kindly

disposed toward the Jewish project. Now it is generally as-sumed

that Tattenai et al. betrayed a hostile purpose, but that

spiritcan only be discovered by reading into this story the ideas

of its parallel47 ff-. In the whole story there is not the slightest

note of hostility,but on the contrary the zeal with which Da-

rius's orders were executed (6ls)reveals a friendly purpose. "

God of heaven and earth]is unusual. Esd. offers a more appro-priate

phrase, the Lord who created the heavens and the earth (cf.

Gn. I419*12,where " has same words)." The great king of Israel]

is,of course, Solomon; for another reading v. crit. note. "
12.

Cf. 2 Ch. 36" f
". King ofBabylon the Chaldean] is not very prob-able.

Esd. has king of Babylon, king of the Chaldeans, the last

title added by the Chronicler from 2 Ch. 3617 = Esd. iM. "

And this house he destroyed]. Esd. and they pulling down the

house burned it. That agrees with the earlier history in
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which it is said that the house was burned with fire (2 K.

25* 2 Ch. 3619 = Esd. i66)." 13. Here the story reaches Ezr.

1. Nothing is said about the permission to return from exile;

but that was unnecessary, that not being the point at issue. "

In the firstyear of Cyrus king of Babylon],exactly what we have

in i1 except that Babylon takes the place of Persia. Esd. gives

more correctlyin the firstyear that Cyrus ruled over the country

of Babylon. The decree may be that in i*-4 or that in 635. In

the second there is nothing about permission to return from

Babylon, but had the decree contained that, it would not be

necessary to quote it here. "
14. In regard to these vessels

cf. i7 ff- 65 2 K. 25ls a-." Sheshbazzar whom he had appointed

governor]. In i8 Sheshbazzar was called "prince of Judah," a

title due to his Davidic descent; here only do we find notice of

his appointment as governor by Cyrus. The title (pihat)is the

same given to Zerubbabel in Hg. i1. It is the title of Tattenai

also. " 15. In this verse we reach serious difficulty:And he

said to him these vessels take up, go, deposit them, but it con-tinues

in the temple which is in Jerusalem, and then in direct

contradiction, and the house of God shall be built upon its place.

(JBA solves apparently by omission (v.crit. note) but that is

more easy than effective;Esd. has our text, so the confusion is

very old.

One may consult the comm. without getting much assistance. Ryle,

Sieg. Berth, and Seis. have not a syl. on the passage. B.-Rys. offers

this easy explanation: "Because this [the temple] is stilldestroyed it

is added, and the house of God shall be built at its place
...

the sen-tence

subjoined by 1 afterward explains the command to replace the

vessels in the temple in this way; I speak of a temple, that is to say,

the house of God or the temple shall be rebuilt." Exactness of state-ment

is surely unnecessary for one who has that kind of an inter-preter.

In the firstplace, that expression "temple which is in Jerus.,"

recurring frequently in our sources, is a mark of a late and careless

hand, prob. the Chr. Again in this letter "house" or "house of God"

is used for the temple at Jerus. 8 t., for in v. " the Gk. preserves the

true reading, while "temple" (t^n) is used for the sanctuary of Neb-uchadrezzar

at Bab. It is prob., therefore,that "temple" is a later

interpolation,the original reading being "store the vessels in Jerus."

Cy. would not be apt to specifythe place where they were to be put,
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and if he did he would not specify a place that did not exist. Another

solution may be that the last clause is a later addition,esp. as the decree

authorising the rebuilding of the temple has already been cited (v.").

It is,indeed, perfectlypossiblethat the letter ended with v. u and that

w. "-" were appended by a later writer who felt that important in-formation

contained in i" f
" had been neglected. These w. have really

nothing to do with the question at issue,which was not the title to the

temple vessels nor the dispositionof them, but only the authority to

rebuild the temple.

16. Then the said Sheshbazzar came and laid the foundation

of the house of God which is in Jerusalem, and from thai time until

the present it has been buildingand is not finished]. It would be

difficult to get more misstatements into a short space. In a

contemporary record it is said positivelythat "the hands of

Zerubbabel laid the foundations of this house" (Zc. 4*,cf.Ezr.

38-10). The only correct statement in the passage is that the

temple was stillunfinished. " 17. And now, to come to the heart

of the matter, if it seem good to the king],a politeexpression,

which curiously Esd. lacks here, but has it in 2W (Ezr. 4") in

the complaint to Artaxerxes, where it is not found in MT. "

Let search be made in the royaltreasures],but correctlyin 61 in

the library,so Esd. reads here in the royallibraries. The library

is located in Babylon, though the record was actually found

at Ecbatana (62). It is possible that these Jews, associating

Cyrus with Babylon, expected the edict concerning the Baby-lonian

exiles to be filed there. The object of the search is

clearlystated, to find whether such a decree as the Jews claimed

had ever been issued by Cyrus. It was a question of veracity

merely. The Jews had made a statement, and the task was to

ascertain whether the official records confirmed it " And the

pleasureof the king in this matter let him send unto us]. This

Impliesthat the king might or might not ratifythe decree of

Cyrus if it were found. In the rendering in Esd. this implica-tion
is weakened: and ifit is found that the house of the Lord in

Jerusalem stands with the approval of Cyrus the king, and it

Mtms good to our lord the king, let him signifyunto us thereof.

This is probably the rightidea,for Darius would be likelyto

honour an edict of Cyrus.
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6f. The text is in evident disorder here, as in 4'-". Ace. to MT.

the letter begins with rimS (v.')" But in that case the letter does

not contain the names of the complainants, the names being only in

the intr. They are unnecessary there, since they have been given

already in v. *, but are required in the letter itself as in the reply (6s).

Esd. has gvrfypgyov frcioroXi)*;fo If pw{"v Aapebp xal dx"TtiXav. Utah-

viy; b lxap%os Suplas xal "J"otv(xT x̂al SaOpaftoupCaviK xal ol quvfeatpot

ol to Supla xal frotvfxflfrrqi,6yc";BaoiXfi Aape("p xalpctv xavrg fXixrca

x.x. X. MT. has nnuai *jna nngn rnnj-^ay nno "jnn rfrg^n urnm psno

rvnS nua a*na nnai *mSp viSr koj"pb icaSorvwSp mnj napa "i hod^d*

pi* wSa woSr hjSo. Esd. was plainly taken from this text, as shown by

the underlined words. "E-rponlevhas no corresponding word until we

reach 2ro. 'Hft^ves represents correctlyloao-iBK, cf.xpratt for hot in

preciselysimilar connection in 4*. In 61 = Esd. 6" we find xol";axoTrcary-

(Uvoic
. . .

fftcixfotv.'AxtertiXav represents mSv not rhv. The transla-tion

of the plusin Aram, text runs : unto Dor. the king theysent an answer

unto him and therein was written as follows: "Unto the king" and "unto

him1' show a redundancy as 4". The pahath could hardly send an

answer (the proper mng. of kojpd here as in v. ") to the king. Disre-garding

for the moment the S; made necessary by a false connection,

restoring the originalplace of nS;?,and correcting a sf.,we may ren-der:

Dor. the king sent an answer unto them and therein was written as

follows. Now when we turn to 6' we have an order of Dar. without

the necessary words of intr. The superfluous sentence here makes a

very suitable intr.,and we may confidentlyrestore them to their proper

place, reading pi? for Sjr. Esd. has an intr.,but not a very suitable

one. V. on 6*.

The text here, therefore,originallystood as follows : mitum pw (intr.)

ironon nnuai wa inn mnj tap nns *jnn (the letter)trwv-hp rhv n

*vhv naSo rimS mnj-^apa n. Then to 6s we should transpose put

.nua a^na njnai roS? rhv KDjnc ioSd wn

6. p"nc] "(BA Staoafiptc;,a word occurring only in 7", and Gn. 40*,

for Heb. p^nc, "interpretation"; so here CI understands "transla-tion";

cf.on 411, the originalbeing in some other language, perhaps

Bab. " 7. KOinc] CI frijaiv**,friftiaL(so BA in v. ")."
nSa hoSb"]d with

exact literalness tfpTjvr)xftaa, Esd. with greater freedom xatpctv (kdSc)

and connects *Sa (xavra) with v. ",xavra yvowrd Icrcih" 8. icnriD iwS]

CI 'IoudaCav xci"pav,Esd. x"pav Tijs 'IouSates,Esd. has a + xal 'Itpou-

oaXfyi vfyf x6Xtv xareXaftaiiivttj";alxiiaXuafatc xo0"; xpeapuripouc td"v

'Ioudaluv to 'IcpouaacXV tq x6Xtc, showing a or id. in two ways as

in v. '." K31] is attributive of hhSh,but Esd. (olxov t$ xupftp (liyav

xatv6v)connects with no, a more natural statement from foreigners."

SS;]6* f, equivalent to the Heb. word and mng. "rolling." But CI

has ixXexTolc (v in Ez. 27"), Esd. "uor6v xoXuxtXfiv = Heb. nnj ok
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T'. In view of the forced mng. which must be given to Vw we must

accept the testimony of the Gk. and rd. either "hewn stones" or

"splendid stones"; the latter is best supported, the former makes the

best sense. Otherwise we might correct on basis of rnSnj o\"a"", but

hvu does not occur in B. Aram. " nSna] Dn. 5*, Kautzsch,"*, Mar. " 7",

cf.Heb. Sna,As. kutaUu. "ftTofcoK, Esd. oTxot$B,to(xoi";al. "*" read-ing

is a blunder. " njibok] "$ txiSiStov3*,dca?aXfa"";L,Esd. h\ oxoudifc.

It is a word of frequent occurrence (6"-"" " 7"- "" ") and connected

with tap cxc. in two cases (6' 7")* Andreas derives from Iranian

uspuru, late Pers. ispari,"completed." So the mng. assigned is "care-fully,"

"thoroughly." Mey. cites a stamp mark on the lion from

Abydos, where he holds peon has the mng. "precise" or "accurate"

(""/."""'"). The best sense here would be as 6 "skilfully" or

Esd. "rapidly."" hSxd]CI tflo5oGT"iBA,xorctu66v"iL,t6o3o$ntvov Esd. "

9. rwasS] in v. * waS; this is the only place where the repeated ques-tion

differs from the originalin v. a. We should rd. here waS, or

prob. in both cases wanS as in v. ', which is the normal form (Mar.

"M, Str.,"Ml)"" 10. amai] is difficult,the construction changing from

inf. to impf. with n. "" has Sxm fp"lai [soiA],apparently a correc-tion;

Esd. xal -rpdtyaiao(, and that is prob. the originalform. " 09] ""

6v6;jwrca,so Guthe reads nnn^. " D?ve"*na]is usually regarded as a

Hebraism, but Torrey shows that it isgood Aram. (ES."1)." 11. nDipo

kji] "" xpb to"tou, taking 'e as prep., Esd. i(j.xpoofav." an] Esd. i"-

faXou xal ia/upou. " nSSav](ftxanjprfaaro afobv autols, suggesting that

the originalrd.: and a great king built itfor Israel and completed it for

them. Thus we should better understand SmanS.
" 12. i?jnn]f but

cf. Heb. ?Jn, CI xap"prtrav, Esd. xopoxCxpavrtc JJitaprov." ipto] om.

"$B. XaX8atouAL, Esd. (iaaiXfox;xwv XaXSatav, after which we might

emend nnpa V?s." 13. Saa n] lacking in G8* The difficultyof call-ing

Cy. king of Bab. in this connection is obviated in L
tou (iaaiXt6aav-

to"; (xal)t"v paftaXuvfov,and in Esd. p. x"pac Bafi. The better sense

suggests that Esd. has the originaltext. The vb. tjSdis not found

in B. Aram., but it might well be. We should thus understand the

repetitionof Cy. " 14. pun]. On the form, unassimilated,see Mar. " ".

" nSa*nS]HP* rightly va6v (so Esd.), since in this letter it means the

Bab. temple." no? mo h nop] can scarcelybe right; "K OijaaupofflXaxi

[x"J"ixl too BrpotupoG]bracketed part not in L. This may be a confu-sion

of the offices of Mithredath and Shes. (i"). Esd. has Zopofta$lX xal

2a$avaroap"i"r"""ixdpx"p,an evidently harmonistic note, top may be

an accidental anticipationof n"p (so Str.) and its omission seems

necessary." 15. nSn] "g xdvra8* "caGTaL. nSit is Heb., the Aram, be-ing

?^K and Mar. "" so reads." Vth] v. Mar. "*, Baer, BD."." nrw]

is Haph. imv. from nnj Mar. " "",Kautzsch, " ". On the peculiar com-bination

of three imperatives,r. Kautzsch, " u. Maqqeph joins the

words to show close connection, "go, place," expressingbut a single
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idea. " Kirn] is used in same sense as Heb. hjisd (3*). The word occurs

in EXcph. Pap. in same connection, "on the place where it had stood

before" (Sachau,")." 16. arv] is not to be explained as a Hebraism;

it is used in Palestinian Aram, in the sense of "lay" and that is re-quired

here (Schueltens,ZAW. 1902")." zhv] " frceXloOt),Esd. IXapcv

aurlXetav; it is Pe. pass. ptc. " 17. kvji no] "fcL Yat{/"9uXaxfot";,Esd.

(Jt"Xio9uXaxfot";;both represent no by ?i"Xatx(ots"one having "treasury"

as MT., the other "library." But v. 61. Prob. Esd. represents an in-terpretation,

the annals being preserved in the royal treasury, a general

storehouse, nan and Saa v^ videtur delcndum esse (Str.J),cf.61, but

as the edict was found at Ecbatana, Saaa in 61 must be stricken out.

In this v. it is better to om. nan which is lacking in "fcBA,and which

may have got here from 61. "fcBA,however, has a largervariant, run-ning:

tou "tacatX"*"c(ia(JuXcovos;Esd. correctly"v to?"; (iaaiXtxots"i(SXto-

9uXocxfot? toG xupfou (Kupou) [(iaatX""";dup.] tots ev (JaPuXfim." 'ntt =

Heb. viy "" oxw? Yvqfc-

61"5 = Esd. 6a3"a5. The decree of Cyrus is found at Ec-batana.

"
1. Made a decree] is unnecessarily formal here; the

reference is scarcely to a public proclamation, therefore gave an

order is better. " In the library(literally,house of books) where

the treasures were stored in Babylon], This is fuller than house

of treasures of 517. Probably the former passage should be cor-rected

to agree with this (so Torrey). We should infer that the

libraryor book-room was a part of a largertreasury. In Baby-lonia

is either an addition, or was probably an error, for in

Ecbatana as v.1. A Jewish writer may have meant Babylonia

to include Persia. " 2. And there was found in Achmetha] i. e.f

Ecbatana, the capital of Media and the summer residence of

the Persian kings; it was captured by Cyrus in 550 b.c. It has

been identified by Jackson with modern Hamadam (Persia

Past and Present,1*1)." In the castle which is in the province of

Media]. The exact spot where the record was found is de-scribed;

it appears that the library was a part of the treasury

and that a part of the royal residence. " A certain roll,and thus

it was written therein], "Roll" apparently shows a Hebrew

colouring,for there can be little doubt that these records were

all made on the now familiar clay tablets. " Memorandum] is

interpretedrightlyby Mey. as a sort of title to the document

which follows. " 3. The record of Cyrus is now quoted: In
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the firstyear of King Cyrus]. It is quite unlikely that Cyrus

would call 539 (or 538) his 1st year. It would be all right if

put as Esd. 217 (Heb. 5"), in the firstyear that Cyrus was king

of Babylonia. R. may have changed the year to agree with i1.

" The place of sacrificingsacrifices]may be construed as in ap-position

with "house of God." The following clause is unin-telligible:

"let the foundations thereof be strongly laid," as

ARV. cannot be made out of the text, and has poor support

in the Vrss. Esd. combines with the preceding clause and

renders: house of the Lord where they continuallyoffersacrifices

by fire. This is the simplest and only intelligibletext. " Its

heightsixty cubits and its breadth sixtycubits]. But its length

is not mentioned. It is certain that we have an omission here.

The obscure and corrupt clause must have given the length of

the building,for Cyrus would not have given two dimensions

and left out the third. The dimensions of Solomon's temple

were: 60 cubits in length, 20 in breadth, and 30 in height (1

K. 6s). So that the new temple was six times as big as the old

one. These figuresare wrong, for the new temple was much

smaller than the old one (3" Kg. 2s)." 4. Three layersof hewn

stone and one layer of timber]continuing the descriptionof the

building specifications."One" is the correct reading, though

the text has "new"; "new" is in ARV. and without even a

marginal alternative; RV" is correct. It is difficult to under-stand

this method of building. According to 1 K. 6* 7" Sol-omon

built the inner court of the temple and the outer court

of his palace with three courses of hewn stone and one course of

cedar beams. Delitzsch supposed that the rows or layers were

vertical,but that has littleto commend it,and it fails to explain

an unintelligiblemethod of building. The similarityto 1 K.

6s6 would suggest that the statement is due to R. rather than to

Cyrus. " The outlay shall be given from the house of the king].

Esd. Cyrus the king. In v.
8

we have "from the property of

the king," and that more appropriate expressionshould be read

here. As the temple was not begun in the time of Cyrus, this

grant was naturallyinoperative." 5. This verse begins exactly

like s14and it agrees in substance with s14b-", but not in words.
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It appears that both passages were originallythe same, but now

both are in part corrupt. But one is supposed to be a state-ment

of the Jews in 520 B.C., and the other a copy of a decree

of Cyrus in 538. The identity of language shows that both

passages are not authentic. One may be originaland the other

made up from it.

V. "*" is even more corrupt than 5". It is true that 514 f- casts the

decree partly into narrative form, while this purports to quote directly.

My own belief is that both passages are late interpolationsto make

the decree agree with 1* *-,and that they represent a growth. They

are quite unnecessary and really drag in an extraneous element into

the question at issue, which was not the title to temple vessels,but the

building of the temple. It is instructive to compare the decree of

Cy. with the quoted statement of the Jews in 5"-".

o?" or ioSd tnia Saa n wSd vxvh rrm njt"a 5"

070 o" ioSd tnia wSd "niaS rnn njra 6"

h iojkd "im (514) waS an unSit n*a 5"

*jkd "i"n (6") Kjan" icrna oSrrva itnSicn"a 6*

"cSrn-fDpfljn -wnaiaj n Kfloai nam n *rkn rva 5"

itSyn-fDpfijn "rcnaiaj n Kooai itarn n icnS* n"a 6$

ton nroc 5" ... wrm Saa n uhyrh ran Sa^ro oSrrva n 5"

imi pa^nn* SaaS Sa*ni oSrrva n 6*

mnn-Sj? Kjan" itnSitmai oSrrva n icSa^na 5"

"cnSicrvaa nnrn nnnitS oSrno-n icSaM1? 6"

In each version there is an omission of a practicallycomplete section.

In one case the lacking passage is Cy. the king brought them out from the

temple of Bab. to Shes. by name, whom he had appointed governor
,
and he

said to kirn,take these vessels,go place. By omitting this the sense is not

impaired, but rather improved. In the other .passage the lacking sec-tion

has the dub. phrase where sacrificesare offered,etc., the state-ment

about the dimensions of the temple, and about payment from the

royal funds. The decree loses nothing by this omission.

That the passages are dependent is made clear by the most cursory

inspection. The report made by Tattenai and the decree of Cy. after-ward

discovered at Ecbatana could not have accidentallyagreed to

such an extent as we find here. The differences even in words are very

few. The extra clause in 51* n nS:"\-rSis possiblyadded on the basis of
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i'; wn" and Ttt'nrv are only accidental variations. The final clause in

6* is absolutelyunintelligible,and its resemblance to the clear state-ment

of 5" is so close that the former is manifestly a corruptionof the

latter. The awkward nnm curiouslyhas a parallelin 5", where it cor-responds

to "PM.

Rendering the passage now and making certain selections we have:

In the firstyear of Cy. the king of Bab., Cy. the king made a decree that

the house of God should be built,and that the vessels of the house of God,

both gold and silver,which Nebuchadnezzar carried away from the temple

in Jerus. and broughtto Bab. should be restored to the temple in Jerus. ;

and the house of God shall be built upon itssite. The last clause is super-fluous.

It might originallyhave been "let therefore the house of God

be built upon its site." Or this clause may be the comment of the

complainants, "and (now) the house of God is buildingupon its site."

This is prob. all that was in the originaldecree. It is certainlysuf-ficient

that Cy. should have authorised the buildingof the temple and

the restoration of the sacred vessels. In 1" there is no mention of the

vessels,but the statement that they were returned (i7'")indicates that

they may well have been covered by the decree. The added material

in 6", to the effect that support was to come from the king,has its

parallelin i4, where the aid was to come from the Jews, and it may

have crept in from 6s. But the comparison certainlyincreases our

distrust of the Jewish apologia in 5"b-"*. We are constrained to pro-nounce

againstthe authenticityof that passage.

1. unco no] "g gtpXto8^xat";,Esd. as in 5" ptffttofuXaxfou;.Esd.A

has (JaotXtxtotcgtp." 2. tcncnK]old Pers. Haugmatana, Bab. Agmatanu.

6 om. B,AtwtOo*,Exp"T"xvot";LEsd-." umoa] t G8* has a dup. h x6Xei

h rfj{"ptt, "sd.L fttpctonly. Bdptc is found in Jos. 'Ev *6Xet is a gl.,

explaininga word unknown to all the Gk. translators. The corre-sponding

Heb. mo occurs many times in late Heb., esp. in Est., cf.

Ne. il 2* 7f. It is from As. birtu,the common word for "fortress" or

"citadel" (Mar.M). It here means the castle in which the king lives.

" Kruno noa] lacking"JBA and rejectedby Berth. " hSjd]is pure Heb.

and only here in B. Aram. 6 has xtyzkls, which represents hSjd in

Ez. 2f 3"-" Ps. 4oT. As it is followed by ute, and so = c. 1, it can

only be a marginal reference to the other decree of Cy. in Ezr. 1. "

Twran] can scarcelybe different from pa% 4"; 6 "x6pvi)|Aa." 3. no

khSk] after 6 xtpl oTxou we should prefixS. 4P shows a dup., add-ing

UpoG. Or we may follow Esd. and om. icno. 4P lacks wan* mho,

ao that the decree concerned only sacrifices and vessels,and not the

rebuilding." "in*]is suspended in air as completely as *no. "" has

t6"ou connected apparentlywith icepCunderstood. " 'rit]"JBA Ixop^ia,

which does not occur elsw. in tt,but in Aq. Th. Sym. in Job 20s =

"nw a. X." pSaiDD]t "* Wijxtv8* Tt"tynaL.The sense of Heb. Sao will
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not fit;the traditional "raised" has no authority, tilscarcelymakes

sense, "and let the foundation be laid,"but L adds, a foundation of a

cubit. Haupt suggests that *nvr* = Heb. wk, "fire offering,"and cf.

As. sabalutso "and bring in his fireofferings." He compares Esd. 8xou

ixt86ouatv lidt xupb? ivSeXefcous,where they continuallyoffersacrificesby

fire; but those who quote this overlook the fact that it is the only

mention of the sacrifices in Esd., that is,this text lacks rna"t. "nrici ="

8t" xup6?, rSaWD = iv8tXe%ou? = Heb. "Pi?n. The corruption seems

quite hopeless, the Vrss. having as much difficultyand reaching as

many conclusions as modern scholars. " pncrrrni)] lacking in fcB

Esd.BA; L has S$ (I'w). It is most prob. that the originalpassage gave

the missing dimension of the temple. I venture to make the conjec-ture

that the originaltext was nvn onrp hkd ^dk nanio." 4. raa^j] fa

generallyderived from the As. nadbaku, which means "mountain slope,"

but Zimmern says this remains questionable (Mar.71,Mey."). The

mng. "course" is quite certain; " 86u,ot." SSj]lacking in "JB, xpct-

"cok6ial,v. on sg." J?k]Esd. adds iY%ci"pfou,which represents mm in

Ex. 12" Lv. 18* 24" Nu. 15"; in Ps. 37" ?Jjn mm, "a native tree";

hence here native wood to distinguishit from the wood brought from

Lebanon. The native and cheaper wood would serve to build into

the walls. " mn] f "" *UBA, xaivwv Iva1^*1-,a dup. reading both nin,

"new," and -in "one." The latter is correct. " nnpw] v.
" t from root

pw, cf. s14, "what is brought out," "outlay." " ftondcvi),which oc-curs

only in Apocr. " n*a] but in v. " more appropriatelŷ oaj. " 5. ^kd]

but in s" h k^nd. " wSa^n]rd. with " nn^a, as in 5". "
khSk

. . .
Sa^ni],

To this point our text follows 514 verbatim except as noted above.

Here we have a summarising of 5" b-". 0fB has only tod x6xou trlOi)h

oTwp too 8to0,i.e., itlacks allbut khSk maa nnm mnnS. **- follows MT.f

but with manifest corruptions. Esd.BA supports a shorter text: dhco-

xoTGcoTOEO^vat tU *rbv olxov xbv iv Iep. o5 ^v xc((ttvaeand adds a dup.

reading, 8x"""; x*0t tout; L has only the double reading at the end.

Mar. suggests a restoration thus : fvnnio pnnm oSpwa n icSynS pa^nnM

otSk noa; but this source used Sa"n only of the temple of Bab. "

mmtS] is surely connected with mnK-Sp as 5"; it is impossiblehere.

Indeed, the passage is hopelesslycorrupt.

6-12 = Esd. 6a7"34. The reply of Darius." 8. As shown

above on 5* the introduction to Darius's letter has been trans-posed.

(Torrey notes a lacuna between w.
" and e, ES.1M)"

This section should begin: Then Darius the king sent an answer

unto him, and therein was written as follows." Be ye far from

thence]is not a strikingcommand. Esd. keep away from the place

is stronger. " 7. Let the work of this house ofGod alone],forbid-
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ding any kind of interference. Esd. names Zerubbabel here as

"the servant of the Lord and governor of Judah." 3 Esd.

lacks the whole verse. "
8. The king further commands that

the decree of Cyrus be executed by providing the money for the

building operations out of the royal tribute collected in the

Syrian province. That we have no evidence of any such help

for the Jews does not disprove the authenticity of this order;

for it was one thing for the king to give such an order, but quite

another matter to get the satrap of a distant province to carry

it out. In Esd., however, the satrap is enjoined to help in the

work of rebuilding,but the payments out of the tribute are

only for sacrificial purposes. " 9. And whatever is necessary].

There follows in apposition the list of articles to be furnished:

young bullocks, rams, and sheep for burnt-offeringsto the God

of heaven (v.on 1*, where this expression occurs in a Persian

decree),and wheat, salt,wine, and oil as required by the priest.

The latter listprovides for the minchah, or meal-offering,which

was made of fine flour,moistened with oil and salted (Lv. 21-u).

Wine was required for the daily drink-offering(Ex. 2940)." Day

by day without fait\implies that this provision was for the daily

offering,and while we might suspect that the Persian officials

would not be concerned about such details,still it is possible

that this is a reflection of a Jewish priestlyinfluence at the Per-sian

court. " 10. That they may offerpleasingsacrifices]."Sac-rifices

of sweet savor" (ARV.) is scarcelyjustifiable,an error

as old as "S. The root idea is "rest," therefore "pleasing" or

perhaps "propitiating."" And pray for the lifeof the king and of

his sons]. This explains the motive of the grant for sacrifices.

The sacrifice would be pleasing to God and incline him favour-ably

toward the offerer. The Persian king was not averse to

the good offices of other gods than his own. This expression

is surely a sign of the Persian point of view. Sachau compares

this with "the sons of the royal house" in Eleph. Pap.10.

11. Any man that alters this command]; "frustrate" (BDB.)

is scarcely justifiable;the idea is not to punish the one who

interferes with the execution of the decree, but the one who

would venture to change its terms. Berth, interpretsin the
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sense of "transgress" or "violate." The punishment will be

twofold; the culpritwill be impaled on a beam or stake pulled

from his own house, and the house will be made a ruin. The

impalement was a Semitic method of execution, and, as Sieg.

says, to be distinguished from the Roman crucifixion. Sieg.

claims that impalement existed among the Hebrews, citing

Nu. 254 2 S. 2i6- 9. BDB. says correctlythat the method of

execution was uncertain. Herod, testifies to the custom among

the Assyrians (iii,159).The words may be rendered, "let him

be lifted up and stuck upon it" (the beam). The punishment

has quite a different turn in Esd. 6", let a beam be pulledfrom

his own house, and let him be hung thereon,and his property shall

become the king's. That has a more modern and less Oriental

note. "
12. This verse has been generally discredited. Esd.

has the originaltext, if we may judge by inherent fitness,thus:

and the Lord, whose name is called there,shall annihilate all kings

and the nation who stretches forthhis hand to hinder or to harm that

house of the Lord which is in Jerusalem. The writer has in mind

the petty neighbours of Judah, who had shown marked hos-tility

to the Jews, and who are now warned that Yahweh him-self

shall do them harm if they bar the progress of the temple.

As the king had sought the favour of Yahweh for his own house

(v. 10),so he naturally invokes his displeasure upon all who

interfere with the restoration of his cult.

6. ^nn] "JBA has Wwrce, forgettingthe n. p. " pnnuai]. The sf.should

be second p. " wi ftwi] "" (taxpdkv^vric8* p. dhc*x"*tL"Esd. dhclgfotat.

" nDn-jc] "K SxetStv,Esd. too t6"ou = "vm-p. " 7. kw nrtfl]is lack-ing

in "SB,Mar. om. also,ol d^ry(o\j\Uvott. 'Iou8a. Esd. Ixotpxovt. Iou8.

prefixing tov xaftot xupfou ZopofJogfX." orS] with "" Esd. we must om.

S,since 'at? as well as nno is subj. of fua\ Esd. has a + after syo:

oXooxepft; ofxo5oy.i)aatixaldxevfoat. " 8. or] Esd. 6" alxiiaXuafatc" '31?,

a word not found in B. Aram. " tSk] lacking in "**, a text approved

by Mar. Esd. has pixpi = "W- wasS, Esd. ixrceXcdHjvat,so
" until the

house of God is finished." " dsj] 7* f. The word occurs in late Heb.

and the mng. is clearlyestablished as "property."" kjtddk], V. on s".

" 9. ]Twn] pi. of nrwn f, "*BA 6"rc"pijutf,"JL Mov. " inm *ja] (Heb.

Bnw) means "young bullocks." This is associated with Lv. 4*- M ?a "\a

"\"2. But ^a is lacking in "SL and in Esd.,also in v. " 7", and may have

been introduced here under the influence of Lv. 6 has three render-
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ings of fmn : gofi"vBA,u,6oxou";L,TaGpous15*1-.M6oxou? may represent ^3.

"
\hv kS n] "JBA 8 Idv otktjaaxjtv,reading Sns",and being a repetition

of *3 "idkds. "EL has apparently a dup., the above preceded by dbca-

paXXdxTox;, a word found clsw. only in Est. 3" (Apocr.), but which

may represent our text, since "unchangeably" would be a suitable ren-dering."

10. pnS] Mar. " """." piwa] (Dn. 2"t) is a Hebraism, occur-ring

in J (Gn. 8") and very often in P; " c"co"foc gives a wrong

sense. " rSxo] Mar. " T"". In As. saltu is used in sense of "entreat," but

not to pray to a deity, Zim. KAT*" M- ")." "n] "JL awnqpfotc, "wf)vBA.

The former may represent a theologicalinterpretation." 11. noj] here

only in B. Aram., but it is a common Semitic word and occurs 4 t. in

B. Heb. " "l,p]t here only in B. Aram. Pe. pass. ptc. The word occurs

twice in late B. Heb. " nns]. The mng. usually given, "smite," is

scarcelyappropriatehere. BDB. gives two ideas, one of impalement

(v. 5. IPO and the other nail. The latter would imply crucifixion,

whereas the mng. is impalement. "$EA xkriyfyirzoiigives the true

sense. 0fL has xorrfarrai,which has the mng. impale." lSu]"J th

xorc* l\riBA,if? 8tapxor]f^vL.Dn. 2" 3" f. Jensen compares As. nawalu,

"ruin" (BDB.). The mng. given "dunghill" is not appropriate,though

that sense is found in Targum; "ruin" is better in every case. OP-

"plunder" would give good sense, but it is dub. whether that mng.

is permissible." nn-Sp] lacking in tt,but found in Esd.; "besides" or

"in addition to" is better than "on this account," since the latter

would apply to both parts of the punishment." 12* is regarded as

spurious by virtually all modern scholars; Sta. Gesch. ii,in,Kost.",

Sieg. Mey.(1. Mey.'s argument is typical: "It is quite impossible

that Dar. in an official document should call in question the contin-uance

of the Pers. sovereignty and speak of kings and peoples who in

the future might make his orders inoperative." Berth, defends the

passage, but does not go far enough. Mar. rejectswvnh as gl. with

reference to Antiochus Epiphanes; but the Gk. Vrss. all show that some

word belongshere,though not this one. Esd. here offers a simplerand

better text: b *6ptoc,o5 xb 6vo[meGtOrou "xtxlxXir?at 6xet,dfovfoattx"vrat

ftafftXIaxotl I0vo";8c "xTtvtl gclpa a"rou xuXuaau f)xamoxoiijaott tbv olxov

xupfou Ixetvov *cbv fv 'ItpouaacX^x. The Deut. phrase is more accurately

given than in MT. Dt more than P appears in the programme of

the restoration.

18-18 = Esd. 71"9. The temple is finished and dedicated.

Tattenai and his fellows respectedthe decree of Dar.; the work on

the temple was pushed forward and finished in the 6th year of Dar.

(515 B.C.). A service of dedication was held; many sacrifices were

offered;the pr. and Lev. were assigned their tasks according to the

book of Moses.
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13. Our text gives but a general and rough statement, that

Tattenai et al. because Darius the king had sent acted accordingly

with all care];but in Esd. this is much amplified,followingclosely

the commands of King Darius they with all care presided over the

holy works laboringwith the elders of the Jews and temple officers.

This is very unlike MT., but it agrees with the Esd. version of

the Darius letter (cf.v. *)" The passage is hard to explain as

a later addition, since the Jews would not be likelyto invent

the notion that hostile foreignerspresided over the rebuilding

of the temple, especiallyas they had rejectedthe offered assist-ance

of the Samaritans (41"3)." 14. And the elders of the Jews

built successfullybecause of the prophesying of Haggai and Zccha-

riah]cf.51. The reference here is to the problem at home; all

outward difficulties had been overcome by the decree of Darius

confirming that of Cyrus; but the books of the prophets named

above show that the Jews themselves were not very eager to

engage in public works; they were aroused to their duty and

kept at it by the inspiritingoracles of these prophets, without

whom the command of God and the edicts of kings would have

been alike ineffective. The mention of Artaxerxes is a gloss,as

he belongs to a later period. As we have the singular,king of

Persia,Darius or Cyrus may also be a gloss." 15. And theycon-tinued

that house until the third day ofthe month Adar]. The verb

means, literally,brought out, or continued until it was finished.

Esd. reads 23d day. Adar only elsewhere in Est. (81)is a loan-word

from the Babylonian. It is the 12th month, February-

March. Our text runs, which is the sixth year of Ike reign of
Darius the king]. We must read of the sixth year of King Darius,

as we find in Esd., or more probably an originalHebrew year

was firstgiven, which was synchronised with the Persian reign.

The temple was finished,according to the text, in the springof

16. The sons of Israel]in appositionwith which stands,the

priestsand the Levites and the rest of the sons of captivity].That

is,these three classes constituted the postexiliccommunity. "

Made a dedication of the house of God with joy]. Upon the com-pletion

of the work there was a joyful service of dedication.
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Esd. gives quite a different reading, the sons of Israel and the

priestsand the Levites and the rest of those from the captivitywho

had joined them did in accordance with those things in the book

of Moses. This is interestingfrom the implication that many

who had returned from exile had taken no part in the rebuild-ing

of the temple, a statement in itself highly probable. The

reference to the requirements of the book of Moses is explained

by the sacrifices made at the dedication.
"

17. The numbers

of the animals sacrificed,ioo bullocks, 200 rams, 400 lambs,

and 12 he-goats,are small compared to those offered by Solo-mon

at the dedication of the first temple, 1 K. 85- M, and are

not unsuitable, in spiteof Sieg.'sdoubt, to the poorer conditions

of the new community. " For all Israel according to the number

of the tribes of Israel], "Those returned deemed themselves

the representatives of all Israel " (Sieg.). They may have

taken to heart their brethren scattered over the world and made

the offeringsin their behalf. " 18. And they established the

priestsin their divisions and the Levites in their classes]. Accord-ing

to 2 Ch. 35* the priestswere established in divisions in

Josiah's time. The ordering of the priestsand Levites is de-scribed

minutely in 1 Ch. 23-26, each class or division being on

duty for a week at a time. For the condition in NT. times v.

Lu. i8- 8 f*." For the service of God who is in Jerusalem], "BL

shows a later conception,reading,for the service ofthe holythings

of the house of God, Esd. reads, and the priestsand the Levites

stood in full vestments, according to their tribes (or classes)for the

works of the Lord, " According to the writing of the book of Moses]

i, e,9 as written in the book of Moses. V, Nu. 3, 8. Esd. adds,

and the gatekeepersat each gate, but that suggests a period after

Nehemiah had built the walls.

13. V. b in Esd. is as follows : xarraxoXouO^eavTccto!"; brh toft ftacatX"Js

Aapefou xpoaracYelaiv fctcardrcouv tg"v Icp"v IpYuv txt^X"rrepov auvep-

Youvrtc to!"; Kpeaf}ur"potc*ca"v 'Iou8abi"v xal Icpoardrrottc This gives a

clear sense which is wanting in MT. " 14. prfao] for which ft has ol

AtutTToti8*,xamj68uvovL,Esd. t5o8"x Iftvvcot^ l*P^ SpY". The word is to

be taken adverbiallywith p", they built successfully," njoaj and njrna]

are wanting in Esd. V. b is regarded as a gl. by many (Mar. Sieg.

Mey. et al). With Berth, we must excise the name of Art., which
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finds a placehere on account of 4'-", though the name is supported by

all the Gk. Vrss. Sieg. urges against the passage the combining of a

command of God and of the Pers. kings. But in Esd. we find different

words used: 8t" TpooT"Yt"aToc tou xupfou" ,xrcA *rij";y*"im)C t. K6pou

x. t. X.,by the command of Yakweh and with the permission of Cy. That

part of the text seems unobjectionable, pjs, ua] are both lacking in

Esd., and Berth, may be right in changing the latter to "prophets."

Otherwise it is to be combined with iSSae",they finished building."

15. hw] or Qr. **sv. Kautzsch," prefersa pi.form rw, adopted by

Mar. on basis of "" V. Kautzsch interpretsas a pass, from kpn, but

De. regards it as Shafcl from Bab. asu, and that fitsbetter. The usual

rendering, "complete/' will not serve here unless we dispose of the

following "i"
,

which is well attested. We cannot say
" they finished the

house until the 3d of Adar"; that is no better in Aram, than in English.

But from the root asu we get
" they brought out or continued the work

until," etc. "
nnSn dv] Esd. tp^ttj? xal efcdftoc It is impossible to

tell which text is right, though Sieg. follows Guthe in preferring the

latter. Jos. (Ant. xi,4, 7) agrees with Esd. " *kvi n] is certainlywrong.

Esd. has tou Ixtou Stou? ^aoiXiax; Aatptfou. Mey. {Enl.u) supposes

some words to have fallen out, and suggests, "that is (the 12th month)

of the 6th year of Dar." explanatory of the Bab. term Adar. It is

more prob. that a year was first given ace. to a Jewish calendar and

that this date was dropped accidentally. ttL tries to help along by

an addition of ""c, thus: 8? forty lax; irons." 17. jnm] "" pfoxouc,

but Esd. correctly "ca6pou?." fnDK] "" i|ivo6?,Esd. with better Gk.

dfpvatc." p? nw] "" xt(""pou";Gtlfuv,Esd. ^i^pou?. The same redun-dancy

is found in late Heb. Dn. 8"- " 2 Ch. 29*, but cf. 8". In

Lv. o" the he-goat is a sin-offering." *oar] Esd.BA fuXdcpxwv." 18. rmap]

which referred to the building in 5* here indicates the temple cult.

" khSm] "El frrfov olxou tou Ocou. " ~\dd]"Jl ptfSXfcpv6(tou. Esd. adds:

%a\ ol Oupwpol I9' ix"rrou icuXuvoc, 3 Esd. et ostearii per singulasjanuas.

This passage is important, for it indicates that the Aram, narrative has

broken off abruptly. The story evidently went on to describe the in-stallation

of other officials of the temple. Torrey regards the words

as the work of the Chr. Esd. prob. lacked from ran v. "" to oSrwa

v. ", as shown by the repeated h x$ Mwj^ $l$kty,and by the sus-piciously

close agreement with MT.

EZR. 61*-" = ESD. 710-". THE OBSERVANCE Of THE

PASSOVER.

This passage has suffered like many other parts of these books from a

mutilation of the text. The purpose of the mutilation is plain. The

passage was attached by the Chr. to the temple-buildingstory, and then

was modified to make it conform to its new positionand to the ideas
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of the editor. To comprehend what we have to deal with, we must

have the original text so far as it can be recovered; and therefore a

translation of the reconstructed text is given here. The justification

for the changes will be found in the critical notes. In this passage the

Heb. language is employed.

(19) And the sons of Israel kept the passover on the fourteenth

day of the firstmonth. (20) Now the priestsand the sons of the

captivitywere not cleansed,but the Levites to a man were all ofthem

clean,and they [theLevites]sacrificedthe passover for all the sons

of the captivity,and for their brethren the priests[and for them-selves].

(21) And the sons of Israel,all that had separated them-selves

from the uncleanness of the nations of the earth, and those

who had returned unto them from the captivityto seek Yahweh ate

the passover. (22) And they kept the feastof unleavened bread

seven days, rejoicingbefore Yahweh, because he had turned the

purpose of the king of Assyria unto them to strengthentheir hands

for the worship of Yahweh the God ofIsrael.

A company of exiles had recently arrived in Judah through

the favour of one known only as "king of Assyria." The

Israelites already in Judah celebrated the Passover at its regular

time, and so far as their condition permitted the recent arrivals

participated. The passage shows an amalgamating process be-tween

the Jews returningfrom exile and those who were native

in Judah. There is not a word about the temple or its building.

It is usually assumed that the Chr. wrote the passage as a fittingcon-clusion

to the temple-buildingstory. Torrey notes that the temple

was finished in the 12th month, Adar, v. ", and that the Chr., with his

usual exactness in dates, fillsin the next month with the keeping of the

Passover. The Chr. has an elaborate description of the celebration of

the Passover in 2 Ch. 351-". Many phrases are identical in the two

passages. But in our passage we rd. that the Lv. slew the Passover

for the others, v. M, while in 2 Ch. 35" the phrase is "prepared." In-deed,

the points of identityare mostly in stock phrases,which any

writer would use. The Chr. cannot be the author of this piece,for he

would not mutilate his own work to the extent we find here. Those

who attribute the fragment to the Chr. do so on the basis of the cor-rupt

text.

There is not sufficient evidence to determine the date of the piece,but

such indications as we have suggest that it belongs to the early period.
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It may well belong to the time of Cy.t or to the period when Zer. and

his company first arrived in Jems. C. 3 describes various festivals

that were kept, and this may have been among them. It is separated

only by the long Aram, insertion 47-6" and may originallyhave stood

after 4*, or even in the early part of c. 3.

19. The day for this feast is fixed in Ex. 126. " The sons of

the captivity]is an error for the sons of Israel. These two classes

are named in this passage in contrast. The sons of Israel are

those who had always remained in Judah, and the sons of

the golah are those who returned from Babylonia." 20. This

verse in MT. runs thus: For the priestsand Levites had cleansed

themselves,to a man they were all clean,and they slew the passover

for all the sons of the captivityand for their brethren the priestsand

for themselves]. "For themselves" can only refer to the Le-vites.

The expressionis cumbersome, but it has the support of

all texts. Nevertheless it may be a gloss. The idea is clear

that the clean Levites sacrificed the Passover on behalf of the

two classes stated in v. " to be unclean. As the Passover was

kept in memory of the return from the captivityin Egypt, the

festival would be highly significantfor those who had just re-turned

from the exile in Babylonia. " 21. This verse also re-quires

correction as above. "The sons of Israel" is further

defined. During the exile the Jews in Judah had probably

mingled freelywith the surrounding peoples,called in our books

"the people of the land." Now with the return of some exiles,

there was an earnest revival of Yahweh worship, in the interest

of which some of the Israelites dissociated themselves from the

loose ways of their neighbours." 22. The Feast of Unleavened

Bread was virtually a part of the Passover, continuing for

seven days thereafter (Ex. 12"). Instead of with joy for Yah-weh

made them rejoice]it is better to read with Esd. rejoicing

before Yahweh. " He turned the heart](or counsel as Esd.) refers

to some especial act of favour shown to the Israelites." King

ofAssyria]is strange here. We should expect
" king of Persia."

B.-Rys. notes that in Judith 21 Nebuchadrezzar is called king of the

Assyrians (the same confusion is found in 2 K. 23*'); as the kings of

Pers. ruled over the old As. domain, the title might be used by a Pers.
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king (so Berth.). In Ne. 13* Art. is called king of Bab. As the text

b supported by all Vrss. we may assume that the phrase was in the

original text. It is usually assumed that Dar. is meant, e. g.t Sieg.,

but, save the positionof the passage assigned by the Chr., there is no

evidence to support that identification. There seems to be room to

doubt whether such a mistake would have been made as this by any

postex. writer. However ignorant the Jews may have been of con-

temporary history,they knew that As. had long been defunct and that

Pers. was the real power of this time. As the reference is to one who

had conferred favours upon the people as a whole, we naturally sup-pose

the king of Pers. to be meant. Yet it may be that it was really

a satrap in the old As. domains who was called by courtesy king of

Assyria.

To strengthentheir hands] in i6 refers to material support,

and that sense would be admissible here. Were our text cor-rect

that meaning would be required. As a matter of fact,

the last clause originallyread/pr the worship of Yahweh the God

of Israeli. The favour of the Assyrian king then consisted of

the privilegeof keeping the Passover, for which very little

expenditure was necessary. The king's grace may refer to a

giftof lambs, which were slain at the feast, or to the privilege

conferred upon the sons of the golah in allowing them to re-turn

to Judah. In the latter case the king would naturallybe

Cyrus." For the work of the house of God] is badly supported by

the Vrss., and is inconsistent with the tenor of the passage,

which is concerned with the keeping of festivals,i. e., the wor-ship

at the temple, not with its building.

19. w] tt ixofrjaav,but Esd. uses a more technical word, frr"*Y"-

oovBA IJyoyov1-." "iSw ^a] is suspicious,for the Passover was slain for

the sons of the golah (v."). Esd. has ol ulol 'IaporijXx""v h. tij";afc-

paXuafoc, V filiiIsrael transmigrationis,3 Esd. flit Israel cum his qui

erant ex captivitate,i. e.t the sons of Israel togetherwith those who had

come from the captivity. Now Esd. cannot be rendered "the sons of

Israel that came from captivity," as RV.; the t"v forbids that, for

the text is defective; the Latin is good. 3 Esd. shows two distinct

classes,the sons of Israel and the sons of the golah, and these two

classes are kept distinct in this whole passage. Now the original

reading must have been "sons of Israel" and the rest is a correction

from MT. As so often happens Esd. has preserved the originaltext

with a dup. derived from Heb." 20*. Esd. has a striking text, 8tt
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f)Yv(aOT]9oevol Icpelc xal ol Atuefxati a\ut xal icavtec ol ulol rf}? afa-

(ia"*"afotcfat [ouxl] fjYvtaOtjaav"frt ol Atuetxai fya icavtec f)Yv{o(h)c"v,3
Esd. qtiandosanctificatisunt saecrdotcs et LevUae. Omnes filiicoptivitatis

non sunt simid sanctificati,quia LevUae omncs simul sanctificatisunt.

The reading 8xi in BA is senseless,and L supported by 3 Esd. is correct.

Some parties were clean and others not. Now the subj. of rcncni can

only be the Lev. We can get good sense for a part of the v., i. c, but

the Lev. to a man were all of them clean, and they sacrificedthe passover

for all the sons of the golah,for their brethren the pr. and for themselves.

In this part Esd. and MT. agree. The preceding part is meaningless

as it stands in both texts. Esd. shows corrections from the Heb. in

the repeated clause ol A. S\ux xal xavttc. Omitting that and putting

the remainder back into Heb., we have a good text: o*jnan nnon vh "a

nSwn ijai. It may be that we should go further. When the Chr. drop-ped

the negative to get rid of the intolerable implication of the pas-sage,

he may have inserted "pr."; in that case the Esd. text is cor-rect

from ol ulot,the preceding being added from MT. The antithesis

is then between the sons of Israel,v. ", and the sons of golah, v. "
"

21 is unintelligible;there is no obj. for iSaioi;"sons of Israel" and

"sons of the golah" are identified;there is a third class otherwise un-known

in this section "and all who had separated," etc., and there

is no antecedent for the pron. in dhSk. "" has an obj.,to xaoxa, in place

of soph, but dhcb Tifc dxoixtotw; is disconnected (ol igtXtMvrtc ix6L).

"g has ifc dbto6ap"j{a";for pkdbo. Esd. follows MT. exc. that it has

xavrts for Sai and lacks ohSk and Vme^ "nS*. Sense may be obtained

by transposition so as to rd. f nun
. . .

Stan Sa Sm"" na nocn V?aioi

nSunD o^arm. It is better with Esd. to drop hmw" ^hSk
. . .

onSn.
"

22. In "SB nirn is lacking; in "SA it is found here and with aon. Esd*

has "H)v"ouX^v for aS
= n*^ and lacks d^hSkh rna or rather has xupfou

instead. " nvn
. . .

nnD"a] appears in Esd. as ivavrt xupfou1-,eufpatopevot
Ivavrt xuptouBA. "House of God" was added by the Chr. when he

attached the passage to the temple story. Esd. gives better sense, for

Yahweh made them rejoiceand turned is awkward. We should rd.

therefore Sjoc" ^hSk nvn nanVna
. . .

ittk ^Sd nsp aon o aw *jbS oyicp.

EZR. 44"6. THE COMPLAINT TO XERXES.

This is a fragment describing an event in the reign of Xerxes (485-

464), and the only passage we have from his period. It is given dif-ferent

connections in MT. and Esd. In the latter the name of Xerxes

does not occur; in fact,the only part of v. * preserved in that text is

againstthe inliabitants ofJudah and Jcrus., and that is imbedded in the

letter to Art. The section is usually divided, w. * '" being connected

with vv. "-* and v. " made a section all by itself. It has been shown

above that this passage did not come from the same hand as w. *-*,and
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w. * f- give a suitablesetting for v. ". As the text stands the arrange-ment

in Esd. is the only logicalone, for the dates of Cy. and Dar. in

v. *b lead up to 5*. It is clear that these dates are later glosses. The

connection of "all the days of Cy." shows that it is interpolated. As

it stands it is connected with "hiring counsellors,'' but manifestly the

enemy would not be engaged in hiring counsellors during a whole reign"

to ignore the intervening period of Cambyses. As the editor supposed

the events narrated in 3*-4" to have happened in the time of Cy., it

would be natural for him to add this date. "Unto the reign of Dar."

is easily explained as a duplication from 4", which v. is substantially

a repetitionof the passage before us. It must be remembered that

in the originaltext preserved in Esd., 4* was directlyfollowed by 4".

The troubling of the Jews referred to here of course reallytook place

in the reign of Dar., since the complaint was lodged with Xerxes in

the beginning of his reign. The key to the situation lies in the word

"build," v.4. That could not refer to the building of the temple, for

we have three accounts of that performance (s1-^ 5/., Hg. and Zc.),

in no one of which is there a hint of even an attempt to check the build-ing.

Even with the poor and few people for the task, the work was

apparently done in a shorter time than Solomon took with all of his

resources. The building could only refer then to the building of

houses in Jerus. or of the walls or both. Now houses in the city and

walls around it would naturally be the next step after the erection of

the temple; for the temple standing alone would be subject to raids for

plunder and desecration. Ne. shows that any preceding attempts to

put up either houses or walls had failed. The complaint accomplished

its purpose.

As Dar. was favourably disposed toward the Jews, there would be

no use in appealing to him. Consequently the enemies had to fall

back upon themselves, and do what they could to impede the prog-ress

of those Jews who were bravely strugglingto restore Zion. A new

king always raises new hopes. When Xerxes succeeded to the throne,

there might be a chance of turning him against the risingpeople of

Palestine. The advent of a new king was a favourite time for the

rebellion of subject peoples. The freshly crowned monarch must be

on the alert for uprisings,and he would naturally be suspicious. Upon

the accession of Xerxes, therefore, the counsellors,Bishlam, Mithredates,

and Tabeel, who had been employed by the enemy, wrote their charges

against the Jews.

What they wrote and what the result of their letter was we do not

know, for that part of the narrative has been lost. We may, however,

draw a pretty safe inference. In our books we have stories which show

the favourable attitude of Pers. kings toward the Jews; Cy. Dar.

Art. and Art. II, each one in his way, furthered the desires of these

people. We have nothing from the long reign of Xerxes. Before him
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a good beginning had been made, but after his time the situation de-scribed

in Ne. i /. indicates that all the work of the Jews had been

undone, save in the fact that the temple had not been destroyed. It

is evident then that Xerxes showed no favour to the Jews, and that

their hostile neighbours had a free hand to work their own will.

The term "people of Judah" in v. * would not naturally be applied

to a body of exiles who had just returned. The words imply a people

settled for some time in the land, and hence a later date than that of

Cy. is necessary.

It has, indeed, been proposed by many to change the name Xerxes

to Cambyses (c.g., KAT.3" ""), but that is an attempt to support a

chron. system in the present arrangement of our books which on all

grounds is impossible. Even if this name were disposed of,we stillhave

the passage vv. 7-**,and would have to dispose of Art. as well as Xerxes.

4. The people of the land] occurs in the contemporary proph-ets,

in Zc. 76 as a term for the laity,in Hg. 2* as equivalent to

the rest of the people named in 22,i. e., all others than Jeshua

and Zerubbabel. In our books this term occurs nowhere else,

and as Esd. reads "peoples," the text must be corrected ac-cordingly.

We have this expression "peoples of the land" in io*- " Ne. gu io*1- M

and "peoples of the lands" in 3" gu *" " Ne. gu "0 10". In Ezr. io"- "

Ne io31 "peoples of the land" describes the peoples from which the

foreign wives had come; there the mng. is manifestly the non-Israelite

nations dwelling in Judah or its immediate neighbourhood. " Peoples

of the lands" has the same sense in Ezr. gl- *" ", "peoples of these

abominations" (o14)being used synonymously, but the emph. here is

on the difference of religionrather than of race. In Ne. 9" the term

refers to the As. and Bab., therefore the foreign people distant from

Judah. In Ne. 10" it is rendered "traders" in BDB., but the real mng.

is country people as distinguished from those in Jerus. In Ne. 9* the

word for peoples has an unusual form Oedj?),but as in Zc. 7', it means

the people as distinguished from the king; the reference,however, is to

foreigners. These are all the cases in our books, and it is apparent

therefore that the phrase refers to foreigners,and while originally

"peoples of the land" was distinguished from the others as mng. for-eigners

near by, the distinction is lost as the texts stand. The refer-ence

here is very prob. to the Sam.

Were weakening the hands], Cf. "their hands will drop from

the work" (on the walls), Ne. 69. The phrase usually means
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to discourage, but literallyit would be making Die hands drop,

and so stopping whatever the people of Judah were doing. In

view of the following clause, "disheartening" is the better

sense. " Troubling them in building. The history of the efforts

of the foreignersto stop Nehemiah's work is the best commen-tary

on the passage. The meaning is that the people of the

land interfered with the Jews, putting every possible obstacle

in their way. There may have been actual assaults made upon

them as well. What the people of Judah were building is not

stated, but it must have been either the city walls or houses

{v.s.). Esd. has a somewhat different account: The nations of

the land, lying down upon (or sending a message to) those in

Judea and besiegingthem, preventedthe building. This hostility

is still more emphasised in 3 Esd., where an ambush is de-scribed

(v.i.)." 5. Hiring counsellors against them], Cf. Ne.

612f-,"counsellors of the king," 7" 825,but here BDB. gives the

meaning "agents." The counsellors were not employed for

advice, but to represent them in their complaint to Xerxes.

To make an appeal like this effective,it would have to be sup-ported

by names that would carry weight with the king. It is

certain that the agents were Bishlam, Mithredates, and Tabeel

(v. on 7-23),and they may have been Persian officers,to whose

report Xerxes would give heed, and who knew how to draw up

a suitable document.
" To defeattheir purpose]. Their purpose

was the rebuilding of the city. It would appear that in spite

of the efforts of the enemy the work had continued, though

with diminished success. Despairing of completely stopping the

progress by their own efforts,they now prepare to secure a re-straining

decree from the Persian king." All the days of Cyrus]

is a harmonising glossadded here when this passage was placed

in a false connection (v.s.); similarlyuntil the reign of Darius is

carried back from v.24. The Esd. text shows plainly how this

was done. "
6. In the reign of Xerxes], the only mention of

this king in our books, but he is named often in Est. " In the

beginning of his reign],that is,immediately upon his acces-sion

(485 B.C.),when an accusation of rebellion would be most

effective.
" Wrote] in our text has no subject. The implied sub-
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ject is "the people of the land" in v. 4, but to say nothing of

the distance and change of construction, a multitude could not

well be the author of a letter. Proper textual criticism shows

that Bishlam, Mithredates, and Tabeel should be transposed

from v.
7 to serve as the subject of this verb. " Accusation],in

Esd. letter,and probably that is correct; for the Hebrew verb

"write" is not used with a figurativesubject. "Accusation"

would mean a letter containing an accusation.

The abrupt end is what we may expect in any fragmentary piece the

originalform of which has been lost by editing to fit a new situation.

That abruptness of termination is,however, a characteristic of our

books.

4. p** op] Esd. xa3i Wvtj "ri}";-fit, 3 Esd. gentes terrae,rd. "djj as in

other places." *n o*d")c]only case of Pi. in this connection. Qal is

used several times with "v as subj.,e. g., 2 S. 41, where we have also Vna.

Esd. gives us ixixoiitd^ievo^{incumbentes, 3 Esd.) = tS, Dt. 21" *

33", 1 K. 3", hardly a suitable sense here; ixixoiwyouvra1- occurs

only in Sirach 26* 4 Mac. 4*. This gives quite a different sense, sent

a communication to those in Judah, possibly ordering them to stop the

work. " osnSao] trouble,Qr. o^Snao,frighten. "" *vcx63ti;ov(=" oSn in Ju.

5n) supports Kt. Esd. has xoXtopxouvreq clpfov. The first word often

represents anS, and this text apparently rd. O'DttSj. Elpfov stands for

some vb. concealed in onw. As Esd. has dxtx"Xuaav for "prevent"

in 5" and 2s1, it appears that we have two sources woven together

here. 3 Esd. has a further elaboration,et levantes opus adificationis

et insidias et populos adducentes prohibebant cos adificare,"and impair

the work of building and bringing an ambush and peoples prevented

them from building." This is very like Neh.'s troubles. " 6, onao f]

an error in sibilants;the correct form is onar. The text of Esd. is

radicallydifferent in this v.: xal gouXdc xal STHiaYUfouvrcc (Siftjurfu-

f{aCAL) *al ouoraaeic ("xtauoraatt";L)xoio6("cvot dxtx"Xuoav toG dxore-

XsoB^vactr^v otxo8o(jj)v(tou ofxoSoyLfjaatxal IxraXeoOfjvat *H)votxo"ot"fjv1-)

xavra xbv XP^V0V ^"" ^*)"J *ou fkcotX"ocK6pou. There is added xal eTpx-

Orjoav Tqc o(xo3o^f)";frng8G0 id"";t"j"; Aapcfou (iaaiXiteq,but that b a

translation of v. u, so that the clause " until the reign of Dar." of

MT. is lacking in Esd., and correctly,for it has nothing to do with

this section. The above contains more than we have in MT., but it

appears to be chiefly the work of R., who wanted to emphasise the

good ground for the cessation of the work on the temple. Yet he did

not venture to insert any word that necessarilyrefers to the temple.

The difference from MT. is so great that the text can hardly be a



160 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

translation at all. Indeed, in the whole passage (*-")Esd. shows that

the material has been worked over perhaps by several hands. The pas-sage

may be translated,and using plans and demagoguery and tumults

they prevented the buildingfrom completion all the days that Cy. lived.

The followingclause,they hindered the buildingfor two yearst is a dup.

" 6. njw] does not occur elsw. "SP lacks the word, A has fotcrreXfjv,

while L has a dup., tea. %a\ {vavrfoatv. Other forms of the root are

common.

EZR. 47*14*= ESD. 216-30. THE ARTAXERXES LETTERS.

The material in this passage covers two letters,that of Rehum,

Shimshai, and their associates to Artaxerxes, and that of the

king in reply; an introduction to each letter; and a descrip-tion

of the execution of the king'sdecree. The section has been

the subject of much discussion,for it presents difficulties to an

unusual degree. Some of these will be considered here.

(i) Contrary to the general impression, the whole passage exc. 7b

is in Aram. It is usually said that v. 7 is the Heb. intr. to the Aram.

letters,a conclusion due in part to an inadequate criticism of the text.

As a matter of fact,we find that v. T" is a part of the warp and woof of

the intr. to the firstletter,an intr. mixed all through vv. 7-", and which

I have fortunately been able to disentangle (v."'.).The v. can be rd.

as Aram, as well as Heb. The word inua is,in fact,an Aram, word,

and the passage can only be forced into Heb. by assuming a loan-word.

The mistake was originallymade by the Massorites, and has been

perpetuatedever since. V. 7b is Heb., but at most it is an editor's note;

and it is certainlyout of place. It has never been understood, but it

.

clearlyhas nothing to do with the interpretationof the passage which

follows. It may be only some copyists'notes (v.*'.).(2) The letters

are placed in different chron. situations in the two editions which

have come down to us. In MT. the passage stands between the Heb.

and Aram, stories of the temple-building,that is,in the reign of Dar.,

an obvious absurdity. In Esd. the passage comes directlyafter Ezr.

1, between the reigns of Cy. and Dar. This position was not that of

the originaltext of Esd., but was due to a later editor. In the Esd.

text of w. *-" there are two references to the building of the temple,

both in the letter of complaint,neither being in the Aram, text (Esd.

2"- " = Ezr. 4"* M). Now those references to the temple must have

been added to the text after it was placed in the positionit has in MT.

In the Esd. text the beginning of the building operations of the tem-ple

follows this passage (1.e., 5" *")" The references to the temple-

buildingare therefore impossiblein an earlier section. If these references
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had been in the originaltext, they surelywould not have been over-looked

by the Chr., who believed that this passage explainedthe delay

in buildingthe temple. The section must have been transposedin

the Esd. text in an attempt to get rid of the obvious absurdityof

placingthe Art. lettersin the midst of the reignof Dar. That would

be all the more necessary, since the Esd. text makes it clear that 3*-4s

of MT. do belongto the time of Dar., a fact disguisedin MT. by the

aid of numerous textual changes.

It seems possibleto go a step further and attempt to account for the

fact that there are no references to the templein the Aram, version of

the letter. At all events, a simpleexplanationmay be proposed.In

the originaltext of Ezr.-Ne. this passage stood where it belongs,

immediatelyprecedingNe. i. The passage was transposedin Esd.,

which has nothingof Neh.'s work at all,and was edited to fitits new

place. Then in MT. it was also separatedfrom its context by the

insertion of c. 5-10, but without the textual changes. Later,to get

rid of the problem of chronology,it was againpushed back in the Esd.

text by an editor who was certainly,and perhapspardonably,ignorant

of the true order of succession of the Pers. kings.

(3)The passage is dated in the time of Art.,presumablyArt. I

(464-424). This date is inconsistent with the positionof the passage

in either text. Therefore many scholars have supposedthat the name

of the kingis wrong, and that we should substitute Cambyses for Art.

Cambyses reigned529-522, between the reignsof Cy. and Dar. That

substitution would make the Esd. text chronologicallyconsistent. But

we have seen that the positionof the passage in that version was not

original,and consequentlythe gain is nothing.The substitution does

not helpout the version in MT.; for here we have the sequence of

kings,Cy. Dar. Xerxes,Art. Dar. (4**"),thus placingArt. too early.

If Cambyses is assumed,he becomes as much too late in this scheme

as Art. istoo early.With better success we might substitute the name

Xerxes. We could then interpretv. " as a Heb. beginningof the matter

in vv. 7-*"*. The chron. sequence is then not so bad, for while c 5/.

does belong to the reignof Dar., we might suppose that the Aram,

account of the temple-buildingstory had been added to this Aram,

section without regardto chron. order. Then it is a singularfact that

in the book of Est. the Pers. king Xerxes appears in 6 as Art.; ifthe

same mistake had been made here,the error in "" might have crept

back into the Aram. Finallythat substitution would rid us of the

serious difficultythat Art. authorised Neh. to do the very thingforbid-den

in this edict (v.Intr.).

Alluringas this hypothesisis,itis certainlyunnecessary. After all,

itscarcelyrelievesus of any realdifficulties,for as the passage is in the

wrong place,to remove it one reignfurther along is no strain. Fur-ther,

the change,as shown below,creates a difficultyof itsown.
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In its originalform the letter to the Pers. king charges that the Jews

are rebuilding the walls of Jems., and erecting houses in it. That

much we may gather in spiteof the corrupt and obscure text. There

is not a word about the temple; indeed, it is excluded; for the complain-ants

urge that if the Jews finish their undertaking, the city will be in

a position to rebel against the king of Pers. The restoration of the

temple as the basis of that charge would be ridiculous. Further, the

most trustworthy source we have for the history of this period de-mands

just such events as are described here. Neh. learns with sur-prise

and chagrin that Jems, is lying waste, its walls are thrown down,

and its gates burned (Ne. i* 2')" To suppose that Neh. refers to the

destruction in 587, nearly a century and a half before his time, is absurd.

The reference can only be understood of some recent calamity. Neh.'s

audience with Art. was in the 20th year of his reign. Therefore the

events narrated as occurring "in the days of Art." may have come at

any time in the first twenty years of his reign. But if we transfer the

letters to Xerxes, they must be put in the beginning of his reign (4'))

i. c, 485, or forty years before Neh., and therefore presenting too long

an interval between the calamity and the report brought to Neh.

There is then the difficultyof supposing that Art. retracted his own

words in giving Neh. permission to rebuild the walls. In the Aram.

form of the letter,there is the saving clause "until a decree is issued by

me." Esd. lacks the passage, but that might easilybe due to its un-fitness,

as the letter was understood. If words are to be pressed over-

hard, as is apt to be the case in dealing with Pers. laws, that clause

would have to be omitted, or the temple could never have been built,

for Art., in spiteof 6", never issued a decree in favour of building the

temple.

We cannot rd. the story in Ne. 1-2* without seeing that Neh. realised

that he had a delicate and difficult problem. If he knew of the king's

letter,w. " *",and had just heard how ruthlesslythe decree to stop

the work had been carried out, we can well understand his fear and per-plexity.

Finally, it is by no means inconceivable that a weak mon-arch

like Art. could be induced to do almost anything by a court

favourite.

By placingthe section justbefore Neh. we get an exceedingly good

connection. In the early part of the reign of Art.,perhaps under the

inspirationof the patriot Neh., a large body of exiles had gone up to

Jerus.,possiblythe very company confused with Ezra's. They had

the purpose, so near the heart of Neh., of rebuildingJerus.,and began

to execute the project. The jealous Sam., rebuffed by the Jews years

before,realise the danger to their supremacy, and write a letter to the

king. Neh. being at court, knows of the complaint and the tenor of

the king's reply. After the Sam. forces had made havoc of the Jews'

work, some of the disheartened colonists returned to Pers., and are
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brought straight to the royal cup-bearer. He learns now that the

enemy had taken advantage of the edict and had gone far beyond its

terms in their passion for destruction.

With this situation clearlyin mind, we can comprehend the patriot's

disappointment and sorrow. We can further understand the secrecy

with which he surrounds his own enterprise,and the constant conflicts

with the very people who had succeeded once before in breaking down

the walls of Jerus.

(4) The authenticity of the letters has been assumed in the above

discussion. Any other theory seems to me untenable. The text is

in places very bad, esp. in the intr. and in the complaint, v. ", due

doubtless to tampering with the text to make it fit a false position.

But the main purport of the letters can be ascertained beyond a doubt,

and if this passage were lacking we should be obliged to assume,

in order to understand Neh., just such an occurrence as is here de-scribed.

The passage cannot be attributed to the Chr. on any condi-tions;

for he could not have composed a passage which he so egregi-

ously misunderstood, and which is so hopelessly inappropriatefor the

purpose for which he would have invented it. Whatever his faults,

and they were many, he was not as stupid as that. Had the Chr.

composed the passage, he would almost certainlyhave written all in

Heb. save the letters themselves, as is the case in the story of Ezra,

whereas the whole document is in Aram. Moreover, the passage does

contain more than the letters themselves, and I cannot understand

Torrey's declaration that the "Aram, source contains nothing but these

suspicious documents" (ES.ul).

Eost. was the first to deny the historicityof the passage, admitting

that if it were authentic it would refer to Ezra's golah and overthrow

his theory that Ezra is later than Neh. The points raised by Kost.

(Wied.*4 n "),with some comments thereon, follow:

(1) The colonisingby Asnappar (Assurbanipal) is improbable. But

it is by no means certain that Asnappar is to be identified with Assur-banipal

{v.*.). (2) There is a suspicious similaritybetween this cor-respondence

and that of c. 5/. The agreement is rather fanciful and

is mostly in unimportant matters. Both complaints are in Aram., are

aimed at the Jews, and are addressed to a Pers. king. But in the im-portant

matters there is great divergence. One contains a grave charge

and urges action; the other is an inquiry, and the correspondents

await orders. In one the complaint is heeded and drastic measures

ordered; in the other the Jews are upheld. (3) The phrase "in the

book of thy father's memoirs," v. 1S,could not apply to Bab. inscrip-tions.
This argument ignores simple textual criticism,the Esd. text

reading "in the libraryof thy fathers,"in which Bab. inscriptionsmay
well have been stored. (4) "The mighty kings" of v." admits of

no satisfactoryexplanation, since the history of David and Solomon
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would not be recorded in Bab. annals. But the phrase could apply

just as well to later kings like Hezekiah, who held a Bab. vassal as a

prisonerand who bulks large in the inscriptionsof Sennacherib. (5)

The phrase "until a command is given by me," v. ", shows a knowledge

of Art's later consent to Neh. Here again we may note that Esd.

lacks the passage, and Kost. is certainlywrong in his assumption that

Art. orders the destruction of the walls. Further, we may well ques-tion

Kost.'s inference. The king might easilyissue a conditional de-cree.

As he merely orders the work to stop, it is natural to assume

that some further investigationwas intended. (6) The impression

made by Ne. 1-7
" is that Neh. was engaged in an entirelynew work,

and that a story of a previous attempt to rebuild the walls is incon-sistent.

The fact is that Neh. was urged to his task by learningthat

the walls had been thrown down and the gates burned. (7) The

mocking attitude of Sanb. and To. is inexplicableif the walls had pre-viously

been carried close to completion. It seems to me that if the

Sam. had recentlydestroyed what the Jews had built,they would have

sufficient ground to jeerat any one eke who attempted to resume the

work. The fact that they trust to their own devices,and do not ap-peal

to the king, indicates that they regarded their task as easy. (8)

Ne. 21*1 is silent about an existingorder to destroy the walls,Neh. does

not ask for a reversal of a previous decree,and the king only considers

the loss of a faithful servant. Strictlyspeaking, there had been no

order to destroy the walls. Neh. would not be likelyto provoke oppo-sition

by reminding the king of his former action.

Kost. then gives his ideas as to the originof the passage. As the

firstgolah in the time of Cy. had attempted to rebuild the temple, and

were hindered by the Sam., so the walls must have been attempted

before the 20th year of Art. Therefore the Chr. makes the golah at-tack

the walls after the completion of the temple. It would be difficult

to frame a weaker hypothesis. The golah under Cy. did not attempt

to rebuild the temple and there was no hindrance from the Sam. The

Chr. had no idea that this passage dealt with the walls of the city.

He incorporatesthe passage on the theory that the letters referred to

the building of the temple. It is easy to agree with Torrey that

"Kost.'s methods were not thoroughly scientific,and his conclusions,

in the main, were of littlevalue" (ES.14").

7-11. The occasion of the letter to Artaxerxes and its be-ginning.

" 7. In the days of Artaxerxes], The writer evidently

had no exact knowledge of the date or he would have been

more specific." The rest of their associates]suggestingan official

body which joined in the complaint whose word would add

I
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weight to the charge. The word rendered " associates "

occurs

in the Eleph. pap., where the meaning is determinable. In I,l.1

we find "Jedaniah and his associates,the priestswho are in

Jeb." The word is used like "brother" in Hebrew to indicate

those in the same official class. Sachau limits the meaning

needlesslyto those who joined in the letter,but the word covers

all the priestsin Jeb." And the writing of the letter was written

in Aramaic]. "Character" added by RV. is wrong, for the

reference is to the language, not to the script." And translated

into Aramaic], But as it has already been said that the letter

was written in Aramaic, the statement that it was translated

into Aramaic is manifestly impossible. Marquart proposed

"Persian," the letter being translated into the native speech

of the king, and so being a bilingualdocument. Mey. substi-tutes

Persian for the firstAramaic, and omitting the redundant

"writing" gets "the dispatch was written in Persian and trans-lated

into Aramaic." Berth, regards the second Aramaic as

a gloss; it is lackingin "S. The phrase is a copyist'snote, and is

not of much importance (v.i.)." Rehum] is a good Hebrew name,

and occurs frequently in Ezr.-Ne. (v. on 22)." Commander] is

better than "chancellor," RV. Arnold proposes "master of

the decrees" (JBL. 191 2,M). Rehum then would be the chief

officer."
Shimshai the scribe]w. "" 17- n t" The name usually is

traced to Iranian (BDB.), but it might easilybe Hebrew. The

accusers of the Jews in this case, though holding presumably

Persian offices in Syria, may themselves have been of Hebrew

stock. In that case they certainlywould not have written in

Persian. The words are a glossdue to the confusion of the text.

" As follows]but the letter does not begin tillv.llb. " 9. Dinaites]

or "judges" according to (SL,so Hoffmann, Mar. " Apharsath-

chites]also interpretedas "generals" (BDB.). " Tarpelites]or an

official title tabeUarii (Jensen): it has also been interpreted as

Iranian and equal to the frequently used term "beyond the

River" (Syria)." Apharsites].Marquart renders "secretaries."

" Archevites]the people of Erech (Mey. Ent.40),a city in Bab-ylonia.

" Babylonians] only occurrence of the gentilicform in

OT. " Shushanchites] the people of Susa, the Elamite capital.
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" Dehavites]. Following (SB now generallyinterpretedas "that

is," a rendering requiring a slight emendation. We should

then have "the Susians, that is,the Elamites," people of the

country over which Cyrus had first ruled. " And the rest of the

peoples].In spiteof the above rather lengthy list,there were

other nationalities involved in the hostilitytoward the Jews."

Whom the great and famous Asnappar had taken captive].That

is,all these peoples had been brought to Samaria from other

places,referringto the story in 2 K. 17. Asnappar is usually

identified with Assurbanipal, apparently because it is more like

his name than any other. ($L offers Shalmaneser who began

the siegeof Samaria. As the name is corrupt, as the resemblance

to Assurbanipal is not very close,and as there is no evidence of

his colonisingSamaria, we might conjecture Sargon, who con-quered

Samaria in 722 or Esarhaddon as v. 2." In the cityof

Samaria], Better with "8 in the cities of Samaria, since all these

peoples would scarcelyreside in one city." And the rest beyond

the River] i. e,y other peoples of the country west of the Eu-phrates.

The term "beyond the River" is used in this period

for all the country from the Euphrates to Egypt. " And so forth].

Usually interpretedas equivalent to "and others," and so "too

tedious to mention." But Torrey (JBL. 1897) has shown that

it means "and now," the preface to the real matter of the

letter. The word is misplaced in our text, being repeated from

the end of v. ". " 11. This is a copy of the letter which they sent

unto him] obviously an editorial note, and should stand between

the narrative and the beginning of the letter proper, as shown

below in the reconstructed text. " Thy servants]. The names

have been transposed,and are wanting here, so that as the text

stands the complaint was anonymous.

It would be difficult to find a more corrupt text than vv. 7-". At

first sight the case seems quite hopeless, for while there can be but a

single letter,there are two sets of complainants, and there are three

different introductions. The whole is so confused in MT. that we seem

balked at every point. We may easilyassume that preceding the let-ter

proper there was a simple and straightforward intr.,statingthe time

of writing,the complainants, the accused, and the person with whom

the complaint is lodged. The text of Esd. is simple and straightfor-
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ward, but a careful examination shows that even that does not have the

originaltext. It does, however, afford a basis for reconstruction.

The letter proper begins at v.
,lb with the complainants, thy servants,

the men of Abar-Naharah. Plainly we lack something here, viz.,the

addressee and the names of the accusers. Esd. has a part of the neces-sary

material beginning, to King Art. lord. Then after ol x"xlli";oou

we have *Pdt9uyLo";0 (Torrey rightlysupplies fpa^wv) xa xpoarfacTovra

xal SoqjiXXtoc;0 fpawiorce"s xal ol ixCkoixoi Ti)";(tauXifcaurwv xal (xp(-

TaiL) ol h xoCkn Supfa xal Ootvfxfl. And in v. ir we find in the ad-dress

of the king's reply an additional clause, otxouatv tv Saiiapcta.

Combining this material we see that the beginning of the letter then

must have been: kidd *ewi ppo-Spa pirn yvy fnn kdSd KnB"r^mK,?

mnj'iaj; -wan p-iDC n nnpa pa*n* n pnrma "wan. If now we turn to

MT. here reprinted for easy inspection,we find all this,as will appear

by noting the words with a single underline: "pp8m ppo-Spa ovn (8)

-Spa aim p-m (g) : kdjo kjSd HPgpnmHS pStt"rv-Spmn wvw 13 na mpp

Kai idjpk ^Sjn n iodk -wan (10):
...

kwi pnnua ihp^ tnpp "g"psn ppp

kdijk penp nn (11) : njpai mnj-nap "men pnpy n nnpa ion amm m'p'i

n:pai mnj"iap jwn yiap kjSd wpyynn^H Sp *mSp mSy "i. It is a sup-port

to our reconstruction to note that L has xpfrat, 3 Esd. judiccs

just where mjn occurs in v. "; U. i. in note on text. Kupfcp,which is

always found in Esd. with Art., is a rendering of pin reading pi".

ion a mm of MT. shows a modified construction to fit the connection as

the text stands. It is to be noted that we find this beginning of the

letter in two sections of our present text separated by the clause "and

the rest of the peoples whom the justand noble Asnappar took captive,"

and this intervening portion is plainly an explanation of "their com-panions,"

or "their counsel," as Esd. has it. Thus we are able to put

together the passages which are required as the firstpart of the letter

proper.

If now we take the sections of the text preceding and following our

extracted passages and preface the date from v. 7,we get this surprising

result: And in the days of Art. Rehutn the reporter (or commander) and

Shimshai the scribe wrote a letter againstJerus.,(11) and this is a copy of

the letter which they sent to him to Art. the king, from a source indicated

above by double underlining. From this it appears that we have now

also a simple and straightforward intr. to the letter. If we compare

this result with the text of Esd., we find : (1)Instead of " againstJems.,"

"against [those dwelling in Judah and] Jerus.," showing an addition

(within brackets),and that exactly what we find in v. * in the letter to

Xerxes, no other note of which is found in Esd. (2) The complainants

are (B^Xeiioc xal MiOpaSanK xal TdgiXXios xal) 'PaOu{"o";xal BcIXtc8-

(jlo";xal SaqiiXXtcx; 0 f payors u"; (xal 01 Xotxol ol to6toc"; auvraeaa6(Uvot)

otxoGvrec "" iv Zaiiapcta xal toc"; "XXo"; t6xo(;. Now the additions
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here (within parentheses)are taken from v. 7,adding three names, and

having im" ntten, which belongs to the intr.,and besides is Aram., not

Heb. The last clause,dwelling in Samaria and the other places,belongs

to the letter itself,for even Esd. lacks it in its proper place. To this

we might make a further addition from v.
7 and so get as the original:

And in the days of Art. Rehum the reporter and Shims hai the scribe and

the rest of their companions wrote a letter against Jerus. to Art. the king

of Pers. This may as easily be all Aram, as partly one language and

partly the other. In v.
7 we have left the three names, Bishlam, Mith-

redates,and Tabeel. These names have no place in the letter to Art.

For as they stand first here they would certainly be named in the

reply; but they do not recur at all. Now we have noted that una in

v. " lacks a subj. The three names are manifestly the accusers of v. ".

Bishlam, Mithredates, and Tabeel were the hired agents of v. *. Con-sidering

the vast amount of transpositionwhich has taken place,the tr.

of those names is not singular (so Torrey, ES.l7",Mey. Ent.11).

V. 7b is lacking in Esd. and is easilyexplained as a marginal note,

or an explanation by the Chr. in a text with which havoc was already

made. Its place would be more appropriate after v. "". We have still

to account for the passage, vv. g^io*, i. e.y the list of names and the

explanatory note and the rest of the peoples whom the great and noble

A snap par took captive. This clause seems to be a late gl.,describing

the origin of the Sam. and showing marked hostilityto them. The

last part may easilybe taken from v. *. The absence of the whole pas-sage

in Esd. shows that it was prob. later than that translation;for

there would be no motive for its omission.

Further kdjo in v. ", to which there is nothing corresponding in Esd.,

was added after the dislocation was made. And finallymnj" 0? cjk

rupai is a repetitiondue to the misplacing of Tisp. pjk is a mistake

for *wb\ napai is the beginning of the letter and could not occur twice.

"To Art. the king of Pers." is superfluous, rendered necessary only

after the dislocation was made to explain the preceding "to him."

Mey. notes the use of Sp before Art., used in the sense of "unto," but

that is good Aram, usage {cf.vv. 17- "). The confusion is not so great

as appears from the difficultyof reconstruction. The principalchanges

necessary are but two: the tr. of the three names from v. 7 to v. ",and

the tr. of "" to "b.

V. * did not appear at all in the text used by Esd., or else the trans-lator

omitted it because he saw that it was an unintelligiblescrap.

Torrey holds that "v.1, or at all events v. "b, is exactlyreproduced19

(ES.17*;italics mine). But his reasons are not convincing. He is

obliged to assume that Art. was substituted for Xerxes, whereas Esd.

begins exactly as v. 7, showing in xorrlYoe^ev (though L has the cor-rection

xorr^Ypa^av) aro of v. 7, not wro of v. ". This is followed by

aOrcp = *mSj;of v. ". wav Torrey finds in ixtaroX^v and cites "fcL;but
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""L has ixtoroVJjvxal ivayrfoatv, an obvious and characteristic dup.

Since "letter" appears three times in the section,w. 7- "" ", it is strange

to suppose that this well-informed translator misconceived the mng.

of so easy a word as njoc. Esd. has "xofCYpot(jLuivi]vbefore fxtaroX^v,

which Torrey regards as representing kdjd; but to get an unnecessary

adj. the translator would hardly jump from v. * to v. "; moreover, kdw

is,I think, a late interpolation. The words stand at the end of the

passage in Esd. ; had " Esd." followed v. * he certainlywould have written

Tuxzifpatyavt%v frjctoroX^v.This positionand the order of the words in

Gk. suggest that they may stand for nmjM fjBno in v. " 'Txoystp^W^Qv

occurs only in the Apocr. On penc v. i
.

critical note. Finally,xp^vots

may represent ^d*, but never elsw. stands for niwo.

The whole section w. T-" should therefore rd. as follows: And in

the days of Art., Rehum the reporter and Shimshai the scribe,

and the rest of their companions, wrote a letter against Jeros. to

Art. the king of Pers. And this is a copy of the letter which they

sent to him: To Art the king our lord. Thy servants Rehum the

commander and Shimshai the scribe and the rest of their compan-ions

who dwell in the cities of Sam. and in the remainder of the

province beyond the River. And now "

It must be noted that this result is not attained by the free play

of a critic'simagination, but it is entirelyobtained from a text which as

it stands is utterly unintelligible.A literal translation of MT. will be

the most convincing evidence of its impossibilityfor the reader not

versed in Aram.: (7) And in the days ofArt. wrote Bishlam, Mitkredates,

Tabeel and the rest of their companions unto Art. the king of Pers. and the

writing of the letterwas written in Aram, and interpretedin Aram. (8)

Rehum the commander and Shimshai the scribe wrote a letter against

Jerus. to Art. the king as follows. (9) Then Rehum the reporter and

Shimshai the scribe and the rest of their companions, the Dinaites and the

ApharsathchiUSythe Tarpdites,the Apharsites,the Archevites,the Baby-lonians,

the Shushanchiies, the Dehavites, the Elamites, (10) and the

rest of the nations whom the great and noble Asnappar took captiveand

caused them to dwell in the citiesof Sam. and the rest ofthe provincebeyond

the River. And now. " (n) This is a copy of the letterwhich they sent

unto him, unto Art. the king: Thy servants the men of the provincebeyond

the River. And now"

We find in the king'sreply(v.") the names of the men who sent the

charge. Obviously the same names and titles must have stood in the

accusing letter.
.
It is a justificationof the reconstruction that the two

lists of names and titles agree save in the words "cities of," which do

not occur in v. ".

7. wa] in v. * the same idea is expressedby niaSoa,showing a dif-ferent

hand. " xnrvnmit] an Aramaised form. In "S only L and Esd.
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show the regular Gk. form Aproc""p$ou; B has Aaotp""x8ac,A Ap8aoaco6a.

Bab. form is Ar-tak-fal-su,Achamenian, Urtaxsasa. " ana] from this

sg. and the sg. sf
.
(hiscompanions) Mey. argues that Rehum was the

principalinstigatorof the letter. But a sg. vb. with more than one

subj.is a common Semitic usage. " wua] does not occur in Heb., but is

frequentin the Aram, passages, w. "" "" * 5* 6f- ". It is contended by

Zimmern that its As. equivalentkinattu means only "house servants"

(Mar.*4); but here it means "associates,"as in the Eleph. pap. The

former sense would be unsuitable unless the antecedent of "his" were

"Art.," a possibilityin this v., but not in v. ". " ana] may signify" char-acter

of writing" in Est. in 3" 8#, but not in 41; "mode of writing" is

a rather forced sense; the natural mug. is the thing written,cf.2". ""

renders as a vb., Ifpa"l*v." pnrjn] also 7"; the Chr. has taken this

from Aram. vv. ltus*. Andreas says middle-Iranian ptc. pf. pass.

nibhist"scriptum (Mar.), Hoffmann (ZA. ii,")and Str. similarly.Mey.

holds that it is an error for prno, Pers. patigama,"report" or "mes-sage."

As it is synonymous with ana, he contends that the latter

is an explanatorygl.of the Pers. word. 6 here and v. " 6 90P0X670;,

which in Job 311 39' = ski, "oppressor," but the mng. here,as appears

from Esd. 2", is "tax-collector." " airo] "" Yporfv." rno"w"] lacking in

d, while djidd is ipixijveuiiivijv,so agreeing with Tpoffy. tt gives,there-fore:

"The tax-collector wrote a letter in Aram, and it was trans-lated."

We must either change one "Aram." to "Pers.," the reasons

urged for which are not very convincing, or else explain, "the letter

was written in Aram, and it had been translated into Aram.," implying

that it was firstcomposed in some other language. As Aram, was the

diplomatic language of Pers., as it had been of the Bab. and Hebrews

(2 K. i8M), it is difficult to see why the letter must have been firstcom-posed

in one language and then translated into another. Mar. after

d calls rno-w a gl. We might solve the problem by reading prne (v.

on v. ") "copy," and thus have the letterwas written in Aram, and there

was an Aram, copy, the copy being preserved in w. " ff-. The most

prob. solution is that we have a jargon of copyists'marginal notes or

directions,e. g.t "write the letter,""write in Aram.," "translated into

Aram." The words reallystand at the head of the Aram, sections of

Ezr., and may have been directions to note the change of language,a

change much less obvious in ^ than in MT. " 8. ovn]. Both this and

'PD" are declared to be Syrian names by Mey. (Ent.u). Rehum was

regarded as Pers. by Rawlinson, while Andreas (Mar.M) regards 'pdp

as a popular etymologicaladaptation from an Iranian 'Q?p. Thus is

it determined to make foreignersof two good Heb. names. " optrSpa]

was misunderstood in 6, and transliterated in various ways, Pa"ruocniv8,

poaXToqiA, "eX-reenL. Esd. BelXTspux;,but in v. n t"" xpoaxfacTovTat,to

which Torrey rightlyadds from v. " 6 fpdtfov. Andreas explains as a

translation of an old Pers. title;Mey. says it b applied to the governor
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of a small Pers. district. It seems to be a compound, "master of

commands," a sense suitable in v.". Torrey renders "reporter.""

kdjd] from p and indefinite md and mng. "as follows" (Str.Mar.*4).

It is lacking in 6, but appears in Esd. apparently as Ilepowv." 9. p*w].

Contrary to the general statement, this is represented in 6 by a doub-let,

x""8e Ixptvtv. Str. regards as gl. Berth, explains it as a doublet

from N'jn in v. b. In this corrupt text a word or two more or less

makes littledifference. Vv. " '" are simply a more amplified repetition

of v.
" with a vb. lacking. "" saw the defect and supplied it by taking

pi* in two senses (?"ipin). We have in this v. a list of nine words

or names which have sorely perplexed all students. It is useless to

print all the desperate conjectures which have been offered. Passing

by the first four names for the present, we arrive for the rest at pretty

definite results." (K)^anit]%Jensen, Theol. Liz. 1895, proposed to iden-tify

with Gk. 5pxot, an interpretationgenerally rejected in favour of

"people of Erech." " loSaa]is clearly"people of the city of Bab." "

wiener]. Zimmern (KAT.*" "") suggests that here is preserved an iden-tification

of the Susian god SuHnak with the name of the city. Andreas,

Mar.8*, (cf.De. Par."7) explains ak as a sf.; so Str. " ?tfw] is the

place-name. " mm] De. (BD.*) suggested Du-u-a, found in As. con-tract

tablets. Virtually all scholars now agree with (SP ol elofv = wn "i,

"that is,"and so explaining the fact that the Susians were Elamites.

This explanation is generally regarded as a gl.,the Elamites being

much better known than the Susians (Mey. Mar. d a/.). We have

then peoples named from three well-known cities,Erech, Bab., and

Susa. To revert to the first four names, we have an unsolved problem

and must rest content with conjecture." man] Schrader proposed Da-

ja-e-ni (KA 7" *"). De. Din-Sarru, a city near Susa (BD."). "*L ol xpt-

xaf, and so virtuallyall scholars rd. mjp., "the judges," regarded by

Andreas as an Aram, translation of the Pers. databhar. " mSool made a

Latin name by Jensen, tabellarii,rejectedby Andreas, Mar. et al. Pers.

is diligentlysought in this document, and its presence would be nat-ural

enough, but Latin is scarcely admissible. Andreas is quite sure

that we should point mSc-w and find in the word some unknown of-ficial

title (so Mey."). Hoffmann explains from Pers. taraparda, "the

provinces beyond the River." " manonDM, moifiM, and maonfi*] 5* are

much alike,and may justlybe regarded as variants. De. (DB.lx) sug-gested

for the first Partakka or Partukka, towns in Media mentioned by

Esarhaddon; in the second he saw Par sua. The desperate state of the

case is shown by Mey.; he notes that the root in all three is one,

"Persia." k, he says, may be prefixedor left off at will in Iranian

names; n in the first is a corruption; in (1) and (3) the adj. sf. Ka

appeared, so each word is reduced to Pers. (""/."'"); thus he gets

out of the passage: "the Pers. judges, the Pers.
,
the Erechites,

the Bab., and the Susians." Others have made official titles of all
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the words: "the judges, messengers, tablet-writers,scribes." All

these identifications reckon with the single words and forget the

context. The passage shows that names of peoples are required in

each case. The v. begins with names of two persons and their offices:

Rehum the commander and Shimshai the scribe and the rest of their asso-ciates:

then in apposition to the last word we have the catalogue of the

races of which the Sam. were composed, which cannot be a mixture of

offices and peoples. As part of the names are peoples, they must all

be. So v. I0 begins and the rest of the peoples. That we cannot identify

them merely proves a corruption of the text, or else the transplanting

to Sam. of peoples from places as yet quite unknown. The ransack-ing

of every language under heaven to make offices out of this jargon

is an unwarranted extravagance of criticism. It is better frankly to

confess our ignorance. The writer,having an animus against the Sam.,

may have sought the most outlandish names he knew. " 10. ^wdn]

almost unanimously identified with Assurbanipal (668-626), son and

successor of Esarhaddon (v.*)* Schrader identified with Esarhaddon

to agree with v.1 (KAT.1 "*"). Mey. and others who are searching

diligentlyfor Pers. influences in a document conceived to have been

written by Persians sees a choice bit of evidence in this word; he sup-plies

two missing letters,nfijiauow, and decides that the final 1 is due

to the fact that Pers. has no S (""/." '"). As the adj. nan (Heb. y")

is directlyapplied to this king, it would appear that the writer took out

a part of two syllablesfrom the name and made it into a title. The

resemblance is the only ground for this identification,restingtherefore

on a slender basis in spite of its general acceptance. ""L has 2aX[x"z-

v"xa"jipT)";,this text being credited with correcting the name on the

basis of 2 K. 17, a critical acumen not otherwise apparent. This iden-tification

is,however, impossible chronologically;Shalmaneser was too

early. Marquart (Fund.") saw the old Heb. pjhdk, Sargon. We

know that Sargon colonised Sam.; ace. to v.1 Esarhaddon did like-wise.

As generally understood Assurbanipal added to the confusion

of tongues and religions. The name is corrupt and may be Sargon or

Esarhaddon as well as Assurbanipal." m\"v" nan], Sieg.says: "Aram,

translation of the As. royal titleSarru rabbu" but we lack larru, and have

another adj. which has no parallelin the As. inscriptions." *V|V]occurs

elsw. only in Dn. 2", where it means difficult.Here it is equivalent to

Heb. V and means famous. It is not easy to see why Assurbanipal

should be singled out for praise by those whom he had carried into

exile." nnp] "" has pi. x6Xeatv, the most suitable text, for while the

chief complainants might live in the city of Sam., the descriptionof

peoples covers a much wider territory. If MT. is right,it would appear

that all these peoples were not made a party to the complaint. The

difficultymay be avoided by reading "ucvai.

11. \Mno] V. " $* and as loan-word in Heb. 7" f. We may compare
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pens having same sense, "copy," Est. 3" 4* 8". Mar. says both words

come from Pers. In Gk. we find five renderings: (1) uxofefpamUvrjv,

Esd. 2,e. (2) 6xoxefnevov, Esd. 7". (3)dtvcfypaqjov,Esd. s* "RL. (4)8ta-

toct-/],"fcDA. (5) 8ta"jdc9T)ot";,"fcBA in 5' 7". " '"niSy]lacking in "fcL and in

ARV. through misunderstanding the corruption of the text. The let-ter

proper begins with 'mw-Sp. " v:n] = Heb. run. Esd. has ol IxCkoi-

xot Tfj;;{SouXtjsauxciv. This shows a different text.

12-16. The charges against the Jews. " 12. In Esd. we have

a slightlydifferent and more deferential address than MT.:

be it known to our lord the king, the same difference recurring

in v. ". The next clause is almost always translated wrong; it

should run thus: the Jews, who have come up from thee unto us,

liave gone to Jerusalem, a rebellious and evil city]. The last

words are in apposition to Jerusalem, and not the object of

"build."

We note that the Jews here denounced are recent arrivals. There

must therefore have been an extensive migration in the time of Art., of

which we have no other record. From their undertakings the company

must have been a large one. This could not refer to Neh.'s company,

for he had authority from the king to do the very things which are here

prohibited. In "6B we find "from Cy." instead of "from thee," the

editor supposing there was only one migration, i. c, that in the reign

of Cy.

Now we come to the heart of the matter, a descriptionof

what the returned Jews were doing which aroused the suspicions

of the local Persian officials. But unfortunately at this critical

point the text is corrupt and obscure. With the help of Esd.

it is possibleto get a fairlygood sense: They are building it [the

city or some unknown object],they are repairingthe walls, and

they have completed a temple. It is true that the Jews who had

come from Artaxerxes had not built a temple, but the fact that

a temple was standing would be an incentive for the rebuilding

of the cityand its walls. The essence of the charge is certainly

the statement about the restoringof the walls. All other con-ditions

could be ignored, but once the walls were about the

city,Jerusalem could defy all the peoples in the Syrian province.

" 13. They will not pay tribute,custom or toll].It is not pos-
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sible to differentiate these words; the meaning of the first is

assured, any kind of tribute or tax. The meaning of the others

is mostly guesswork. Esd. yieldsbetter sense and says all that

is necessary: they will not only refuseto pay tribute.
" But in the

end it will damage the king] is a very doubtful rendering of a

very obscure passage. Mey. gets "the revenue of the king

will suffer," a good enough sense, but a mere repetition. Esd.

offers the best solution known to me: but also they will stand out

againsteven kings. What is apprehended is described fullyand

clearlyin v. 18;the loss to the Persian empire of the whole Syrian

province, the plaintiffsgreatly exaggerating the power of the

Jews and perverting their purpose. " 14. Now because we eat

the salt of the palace],lacking in "8BA. "8L has "temple" in-stead

of "palace," making the Samaritans priests. On the

Bond of Salt v. RS. Relig. Sent.". The idea is that the salt

constituted a bond which those who ate were bound to respect.

We might compare the covenant of salt by which the pr. were bound

to Yahweh, Nu. iS", cf.2 Ch. 13*, where it is the sign of the divine title

of the Davidic dynasty. Here it might therefore be a sign of the agree-ment

of fidelityof the officers to the Pers. king. It is possiblethat the

mng. here is simpler, the idea being that the officers were in the king's

pay; see AV. "have maintenance from the king'spalace,"so Ryle, Sieg.

The old Jewish interpretation was based upon the sowing with salt

as a sign of utter destruction (Ju. 9") and was, "because we aforetime

destroyed the temple," i. e., salted the salt of the temple. Nestle in-terpreted

the text a little differently,"because the salt of the palace is

our salt" (if.Sieg.),because we will suffer if the king'stribute falls off "

not a very high motive for their fidelity. The mng. must be, because

we are bound to protect the king's interests,therefore we send this

despatch. Esd. offers a radicallydifferent text, and a sadly erroneous

one: because matters at the temple are pressedforward, another reflection

of the temple-buildingstory.

A second reason for their report is: it is not rightfor us to wit-ness

the king'sdishonor]. The word rendered "dishonor" has

the root meaning nakedness; that is the idea here, it is not right

to see the king stripped bare of his lawful tribute and territory.

" 15. In the book of thy father'smemoirs]. The words imply

that the kings kept a record of events presumably for reference.
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These Sam. knew that the records desired could be found only in the

archives of the kings of As. and Bab.; "fathers" therefore is used in

the sense of predecessors. Any story of Judean revolts since the time

of Cy. would not be adequate,esp. as it is added that the revolts were

in the olden days. The reference is to the revolts of Judah in the

century preceding the collapse of 587: note thereforethis city was de-stroyed,

i. e., by Nebuchadrezzar: from the Bab. point of view the

destruction of Jems, was a punishment for rebellion. In fact,Judah

had been a vassal long before 587, but was ever ready to seize a promis-ing

moment for rebellion. The Sam. knew the historyof Jems., and

knew it correctly. Curiously Art. and his officers were entirelyigno-rant

of the past history of this province.

16. This verse is a summarising of the whole matter: we

make known to the king [Esd. "to thee,O lord king"] that ifMs

cityis built and its walls finished,then thou wiU have no portion

beyond the River]that is,the whole Syrian province will be lost

to Persia. In other words, the complainants assume that if the

Jews complete their project,they will proceed to reduce their

neighbours to subjectionby restoringthe old empire of David.

There could hardly be plainerevidence of the correct date, for

such a result could never ensue from the building of a temple,

but only from the repairingof the walls and the restoration of

the houses in the city. Esd. has a different reading for the

latter part of the verse: there will no longerbe an outlet for thee

to the provincebeyond the River. The meaning is not essentially

different.

12. MinS]Esd. t$ xup(q" reading nw. Mar. explainspreformative
S as a change due to the similarityof the form with nw (" """);Str.

otherwise ("**); v. AJSL. xiii." -piS-pLf There is difference of

opinion about the composition, v. Mar. " "**,Kautzsch,1"- ". There

is prob. a n. which has lost its force in the prep.; the mng. is like Heb.

opD, and so "from thee" or "from thy presence." 6 has dhc6 x6pouB,

"xo coGA, xap' Ci*a"vL"ad E*d-." wSp]. The Massoretic pointing sep-arates

this from precedingword, giving,therefore,the impressionthat

the complainants were at Jems. The pause should be on this word,

separating it from what follows. " wnnp] lackingin ""B,but by an ob-vious

error. " armo] Vv. """; on the form v. Mar. " M, Kautzsch, " ""*

(kattal). It is equivalentto Heb. "no. From Esd. we infer some fur-ther

n. than city. The passage would then run to Jems, the rebellious

city,and theyare buildingits "

.

" Mar. et al.tadopt Qr. tSSar uniri]
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but this cannot~mean they have finishedthe walls,otherwise the com-plaint

would have been too late. V. " indicates that the walls are not

finished. The Vrss. offer some variety: 6 xal tA ti Ixn afrrijt;xanjp-

ttaiiivotilafv,they are repairing (or finishing) the walls, using the

same word for VSa in w. "" "" 5" "" " 6" (but in v. " L has HoiiaooOj)).

Esd. has xal Td tt(xi) 6epaxe6ouat, but auvceXtaBjjin v. ", showing a

different Aram. vb. here. 3 Esd. et statuunt muros. Bep. may have

the mng. repair,and that is the sense requiredhere. " otp tepin]offers

serious difficulty.6 has xal Oe(icX(ou";afl-rij";dv6"l*"aav,V ef parietes

componentes. Esd. xal vafev 6xo{idXXovTaiBA,x. v. 6i"p{idXXovra Oqtc-

X(ouocvL. 3 Esd. el templum suscitant. Esd. is clear in one respect, the

reference being to the temple. The usual rendering "they have re-paired

the foundations/' is impossible after the statement about the

walls. Many conjectures have been made (v. BDB. s. v. svi and the

comm.). Str. reads iaw, as 5", "laid the foundations." Jensen derives

from As. hatu, "examine," an unsuitable sense here. Haupt calls it

Afil of eon, "excavate the rubbish " (Guthe,"), likewise impossiblehere.

"They are repairing the gates" would be the best sense, but there

is no basis for this reading. It is more natural to follow Esd. and

place unequal
. . . itnitnp in apposition with oScn\ The separation of

the obj. from its vb. by these adjectives,as is usually done, is very

awkward. " pa] is left without an obj.,but the text is wrong in any

event; the ptc. would not be used with the verbs followingin the impf.

6L has xal obtoJo^ouatvafrrijv. Esd. has olxouatv [o(xo8onooacAL]t"s

"re i-ppac afrrij";.3 Esd. adificanljuntos ejus, 'A-ppd is used in Eccl.

i2"- * Ct. 3* for put, "a street,"which is reallyan Aram, word, and

which may have been confused with *w though *w is represented. In

the case of a modern city,laying out its streets would be a first step,

but that would hardly be the case in an ancient Oriental town. Yet

from v. " if this city be built,and v. n this city shall not be built,we

might infer that city was meant here; but there are three counts in

v. ", reduced to two in v. M and to one in v. ", so that the phrases are

not repeated. Indeed, we should expect a generalisationin the latter

passage. Some form of naa is well attested,and some obj. is required.

Now unequal does not recur with n*np in v. ", and is an anticlimax.

The crux of the charge is that Jems, had been a rebellious city. That

it was "bad" would have had no significance. It may be that the

obj.of "build" is concealed in this word, though it is not easy to con-jecture

its nature.

13. Esd. lacks k^SdS
. . . |j?a. The words may be an accidental rep-etition

from v. ". " V?niiSa man] v. * yu, "" ?6pot o6x IaovraiBA,"p6pd"v

xpafrv xal auvriXfqiaV) Esd. fopoXoyfacvou p,^bxoiicCvuacv Souvac. L
as

often shows correction from MT. 6 has had our text, but in iSa has

seen a negative (kS)and in iSn a vb. (l^rv).mje, or, better,rro, so

Heb. Ne. $* (cj.mo 6s) is derived from As. mandatu (nadanu, "give"
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" Heb. ?nj). v?a is explained from As. biltu,"tax," or, better,from

Iranian ball,"tribute." Mey. explains as tax in kind. Y?n from vb.

"go," is explained as money paid for going, "toll" (Mar. Glossary,

Str. el a/.);but such a derivation is not convincing though generally

accepted. Another explanation is found in As. ilku, "tax" (Ges.B,

Winckler, AIL Forsch. xv,4* '"). Winckler supposes iSa to be a corrup-tion

of iSy of the original text, and renders the passage: "they will

withhold tribute and pay no taxes" (op.cU.). He is close to the truth,

but it is better to follow Esd. (v.s.). Mey. regards 6 as evidence that

the translators were no longer able to distinguish the three kinds of

tribute. " one*] f mng. dub.; Andreas emends ddok, Pers. afsos, "in-jury";

usuallyexplainedas mng. "in the end"; Scheft. (BDB.) "treas-uries,"

from Zend palhwa. Mey. gets mng. "income." " o^Sc] "an

unsupportable Hebraism" (Mey. Enl.u); he would rd. kdSd,so "the

revenues of the king."" punn] vv. "" n Dn. 6" f; on the form 9.

Kautzsch, " M ,b, third p. f
.

used in neuter sense,
" it will injure,"or

it may go back at least in sense to nnp (Berth.). 6 xa*oxowIBA,

6xMj"rou""vL"Esd. 4vTt"rcf)aovTai.The last word in 2 Ch. 13
T *"

repre-sents

prn in Hithp., but sense prob. "rebel against" as 3 Esd. resistent.

" 14. nn;] "" with great literalness,""ixi}ixoa6vv},the rendering in many

places of Heb. nw, which is apparently the same word used here. "

15. mnn] Heb. ?n3t, cf. Mai. 3", "memorandum-book"; here the

royal annals. The phrase is wanting in "gBA in the second place; Esd.

h toI? dhcb t6v xotripwv aou (JipX(oi";." pic] Heb. nana, cf.21, Esd. x6Xtcc

" nnnrw] v.
"" t from "np, Dn. 611, Mar. " w, 6 ^tfacUlai." fnaj?]6

8o6Xo"v, by an easy misunderstanding. Esd. xoXtopxfoc auvtoroqiivot,

may represent this text, giving to "nn""K a mng. somewhat different

from the received one, "enduring sieges."" 16b. iSP* has only ofc farcy

cot ffp^vTj.Esd., I"o8o";,has rd. pSn as V?n (c/.v. "). 6 is certainly

not based on our text exc. for "jSvh.

17-24*. The edict of Artaxerzes and its execution.

The king sent a reply to Rehum, Shimshai, and their associates

saying that the annals had been searched and their charges against

Jems, sustained. Therefore he directs his officers to stop the building

of the city until authorisation is given by him. The officers proceed

to Jerus. with a body of troops and stop the operations.

17. As the text stands we naturally take the whole verse,

except the last two words, as introductory to the letter,the king

sent a decree to Rehum], The passage is so read in the Vrss.

The Greek has and the king sent back to Rehum
. . . peace and

command. Esd., then the king wrote back to Rehum
. . .

the
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subjoinedletter,as in v. n. The names of the persons addressed

are, however, an essential part of the letter itself,and we have

a good beginning of the letter with those names: to Rehum.
. . .

Peace to you. And now]. The first clause is then all that we have

by way of introduction, the king sent a decree. We note, how-ever,

that the name of the king is not found in the reply at all.

It is therefore quite likelythat the text is corrupt and that the

verse originallyread: Artaxerxes the king to Rehum et al.,that is,

there was no introduction at all,but only the letter itself."

18. The letter which you sent unto us has been read beforeme in

translation]. As the singularis used elsewhere,"unto us" must

be a mistake for "unto me." "Plainly read," as usually ren-dered,

is found also in Ne. 88;ARV.m has "or translated." That

is the correct sense. The king probably did not understand

Aramaic, and his scribes therefore would translate the letter.

The word occurs in the Eleph. pap. v,8 where "explained" seems

to be the meaning. Esd. has a simpler text: / have read the let-

ter which you sent to me, obtained by omitting two of the Aramaic

words. " 19. / issued an order and they searched and found].

The search was made in the annals suggested in v. 15. The dis-coveries

amply justifiedthe charges of the accusers; for the

king's secretaries unearthed these facts concerning Jerusalem:

this cityfrom olden time has risen againstkings, and rebellion and

insurrection have been made in it]. This verse indorses the com-plaint

of v. 16,which should apparently be reproduced. The

words all recur, but in a different connection.
" 20. The search

uncovered more than the accusers had charged; for three new

points are made: (1) Mighty kings were over Jerusalem], show-ing

that only the Judean kingdom was involved. (2) And they

ruled over all the provincebeyond the River],all the Persian domin-ions

west of the Euphrates. (3) And tribute,custom and toll

(v.on v. M) were paid to them]. The last two clauses are combined

in Esd., ruling and taxing the province beyond the River. The

conditions described in (2) and (3) were never true except in

the time of David and Solomon, and Ryle supposes that those

kings are meant here. But Sieg.rightlyquestions whether the

archives found in Persia would preserve records of the Judean
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historyof that period. In the time of David, moreover, Jerusa-lem

could hardlybe described as a rebellious city,at least so

far as foreignkings were concerned. If the king had a copy of

the inscriptionsof Sennacherib, there would be adequate data

for his purpose. There is reallyno need of assuming the pres-ence

of a Jewishhand here. It isassumed that should Jerusalem

be rebuilt and its walls restored,it would regain the power it

had had in the pre-exilicdays. This expectationwas far from

realisation in the periodbefore Nehemiah; but it was sufficient

to arouse the apprehensionsof a king who was always fearing

rebellion in the subject provinces." 21. Make now a decree]is

surelynot what we look for, since the officers could scarcely

expect to stop the buildingby a decree. It is better to read as

in v. ", now a decree is made, i. e., by this letter;or as Esd., now

thereforeI command to stop these men, i. e., the Jewishbuilders.

" And that cityshall not be built].Nothing is said about walls,

but the word "city"is used comprehensively,so that the injunc-tion

stops every kind of buildingoperations. Esd. combines the

clauses,to prevent those men from buildingthe city." Until a decree

is issued from me]. A clause tackingin Esd. The injunction
could only be dissolved by the one who made it. This condi-tion

was necessary, as without it the decree might be regarded

as binding even though the king had changed his mind, and

such a change was surelypossible.
22. Be warned against doing remissly in this matter]. The

king did not appreciatethe hostile purpose of the complainants;
he did not realise how eager they would be to execute his orders;

and he was aware that royal decrees were not always taken very

seriouslyin remote provinces." Lest injury should increase to

royalloss].The interrogativesentence of EV*. shows a strange

misunderstandingof the text. " 23. Then afterthe copy of the

letter]."Copy" creates the same difficultyhere as in v."

and as "plainly"in v. ", which is from the same root. "Trans-lation

of the letter" would be better. " Was read in the presence

of Rebuilt].The royal messenger who brought the edict prob-ably
read or translated it to the officers and their council. Here

only Rehum's official titleis lacking,probably due to an error
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of a copyist. Esd. has here a preferabletext: then the writingof

King Artaxeroces being read, Rehum et al. proceeded,etc. " They

proceededin haste to Jerusalem againstthe Jews], A considerable

time must have elapsed between the sending of the despatch and

the receiptof the reply,especiallyas an investigationof the

archives in Persia was necessary. The buildingmeanwhile had

continued, all the more vigorously if the Jews suspected the

effort to stop their work. The moment the injunctioncomes to

hand the zealous officialshasten to put it in force. " And stopped

them with force and power], Esd. has a better reading in two

points. It says marching to Jerusalem at speed with cavalryand

a multitude in battle array, theybegan to restrain the builders. The

clauses are in better order, the "armed force" being connected

with "march." Then it brings out the fact that the officers

required armed men to enforce obedience to the royal decree,

showing that Jerusalem had a considerable power at the time.

" 24*. Then the work stopped]. This is the concluding portion

of the "correspondence."The rest of the verse is connected with

c. s, the Aramaic account of the building of the temple. The

narrative of Nehemiah shows graphically how utterly the at-tempt

to restore Jerusalem had failed. We may safely infer

that the builders scattered to the various towns of Judah, that

the enemy destroyed the work that had been accomplished, so

that Jerusalem was left as desolate as in 587; for again "its

walls were broken down, and its gates burnt with fire."

17. KDJjni)]5'." 6" Dn. 3" 4" t Bib. Heb. Eccl. 8" Est. i" t- From Old

Pers. patigama (Andreas, Mey. Ent.n '"). ""BA lacks the word, possibly

because its mng. was unknown; ""L has a feeble rendering,t6v X670V.

Esd. combines with nhv,if that represents same text, xfrre drvrifpotj/ev.

" cnjtou ota] "fcBA efpTfjvrjvxal 9"0CV, both being apparently obj. of "x"a-

TtcXtv. OP* glp^vi)by.lv.xa\ vuv. This represents a good text reading

paS for njDi. oSe" is not "prosperity," as BDB., but "peace to you,"

a common greeting. The greeting is lacking in Esd.; in place of last

two words there is t" Qtcoytypae^Uva as in v. ". 3 Esd. ea qua sub-

jecia sunt." 18. bhdd] f lacking in "PA and Esd.; "*L "j4$*"";.It is a

good Heb. word, v. Ne. 8s, and has the same sense. It is here used

adverbially." *y"] as in Heb. means call or read. ""BA ixMfii},a render-ing

necessitated by translating wwoa, 9op6Xoyo";. "S"L follows closely

MT. Esd. has a simpler text for the whole v.: 'AWfvwv [legi3 Esd.J
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t^v ixKrcoX^v flvic8x6ti9"rrexpbs (il,lacking therefore "nDD and *Dif".

" 19. cpe]. Here and in v. fl ** 6 was forced to translate and uses

Yvghatj; but "RL in ,lb 86711a." napnc] 6 y(vovt"ibl,Ytyvovrat*. Esd.

has ol ovOpoxoc as oubj." 20. f^pn] see Mar. " ". Esd. fogupol xal

oxXtjpoI." |*r^p] "" ixtxporouvrts, Esd. xupieGovce";,both texts reading

as a ptc. The rest of v. appears in Esd. thus : xal fopoXoYouvrec xolXijv

Suptev xal 4"ocv(xt]v;whether this is a free rendering or represents a

simpler text, it is hard to say. " 21. iD'tf]rd. as in v. x% O'tf or npt", /

make a decree; cf.Esd. Ix"ca?a. " otfn* kdjto "jd-'w]."SBA was apparently

puzzled by this passage; we find Iri [6xwsA] dxb Ti)";-rvcixiiK= p nj?

Nop". ""L shows our text, though disarranged in Lagarde. Esd. lacks

the passage altogether; but in v. 22* it has a rendering which covers the

ground, and to take heed thai nothing be against this,reading Sp,against,

and getting a negative in V?e".
" 22. fn^nr]f Pe. pass, ptc; it is the

same as Heb. nnr, which may be of Aram, origin."" x^uXa-fliivoi8*,xpo-

o"XjttkLtEsd. xpovot}(H)vai." Vw] "" aveatvBA xapa X6yovl." id1?]"g ^

xore, Esd. lit],1. e.,
wS. The force is that of Heb. ]9t cf.Kautzsch, " """ ".

" H2"] appears in Esd., xpopfj ixl xXctov, evidence of the free render-ing

which often characterises this text. ""*" xXijBuvOf)"J968pa." aSan]""

d?avicjii6";,apparently interpreting like Heb. Van "destruction," Esd.

"ri)";xax(a";." 23. peno n-p] lacking in """*,t6 ovcfypofov1'*wviw, tou

86Yitaro";L. The title of Rehum is missing here; it is found only in (V*

($i\-ctt\k).In spite of the strong support of MT., the title must have

been in the original." iStk]Esd. graphically brings out the true con-ception

in dva^e6"avre";,a common word in Mac. representing Heb.

poj in Ex. and Nu. (v. Hatch and Redpath, Concord.)." unw-Sj?]

lacking in Esd.; "" xal iv 'IouSa8*,ix\ to""; 'Iou5a(ouqL correctly."

jni*a] "S "v Txxo";, Esd. \ux' TxxouBA, \ux9 Txxwv1'. The word means

arm literallyas Heb. pnm. The Gk. rendering is hard to explain,

but as a.?"*is thus translated in Ex. 14' Jos. 17"- " 1 K. 16* 2 Ch. 21"

Is. 38', that may be what was seen or imagined here. " S"n]6 Suvdqut,

Esd. BxXou xapara^etix:(tox"iKl)." 24*. pi"a "" t6te. This form with

prep, occurs 26 t. in Dn., but in Ezr. only here and 5* 6*. The mng. is

the same as ihh.

I formerly thought that v. " was from the Chr.'s hand, and written

to connect the correspondence of Art. with the building of the temple

in c. 5. The text of Esd. forbids that commonly received interpreta-tion.

In Esd. 2" we have the v. in its entirety:and the buildingof the

temple which is in Jems, ceased until the 2d year of the reign of Dor,

the king of Pers. This differs from Aram, in having "temple" instead

of "house of God," and in the omission of the meaningless "and it

was ceasing" (wSoa mm). But we find a part of this repeated in Esd.

5", "and they prevented the building two years until the reign of

Dar.; and in the 2d year of the reign of Dar. Hg. and Zc. prophe-
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sied" (61). 24b of Aram, text is plainly discerned here. The clause

"until the reign of Dar." is from 4*, where we have added "king of

Pers." as in Esd. 2". Now 51 in MT. lacks a necessary date, and the

defect is supplied in Esd. correctly. It appears, therefore,that the Art.

correspondence originallyended with the words, "and the work ceased,"

while the Aram, temple-building narrative began "in the 2d year of

the reign of Dar." When these two narratives were joined as in MT.

there was added in 4" "the house of God which is in Jems." The

meaningless words "and it was ceasing" firstappeared in the Esd. text

to connect 51 with 4* (of MT.).

NE. I, 2. NEHEMIAH BECOMES GOVERNOR OF JUDAH.

1M,\ Pilgrims from Judah bring tidings of the sad plight

of Jerusalem. "
1. The words of Nehemiah the son ofHachaliah].

This is a heading, like a title-pageprefixedto any other book.

This was probably added by an editor when our books were

compiled."
And it was in the month Kislev, twentieth year],

Kislev is the 9th month in the Hebrew calendar (cf.Ezr.

io9) = November-December (Zc. 71 1 Mac. iM). "Twentieth

year" is defective, as there is no further definition;it is an

interpolationby the Chronicler. This date as well as that in

21 were taken from 514. The date in 21 is the 1st month of the

20th year, therefore this must be the 19 th year of Artaxerxes,

unless, as Wellhausen suggests, the year is reckoned after the

Syrian fashion as beginning in the autumn (Is.-Jud. Gesch.in).

Susa or Shushan (Dn. 82 Est. i2- 6)was the winter residence of the

Persian kings. We find a correct geographical note in a Greek

text, "Susa the metropolis of the Persians." This story opens,

therefore,like Ezra's, on foreignsoil. The palaceor royal castle

is added to define more closelythe abode of Nehemiah. He was

at the palace in the city of Shusban, because he was a court

official (v.4b)." 2. And Hanani came in to me] "to me" being

rightlyadded from "8." One of my brethren]or one ofmy brothers.

"Brother" in OT. may denote one born of the same parents, a

more distant relative,a fellow-countryman, or even one bound

to another by a covenant. From the expressionin 7*, "Hanani

my brother," it is likelythat he was a near relative and may be

a literal brother. He went to Jerusalem with Nehemiah and
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was placed in a position of trust by him. " He and men from

Judah], Hanani apparently had not been in Judah himself,

but he had heard tidingsfrom a company of returning pilgrims,

and had brought them to the cup-bearer,because of his high

position and commanding influence, as well as his known in-terest

in the welfare of Jerusalem. The visit was scarcelyacci-dental,

and so Hanani deserves credit for startingthe important

mission of Nehemiah. " And I asked them],not Hanani, but the

men from Judah. They had been introduced to him as return-ing

pilgrimsand the question to them was natural. " Concerning

the Judeans, the remnant who have survived from the captivity,and

concerning Jerusalem]. The text is overloaded probably by a

gloss (the remnant). The implication is that those who had

survived the captivity were few in number. The reference may

be either to those who had always remained in Judah, and so

support in a way the radical view that there was no return, or

to the small number who were left of those who had gone up

from Babylonia. It is probably a specificreference to those who

had gone up in the time of Artaxerxes (Ezr. 4") and who had

made a vain attempt to restore the walls. " 3. The survivors who

have survived from the exile there in the province].For province

v. on Ezr. 21. The particularityof these words supports the

view that Nehemiah has in mind those who had gone up to Jeru-salem,

otherwise "exile" would be strangely used as a note of

time. " Are in great distress and in contempt]. Nearly a century

after the decree of Cyrus, the condition of the people in Judah

was almost hopeless. They were few in number, at least in

Jerusalem, and were poor and oppressed." And the wall of Jeru-salem

is breached and its gates have been burned with fire]. This

is said not to explain the distress of the people, but to reply to

the second part of Nehemiah's question. He had inquired

about the people and about the city. Both questionsare an-swered,

but with singularbrevity. Nehemiah may have only

recorded the substance of the report. It suffices,however, to

show that some great calamity had befallen the holy dty."

Breached or perhaps broken down] the word is too indefinite to

describe accurately the extent of damage to the walls.
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To what catastrophe does this report refer? The great majority of

scholars have explained it as that of 586 B.C. Then the Bab. army

broke down (fna) the whole wall of Jerus. and burned ("pcO the tem-ple,

the palace, and all the houses of the city (2 K. 25th Jer. 39s 52" '"

2 Ch. 36". The last clause Torrey regards as a gl. (ES.*"),but it is

immaterial, for the city was pretty effectuallydestroyed, but there is

nothing said about the gates, though they must also have been burnt,

as that was the usual course in the destruction of a city. Yet a very

plausibledescriptionis found in Lam. 2', "her gates are sunk into the

ground/1 implying that being made useless by the breaking of the walls

they were left to rot. These accounts are all manifestly dependent

upon a singlesource, for they all use the same" words for "break down"

and "burn." Now in our text with "walls" we have the pred.nxTce,

the only occurrence of the Pu., and strictlyspeaking the word means

breached. Little stress can be laid on that (againstSieg.),for in Is. 5 s

and other placesthe same word seems to refer to complete destruction.

For the burning we have nr here and in 2" and Sdn in 2s- " instead of

ipp in 2 K. That this story is not dependent, therefore,upon the his-torical

sources cited above is shown by the employment of different

words for the same act and by the silence in regard to the gates; and it

is to be noted that the burning of the gates is a prominent feature of

this narrative.

Neh. is deeply affected by the tidings about Jerus. He makes no

reference to what was said about the people, but the destruction of

Jerus. depresses him deeply. He weeps, fasts,and prays for days and

nights, and even after three months is unable to control his distress

when in the presence of the king and when his depressionis perilousto

himself. The query insistentlyarises whether he would have been so

distressed by hearing of a calamity which had occurred one hundred and

fiftyyears before. Kost. explainshis distress as due to the continued

dispersionof Israel (Wicd." '"),but this scholar lays too much stress

upon the prayer, which is not authentic, and too little upon undis-puted

facts. Neh.'s work was the rebuildingof the city,not the gath-ering

of the scattered exiles. Furthermore, when he asked the pilgrims

about the condition of Jerus.it is most unnatural that their sole report

should be a descriptionof a condition which had stood unchanged for a

century and a half. That might have been a true account, but it could

scarcelybe regarded as the latest news from the holy city. Suppose

Neh. as ignorantof Judean conditions as we may, it b incredible that

he should be unaware of Nebuchadrezzar's destruction of the walls.

We might find an explanationby supposing that there was an expec-tation

that the walls and gates had been restored, and the grief of

Neh. would then be due to his disappointment that such is not the

case. The report would then be tantamount to the statement that

nothing had yet been done. But the language used forbids such an
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interpretation,even if it would meet the case. The report is the wall

of Jerus. is breached and its gates have been burned with fire. This news

is a great surpriseto Neh. and is the most significantfact in the affairs

of Jerus. The conditions require a recent calamity, not one of one

hundred and fiftyyears' standing.

Therefore we must suppose that since 536 B.C. the walls had been

restored in some sort of way and new gates set in place. On a priori

grounds such a movement is highly prob. For the people had been

able to build ceiled houses for themselves (Hg. i')"and had restored the

temple. Without walls the city would be at the mercy of any maraud-ing

band of hostile neighbours. We are not left to conjecture, how-ever,

for we have exact information in Ezr. 4'-", where there is a clear

account of an attempt to rebuild the walls of Jerus. Neh. knew of

that expeditionand was anxiously awaiting news of the accomplish-ment
of its supreme purpose. Hanani fell in with some pilgrims who

had just come back from Judah, and took them to his influential and

patrioticbrother. From them Neh. learned of the disastrous failure

of the expedition. It was natural that he should be surprisedand de-pressed.

4. And when I had heard these words I sal daunt and wept].

That was the immediate result of the surpriseand disappoint-ment

in regard to affairs at Jerusalem. As Nehemiah's distress

was too great to be relieved by one outburst of tears, we have

the descriptionof continued action: and I mourned for days [de-noting

an indefinite period]and [duringthose days] / was fast-ing

and praying beforethe God of heaven]. On the God of heaven

v. Ezr. i1- "-"".

Nehemiah's prayer. " 5. Yahweh the great and terrible God\t

for which "8 reads the mighty,the great and the terrible,usual attri-butes

of the God of heaven, v. 4* gn. Yahweh occurs nowhere

in N. " Keeping the covenant and mercy]joinsincongruous ideas;

for the first clause means being faithful to an agreement made

with the nation. We should expect a word like "showing"

before "mercy." But we find "keep mercy" in Ps. 89". On

the nature of "mercy" v. Bennet, Post-Ex. Pr.1**-. The

phrase is a hackneyed one and is of Deuteronomic origin (Dt.

79- "
1 K. 8" Dn. 9*). The whole verse is found in the last-

named passage with very slightdifferences. It appears to be a

stereotyped form of prayer. " 6. Let now thy ears be attentive]

called by Sieg. "a specialNehemian formula," on the basis of
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v. ll. But we find the expression in Solomon's prayer, 2 Ch. 6*

Ps. 130* (also a prayer)." And thine eyes open] cf. 1 K. 8M- M

2 Ch. 6" 716. Here again we have the stock phrases of prayer.

" Which I am praying beforethee to-day,day and night]. The

participledenotes continuous action in harmony with v.
4 and

with "day and night"; but "to-day" would mean a specific

time. The text seems to be original,but we may suspect the

Chronicler's hand. " And making confessionof the sins of the sons

of Israel which they have sinned against thee]. The text has

"we" as subject of "have sinned," but with "8 and B we must

read "they." Confession was a typical part of the Hebrew

prayers, and indeed is a part of the true prayers of all worship-pers.

" And I and the house of my fatherhave sinned]. From this

statement Nehemiah's Davidic descent has been inferred. Such

a conclusion is not improbable, as the sin of his house is sep-arated

from that of the people generally. That relationship

would explainhis interest in Judah and his sense of responsibil-ity.

The view has other support (cf.note on 2*). The sin is the

general disregard of the law of God, going back through past

centuries and extending down to the present. To this long-standing

wickedness is ascribed the present unhappy failure to

restore the walls and thus make Jerusalem a city capable of

defence against her neighbours." 7. We have acted very cor-

ruptly against thee],a general positive statement, followed by

the negative and more specific:and we have not keptthe command-ments

and the statutes and the judgments [typicalDeuteronomic

words] which thou didst command Moses thy servant]. Moses is

very often called the servant of God (Jos.1 pass. 1 K. 8M- " and

cf. further in Ryle)." 8. Saying] would properly introduce a

direct quotation from the words of Moses. The allegedquota-tion

extends through v. u. But these words are not found in

the Pentateuch. Nevertheless the phrases are mostly Deuter-onomic.

The passage from which this is mainly drawn is Dt.

301-5, not 29* ff-,as Sieg. says. But the passage in Dt. has

nothing in it about transgressing;it presupposes the exile as a

punishment for sin,and deals with the repentance of Israel and

the consequent restoration of the exiles to the land of their
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fathers,making them greater than they had ever been before;

therefore the passage must be exilic." // you transgress,I vtill

scatter you among the nations]. The threat of dispersionis fre-quent

in the pre-exilicliterature: Dt. 4" (the same words, but

in third person with Yahweh as subject)28" Je. 9" Ez. 11"

el pass." 9. If you return unto me and keep my commandments

and do them],the first part of the conditional sentence, contain-ing

the protasis.Returning to God and keeping his command-ments

are not the same thing, as Ryle states; the latter is the

result of the former. " Though your banishment be in the end of

heaven],taken verbatim from Dt. 30* except "thy" becomes

"your." Some mss. of (5 have/fom the end 0/heaven to the end

of heaven,i. e" from one end of heaven to the other, as Dt. 4"

(but not Ju. 7" which Ryle cites). In Dt. 28" we have the more

appropriateidea: "Yahweh will scatter thee among the nations

from one end of the earth to the other end of the earth." Heaven

cannot be right. It is true that it is conceived possiblefor a

man to climb up to heaven (Am. a1),but that is the bold fight

of the prophet, while our passage is intenselyliteral." Then

comes the apodosis:From there I will gatheryou and bringyou

in]. We must read "you" instead of "them," as Dt. 30* and

some Greek texts and V. " Unto the place],but Dt. 30s has "unto

the land." Here the reference is to the city." Where I have

elected to cause my name to dwell]is a frequentDeuteronomic

descriptionof Jerusalem,Dt. 12" 14" 16'- " 26' + fifteen times.

The phrase is not found elsewhere in the Pentateuch. " 10.

And these are thy servants and thy people]. "These" would refer

to the Jews strugglingin Jerusalem;but the whole verse is a

loose quotationfrom Dt. a": " and these are thy people and thy

inheritance whom thou broughtestout with thy great power and

with thy outstretched arm." The words differ slightly,but

the sense is the same. " Mighty hand] occurs in Dt. many times;

so does redeem. tfL gives a different turn, we are Iky servants

and thy people." 11*. The prayer returns to supplicationand

repeats in part v. ". "8Ladds a clause: do not turn away thyface.

" And unto the prayer of thy servants]impliesthat others than

Nehemiah joined in his prayers. The followingparadoxical
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clause who delightto fear thy name] requiressome such antecedent

as "8 provides. But there is no hint of any other supplicant."

And prosper, I pray, thy servant this day, and grant him compas-sion

beforethis man]. These words have a genuine ring and,

unlike the rest of the prayer, they have something to do with

the case in hand. But they have no relation to the preceding

passage, which was a lament over Israel's unhappy condition.

The words show that the supplicant has a definite purpose in

hand, and that he was about to make some request from the

king. Artaxerxes is called "this man," a use absolutely inex-plicable

as the connection stands, for the king has not been

mentioned, and he certainlywas not present, as the words im-ply.

But we can easilyput this clause in its right place. In

24 we have / prayed unto the God of heaven. That was a critical

moment, and the prayer in v.
ll is in part exactly appropriate to

that situation (t;.i. 24).

The authenticityof Neh. 's prayer. " Nch. was certainlymuch given to

prayer. Doubtless he offered many prayers during the three months

between his receiptof the bad report from Jerus. and his official audi-ence

with the king. But it is difficult to believe that we have in w. "-""

the words he used. There are favourite words of the Chr. like *?po,

v. 9,and the whole prayer is made up of passages and phrases from Dt.

It is true that in Christian praying there is an unhappy tendency to

use stock and hackneyed expressions,and so the resemblance of this

prayer to others in the OT. may not justifysuspicion. But Neh. was

not a common man, and would be unlikely to use such phrases. His

memoirs show a peculiar,clear,succinct,and business-like style,and

this prayer has no traces whatever of his hand. We must regard the

prayer w. "-10 and part of v. " as the compilation of the Chr. It is in-deed

perfectlypossible that the Chr. has worked over a brief prayer

found in N., since "I and the house of my fathers have sinned" is ap-parently

genuine. But the Chr. has wrested v. " from its true connec-tion,

and he may have composed the whole passage. It is true that even

the most radical scholars have not questioned this passage. Torrey, for

example, says: "C. i Ne. [the Chr.] seems to have left untouched"

(Cotnp.M). Mitchell,by no means radical,does doubt its authenticity

(JBL. 1003, "'). But I cannot believe that the striking similarityin

ideas and phrases between this prayer on the one hand and Ezra's

(Ezr. 9* *") and Daniel's (Dn. o4 *")on the other can be explained on the

theory of Nehemian authorship. Moreover, llb joins very well to v. ".



NEHEMIAH I 1 89

If Neh. recorded his prayer at all,ithas been so elaboratelyworked over

that the originalcannot be recovered. Whoever composed the prayer

either had Dt. before him, or knew it by heart.

Note. Esd. failsus forNc. {cxc.81-")and consequently our sources for
textual criticism are comparativelypoor." I. n.S^JX"?,xifaB,XiXxfou1
(r*Al),Ax"*W*." tosl only elsw. Zc. 7', Zix"tj1oub Xttoti)lo6*,

XaatzkiJ",Bab. loan-word kislivu (JBL. 1892,'",ZA. ii,"')."m"an] is

applied to the temple (1 Ch. 19' ", v. i. a')- It may come from As.

btrlu or Pets. burn. The Greeks did not understand it,and so trans-literated

d[l"ipiB,i""ppi\ ^7) P4p"i1."S. ""1 + xpb? uiL = 'Sk,a
good reading."rnvi'c]OP*" To"Ba, but the prep, is better." o*"nn"n]
lackingin d"BAN. A better text would be obtained by omitting wSr,
which might easilybe an explanatory gl." 3. raw ie"k]lacking in

"tA;it is better omitted, as such overloading is more characteristicof

the Chr. than of N." njns] *BM has a blundering dup., h xSXti [tjs]
iv xovqpfqc;h nzMtCL. The use of the ptc. niTO" followed by pf. inu is

apparently accidental, as there is no difference in time intended. The

only distinction we can make is that the one describes an existent con-dition:

the wall is breached, and the other a past act: the gates have

been burned with fire." 4. In sense the v. divides at owti; the con-struction

has misled the Masso rites." ='=']f?'ifcUpotcKoXXai;L,diebus

midlis V; this may be a free rendering,as it gives the correct idea

(BDB. J. ".)."*. hun]"S i loxuoic,V fortis."*"n] flt8" 16 IXt6; oou,

1. a5*o5L. Elsw. we find Tom (Dt. 7* Dn. 9')." 6. nsrp] occurs elsw.

only in v. ". Rd. nncfi "P'l*](Guthe) so (XL id irti oou ipoafxovta, V

oures (hoc auscullantes. " UNOn1]0(L Vaprov, B peccaverunt ; rd. man.

" 7. San]inf. cstr.; but used as absolute. 0SHAH renders SuXdsii,

iurtoudsn1'.Kittel suggests Pi.,or ilSijjSip." tS]om. OP iv oofL." TOT]
9 *aio(, so v. ', but elsw. SoiXos, X famuto."8. lain] 6SL tbv 3,070V

oou. " iSpcn arm). 41 has iiv,L adds u.oi = \ which might easilyhave

dropped after iS. Guthe inserts on after onw, but a conditional sen-tence

in Heb. may dispensewith the part.Ges.1 i"b". " 9. osnij]HI Sino-

Tpof-!),but BAK Biaampi, which becomes a technical word and is taken

over into English,the diaspora= the scatteringof the Jews among the

nations. It is better with S to give the word an abstract sense, "ban-ishment,"

rather than "banished ones." " d-bbtiIflP-"add Iws Axpou -too

oipavou = cupji nip iy. This may be implied also in "tBU which has

for njjij ir.' Sxpcu = ropo." anpK] (ft1-ouvi^u "iias,TB congregabobos ;

rd. therefore D"iap" and on the same grounds: OaVUMfy " 10. on']0JL

juxl viy %""" = "nj nnji," ynsf] "" has here xafSif." 11". flP* has a

plus after VK, v-*lixia^fHrni to xpiauxlv oou. " Vissl OP- tou Xaou sou,

and so having: J/ie prayer of thy peopleand the prayer of thy servants

which correspondsto we are thy servants and thy people of v. " and

makes Neh. pray in a representativesense.
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l,,b-2". Nehemiah's depression was observed by the

king; its cause is ascertained; and the cup-bearer is granted

leave of absence and authority to rebuild Jerusalem. "
llb.

Now I was one of the king's cupbearers]two texts of "8 have

eunuchs. Whatever the text may have been, it is not improb-able

that Nehemiah was eunuch as well as butler (v.Sta. BT.n%).

Graetz supposes Ps. 127 to be directed against him, to which

Is. 56" might be a reply (Berth.). The office of butler was

honourable and lucrative at an Oriental court (DB. i,m). In-deed,

in almost any court the most menial duties were performed

by the nobility. Piers Gaveston, son of a Gascon knight, was

made royal bootjack to Edward I, an office for which men of

the highest birth were pining (Andrew Lang, Century, Oct.

1907).

This section begins exactly as the first part of N. (i1)now I was, etc.

These words belong to the narrative in c. 2. They explain how Neh.

obtained his audience with the king in the regular course of his duties;

months of waiting intervened, however; therefore it is unlikely that he

was the chief butler. It appears that his personal attendance upon

the king was but infrequent. This fact lends support to the notion

that he was a eunuch and so a general servant of the court. The words

are more closely connected with 2,b, and the intervening date is due

to the Chr., who has borrowed it from 5". Following MT. we must

connect thus: "I was one of the royal butlers,and in the month Nisan

of King Art.'s 20th year, the wine was given to me, and I took up the

wine and gave it to the king."

II. 1. Nisan] was the 1st month. Since Artaxerxes reigned

464-424, his 20th year would be 444 B.C. " Wine was beforeme].

So we must read with "8. Before him of ^ is contrary to fact,as

the following statements show. " And I took up the wine and

gave it to the king]. The wine was placed in Nehemiah's hands

by the chief butler, and he took it up and carried it to the king.

If If were right the meaning would be that the scene opened in

the royal presence.

The EV*. have tried to make black white by rendering the next

clause, "now I had not been beforetime sad in his presence." But

on what ground can we import "beforetime," and thus make the words

imply the exact opposite of what they say? For the text says plainly
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/ was not sod beforekirn. This statement in turn iscontradicted by the

king'squestion in v. " which shows that Neh. was depressed in spirit
and that the depressionshowed in his face. Ct reads and there was no

companion with him ; but that is contrary to v. ' unless we limit "com-panion"

to the sense of court official. There is no difficultyif we

interpretthe words correctly. In the subsequent narrative the ex-pressions

are : why is thyface sad ? why should my face not be sad ? but

"face" is lacking here, and the word for "sad" is slightlydifferent.

In v.' we have ifthy servant is goodbeforethee,i.*., is in favour. Here

we have the negative antithesis: / was not coilbeforehim, i.*., not out

of favour with him, therefore Neb. had good hopes of a successful pre-ferring

of his request.

2, Why is your face sad?] The same question,in identical

words, was asked by Joseph of Pharaoh's eunuchs, the butler

and the baker, Gn. 40'." Now thou art not sick; there is nothing

now except sadness of heart].The king'sdiagnosisis accurate

and penetrating. The servant shows by his appearance that

he has no physicaldisease,but the months of fasting,praying,
and worrying had left their indelible marks upon his face. The

trouble was accuratelylocated in the mind, for the heart is

thus commonly used in Hebrew. Nehemiah's sufferingswere

mental. " And I was very badlyfrightened].Nehemiah had de-sired

an audience with the king,though he had not intended

to reveal his depressedspirits.But the consciousness of Jeru-salem's

woes, his own anxietyto secure favour from his royal

master, the natural embarrassment of the long-soughtoppor-tunity,

made a biggerburden than he could carry in conceal-ment.

Now an Oriental monarch did not expect bis servants

to carry their personaltroubles to him or to reveal them in his

presence; indeed, very few people desire that of servants.

Nehemiah knew that summary action might be taken. He

might be punished,or, worse still,he might be banished from

the royalpresence without an opportunityto preferhis request.

There was, therefore,abundant occasion for bis fear. The king

would scarcelybelieve that "by sadness of face the heart is

made good" (Eccl. 7'). Nevertheless he did not allow his

emotions to destroy his privilege,but promptly and frankly

stated his case. " 3. May the king live forever].This form of
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greetingis found elsewhere only in Aramaic, Dn. 24 3*, and in

slightlydifferent form in 1 K. 1". The usual greetingis "may

the king live." " Inasmuch as the cityof the house of the graves

of my fatherslies waste and its gates have been consumed with fire],

"House" is lacking in v.
B and may be dispensed with here also.

Nehemiah's statement is not quite the same in the first part as

that of the pilgrims,i*. They said "the wall is broken down,"

while Nehemiah says "the city lies waste." He wisely chose

a more general statement, for the mention of defensive walls

would not make a favourable impression upon the king, who a

few years before had ordered their restoration to stop. Nehe-miah

was patrioticand perhaps of the seed royal;his words here

indicate Davidic descent, for Jerusalem was particularlythe

burying-ground of the kings. Therefore he could not be other

than sad in view of the desolation of Jerusalem. It is difficult

to think we must here presuppose a catastrophe 150 years old.

"4. For what now dost thou make request?]The king's ques-tion

shows that the great moment had come. Artaxerxes dis-closed

an opening favourable to the patriot'spurpose in that he

invited his servant to make known his plan to right the evil

conditions which lay so heavily upon his spirit. And I prayed

to the God of heaven]. Nehemiah was a devoutly religiousman.

He believed strongly in the direct help of God at critical mo-ments.

He had now reached the supreme moment of his life.

Coolness and judgment were required on his part and sympathy

and kindness on the king's part. Before making his plea, he

pauses for a moment to invoke the interpositionof God. His

prayer must have been very short, as the king would not brook

continued silence. The prayer is not given here,but, as shown

above, we have the very petitionrequired in i11,i. e., prosper,

I pray, thy servant this day, and give him pity beforethis man.

The use of the term "this man" is clear now, but incomprehen-sible

in connection with c. 1 (v.s.)." 5. That thou wilt let him

go to Judah, to the cityof my fathers9graves that I may rebuild it].

"Him" with "K and i11 is better than "me" of % after "thy

servant." The last clause "to the city,"etc., is introduced for

more exact definition of his destination. Nehemiah's request is
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amply for leave of absence, and the purpose of the leave was

to rebuild the ruined city. He stillsays nothing about the

walls. The naming of the city as the place of his ancestors'

graves was to make an effective appealto the king,as there was

then as now great regardfor the abode of the dead. " 6. Now

the queen was sittingbeside him}. It is pretty certain that

"queen" is not the rightrendering;it is equally sure that the

exact meaning is unknown. It is probablethat the name waa

appliedto a favourite member of the harem, denotingthe one

who had the most dominating influence. Such situations have

been known at other courts.

ft and " were puzzled by the passage and render: The kingand the

queen who was siltingby him said to me. Some scholars have emended

the text to conform to this idea. But the clause is manifestly paren-thetical.

This woman is not mentioned claw. There is no hint that

she did or said anything. Yet the mention of her presence seems to be

genuine. One explanationoffers itself readily.Neh. attributes,at

least in part, the gracious attitude of his sovereign to the presence of

this woman. Without her saying a word, the king was moved to show

the generous side of his character. But if Neh. owed anythingto her

presence, a more appropriateplaceto mention her would have been at

the beginningor at the end of his story. Moreover, he would very

prob. have stated more exactly what her good offices were. Therefore

itmay be that the suppliantsees in her presence an obstacle to his plans.

The king shows an interest in spiteof the presence of this

woman. " For how longshall Ihyjourney be? and when wUt thou

return ?] RV. Then the king asks only a singlequestion,re-peating

it in different words. That is improbableon the face

of it,though that renderingis generallyaccepted. The first

clause should read: at what time shall be Ikydeparture?i. e.,when

do you wish to start? Then we have the two salient pointsfor

a leave of absence,the time of departure and the time of return.

" In v.b the clauses have become inverted by an error of a'copy-

ist. That will be made plain by restoringthe rightconnection

and order thus: at what time shall be thy departure? and when

wilt thou return? Then I proposed to him a time. And it was

acceptableto the king, and he granted me leave].The received
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text empties the passage of logicalsense and has led to unneces-sary

emendation. According to 5" it appears that Nehemiah

was appointed governor of Judah and that he was absent twelve

years. Berth, says, "v.8 foresees no twelve years' absence."

That is true, but, on the other hand, as Nehemiah proposed to

rebuild the city he could not have asked for a very short leave.

If 5" is correct it is easy to suppose that Nehemiah secured from

time to time an extension of his leave, a course by no means

uncommon.

7-9 " is accepted as genuine by most scholars,but the whole pas-sage

as it stands has been so changed by the Chr. that one can pick out

but littleof the original. 9b comes badly after 9% which describes the

arrival in Syria, and puts the cart before the horse. The leave car-ried

with it ample authority to pass through Syria, esp. to one with

an armed escort. Torrey rejects the whole (see his arguments from

the language, Comp.**). Winckler regards a part of the passage as

genuine, but his criticism does not go to the root of the matter. In

Neh.'s own account there is no reference to this grant ezc. in v.%

where it is unnecessary. There is buried in the passage, however, an

important bit of information for which v. i.

7. And I said to the king]. Nehemiah would have deferen-tially

shown that he was making a supplementary request, such

as we find in Gn. i8M ff-;the Chronicler was not so tactful.

" That theywill let me pass throughuntil I shall come into Judah].

The idea of the writer is that the Syrian satraps would have

barred even the king's servant unless he were armed with a

proper passport. " 8. Asaph the keeperof the king'spark]. Who

Asaph was we do not know, but v. i. The name is Hebrew, but

Nehemiah would not be likelyto know the name of such an

officialin Syria. The Persian king would scarcelyhave a park

in Palestine, and if he did, it would scarcely be the scene of

extensive lumbering. Smith is content with saying we do not

know where this park was (Jer. i,17).Asaph was to furnish

timber for three purposes: (1) To make beams for the gates of

the castle of the house]. The birah or castle here, says Torrey,

means "the fortified enclosure of the temple" (Comp.*). But

such an enclosure did not exist at this time, and the Chronicler
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uses Hrah for the temple itself (i Ch. 291'u). Perhaps we

should read the caslle,which is the temple, or the gates which

appertainto the temple. (2) For the wall ofthe city].The walls

were built of stone, and the idea of beams seems to be due

entirelyto the Chronicler. It is unlikelythat Nehemiah would

have mentioned the "walls," but the Chronicler liked to see

his characters clothed with ample and specificauthority. (3)
And for the house which I shall enter]. As Nebemiah's declared

purpose was to rebuild the city,be is here by the Chronicler's

hand removed rather far from his design." 9. The first half

of the verse relates Nehemiah's arrival before the governors

beyond the river and the presentationof his credentials. Then

the memoirs are reached again,but the construction forbids

renderingas a circumstantial clause as EV3.; it is a straight-forward

narrative: and the king sent with me army officersand

horsemen]. In the Chronicler's arrangement this follows the

arrival in Syria. Ezra at a later time felt the need of an armed

escort (u.8"),but be had forestalled such an aid by his religious

protestations. Nehemiah had no such scruples.The mention

of officers and cavalry indicates that the guard was of con-siderable

size. The dangersof the journey were doubtless very

real. We have not a word about the trip. The patriotwas

not concerned about a historyof his travels,but only about

the work to be done in Jerusalem.

llb. swb] efivouxoi8",otvoxioi;*1-,pincerna V. The firstis prob.

a. confusion within S, on account of the similarityof words,'as we

could hardly explaina change from o"id. On the syntax, v. Ges.i ""=.

nvpa is reallya ptc and means "one who gives drink." In the sense

of "butler" it isused only here and in the story of Joseph (Go. 40/.).

" II. 1. ID'i]Est. 3't,often in later Hcb.; from Bab. nh"nu. The old

Heb. name is j'sk. " I'joS']"=*" Iv"xiov iif.w,rd. with Kittel,tt at.

"ith."Tot pj] in this sense v. Gn. 40"." i'"S"j.To get the accepted

meaning Kittel reads o*ith,so Kent. But we should require -jo fn as

w. "". The text is good, but It has not been correctlyinterpreted.
" ml Isantithetic to 30" in v. ' and means "in disfavour." " gets an

entirelydifferentsense: fy Fnpoc " jn "'"; that is difficultto reconcile

with v.', and is unnecessary. But see my note in Guthe,". "SLM adds

wil Vl* rouOpux"t, and I was of a sad countenance, lacking*h,but

this is a dup." 2. sno] cf.Gn. 40' o-jn m"jb pno, and o'jo pi EccL n
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" n^m] "fcBAM ii"Tpt"g(i"v,a. X. in 6. This gives a different sense: why

is thyjacc sad and thou art not composed? This is an interestingvariant,

but ^ is prob. correct. "
aS jn] in 1 S. 17" aaS jn means "badness of

heart," "evil purpose": "sadness of heart" is aS-nasp (Piov. 15"),
aV-pus (Lam. 3*')- "fcBAK renders O'jn and jn colourlesslyby xovqpfo

and xovtjpfoc;L with better discrimination by axu8pux6v and \fixq.

The context fixes the mng. here, and "sadness" is the right idea. "

3. rw] (ftt#cu". We should rd. w as in other cases of this greeting, 1 S.

10" 1 K. i"ff ." ir^] Ges.*". "SiBAH adhere to xovi)p6v,4P- oru-pAotL

no does not recur in v.
* and isdoubtful here,needlesslycumbering the

text. " nnap] (Jbak ^vrfliafov,so v.1, tA?g"vl." "tain] corresponds to

rrm in 1 " as iSdk to nxj." 4. opa] in the sense of requestingis found

only in late Heb. (v.BDB. for references)." 5. ""- has a plus after rVnc:

faforaiiatt"v (iaatXiotdfa86v. xal. " 6. Sjr]is a difficult word. Haupt

says it is identical with As. sigr"ti,"ladies of the harem" (Guthe,").

Lagarde also calls it a loan-word. In Heb. there is a vb., Sjv "to

ravish," which became so obscene that the Massorites everywhere sub-stituted

pc On this account a similarityof root is denied. But we

have no business to resort to As. loan-words without exhausting the

Heb. first. For Neh. uses good Heb. words. He could not have been

ignorant of such common terms as naSc or swaj. We must remember

that words used for delicate purposes tend to take on an indecent

character. AV. teems with words which were seemly in 161 1, but which

cannot properly be rd. now to a mixed congregation. We find the

word in Aram., Dn. 5*-*" M, followed by "concubines," and therefore

"wives" might be the sense intended. Behrmann refers to Ct. 6%

where we have " wives, concubines and maidens without number," and

so the passage proves too much. In Heb. many scholars following

Ew. substitute Vjjp for VSp in Ju. 5", in which case it would mean a

captive woman added to Siscra's harem. But Nowack objects to the

insertion of a late word into one of the oldest Heb. poems. We have

then only Ps. 45 10,where unhappily we have a corrupt text and a dub.

mng. It is uncertain whether the words are appliedto the king or to

the bride. See Br.Ps. It is clear that if Sjc means the bride the art.

is required;if it refers to the bride's maid it is hard to see why she

should be arrayed in "gold of Ophir." Perhaps the maid stands at the

bride's side "with gold of Ophir" for the queen. Further the address

to the bride begins at v. * not at v. n. Finally "S renders xaXXfatj here

and in Dn. It appears impossible to get the mng. queen for this word.

It is very likely that it indicates a mere member of the harem. But

we cannot define it exactly." It is unnecessary to prefix art. to nacr]

with Guthe, as that would change the sense. "fthas it,but that is never

decisive. " "dd ip] "fcKL have one additional question: Tva t( xdfthpat

icap* f(ut; but it offers no help, and it not very intelligible." Y^no]

means journey without doubt, but as iSn means go the subst. may



NEHEMIAH 2 1 97

surely mean going, starting,and so departure, the sense requiredhere.

" pr] means a fixed or suitable time, or season. Here it involves a

reply to both of the king's questions, a time to go and a time to come

back. Winckler emends last clause to id? "S }n"i (AU. Forsch.xv,");

but that was due to a misunderstanding of the passage (v.s.)." 7. urn]

"" 26tci",V del.,both attest sg. and understand the king as subj."

8. D*no] Ct. 4" Eccl. 2,t,a loan-word from Zend and carried over into

English "paradise." The word does not apply to a forest for lumber-ing,

but to a preserve. The expression dt\d "top can no more be due to

the Chr. than to Neh. There is an important reading in (P* which

as so often elsw. has escaped the attention of scholars. The text runs:

Aaoc9"xTt"v fuXdboovrac t""";fgu6vou"; tou ftacatX"x;xal t"v xsp"cioov 8";

i"m xtp (keatXei.The illumination appears when we put this back

into Heb. : iSdS -\v* D-nom ^Vdh me -"ep "idk. It appears that we

have a dup. for D^fi and (a"n-"o have evidently been confused. Now

keeperof the royal mules has a true ring,but this officer would have been

in Pers., not in Syria. Neh. would have had little use for mules after

reaching his destination. It is not unlikely that the Chr. has hope-lessly

obscured a genuine part of N. in which he described his outfit

and to which v.
,b would be an appropriate conclusion. Out of the

present confusion we may extract the following and pretty confidently

label it N. : onion idc idk-Vk mj* (v.tb)^j;nawn \-iSk~io tSd?i"h frm

^ p* -hpk i^dS -ib"n. Then we can easily conjecture that the actual

grant was mules for the caravan, but the Chr. has corrupted it to

timber for building. Directly following the leave of absence, the pas-sage

originallycontinued: and the king gave to mey accordingto the good

hand of God upon me, a letter to Asaph the keeper of the kings mules who

gave to me [animals for the journey]. And the king sent with me army

officersand cavalry. Neh. rode a mule on the night journey described

in the section following." nnp] is regarded by Torrey as a word char-acteristic

of the Chr. (Comp**)." noS new rwan npr], "!** has only

tAs x6Xa";. rwa and n"a are syn. and we should rd. either man -npm, a

note explaining the unusual m"an, or ivaS -m?k onjam, to which rwan

is a gl. The mng. would then be the gates which appertain to the tem-ple,

to distinguish them from the city gates. Torrey impliesthat "B's

omission was due to the difficulty,and he notes only the omission of

mo (op.cit.). But he sees in the passage only the Chr.'s hand, and

not the additional corruption of an original text.

10-20. In this section we have two distinct subjects:(i)

The opposition of Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem, w.
w- lf '-.

(2) Nehemiah's secret inspectionof the ruined walls of Jerusa-lem,

w. "-18. There is no need further to confuse this material
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by dividing the chapter at the end of v. 8, as most scholars still

do, followingthe wrong guidance of "8.

10. Sanballat the Horonitc]. The name is Babylonian, but

it does not follow that the man was of that race, as Sieg.holds.

Among the subjectpeoples we naturallyfind Babylonian names.

Sanballat is named often in Ne. v.
lf 3s8 41 61- *" *" "" 14 131*,

always as an inveterate enemy. The epithet "Horonite" is

found in but three of the above-named places; it would natu-rally

mean an inhabitant of Beth-horon, a town or two neigh-bouring

towns of Ephraim. But Winckler holds that since

Tobiah was an Ammonite, Sanballat must be located in Horon

in Moab (AIL Forsch. xv,229ff). The Elephantine documents,

however, show that Sanballat was governor of Samaria, hence

the former place is meant. " Tobiah the slave,the Ammonite]

v.
lf 3" 41 6l- 12- 14- "" 19 i34-7- 8 f. This whole expression recurs

in v. I9;in 3" we have Tobiah the Ammonite; elsewhere Tobiah

alone. He has been identified with Tabeei of Ezr. 47 by Van

Hoonacker (Sac.Lev*7b). The names are similar,one meaning

"God is good," the other "Yahweh is good"; but Tobiah is

Hebrew, while Tabeei
,

as in Is. 76,is Aramaic; but, as Tabeei has

been shown to belong to the reign of Xerxes, the identification

is difficult,as the letter to Xerxes was written forty years be-

before Nehemiah's advent in Jerusalem. Slave is added as a

term of opprobrium. Tobiah was very probably a slave of the

Persian king who had risen to a positionof consequence (Kue.

Abb.***).Noldeke holds that a true Ammonite could not have

borne the name Tobiah; but Torrey rightlysays that we do not

know enough about true Ammonites to draw such conclusions

(ES.168). Delitzsch suggests that the name is evidence of the

worship of Yahweh by other peoples (Wo lag das Parodies,19*).

" // was evil to them with a great evil\. The text may be wrong,

but the sense is not affected. The meaning is that it was

a very great evil to these enemies of the Jews. " That a man

had come to seek goodfor the sons of Israel], These words make

us suspect that the verse is either due to the Chronicler or is

misplaced. Nehemiah's arrival at Jerusalem is chronicled in

v. n. It may further be doubted whether Nehemiah would have
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used the impersonal phrase "a man had come." Further, Ne-

hemiah does not describe his mission in such general terms as

we find here. His purpose was very specific.The enemies of

Israel,according to this verse, had heard of his arrival before

his actual advent, and they knew the object of his mission.

But Nehemiah keeps his purpose a secret even from his fellow-

Israelites.
" 12. After three days (cf.Ezr. 8W) spent in resting

from the journey and in shelteringhis companions, Nehemiah

starts out on his famous night ride.

On which v. GAS. Jar. Sta. Gesch. ii,"T,JBL. 1806,1", and the map

in Kent's Hist. Biog. Nar.M, and esp. Mitchell, JBL. 1003," "-,who

has made the most elaborate attempt to follow the course of Neh.'s

wall.

/ arose at night,I and a few men with me]. Secrecy was the

design, therefore the inspection was made by night (though

there is doubt about this term; v. v. "), and with but a few at-tendants.

These were probably servants who would have no

idea of the object in view, or a selected body, includingHanani,

who could be trusted. " And I had not made known to any man

what my God was putting in my heart to do for Jerusalem]. "8

lacks "my" before "God," and that may be right. The par-ticiple

"was putting" suggests that Nehemiah had reached

a definite purpose only since his arrival at Jerusalem. God

is conceived as the author of all good thoughts (Sta.BT.nb).

For Jerusalem may be contrasted with for the sons of Israel in

v. 10." And there was no animal with me except that upon which

I was riding a further indication that his attendants were ser-vants,

perhaps Persians. If all the company had been mounted

it would have been more likelyto attract attention. The ani-mal

was probably one of the mules which Nehemiah had brought

from Persia (v.s. v. 8)." 13. And I went out at the valleygate]to

which by night is needlesslyadded from v. 12. The valley gate

(v.w 3U 2 Ch. 26*) is the gate leading to the valley of Hinnom

(on which v. GAS. Jer. i,171'" m '"),and on the western wall

of Jerusalem. The corresponding modern entrance is the Jaffa

gate (t;.Ryle's note)." And unto the mouth of the dragon-spring
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or according to some texts of "8,the fig-spring.This springis

not mentioned elsewhere and cannot be identified. "Towards"

(RV.) is not correct. Nehemiah means that in going from the

valley gate he passed the outlet of this spring. The water,

therefore,must have emerged just outside of the ruined wall.

" And unto the dung gate]3" f- 12" f,the gate out of which the

refuse of the citywas carried and so might better be called the

garbage gate. It was probably the southern outlet. " And I

was inspectingthe wall of Jerusalem which had been pulleddawn,

and its gates had been burned by fire].All or at least a part of

the clause is an addition by R. The repetitioninterruptsthe

succinct story of the ride.

14. And I passedalongunto the fountaingate]315 12". This

gate was probably at the eastern side of the Tyropceon valley.

" And unto the king9spool],identified with the pool of Siloam,

perhaps because of Hezekiah's famous tunnel, or, as Ryle says,

"because it adjoined the king'sgarden."" And there was no

placefor the animal to pass under me]. This is hard to under-stand;

EV. the beast that was under me is based on V cut sede-

bam, but cannot be fairlytaken from the text. Sieg.interprets

"under me" as meaning "so long as I sat thereon," indicating

a "low bridge." However pregnant the sense of Tinfi may be,

itis doubtful if that interpretationdoes not stretch its meaning.

" The narrative makes a break at this place. Nehemiah had

been followingthe course of the wall and now goes up a valley.
It would be natural to suppose that he reached a pointbeyond

which explorationwas impossible. But as the mule could go

almost any place a pedestriancould, it is far from clear why he

describes the obstacle in this way. " 15. And I was goingup the

wady by nightand I was inspectingthe wall]. The participial

construction does not connect well with the preceding. There

is nothing except the doubtful phrase in v.
14 to indicate that

his going up the valley was due to the impossibilityof con-tinuing

his direct course. Some texts of (6 have / was going

up by the wady wall,the wall along the valley,and thus suita-bly

introducingthe statement about the inspection." The last

clause is best rendered and I came in again by the valleygate],



NEHEMIAH 2 201

the same place at which he had started. "8L has an interesting

variant: and I was at the wady gate; and I went back and entered

through the valleygate. It does not, however, clear up the dif-ficulties

of Nehemiah's tour of inspection. This verse is in

large part a repetition;"I was inspectingthe wall" is needless

after v. M.

The passage vv. "-" is very perplexing. The taking of the tripby

night is explained almost too easily by the necessity of secrecy. In

the firstplace, Neh. discloses his purpose immediately upon his return

from his ride. At that time there was a large company of nobles,

pr. el al. gathered. Was this early in the morning or still at night ?

Then if it was dark enough to screen the party from observation, it

would surely be too dark to make a satisfactoryinvestigation of the

condition of the walls. The examination might have been made in

the daytime without unmasking the object. He could have deter-mined

the condition of the walls sufficientlywithout actually travers-ing

the course of the wall. By night recurs three times in the passage,

and everywhere is loosely thrown in. It may be that the phrase was

added by an editor,who deemed it an essential part of the secret pur-pose

of the trip.

16. Now the guards did not know where I had gone nor what I

was doing]. Our text has rulers, but guards as "8 is better.

Rulers recurs in v.b and would not stand in both places. Nehe-

miah had kept his course secret from the watchmen, though

they must have witnessed his departure and return. Perhaps

we have thus the explanation of his coming back through the

same gate by which he had gone out, as that would prevent

their suspecting his real itinerary." And to the Judeans and to

the priestsand to the Levitts and to the officersand to the rest doing

the work I had as yet not made known] supply what I was about

to do from v.*. "Levites" is substituted for "nobles" on the

basis of L. Still we cannot lay too much stress on the text, as

it plainly betrays retouching by the Chronicler. Nehemiah

often uses the phrase "nobles and deputies" (on these offi-cials

v. Mey. Ent.m- 1M, GAS. Jer. i,,w),but he would not say

"and the rest doing the work," as that is anticipating. This

phrase in Ezr. 39 is used of the temple-builders;here it refers

to the wall-builders and is due to the Chronicler. Nehemiah's
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phraseis "the nobles and deputiesand the rest of the people"

(4"-"). " Judeans" here would include all the other classes.

The fact is again emphasised that Nehemiah had not yet dis-closed

the object of his mission even to the highest official

classes. Until he was ready for action, the objectivepoint

would not be revealed. " 17. In some way not explainedthere

had now gathered about the new envoy a body of officialsand

others,and for the first time he makes known the secret of his

coming to Jerusalem. First,he arouses their appreciationof

the unhappy condition of affairs: you perceivethe evil state we

are in,in that Jerusalem lies a waste and its gates are burned with

fire].This is the oft-repeateddescriptionbased on i8. Then

follows the exhortation to act: come and let us build the wall of

Jerusalem and we shall be a reproachno longer].The returning

pilgrimshad told Nehemiah at the beginning that the Jews

were in contempt, i8. So long as the citywas unprotectedby

walls they must remain the butt and scorn of their neighbours.

" 18. The rebuildingof the walls of Jerusalem was a bigunder-taking.

Nehemiah was no near-sightedfanatic going to war

without reckoning the cost. He did not desire to kindle an

enthusiasm quick to begin and soon to end. He proposed to

carry the projectto its conclusion. Therefore he now discloses

two facts which were the foundation of his confidence. First,
he tellsthem how God had at every pointopened the way before

him; and second, how he was supportedby the authorityof the

king. In his record, though, he does not put down what he

said,for that would be a rtsuml of iL-29;he givesonly the sub-ject

of his address: and I revealed to them the hand ofmy God
f
thai

it had been favorabletowards me, and also the words of the king
which he had spoken to me]. The sense in which Nehemiah uses

hand ofGod becomes clear now; it isguidancerather than power
y

as BDB.890\ God had led him to the king'spresence at a fa-vourable

moment, had moved the king to note his depression,

had caused him to speak the rightwords to move the king,and

had induced Artaxerxes to comply with all his requests." The

rest of the verse is difficult,and we have many readings. MT.

has: and theysaid,we will up and build; and theystrengthened
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their hands forgood],making this the favourable response of the

nobles and people to Nehemiah's plea. In OS and V we find:

and I said,let us up and build; and their hands were strengthened

forgood; or: and these said to me, we will up and build,and they

were strengthened,and their hand was forgood. We are in doubt,

therefore,whether this is the final exhortation of Nehemiah, fol-lowing

naturallyhis recital of the guidanceof God and the fa-vour

of the king, or the assent of the assembly to his appeal.

It would put us on the righttrack if we could get at the true

sense of "strengtheningthe hands." We note that Nehemiah

uses the phrase "for good" in the sense of "auspiciously,"5'*.
It will appear further that these words in all their varied in-terpretations

reallymake no sense. It is clear that we have

no statement of the actual beginningof the work on the walls;

but w. " '" imply that the work has begun. The words before

us may be rendered equallywell : and their hands took hold au-spiciously.

Therefore I should follow Ot in part and translate:

and I said,letus up and build! and their hands took hold [ofthe

work] auspiciously.
19. And Sanballat et at. heard]. There is no objectand we

have to infer what they heard from the precedingand from their

actions. Now their charge and Nehemiah's replyshow that it

was the buildingof the walls which excited their scorn. That

presupposes the interpretationput upon v. ". The enemy had

heard, not of a plan,but of an action,the work on the walls."

A third enemy is named here (cf.v. '*),Geshem the Arabian]

v. 6'- *- *; in the last place the name is Gaskmu. The foes are

all foreignersand the gentilicname is added to show that fact.

They were evidentlykeeping a close and jealous watch on

Jerusalem,especiallysince the arrival of Nehemiah with a Per-sian

escort. For some time now a large part of Nehemiah's

story concerns his trouble with these enemies. Making a nec-essary

correction from "S, the text continues: and they held us

in derision; and theycame unto us and said]. MT., lacking
"and they came unto us," implies that these enemies were

alreadyat Jerusalem;but it is much more likelythat they had

for years been preying upon the defenceless Jews, and hear-
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ing of the rebuildingof the walls came at once to Jerusalem."

What is this thing that you are doing? Are you raising a revolt

againstthe king?] The first question shows that Sanballat et al.

found the Jews at work ; the second is asked ironically,for they

had no idea that the Jews could carry the walls and gates very

far before they would be able again to appear on the scene with

battering-rams and torches. It is the same charge made by

Rehum to Artaxerxes in Ezr. 418 ff
.

" 20. In his reply Nehe-

miah first addresses himself to their jesting at the Jews' big

undertaking: the God of heaven will prosper us]"cf.i11. Then he

throws off all disguise,which would indeed be vain now: and

we are his servants; we will up and build]. But (8 has a tempting

variant: we are his innocent servants, that is,innocent of any evil

design against the king. But in that case the antecedent of

"his" should be Artaxerxes rather than "God." Now when

Nehemiah says "we are his servants," in view of the charge

just made we inevitably think of the king, as if Nehemiah had

said, "we are his loyal subjects and as such we are building."

It is at least possiblethat a clause has dropped out, and that

Nehemiah said that God would further them, the king had ap-proved

their work, and they were his loyal subjects. In his

appeal to his followers he had named both the favour of God and

of the king. The mention of the king's authority would be

far more impressive to Sanballat than the grace of God, and

Nehemiah might well not overlook so formidable a weapon. "

Then he proceeds to serve notice upon them that their days of

preying upon the Jews is over: and for you there is neither por-tion

nor rightnor memorial in Jerusalem]. By portionNehemiah

means property, real or personal. The enemy may have owned

land or houses, or more probably may have exacted tribute,

which would be equivalent to levying blackmail as David did

of Nabal, 1 S. 25.
'" Right is not "just claim," Ryle, Sieg.Berth.,

but authority. That these enemies claimed a certain authority

over the people of Jerusalem is shown by their subsequent

actions, and may be due to the decree of Artaxerxes (Ezr. 47"28).

Memorial is interpreted as meaning that their descendants

should have no place in the community of God (Berth. Sieg.
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B.-Rys.),a proof of their past connection with Jerusalem

(Ryle);proofof citizenship(BDB.); it may be used in a general

broad sense: there will not be a thingby which even to remem-ber

you; you will soon be a thing of the past and completely

forgotten. By the restoration of the walls Jerusalemwould

recover its autonomy and would no longerbe open to the raids

of roving bands in quest of plunder.

Mitchell infers from Neh.'s words thai the Sam. had offered to aid

in the building of the wall, and attributes the above passage to the

Chx., presumably for this reason (ICC,"). There is nothing in the

remarks of Sanb. to indicate any such friendlypurpose, and Neh. is

not declininga neighbourly offer,but servingemphatic notice on the

Sam. that,since he is the direct representativeof the Pers. king,their

interference with the Jewishpeoplewill no longerbe tolerated.

10. oSa"] 0" 2av3pa3i(X)ar. The name is Bab. Sin-uboUU, or ace.

to Winckler Sin-mubaitil,but Haupt notes that this m in Bab. is often

silent (Guthe-Batten,1'). "K preserves the pronunciation better than

MT." 'n "iajn n'aw] is lackingin flP,but as we find ""rot";for 0-iS it

is evident that the omission is a mistake. " "tS-unjnjsounds more like

the Chr. than N. The words are lackingin "SHAK, while L has a vb.,
"u\ fkuiAprfur/ = nrv" (?)." 11 is almost an exact reproductionof Ezr.

8" or the converse. There the verbs are pi.and we have zvi instead

of 'rot." 12. oSm"S] pati toS 'Ioptr^X8*",L has a dup., prefixingxfi

'IipusaXiju."S was influenced by the Chr.'s "sons of Israel " in v. ",

perhaps even to a correction of the text. " n"](P** "** b"t$ " rrSjr.
L has the usual dup. h $

. . ,
tx* ai-tip. 3 En this sense is so rare and Sp

so common that we must suspect the text. " 13. nS'S lojn]" translit-erates

TuliiXii,to which we find a correction in LN,vuntbc. V. ", giving
the terminus at the valleygate, shows that the text is sound. TV'S is

certainly unnecessary after v. ", and is a gl." pmfi] "S ouxav8*1* "

B^wnn; BpsauvUG1." "im*1aimpf[WBA,*Jxxcayo^avI,,It considerabam,so

v. "*. The former stands for "otf and makes no sense. -lafr occurs

only here and in v. ",but inspectisthe sense required." nrnri]Tirx"3*",

"n(x"aivL,murum ": point npwv" o'tvwon] or o"*nfi on as Qr.; in i"

mruo; "lws:!nkolxa9"tpoO"iivBA,'J,re!ci"rr*axaaiiivoicL." t"u.. .i"h|
has been added from i1. There is no jugglery by which we can join
it to its context. We might retain r"-uran lm, but that fails in v. ".

Indeed,the whole of v.b interruptsthe narrative of the itineraryand

needlesslyanticipatesv. ". Houtsma reads a*rwo rvwK, comparing
Aram, kiwii, E/,r. 5'-',and believes the firstword has a specialar-chitectural

mag, like gate-structure(ZAW. 1007," '")." 14, pjrt]CStdu
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ANaBK, Atv^ x. xtj-p]";L." 15. Srua](fth r"p te(x" x"tlAappou";BAK,"l*

tou x8(lA^ppouL= Srun noma. The former reading is not improb. " .nVSj

is a gl.or the corrupted name of the valley." awm"l lacking in (ft. It

is better to om. in the second place and interpret the first adverbially.

" kohi] (ftxal fywgv = ^nn). "ftL has xal fywjv iv *cfj*^U '"K ^P^TT0^

xal dviorpe^a. xal StfjXOov 8ia rfjc; x6Xt)"; Tate. It is difficult to say

whether this is one of L'" frequent corrections from MT. by addition or a

genuine text. " 16. awon]. Rd. with (ftol 9uXa"jffovrt"; " onopn. " o"nnS]

toI"; ivr(ixoi";BAK,Aeurcat";L." o^jjdS]om. BA, but the combination onn

O'jjdi is common in Ne. (4"-" s7 7") v. Dr.Intr,5M." p~ ijflf may be an

Aramaism; cf.iP3~nj?, Ezr. 5"; the mng. is the same, w" to the present.

It may be a txt. err. for npjrnp. " 17. lxnj]"ftBAN IMbrp" = upj. " 18.

*\h]xp"";B(Sh)too";ak (pk),"tplL(Sjr),pk is correct, as it is used with 1%

the other obj. of the same vb. n*jie. " noiri] xal elxa8^ = noun.
L

shows that it is correcting and will leave no doubt about the sense:

xal afoot chc"v pot. " onn'] "ftL makes a separate clause and reads sg.

xal 4 xelp a6t"v tie iycS6v. "ftBAN makes al xetpsc subj. not obj.

Berth, says: "perhaps the vb. should be pointed as a pass."; but the

pass, does not elsw. occur, and we have no warrant here for a new form.

I should rd. noim with (ft and point ^prrn. If onn* were the obj. it

would certainly have pk before it." 19. wSp itan]. Nowhere else is

n?3 followed by Sjj;it usually takes direct obj.,though occasionally we

find S. (ftBAK has xal ^XOov if ip"s, i. e.t ikum, and that is the cor-rect

text (v.;.). "ftLhas here also the original (ft-f-a correction from

Heb. : xar"9p6vouv 4l*fa"vxal fjXOov"9*ty"q. " 20. Dipj](ft8** xaOapot =

D^pj.
L has the usual dup.,xa6apol dvaari^iicOa.

NE. 31"". THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE WORK ON THE WALL.

In the list of the wall-builders as itstands in the text there are 39 names

of men, of whom 6 were apparently Lev. (w. 17-")"*nd possibly 13 were

pr. There were five companies of the builders who are named only by

the towns in which they live,Jericho, Hassenaah, Tekoa, Gibeon and

Mispah, and Zanoah. The genealogical interest is very marked. In

32 cases the father's name is given, and in 5 instances the name of the

grandfather or some earlier ancestor is added. In a number of cases

the civil office held by the builder is appended, w. "" "" "-"" ". It

thus appears that for the most part these officials are grouped together.

As in other lists,there is frequent repetitionof the same name, vv.

4. 11; 4. ". n; 4. it; 11. 14. si; u. " Many of the names recur in other lists in

our books.

The narrative shows but a poor connection with 2". It has all the

appearance of an independent piece, as we may note from the begin-ning

"and Eliashib arose." There are many characteristics of the
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Chr.: the prominence of pr. and Lev.; the expressions"and his breth-ren";

the exact genealogical data; the mechanical system; repetition

of phrases " and by his hand/' " set up its doors/' " repaired/'etc. See

further arguments by Mitchell, JBL. 1903," *"

On the other hand, there is not a singletrace of N. in the whole pas-sage,

though it isassigned to N. by Berth. Sieg.and many others. The

statement in v. " connects directlywith 2", leaving space between for

the visit of Sanb. et al. (2" '"). Neh. was not concerned with the de-tails

of the building methods, but with securing suitable protection for

the city.

The section is needlesslyanticipative,for it is a descriptionof the

complete work, whereas v. " shows that much was yet to be done, and

the walls were not finished until some time later. Ace. to this c. all

parts were carried on simultaneously, whereas N. states explicitly

that the walls were finished before the gates were touched, 61. The

passage is obviously quite out of place, and would come in better

after c. 6.

Torrey regards the whole section as due to the Chr. (Comp.nt).

But the evidence of its composite character is convincing to the con-trary.

We cannot resist the evidence of the use of "at his, or their,

hand" in w. "-" and "after him" in w. "-". Other indications are

pointed out in the notes. The Chr.'s hand is indeed evident in the

editing,but not in the composition. We are constrained then to sup-pose

that some one had composed an account of the building of the

walls,others had made additions,and the Chr. combines, edits,and as

usual,where it is possible,misplaces his material.

The account in general may be quite correct. The memoirs agree

very closely with the method described here. There were certainly

many workers who lived outside of Jems., 4", and the builders were

widely scattered on the walls,4". But we have no data to control the

details,and some of them excite suspicion.

The gates mentioned in this c. are ten in number, as appears from

the followinglistin which all the other references are cited: (1) the sheep

gate, v. " 12" Jn. $*; (2) the fish gate, v." 12" 2 Ch. 33
M Zp. i10; (3)

the old gate, v. " 12"; (4) the dung gate, v. " '" 2" 12"; (5) the valley

gate, v. " 2"- " 2 Ch. 26% (6) the fountain gate, v. " 2" 12"; (7) the

water gate east, v.* 12", cf.the water gate, 81$M; (8) the horse

gate, v. " Je. 31"; (9) the east gate, v. ""; (10) the gate of the muster,

v.".

The catalogue is manifestly incomplete. Twice a "second portion"

is mentioned without an antecedent firstportion (w. "" "). Sm. sup-poses

a considerable gap before v. ", basing his conclusion on a com-parison

with 12" '" (Listen,"'"). On the geographical elements in this

list v. also Mey. Ent.101 '""""" On the topography v. the valuable

article by Mitchell, JBL. ioo3,mff
,
and particularlyhis map, p. 162.
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1. Eliashib the high priest]mentioned often in our books.

Ezr. io" Ne. 3*- n 1210 "" a 134 7 "; in 134 he is called "the

priest,"but in 13", as here, "the high priest." His son was a

prominent priestin the time of Ezra, Ezr. io*. According to

Ne. 1210 he was a grandson of Jeshua the co-worker of Zerub-

babel. In the list of builders the names of the priestswith this

exception are put last,w. M29; but Eliashib is named first on

account of his prominent position." Associated with him in the

work were his brethren the priests],meaning apparently those

belonging to his own course. " And they built the sheep gate].

There are four terms for the buildingoperations,"build," "lay

beams," "erect," and "repair," the last occurring thirty-three

times. "Build" is found here, in v.
2 twice, and in w.

"" l4- ".

Except in v.
* it has always "gate" as its object. Therefore we

may conclude that the work described in v.
2

was a part of the

erection of the sheep gate. It is to be noted, however, that

"repair" is frequentlyfound with "gate" as object,w. 6- u- 14- ".

The sheep gate is mentioned only in Ne. v.
n 1239, but cf.Jn.

5*. It was on the north of the temple and was so named be-cause

it was the entrance for sacrificial animals. " These con-secrated

it],i. e., the gate. Consecrating a gate, especiallybe-fore

"they erected its doors," arouses suspicion. The appeal

for support is mainly made to Solomon's consecration of the

court before the temple (1 K. 8M), but that was done because

he was preparing to offer sacrifices there. Doubtless we should

read "laid its beams," as in w.
*" 6. The change was due to

the fact that consecrating was regarded as more appropriate

work for prieststhan laying beams, showing the trace of an

editor with priestlysympathies." And they erected its doors, its

hinges and its bars],so we should read as in all other cases

where doors are mentioned. For hinge v. note to v. 8. In the

Chronicler's fashion we have an anticipation,for in 61 the doors

were not yet built. " And unto the tower of Hammeah they con-secrated

it unto the tower of Hananel]. There could scarcelybe

a gate of this extent. Moreover, this descriptiondoes not fit

in here, because it refers to a section of the wall, whereas

Eliashib and his fellow-priestsbuilt the gate. It might be
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misplacedfrom v.
*

or some other section. It may have been

inserted here from 11". " 2. And at his hand] meaning next

to him. We find at his (or their) hand in W, M*, and "after

him,''to express the same idea in w,
""" (exceptin w, M***).

This proves that we ha\-e a composite production,as a single
writer would either have used the same term throughout or

mixed the words indiscriminately.In both cases in this verse

we should read at their hand, for the antecedent is plural." The

men of Jericho]. In Ezr. 2 before place-names we found both

"men of" and "sons of"; in this list we have further the gen-

tilicTekaites,w. '- ,T,and "inhabitants of," v. ". It appears

that companies came from some of the Judean towns to aid in

the wall-building.It is not stated whether they were giving
their service from patrioticmotives or whether they were work-ing

for wages. " Zaccur]recurs in our books, Ezr. 8" Qr, Ne. to"

12" 13", but there is no certain identification." S. The fish

gale]11" Zp. iMa Ch. 33" t- It was probablythe market-place

where the Tyrians sold their fish,131*. It lay in the northern

part of the city(tr.Mar. on Zp. 1", GAS. Jer. !,"')."life sons

of Eassenaah] v. Ezr. a**." 4. Meremotk] isrepeatedin v. " and

with the same pedigree. The text is wrong in one case or the

other. The same person is named as a travellingcompanion of

Ezra, Ezr. 8n. " And next to them]. We should expect "him,"

but as we note from v. ' the pronouns frequentlydo not corre-spond

with the antecedent,an evidence of confusion in the text,

" The second clause,about Meshullam is lackingin some texts

of OS. As Meshullam occurs in w. * ", we can easilydispense
with him here. In v. " he has the same father,but the grand-father

is not given. In v. " the name of the father may be cor-rupt,

or that may be a different person. " Zadok] recurs in v. ",

but the father is different." 5. The Tekoites].Tekoa was the

home of Amos the prophet (Am. i1). It is on the border of the

Judean wilderness,five miles south of Bethlehem. " But Ikeir

chiefsdid not bringtheir neck into the serviceoftheir lords].The

natural inference,especiallyfrom (5 (".*.),is that the governor

of Tekoa was interested in the work and brought a band of the

humble classes to assist him, but was unable to induce his chiefs



210 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

to take part. "Bring the neck unto," with "yoke" understood,

is found in Je. 2711 '-,but there it refers to the submission of a

conquered people. "Their lords" is also interpreted to mean

Nehemiah and his associates (Berth.). The meaning would then

be that while the lower classes of Tekoa responded to Nehemiah's

call,the rulers refused to recognisehis authority. As but four

or five towns are mentioned in the list,it would appear that many

other towns had made a similar refusal; for if Nehemiah called

upon some of the neighbouring villagesfor help, he would cer-tainly

have called upon all,and of such towns we have a much

largerlist in Ezr. 2 and Ne. 11" ff
" 6. The old gate]mentioned

also in 1289, is supposed to have been on the northern side of

the city and to the west of the fish gate. Mitchell reads "the

gate of the old pool" (JBL. 1903,"* *")"" Repaired Jaiada and

Meskullatn]. We should expect "built," as in w.
*" 8, but we

find " repaired,"with gates as object,in w.
1S- "" 15. It is tempt-ing

to suppose that these particulargates had not been entirely

destroyed, and so "repaired," rather than "built," is an accu-rate

descriptionof the work done. But as the statement is ev-erywhere

that Jerusalem's "gates had been burned with fire,"we

are warned againstassuming that four out of the six were only

damaged. It may be that the author, having started with "re-paired,"

repeats it without much consideration for exactness. It

is possiblethat the expression "its gates burned" may be a gen-eral

rather than an exact description." 7. Mdetiah the Gibeonile

and Jadon the Meronothitey the men of Gibeon and Mispah]. Sa-

chau (p.8)identifies JIT with the rMT of Pap. i. Here we find

men designated by their homes instead of by their fathers. Me-

ronothite,elsewhere only 1 Ch. 2730,is unknown. If "men of

Gibeon and Mispah" is an appositive clause, then we should

probably read Mispite, or with Mey. read Meronoth instead of

Mispah (""/.108).But as this is the only place where we find this

use of gentilicnames, and as the whole verse is lackingin the best

texts of "8,we look upon it with suspicion. Mispah is mentioned

in w.
"" 19." Of the jurisdictionof the governor beyond the River],

This would refer to the satrap of the Syrian province. As Gibeon

and Mispah were in Benjamin and close to Jerusalem, it is hard
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to see why they were any more under his authority than Jericho.

GAS. argues that the satrap of the province sometimes held

his court at Mispah (Jer. ii,8M).Further it is very doubtful

whether KM means jurisdiction. The text of "8 which has this

passage renders: unto the throne of the governor beyond the Enna.

I have no idea what Enna stands for,but this rendering makes

the passage descriptiveof the part of the wall repairedby these

men. We should then have to suppose that some governor main-tained

a residence or office in Jerusalem, a supposition by no

means improbable, and such a place would be a well-understood

designation. Mitchell renders "the seat of the governor be-yond

the River," and holds that the clause defines which of the

numerous Mispahs is meant (JBL. 1903,148*")." 8. Uzziel\is

a common Hebrew name, but Harahiah, his father's name, is

not found elsewhere, and in spiteof the divine name, which is a

part of it,its root is unknown. But we should probably read

Barakiah (v.i.)." Hananiah the son of the ointment-makers),i. e.f

one engaged in that craft (cf.v. 81). Probably the word ren-dered

"ointment-makers" is a disguised form of the name of

Hananiah's father. Mey. argues that these men are denoted by

their trade because they had no connection with a family group

(Ent.ia)." And they abandoned Jerusalem as far as the broad wall\

makes no sense; "fortified" of EV9. is unwarranted. The mod-ern

authorities generally connect with a late Hebrew word and

give the meaning "repair" or "complete." That gives good

sense, at all events. It may be, however, that the reference is

to some part of the old city that was not included in the new,

and "abandoned" would then be right. Mitchell suggests "en-close"

(JBL. 1903,182).Our information is too slight,however,

to determine positivelywhat the words do imply. The broad

wall according to 1288 was that portion lyingbetween the gate of

Ephraim and the tower of the ovens. From its positionin this

passage, though, it would appear to be a part of the wall between

the old gate, v. ",and the valleygate, v. l8. It is far from cer-tain,

however, that we have a systematic description,and our

ignorance of the topography is still very great. Ryle suggests

that it was this part which was destroyed by Amaziah and which
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Hezekiah strengthened (2 K. 1418 2 Ch. 32')." 9. Rephaiah the

son of Hut [a Calebite according to Mey. Ent.119],was ruler of

halfthe districtofJerusalem], Following B vki (forhalf -district)

the passage is interpreted to mean that Jerusalem was divided

into two districts or wards, of which Rephaiah rules one and

Shallum the other, v. 12. But the meaning of the word is far

from certain,and the Greek rendering is " the country around,"

so that the domain of these men was not the city,but the sub-urbs

(so GAS. Jer, i,292).The latter is the more probable ex-planation.

In this chapter eight such divisions of the Judean

province are named: two about the cities of Jerusalem, Mispah,

w.
"" ", Keilah, w.

17 f

,
one about Beth-haccerem, v. 14,and one

of the two about Beth-zur, v. 16. (On these districts v, Mey.

Ent.m *")" It is plain from the mention of these places that so

far as possiblethe people from the whole province of Judah were

enlisted in the great undertaking." 10. Jedaiah] cannot be

identified with any other person in our books, though the name

may be a shortened form of Jedaiah (Ezr. 2s6 Ne. n10 126 '" 19- 2l.

Mey. thinks that the name of his father, Harumaph, indicates

a non- Jewish clan (Ent.U7). Berth, gives the meaning "with

a split nose" (Anhang,100),thus making it a Hebrew name,

Harum-aph. That could only be a nickname acquired in later

life." Even beforehis house]. The part of the wall repaired by

Jedaiah lay in front of his own house, which was probably on or

near the wall. Naturally he would be especiallyinterested in

the restoration of the part of the wall which would insure him

protection. We find the same expressionin w.
M- 28 29,cf.v. m.

It is likelythat every builder who had a residence in Jerusalem

was assigned the part of the wall nearest his home.
" Hattush

the son of Hashabneiah] Ezr. 82 Ne. io5 122. "
11. A second por-tion

repaired Malkiiah the son of Harim and Hasshub the son

of Pahath-Moab, and unto the tower of the furnaces] or ovens,

Mitchell, JBL. 1903,128*"

"Second portion" recurs in vv. """ "" "" u- " "",but in all those cases

as obj., the sentence having the regular intr. "after him." In this

v. "second portion" stands in place of the usual "and next to him."

The more general term used in RV., "another portion," is inadmissible.
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The ordinal means second and nothing ebe. We should infer,therefore,

that certain large sections of the wall were divided into two parts, and

a gang of workmen assigned to each part. But then it seems incredible

that the first portion is never mentioned at all,and that "second por-tion"

recurs without any intervening assignment, vv, """", It is to

be noted, however, that in all of the cases, exc. v. *, where this desig-nation
is used, we have a fuller descriptionof the particular section of

the wall. The words have also been interpreted to mean that these

particularbuilders were esp. energetic or had a larger force of helpers,

and that after completing their first assignment they undertook a

second portion. This view is supported by the repetitionof the names

in w. " ", cf.vv. *" *. But other names recur without any mention of

a second portion, and in four of the six cases before us there is no re-currence

of the name. About the only certain inference is that the

Chr. has after all his labours left us but an imperfectlyintelligiblede-scription

of the building operations.

Pahath-Moab] (v. Ezr. 26) is surely a clan-name, suggesting

that we may have clan-names all through the chapter. But

as most of the heads of the genealogies arc not known to us,

in spite of our formidable lists,the suggestion is to be taken

cautiously." The tower of the furnaces]or ovens is mentioned

in 12" as next to the broad wall (v.8),and between the gate of

Ephraim and the valley gate. "Unto the tower
" is based on

d and is doubtless correct (Guthe); for the second portion

could not be the tower, but the section of wall adjoining." 12.

ShaUum) is a common name, but that of his father,HaUohesh,

is found elsewhere only in 10". It means charmer or magician;

Mey. argues that it is an appellativeclan-name, and marks a

family which had remained in Judah rather than one coming

from the exile (Enl.1*7).ShaUum was ruler of the other part of

the district about Jerusalem (v.s. v. ")." He and his daughters]to

regarded by Mey. as a corruption for and Us daughters,i. *.,

its hamlets (Ent.m). But if this is the sense we might render

it [Jerusalem]and its hamlets, making the district over which

ShaUum ruled include both a part of Jerusalem and of the sur-rounding

country.

"Daughters" is a regularterm for the hamlets which grow up about

a city and which are dependent upon K, "**"**. Ryie prefersa literal
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probably the clan designationof a Calebite guild of soothsayers

(Ent.ul). In 118 this name occurs as that of the grandfather

of one of the prominent Jerusalemites,and there it is surely

used as a personal name. " Ruler of the Mispah district].Work-ers

from Mispah have already been mentioned, v. 7. In view

of v.
19

we may read with Mey., rider of half the Mispah dis-trict,

but as Ezer is there called simply ruler of Mispah, it may

be that he governed the city and Shattum the surrounding

country. " He built it]. Perhaps we should emend as in v. M:

he and his sons; though we lack here the support of "8, we

have the fact that "set up" is plural in the originaltext. "

Then we are told that ShaUutn repaired also a section of the

wall, a section very minutely described: and the wall of [orfrom]

the pool of Siloatn at the king'sgarden and unto the stairs descend-ing

from the cityof David], The pool of Shelah or Sheloah in

Is. 86 is the same as the Siloam of Jn. g7- u. There was also a

town of Siloam, Lu. 134. It was in the conduit of this pool

that the famous Siloam inscriptionwas found. Guthe questions

this identification (ZDPV. 1882,871'"). The king's garden oc-curs

in 2 K. 2s4 Je. 39* S27, all,however, paralleland describ-ing

the route by which Zedekiah fled from the defenceless city.

Stairs of the cityof David* recurs in 12" as being near the foun-tain

gate. The cityof David has been regarded as the southern

part of the western hill,as the northern portion, and as the

temple hill,which last Ryle regards as established by this pas-sage.

In spiteof the exact descriptionof this section of wall,

it is not possiblefor us to locate it with very great confidence.

" 16. Nehemiah the son of Azbuk, the ruler of half the district

of Beth-zur] is thus carefullydifferentiated from the hero of

our book. He is not mentioned elsewhere, nor is his father.

Beth-zur is in the list of Judean towns, Jos. 15s8,and among

those built by Rehoboam, 2 Ch. n7. Robinson located it in

the modern BeitrSur, about twelve miles south of Jerusalem.

So GAS. Jer. ii,881.See also 1 Mac. 4M nM f- 147. The part

of the wall rebuilt by Nehemiah is also elaboratelydescribed:

to a pointoppositethe sepulchreof David, and to the artificialpool

*S" Wriffafttmtin.JBL. 1897,01"",abo GAS. Jer. l,m.
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and to the armoury]. We find the unusual expression,literally,

unto before,indicating that there was no good marking-point

at the wall, and implying that the tomb of David was some

distance away. In 2 Ch. 32M we find "the sepulchres of the

sons of David* ' given as the burial-placeof Hezekiah. But

see Benzinger in loc. This royal cemetery was in the city of

David, v. 15,where David himself was buried, 1 K. 210." The

artificialpool]literally,the pool that was made, was stillnew, ac-cording

to Sieg. But it is more likelyto be the reservoir re-ferred

to in Is. 2211: "You made a reservoir between the walls

for the waters of the old pool."" House of the heroes]. The

location is unknown, though Guthe proposes a place southwest

of the Virgin spring (ZDPV. 1882,832). It must have been the

militaryheadquarters, or the armoury. B.-Rys. regards it as the

residence of the gate-watch, in which case it would be witness

of the late date of this passage; but it is very probable that

the watch lived in their homes. As before, we find darkness

rather than lightfrom the details given. As the text stands,

we have three statements about the terminating-point of Ne-

hemiah's work, but none about its beginning. As Shallum's sec-tion

extended to the cityof David, v. 16,we should probably read

from the sepulchresof David, though such a correction is purely

conjectural." 17-20 apparently covers the account of the labour

of the Levites who took part in the work, but the text is in poor

shape." 17. After him repaired the Levites: Rehum the son of

Bani], Then we expect a further list of Levitical names, but

the narrative goes back to the old formula. Both Rehum and

Haskabiah are given in the list of the heads of the people, 10*.

Hashabiah was ruler of halfthe district of Keilah],a place famous

in David's early history, 1 S. 23, a Judean town, near the

Philistine border, and about eight miles northwest of Hebron

(GAS. Hist. Geog.m). Mey. infers that Keilah had been set-tled

by the Levites during and after the exile (Ent.lu)," For

his district],AV. in his part is unjustifiable.

Ryle interpretsas distinguishingthe part he representedfrom the other

part named in v. *. B.-Rys. goes so far as to argue from this state-ment

that the two partiesfrom the Keilah district were separated from
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each other in their work. This authority also suggests that the word

impliesthat this workman participated,not as a Lev., but as the ruler

of a Keilah district. It is doubtful about his being a Lev. at all,and

the word is too obscure in this solitaryuse to serve as a good basis for

such largeinferences.

18. Their brethren]impliesa precedinglist of Levites, for

the antecedent of their is Levites. " Bavvai the son of Senadad\.

Henadad was a Levite chief,v. M io10 Ezr. $*. As the name

means Hadad favours,it must be of Aramaic origin.It is a

strange title for Levites of the postexilicage, and it may be

an old clan-name. " Binnui, as v. M, is the form of the name

adopted by Guthe and Berth. But son of Henadad is a clan

designation.Moreover, Binnui is among the priests. Both

priestsand Levites might be sons of Henadad, for that name

goes back to a time when the two offices were not distinguished;

but they would not be confused in this list." 19. Ezer the son

of Jeshua]. The name is not found elsewhere in our books.

As he was the ruler of Mispah (v.on v. u),he was probablynot
connected with the guildof Jeshua the associate of Zerubbabel.

Indeed, it is very improbablethat these districtrulers were

Levites.

We note here a changed order at the beginning:and tkeitrepairedat
his hand]. The variation is prob. a scribal error, but it Is old, for it

isreproducedin C(. The descriptionof this second section is very ob-scure:

frontoppositethe ascent of the arms, the corner]. The corner,

w. "" " ", 1 Ch. 26', is a local name well known to the author,but

not clear to us. It offers two readings:the tower goingup at the junction

ofthe corner; and the tower ofthe ascent ofthe arms joining at the corner

behind its hill. Now it is impossibleto make sense out of any of these

readings. Partlyaided by the latter Greek teit, I would correct and

render : from oppositeIke armoury to the corner ofthe hill,and 90 reaching

a definite point,the northwest comer of the wall. Mitchell proposes

past the armour chamber to the corner (JBL. 1903,"').

20. Baruch the son of Zabbai\,or Zakkai as Qr. From the

corner]of the hill,v. w to lie door ofthe house ofEliashib the high

priest],who was the first builder named, v. '. This house was

evidentlyhard by the wall,and near the comer. From the

prominenceof the occupant, the house would be well known.
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The proximity of the high priest'sresidence indicates that

"the hill" of v.
19 is the temple hill. The mention of the door

may mean that Eliashib's house was too wide to serve as a

defining mark, or that the descriptionhas become very exact.

" 21. The same person mentioned in v.
4 is here appropriately

described as repairing a second portion, and still further ap-propriately

it was a very small portion,only that fronting on a

part of Eliashib's house: from the door of Eliashib's house to the

end of EliasMVs house]. To be sure, there may have been a

bad piece of wall at this point which required much labour.

"
22. The priests,the men of the plain]. The plain is a tech-nical

name for the oval plain of the Jordan. The full designa-tion

is the plain (or oval) of the Jordan, Gn. 1310,but naturally

Jordan could easilybe dispensed with. "The river" or "the

town" has a specificsense in every locality. The brief passage

implies that this plain was especiallythe abode of priests. The

statement is incomplete, as there is no descriptionof the part

of the wall repaired by these priests." 23. Benjamin and

Hasshub apparently lived together opposite their house] and

their house adjoined Azariah's, for the latter also built opposite

his house and from that point Binnui repaired, v. u. If v.
n

is misplaced, as it may well be, then the jointlyoccupied house

would adjoin the residence of the high priest." 24. On Bin-nui

v. s, v. 18. The part he repaired is described as extending

from the house of Azariah, v. M, to the corner and to the turn]. If

we have reached a corner or turn in the wall, it must be a differ-ent

one from that mentioned in w.
19 M. Naturally the wall

had more than one corner. " 25. At the beginning we must

supply afterhim repaired. Neither Palal nor his father Uzai oc-curs

elsewhere in OT. The section is described thus: from op-posite

the corner [i.e,, the corner or turn of v. u] and the tower

which goes down from the upper palacewhich is at the court of the

guard]. The text is obviously wrong; for the tower is not the

same as the corner; and there were not two royal palaces in

Jerusalem, an upper and a lower. With "8L we get intelligibility:

from oppositethe corner of the tower which projectsfrom the royal

palace above the court of the guard. The end of the section is
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described in v. *. " Pedaiah the son ofParosk],or of the dan of

Parosh, Ezr. 2*,is misplaced. The word "repaired"is lacking
and the names interruptthe descriptionof the section repaired

by Palal." 28. Now the Nethinim were livingin Ophel],a par-enthetic

expressionwhich has strayed from its originalplace

(v.Ezr. 2" and on Ophel,GAS. Jer. i,"").It would naturally

come in where Ophel has been mentioned. The name occurs

at the end of v. ", and to that placethese words should be trans-posed.

Then we have, not a further descriptionof the abode

of the Nethinim, but the missingterminus belongingto v. ".

As our text stands,we have: unto oppositethe water gateon the

east and the projectingtower]. As the water gate was in the wall,

"opposite"is out of the question. (8 offers us quitea different

text: unto the garden of the gatewhich is in Ophel on the east.

The projectingtower is used for both termini of Palal's section,

and as itserves as the initialpointfor the Tekoites' second sec-tion,

that must be right.Probablyitshould be connected with

Ophel thus: on the east ofthe projectingtower]. Accordingto the

Talmud, the water gate was so named because water was carried

from the Virginspringthrough this gate to the temple at the

Feast of Booths. Before it there was a plaza,IP- *" ", used for

assemblies. From the term in 12" it was evidentlyin the east

wall. " 27. Afterhim repairedthe Tekoites a second portion(cf.
v. ')from the greatprojectingtower even to the wall ofOphel].
This overhangingtower was a prominent spot,and must have

survived the catastropheswhich had befallen Jerusalem,as it

would not have been rebuilt by the new community- Restor-ing

the text and transposingin w: **-*T,as shown above to be

necessary, we get the following:(25)Afterhim repairedPalal the

son of Uzai from oppositethe corner of the tower which projects

from the royalpalaceabove the court of the guard,(26)unto the

gardenof the gatewhich is in Ophel to the east of the projecting

tower. (27)Afterhim repairedthe Tekoites a second portionfrom

oppositeIke greatprojectingtower and to the wall ofOphel. (.

(Now the Nethinim were livingin Ophel.)(25b)Afterlitem

pairedPedaiah the son ofParosh.

28. Above the horse gate]cf.Je.31", from which it appears

from

1 re-

m
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have been near the brook Kidron, repaired the priestseach one

opposite his house]. Evidently this was a part of the city oc-cupied

chieflyby priests. It may be the very section which

Jeremiah said would become holy unto Yahweh (31*)." 29.

Zadok the son of Immer] cf,v. 4, must be a priest," Shemaiah

the son ofShekaniah was the keeperof the east gate].This may be

the gate described in v.
M

as the east water gate. One Greek

MS. reads the east house. The name Shemaiah occurs often in

our lists,but we cannot identify this builder with any other.

As the name means Yahweh has heard [my prayer],it would

naturally be given to children born in answer to a woman's fer-vent

prayers. We may recall the case of Hannah (1 S. 1)."

30. A Hananiah] was mentioned in v.
8

as one of the ointment-

makers. This would be the same man, if second portion (v.s.

v. n) were to be strictlypressed. Hanun the sixth son ofZalaph].

Here we have an unparalleled particularityin the genealogy,

and an assurance that Zalaph is not a clan-name, but the name

of the actual father of Hanun. Guthe, however, thinks that

"sixth" is a corruption for the abode of Hanun. A Hanun is

mentioned in v.
ls in connection with the inhabitants of Zanoah.

" Meshullam] with the same father is named in v. 4. Perhaps

it is meant here to describe a second portion built by him op-

positehis chamber], Meshullam did not have a house, but only

a room. As Meshullam was probably a priest,this room would

be in the temple." 31. We should probably read Malchijah

one of the goldsmiths. Unto the home of the Nethinim and of

the traders]. The Nethinim dwelt in Ophei, v. M, and apparently

had a house there in which they lived in common. The ad-dition

of and of the traders is suspicious. If the text is correct

the reference would be not to the residence, but to the ware-house

of the merchants. Opposite the gate of the muster], a

gate not elsewhere mentioned, may be a gate near which mili-tary

enrolments were made, but the matter is hopelessly ob-scure,

as, for that matter, is all this long description. The text

is probably wrong. And unto the ascent of the tower]. Another

bend in the wail on a hill is probably meant, but "S has to the

middle of the bend, which is somewhat clearer.
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38. At the beginningo( this v. we find the Massorctic note "the

middle of the book," showing that Ezr. and Ne. were reckoned as one.

By actual space we are quite past the middle, but the Massorites

counted by w.

Then follows a descriptionof a section of the wall repaired

by two guilds,without specifyingany individuals,the goldsmiths

and the traders between the ascent of the turn and the sheepgate}.
"S gives a variant between the ascent of the sheep gate,but this

is defective,as it gives but one terminus. This brings us

around to the pointat which we began,viz.,the sheepgate, v. ',

showing that at least in theorywe have been carried around the

whole circumference of the wall.

1. nwip], ace. to Berth, and Torrey, b without an obj. in "S;but

that is only true in v.", and then only in BAK. But with Torrey we

should rd. vmp as in w. "" ". In v, " it b better with Kent to om.

the word altogether.Kittel changes viwtp' to vrry." wrM] should

be followed by rwui rSijjmas in w. "- " "" "" "." i*Sij)Bi]has been cor-rupted

into Wo" ijn." S. (J8** utuv, shows 'ja for wa and ma, and T

for n\ ua b indeed difficult,for it should have an obj.,and ifa section

of the wall is intended,p'mn would be the proper term. But it b hard

to make good sense out of "f." 3. vmpj s" v.* a Ch. 34" Ps. loa'f.

From the infrequent use Torrey's contention that the word b charac-teristic

of the Chr. b not sustained. It b called a denominative from

tmp, "rafter," "beam," BDB. Ges.E, and the mng. given b "lay

beams." In Ch. that mng. will not serve, though RV. "make beams"

may pass. " renders etrrd"iv, once mtwtt^iv, "to cover"; so t

lexenmt. If a denominative, it must refer to rafters or roof as Gn.

ig'. The mng. here b the putting of the roof over the gates." rvef

W if-iynaxt = np, but this b prob. a scribal error for iartpen."

Sijjd]b given the mng. bott; (t xXsiBpov,V sera. The word occurs

outside of this c. only In C t. 5 " Dt. 33", foe a differentpointingdoes

not make a different word. But bolts does not fit the case here, as

it could not be differentiated from hart,and would be needlesslyrep-etitious,

as if the chief concern were the fastenings.The vb. Stj

means to fasten on a sandal, whence Si;re would be that by which a

sandal b fastened,therefore thong or strap. Now that which binds on

a door b not a bolt,but the hinges or straps. Indeed, we have the

technical term "strap-hinges."With "K we should rd. as in v."

t'j'ijjdi,sow."- """. " 4. pmn] occurs in thb c. 33 1. besides v. ", where

the wrong pointinggives Pi. In "SU,B we have xnfoxtv in w. '" " and

'.;
L has fepumd" exc. v. "". (t may have rd. the vb.
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same sense required for ry" (ef.on v. *). The Chr. would not use a

a. X. for one of his so-called characteristic words, nor could we explain

it as a tit. err. It is another link in the chain by which the composite

character of this c. is surely established. " fjS nSsri]"SBA twv xuSfov tq

xoupjL Underlying this we must presuppose
?jS ara. " 16. 'p iuij?l

d lax; xfycov (x^xwv1*)tdtfou" ""ap ?J~W, making the reference to the

tomb of David rather than the royal cemetery. " im~w implies that

the tombs were not close to the wall,but 6 reads otherwise. " rmryn]

regarded by Birch as an error for aj"*a, Is. 22" (PEFQ. i890,*")"
But the nipD of Isaiah's time has become the artificialpool of Neh.'s.

" 17, wSo1*]lacking in "", perhaps because of its obscurity." 18. *ia]

"* Beat*8,B*?t p",B**t\ BovotL. Berth, says:
" nock LXX Textfehler"

nja." The conclusion may be better than the reason. Guthe corrects

accordingly." 19. ~u?]"S"Lhas "g%"avtou fn""oou";= *sn ""*. If this is

right,as Mey. holds, we should have to add 1S0,and insert 'sn in v. ".

But the Heb. is clear enough, v. on v. "." pspDn . . .
nSp] ""*** dvo$dc-

ocoK *ri)S "juvotkto6"jt3";rfj"; fciwfoc; but dvotfttococ t6v 8"Xuv xffc

auvotxTo6(nj";tfc *rfjvfuvfocv 6x(au t{; to 8pog a6rouL. It is clear that

"$ rd. some other word than pw, perhaps jmb, and OP* has corrected

as usual by addition. Our text is suspicious on account of the un-usual

combination: the arms, the corner. The plus in L is found in the

first two words of v. ", reading anaS *nnn. pw is usually rendered

armoury, but that is a mng. it does not bear. The text is surely cor-rupt.

For various suggested emendations, v. my note in Guthe. None

yet offered is acceptable,for they are all patchwork. In a description

of a section of a wall we require both a terminus a quo and a terminus

ad quern. Our text gives us the former only. With a hint from "tL I

would rd. : man jnrpo ip prjn ma iud. This is bold, but there is

no use in emending unless in the process we can make sense, pipo,

being thus defined, is used in w. "" "" "as an established point, anna

does not appear in v. " in 6, but H has in monte. Mitchell suggests imd

jrcpoa ijj pwa ivSy (JBL. 1903 "")." 20. atf^K no] ofB BijOcXkjouP,

BiiOonXiaouf}*,BqOtXet Aaaou$A, oTxou AXtaaou(iL." 22. -oaa] "S has:

AxtxAp8, X"X^PK" 4xxtt"9A" *ou xpgitot6xoul. The last represents a

different text, t. e., -oaa. H is sufficientlyinterpretative:de campes-

tribus Jordanis. " 23. V*k]is suspicious,for the author shows no fond-ness

for variety in expression and would have said wa iju as v.". ""

has ix6i"fva,B om/ra (tu)." 24. ajaa-ijn jn*pDa] looks like an expla-nation

of an unusual word. It is prob. that the original text had

simply aj"a-ijn, suggestinganother bend in the wall, and some early

scribe wrongly identified this with that of w. "" ". " 25. SSs fl 6 $a-

XaXB, $aXax", faXag*, fcaXXij1."nut fl "S EuttB*, EutatA, Ou^cL."

Suwm] too xOpYOd1*.Rd. therefore S*uon rue. " Kxvn] $ " Jfocav8**,

tou 4""xovto?l. This is the only case of the mng. "project" for w%

so also vv. "" "." p"Spa]cannot nan "upper," describinga second
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~. as is ir8*.-

'*i; wirf.^* ^ xii.T^ We have then -a instead of r-*y."

M. We have here the Masoreci: note -*oh "s-v" ""i and the Sol-

are lacking in 6 and A lacks also -T-

NE. 3"-4i; rEV. 4IB). THE EFFORTS OF THE ENEMY TO

STOP THE WORK ON THE WALLS.

Saab, and his fellows tried first ridicule and then force, but neither

wai effective against the genius of the great leader. He met sneers by

fmpre/.ationand a fightingforce with a large army, his people being

ready to use either the trowel or the sword. Whether the enemy really

attacked or not is uncertain, though an actual assault is improb. in

view of the silence of the text. But the long continuance of the pre-cautions'"

and precautions which in a degree checked the progress of

the work" indicates that the danger was always real,and we may infer

that the enemy hovered in the vicinity of the city for a considerable

period (v. Intr. | ")"

The text In several places is very corrupt, and sometimes it is im-possible

to be sure of the mng. Every effort has been made to clear up

the difficulties,though we must frequently be content with various

degrees of probability.
In the account of the wail-building the interference of the enemy

occupies a very conspicuous place. There is always an independent

Intr,,2" " 3" 4" 6" and between these stories there is in N. some

statement about the condition of the work. But between the appearance

of the enemy in 2" and that in 3** there is not a word from N. There

never could have been, since 3" follows 2", so we cannot fall back upon
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the theory of a lost section of N. Then we note that w."-" we in

substance a repetitionof a" '-. The enemy did nothing new here. It U

difficult to see why there should be two accounts of their jeeringthe

Judeans. In a" we lack an obj.for heard, and yet it must have been the

same thing we have here,vhs.,that "
we were buildingthe wall,"a clause

which reallybelongs to a". We note here that the enemy
" scorned the

Judeans,"while in a" "they scorned us." Outside of the transposed

clause cited above, this passage is in the third p. It does not belongto

N., and so is prob. not authentic. It was either added to his section

by the author of 3'-", or was composed by the Clir. when he put the

list of wall-builders in the midst of N. The imprecationof v. " then

really belongs to a", which it follows naturally. The gross corrup-tion

of w. "-"
may suggest another explanation of itsappearance here.

Originallyit was identical with 1" '-,and accidentallyappeared both

before and after the insertion,w. "-*",possiblyfrom uncertainty as to

which was the more suitable position.Then by a process of changes
it was differentiated from 2" and made into a mess from which dear

sense can scarcelybe extracted.

33-35. The wrath of Sanballat when he heard that the

building operations were progressing." S3. That we were

buildingthe waU\. The wall had not progressedvery far before

Sanballat,the watchful enemy, heard of it." And he was an-gry

and deeplyincensed],because he was jealousand dreaded

to see Jerusalem regainits importance." And he derided the

Judeans], perhaps sincerelybelievingthat their pretentious
efforts would amount to nothing." 34 f. As far as we can de-cipher

this very corrupt text, it may be rendered: And he said

beforehis brethren and the army of Samaria, and he said: what

are the feebleJews doing? will theygiveup to them? will they

sacrifice?will they prevailin the day? will theyrevive the stones

from the earth-heaps?and these are burned. And Tobiah the

Ammonite was by him, and he said: Even what these build,ifa

jackalshall go up, he can tear down the wall of their stones]. In

part that is not very promising or intelligible.

9 has simply:and he said beforekit brethren,is Ms the army ofSam.

that these Judeans are buildingtheir cityIf And To. the Ammonite cam*

with him; and he said to them, shall theysacrificeor cat at their place?

Will not a jackalgo up and tear dawn the wail of their Honest The

mng. of 41 is this: Sanb. is *""*~* to think that the Sam. army was
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so inactive as to allow the Jews to engage in extensive building oper-ations.

In defence of the army To. asserts that the feeble efforts of the

Jews is a negligiblequantity. In 4" we have a record of the interfer-ence

of a Sam. army in the affairs of Jerus. 6 farther makes it deaf

that Sanb. and To. had come to Jerus.,but there is no record in either

text of anything that they did. To take what is most proh. out of a

very difficult text we get: And he [Sanb.]said in the presence of Ms

brethren and the crowd of Sam. On the whole, this rendering seems to

me preferable to "". The idea is that Sanb. came to the outskirts of

Jerus. with To. Geshem, and a number of Sam. To. and Geshem are

covered by "his brethren," i.e.,his associates. FrenquenUo Samari-

tanorum of B is preferableto the army of Sam. If an army had been

present, the attempt would have been made at once to stop the work.

The crowd was not a body prepared to fight. There are two hard

problems about Sanb.'s speech, the length and the contents. It is

difficult to choose between MT. what are these feebleJews doing t and

6 that these Jews are building their city. B supports MT. On the

whole, I incline to the latter,for it is more specific,and the idea of the

weakness of the Jews was introduced by To. Sanb. seems to have been

seriouslyalarmed at Neh.'s activity. In "" the rest of v. M is part of

To.'s speech, but it does not altogether fit his other remarks. Besides,

it would be strange to introduce Sanb. so elaborately and then have

him make a singleself-evident remark. Will they abandon to them f as

MT. reads,is out of the question. Will theyfortifythemselves as EV*.

is scarcely permissible. Following Sta. many have emended and ren-dered:

Will they commit themselves unto Godf So Sieg. Ryie. The

phrase is lackingin most Gk. texts, but L renders shall we let them alone T

% has will theydrive out those nations t L gives us the most intelligible

reading and the least amendment to make sense. The phrase is then

a part of a conditional sentence, if we let them alone,i. e.f refrain from

forcible interference. Will theysacrificet is supported by all Vrss.,but

I do not understand its mng. All attempts to explain it fafl. The

Jews had been sacrificingfrom their first arrival in the time of Cy.;

they could offer sacrifices equally well whether the walls were built or

not, and sacrificingwas considered a perfectly innocent practice. In

spiteof the antiquityof the error, the text seems to be wrong. " Will

they make an end in a day t] Here we have a variety of renderings.

d offers us prevailor eat. EV*. follow H complebunt in una die.

Without changing % much, we may rd. in any one of the three ways. "

Can theyrevive (*"
. e.,restore)the stones from the earth-heaps?\ The stones

were so buried in the mass of d6bris that it seems impossiblethat they

should ever be got back into a wall." And these are burned\. This is

not very clear,but prob. refers to the increased difficultyof restoration

from the fire-sweptruins. To.'s remark is intended to be the final

sarcasm on the Jewish labourers;if a jackal walks along any stone wall
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that these people build, it will break down under his tread. The

building of a proper wall, adequate for defence, is a difficult and la-borious

task; the Jews had not shown capabilityor inclination for such

an effort The enemy has only sneers for the present essay; but they
fail to reckon with the new personality back of the efforts.

36 f
.

Nehemiah's imprecation." His words imply that Ne-

hemiah had heard the jeering of the enemy. Doubtless San-

ballat and Tobiah spoke in the presence of the people in order

to weaken their hands, cf.2 K. 18*. " 36. In the land of captiv-ity].

It would be better with some Hebrew mss. to read their

captivity. The reference would then be to the fact that many

of the enemy were exiles in Samaria, and so were stillenduring

the shame from which the Jews had been delivered. That

reference is not, however, very satisfactory,and it may be that

the true reading is found in "S: givethem over to shame and to exile

(v.i.)." 37. And do not cover their iniquity],i. e., keep it in sight

as a reminder that it is to be avenged. The sin may be the

ridiculingof the patrioticefforts of God's people, or that which

is common to mankind. As this is a quotation from Je. i8a,

we may doubt its genuineness in N.

For they provoke beforethe builders]is difficult. The vb. usually has

Yahweh as obj., and so Sieg. interprets here: "Yahweh's wrath is

aroused as regards the builders." But the clause could then not mean

that Yahweh's wrath was stirred up against the builders,but on behalf

of the builders. That sense is scarcelyeztractable from % and besides

would be a good thing for which Neh. might thank the enemy. We

must start with the fact that this clause gives the reasons for Neh.'s

imprecation,and that the last clause means in the presence ofthe builders;

therefore we should expect because theyjeered in the presence, trying to

discourage their efforts. Perhaps that is the idea of % quia irriserunt

adificantes,because they derided the builders. It is not a part of the

imprecation which is prob. contained wholly in v. M, and may be a gl.

to justifythe strong language.

38. The wall is half completed." And we built the watt].

Nehemiah ejaculateshis maledictions,but the work goes right

on. And the whole wall was joined unto its half]. According

to c. 3, different gangs of men were engaged on various parts of

the work. A memorable point in the progress is now recorded,
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when the gangs met and so all gaps were stopped. Unto Us

half can therefore only mean with Berth, half the height, not

half the circumference, for note the words "the whole wall,"

i. en the whole circumference was joined together. This alone

is consistent with the stopping of the breaches in 41." The wall

was now of considerable significanceas a means of defence. "

The unexpectedly quick result is explained, and the heart of the

people was in the work], the condition for all effective effort.

41"5 (EV. = 47~"). The enemy comes to Jerusalem to stop

the work by force. " 1. The enemy is enlarged now by the

presence of the Arabians, Ammonites, and Ashdodites, though

the last name may be a gloss. Tobiah was an Ammonite and

Geshem an Arabian (219). Geshem is not named here, but he

was probably in the company. The jeering at the walls had

not stopped the work. An early inspection had apparently

satisfied the foe that nothing effective would be accomplished

by the feeble Jews. Now another story comes to their ears, for

they heard that the restoration of the walls of Jerusalem went on,

for the breaches were being stopped],the condition marked by the

statement of 3s8; the walls were finished to half the required

height." And they were exceedinglyangry] for all their projects

"
were going astray. Once the wails were up, the despised and

easily harassed Jews would be a thorn in the flesh of their

neighbours." 2. And they all conspired together].It is simpler

with (6 and B to read gatheredtogether. A conspiracy was hardly

necessary after 219 '" 3M ff-. The leaders now collected a consid-erable

force with the aggressivelyhostile purpose to go fightin

Jerusalem] not "against," for they had no idea that an effort

would be required to capture the city,but expected to enter and

force the un warlike builders to stop work. " And to cause it can-

fusion]. This is all clear in itself,except the masculine suffix

(lb)referringto Jerusalem, which is feminine. Still a Greek

text offers a tempting amplificationto wipe it [Jerusalem] of

the face of the earth and to cause me confusion. This gives us

the first person characteristic of N. It also makes clear the

purpose of the enemy; they were determined to strike such a

blow that Jerusalem would be no further a menace. " 3. Nehe-
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miah, like all true leaders,was kept informed of the movements

of the enemy. That no surpriseshould be sprung he stationed

a guard which kept watch both day and night. Doubtless the

guard was placed as outposts beyond the city walls. The

community was pious and believed in God's power to help,

and therefore theyprayed as well as watched, anticipatingour

Lord's "watch and pray" (Mt. 26").

4. And Judah said], Judak cannot be tribal here, but as

suggestedby 3" '" it is the name of the postexiliccommunity.
The latter part of the verse is clear: and we are not able to build at

the watt]. This is a serious declaration. The whole body of

workers announce to Nehemiah that they can go on with the

task no longer. The reason for this criticalsituation is givenin

the interveningwords. The text runs : the strengthofthe burden-

bearers has failed,and the earth is great].Earth is usuallyinter-preted

as rubbish-heaps,and that sense fits in with 3", where

Sanballat jestinglyasks if the Jews can restore the stones from

the earth ruins. But if this is the meaning,then the verse is

misplaced,for we are dealing here with the attack of the enemy,

not with the exhaustion of the labourers. "8 has a very different

text : forthe strengthofthe enemy is exhausted and the multitude is

large. The verb "exhausted" is indeed incongruous, yet "S

follows MT. The originalverb must have said the very oppo-site:

the strengthof the enemy is boundless. That text makes

the passage fit in admirably with the context and is doubtless

right. The Jews felt that with the largehostile force assembled

againstthem that they could no longer take the risk,even with

their prayers and the guard. They were not afraid of the work,

but they were afraid of the warriors. " 5. The plan of Sanballat

and his company was to take the cityby surpriseand then to

slaythe workmen (inagreement with OS of v. *)and thus effec-tively

to bringthe wall-buildingto an end.

6-8 (EV."~M). Nehemiah sets a large armed guard

against the enemy. " 6. And it was that when the Judeans who

were livingby them [i.c, the enemy, not the Jerusalemites as Sieg.

holds]came in they said to us]. The enemy had proposed to

surprisethe builders. They were assembling for the attack.
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Among the builders, as correctlyindicated in c. 3, were many

who came from the country. It was evidently their custom to

return home at intervals. Some of these lived close by the ren-dezvous

of the Samaritans. They came up to Jerusalem now

with an alarming report. But this report is in hopeless con-fusion

in our text, which runs: ten times from all placeswhen ye

return unto us]. No commentator has yet been able to give a

satisfactoryinterpretationof these words. Naturally, for they

are wrong. "S preserves a simple and intelligiblereading: they

are coming up against us from all places
,
perhaps adding, where

we live. We understand now the alarming character of their

report and the prompt measures taken for defence. " 7. Here

again we have a hopeless text. " And I stationed]cannot be right,

for the verb has no object expressed or implied, and that verb

belongs to the second part of the verse. We might read /

stood, but while grammatical, it would not be clear. With d

read and they stood,as most modern interpreters. But the sub-ject,

contrary to general opinion,is the enemy ,
not the builders.

Where they stood is in any case unintelligiblefrom the descrip-tion:

at the lowest part of the place behind the wall in the open

places]. For the last expression with "$ we might read in the

breaches,or in the sheltered places. The general sense seems to be

that the enemy had advanced to the best cover they could find

opposite the lowest parts of the rapidly risingwall. They were

therefore in the most available place for an attack, sheltered

from the sight of the builders and ready to rush to those places

in the wall where it could most easilybe scaled. " Their plan

was thwarted by Nehemiah's action: And I stationed the people

by families [orcompanies] with their swords and their spears and

their bows]. This action shows a distinct advance on v. *,where

a guard was set for the purpose of watching; here we have an

army equipped and posted for the purpose of fighting." 8. Our

text runs: and I looked and I arose and I said]. This is pretty re-dundant

for the terse Nehemiah. With Guthe we may emend on

the basis of (6: and I adjured them by the Lord, saying. Berth. 's

proposal, "and I saw their fear and arose and said," seems to

be less satisfactory.The brief exhortation was addressed to the
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whole anny : to the nobles,and to the deputies[6 generals],ami to

the rest of the people]. The appeal forciblyaims at the senti-ments

of courage, religion,and patriotism. Do not fear on their

account; remember our God [so6, the Lord $] the great, and the

one to be feared [cf.i'Lu. 12"- Dt. 201 '"]and fighton behalfof

your brethren,your sons and your daughters,your wives and your

homes].

9-17 (EV.1*43). The enemy gives op the contemplated at-tack.

" 9. This verse is so difficult in the relation of its parts

that we may well suspect an omission. The parts are dear in

themselves, but are hard to join so as to make sense. " And ii

was when our enemies heard that it was known to us] certainly

must originallyhave been followed by some statement as to

what the enemy did under these circumstances; but what course

of action they pursued we do not know. We do not hear of

them again until c 6, and that is some time later. It is dear,

however, that there was no actual battle. The enemy perhaps

stayed in the neighbourhood, watching for an opportunity that

never came. " And God frustratedtheir plot,and we all returned

to the wall, each man to his work]. This resumption of work

naturally follows the unknown action of the enemy, whatever

that may have been. As the foe took no aggressive measures,

Nehemiah deemed it safe to return to the work. Every day

of labour made an effective assault less possible. The people

laying stones were doing more for defence than standing under

arms. " 10. The text goes on to describe the conditions under

which the work was now carried on. First there is described the

arrangement of Nehemiah 's own followers: half of my servants

were engaged in the work]. These men were the governor's per-sonal

servants, perhaps a body-guard brought from Persia,

cf.5": and half of them held the lances and the shields and the

bows and the coals of mail]. Sieg.regards all after "spears" as

a later addition, but the reason he gives is that no one would

possess a coat of mail. The Jews certainlywould not have such

accoutrements, but Nehemiah 'sbody-guard, the ones referred to

here, trained and equipped in Persia, would surelypossess a com-plete

armament. Reuss, on the contrary, supposed "swords'9
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to have dropped out of the list,so Berth. ; but swords are abun-dantly

provided for below. V has undoubtedly got the sense

when it merely summarises: and half were prepared far war.

Nehemiah's servants were the best fighters,and so apparently

half of them were working on the wall, while the other half were

kept under arms to be ready to resist an attack at a moment's

notice. " The rest of the verse is unintelligible,for no sense

can be made out of and the princeswere behind the whole house of

Judah], at least not in this connection. "S vainly connects with

v.
M and the princes of the whole house of Judah building on the

wall. But v.
" begins a new passage and is clear enough, while

the above would imply that the princesalone were working now,

contrary to v. 9. Either "princes" is an accidental repetition

after the similar Hebrew word for coats of mail or it is an error

for some verb like drawn up. Behind the whole house of Judah

then would indicate the station of the armed guard; they were

divided into squads and were close by the various bodies of

workmen, giving moral as well as material support. " 11. Now

we come to the warlike preparation of the workers: those who

were buildingon the wall and those who were carrying burdens were

working, with one hand he was doing the work, and with the other

he was holding a missile]. Working is a conjecture. The He-brew

word might mean laden, but that makes no sense. Most

authorities follow "S armed. It is hard to see how a mason could

lay stones with one hand grasping a weapon. But it may be

that what the statement really means is that the weapon was

close at hand, not necessarilyin the hand. Or the last clause

may refer only to the burden-bearers. What the missile was

we do not know. B has sword, but the swords were girded on

the waist, v. ". The Hebrew word means sent and implies that

it was a weapon used for hurling like a javelin." 12*. And the

builders [in addition to the missile close at hand and distin-guished

from the burden-bearers] had each one his sword girded

upon his loins, and were building, that is, the masons went

right on with the work, but fullyprepared to meet an attack. "

12f
.

With v.
b

we begin a new section in which the governor

describes the measures he took to collect the forces quickly at
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any spot where an assault was made or threatened. " Norn the

trumpeter was by my side]. In w.
uf

we learn that the blast of

the trumpet was to indicate the point to which the whole body

of guards and workmen should rush in case of a threatened at-tack.

Now if there was but one bugler and he always by Nehe-

miah, there would be much delay in the event of an assault

For Nehemiah would have to be informed, and the trumpeter

sent to the threatened point before he blew the alarm. This

would be poor generalship. The probabilityis that there were

several trumpeters, one with each squad of the armed guard of

v. *. The blast would be given without waiting for the gov-ernor.

Why then does he say
" by my side "? We have no great

confidence in the details of this somewhat corrupt text, but the

word may be collective and the trumpeters gathered while

Nehemiah gave orders both to them and to the people. The

trumpeter was a city watchman whose business it was to warn

the people of impending danger (GAS. Jer. i,,M).

IS. The work is extensive and wide]. The builders,as in c. 3,

are spread around the whole circuit of the walls,so that at any

one point there was but a small body, perhaps the very condi-tions

for which the enemy was watching. " 14. Unto us], for

Nehemiah and his servants would repairquickly to any point

of danger." Our God will fightfor us] cf.v. '. Nehemiah's stir-ring

address would not fail to arouse the people. Pa. 83 is

ascribed to this occasion in Psalms ChronologicallyArranged, by

Four Friends, Macmillan, 1891." 15. And half of them were

holding the spears]is a copyist's repetitionfrom v. w. The

words have no meaning here, and they force asunder related

clauses. Omitting this we have an intelligiblestatement: Now

we were engaged on the work from the risingof the dawn until the

appearance of the stars]. The point brought out is therefore

the high pressure under which the work was done. Since the

enemy had approached and was now probably lurkingin the

neighbourhood, speed was of the utmost importance. Every

stone laid added to the securityof the city. Night-shiftswere

hardly possibleunder the limitations of ancient times, but the

working hours were prolonged from daylight until the stars
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could be seen, when it became too dark to work any longer.

The omitted words spoilthis fine sense; as the text stands, we

have the long day, not for working, but for holding weapons,

and the weapons would then be laid aside at night when they

might be most needed. " 16. Let each man and his servant lodge

in the midst of Jerusalem]. As we have seen (v. v. "), many

of the people (most of them perhaps, since these words are ad-dressed

to the people and since Jerusalem had few inhabitants,

7") lived outside of the city,and went home at certain times,

those who lived near probably each night." And theyshall be for

us a guard by night and a working force by day]. The Hebrew

ftSfcttahas nowhere else exactlythis sense, but the context makes

dear the meaning. It is not "occupation" or "the work,"

but the force doing the work. The antithesis is to "guard,"

which may have an abstract sense like "defence," but English

has no suitable corresponding word for rDttta.
" 17. Here we

have an impressive statement that shows again the pressure

under which work was done and the criticalness of the situa-tion.

/ and my brethren and my servants and the men of the guard

followingme, we did not take of our clothes].Those who were

especiallycharged with the defence were ready for action at a

moment's notice, showing that a night attack was feared.

The rest of the passage is obscure. Most scholars correct text and

render: each one with his missile in his hand. But to say nothing about

the lack of support, a further statement about arming is not appro-priate

here. That point has been abundantly covered above. The

text runs literally:each man his missile the water, which lacks both con-struction

and sense. In a Gk. text we find the passage amplified: and

the one whom they sent for water, a man and his missile to the water. But

this has no connection with the otherwise incomplete statement about

sleepingwith the clothes on, and is pretty confused in itself. More-over,

we have rhv translated in two different senses. The water was

within the walls,and the carrying of a weapon esp. then is unintelli-gible.

The Latin seems to mean that each one strippedfor bathing,

making an exceptionto v.*, but it is difficult to get this sense from our

text As some emendation is essential,we may regard the Latin as

the clearest. EV*. "every one went with his weapon to the water" is

highly interpretative,and certainlygives the wrong idea. The words

must in some way have qualifiedthe retention of the clothing. If I

might draw a bow at a venture, I should conjecture neither by night
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nor by day. This text is Dot so very differentfrom MT., and some he-roic

course isrequired.This proposalhas at least the recommendation

that it makes good sense, completing the statement about wearingthe

clothes. In the precedingclause, we did not lake of our dalka, we miss

a confidently expected note of time, and the proposed emendation

suppliesit. Under any circumstances the passage is too short for a

complete independent statement.

33. e'-ojd]"'" adds h 'Qpuvftrrfas i": " Dp3"] " "uirij"i)xoli"p-rtafc),

cf.a'."JpS*].The Hiph. with same sense as Qal is late usage. V-

tnwrfipiasxal I'irriXa. I suspect that in both cases we have a double

translation of the same Heb. word rather than a witness to an origi-nally

more amplifiedtext. " 34 f. (X isshorter than MT., and differs con-siderably

from it. As usual,BAK has simplestform. Beginningwith

"rrn we find: A3xi) 4] Suvan^ Sopap"v, Bn oi TouSaiot ojtoi oExoSo^ou-

oiv Ti]vlatniiv m\lv " B-i'^rm ua" nV"n d*ivki "3 pis* S"n nr;"" follows

Ifto aiS arpvi, for which it has Jti oinuJonoCioi"cf,vtmrc"v x"Xiv, and

thus shows that OJ rd. those words as DtJ in*. Several of the lettersof

these words are common with % and this variant is eloquentof the oc-casional

troubles of those who tried to decipherancient J4SS. Mitchell

renders the clause "if they be left to themselves,"and for "sacrifice"

he suggests viaj-, "they will build high" (JBL 1903, "").A part of the

balance of this v. is found in the speech of To." For 8J and what

follows "*B has: lf.ilSoiioiiaouoiy i)fd-ravtui cil -toO tixn-j afcuv; ou^t

ivig-fanat aXifreij?xat xafeXii -b ttfxos "-(Buv oueuv; CC- has the cus-tomary

elaboration and duplicationshowing the original(t corrected by

addition of the extra matter of MT. " iSam]appears as ffrrevrw,i.c,

"hi*',though L has as dup. in one place Suvfcovrai." nunr
. . . 01-3]

found only in L and then as follows: xal "! afyupov liarmm ioi( X(fbu(

|uri ti ftvisfiaiyfji;xwyj xaufltvtas xal tii Ttf)(oc.iiirniTprjoiiivov.This

text shows wot for W", r""" or nvnx for iwv, nan for nan; and "ira

or a synonym isadded, unless xauUvrae. represents niOTjre, which then

would be understood as a form from i;3- " The firstproblem of textual

criticism is to determine where To. begins to speak. (tHAK starts him

at *iatwi. V- introduces him at this pointand then reintroduces him /

at v. "'. t agrees with MT. To.'s speech seems to be an answer to the

timid note in Sanb.'s. Therefore in this respect MT. is preferable.
" The clause H'Sj -UK'i should be emended in part after Qt (v.s.)."

D'p;]might be an erroneous reading in a bad copy for Otj; then we

might conjecture: dtj rx O'la nSitn Bnwn nnS "wm^.
"

arfr yiyrt].

These words correspond,apparently,to "!"* xal dxzv xpbc Jamais,

tt-nv*. ftL has this plus M^ jurvaJ^tyojuv xircalu = am .njjn. This

readingmakes the best sense. B nun dimttent cos jCTfe!,-m mSe"

nSiw O'Cpn." '3 tSyn]""** 9*to"*" r""] ixl ni t4*"u shfiv. tt1 has

this,but in the dup, opa Suvfpoy" [Sr];" d camfttbunt[iSa]in ih"
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4"*v vvi f * W. m. tigcfr amac. To "** Tti
'" " in:

V**V"t v/-"Jt ^"" imv ttk u 3P- " **i" mom. tf jauaft it

i*** st*K i*** *x* mxq? vot* p^oosz a- ai^m r, luc surr ar iiiiii jw*-

"**Wt * -O"Mir. #*- vinos* xt hk ^iranr isErin" " rim., irac

"s/r ""*ypK ts ""s* **MJJtL,m*cru=^ Tie jass: wmt dczzes ir LXX asihr

U. f\, "rf* *Ann*$**u8n% w snr. ax ins i^ might jubt rmc

#*** 4** *AMGfrvt*^ -tu"JSBKZ. parca.
*' V la* t irr: it *?ii~t v. "* *

/M/Mknm $*}d*m m m4sx*m '.am "a"=z zmL' e inanrr "

$, V',#~~+y. X*"M% XL *P*,"*rW" * "="I Ida T?i". L f_ Tt-**L"

#kM MD^fUMOt f"ut ;x*rjeamr """". xr ipcca dmii^ vupsv

)4(40/ -*W? vw 9F2W*\ Gsdbe put* tani r~". ac tie ""ryiiiiungd tie

y.^l^ir^db^fiM^iAttQntfsrvr rr. T^arLxa^knpriTre lie text

vary jpead/, 1*m*y tx"xA* the addrioa as parrij aztstrary IS.").

#/ *f f?(if to be vL vkk the Vim. aad virtually*2 nirn.n"aaoes.

Mt. (V7r*f),V jmmum torum /acuta*. We irigfatinfer thu C tad B

J//A ^ * /f/?m ^y; sod pce6x"d to tJar \-b^ bat 6 generally disregards

ffc* {mt%U\\A**\n tbk Um"Atstxut passage. " """"" '..]" i"-3fx^rr^ B

fMfrW" /f4/ /*/ bettui*," s*srro"J. Sie^. foiknrs B.-R"-s..reading s^n^a

WUf v, '% |/Mt in view of tv r^nit v. r-,the cmendaiwo is mincers-

wty- II, ^^3 C"j^|, In tbetr despair the Vrss. generally connect

#10* pnujuih^i Ottibc Md Kittd foDow these and change v
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accordingly" Sana]C h 1014 iprtpatv." a-rrr]*"** *" (":VsK. *"*

(*""", J d tmpoiienlium.There is no root *";;, ami the word has

been identified with or;, but that makes a hopelessredundancy,and

"iter " 3-c:n is now generallysubstituted. The word in pred.both W

"builders" and "bearers," but armed is not good, as that is too general

a statement for the workmen. Perhaps O'er is all that it needed."

13. D'jani]is a second prcd.after a'*e*f,Ikryurrr armrd and uvrt build-ing,

i. e., armed while engaged in building. atbeginsa new sentence and

connects with following:tt adificabant,H dangfbanl btuxiia juxtitaw.

""Sin)"*** ix.iiuvaafrcal,but MT. is right."IB. fl-ncia
. . . VVn]

can only be a repetitionfrom v. '" and does not belong here. In place
of Unix] "* has fyifou,making more repetition.If the words were re-tained,

this text would be right,as 0'in needs a complement. " It. """

rvn] om. ""*"""." mV"]CJ riXfatmsj."eA*w] """ "tXw"." 17. pn] Of

xol Hiuiv,i.e., "nm," *"*" H om. ""*"." wum| a *5 V*v - www.

" 's p'k] (pan connects e"w with precedingand lacks O'Ci vSr; "tf"

has xal -ivlpa Sv ixiatiXlov ixl tb BSup, dv4|p xal BuXov a6to0 "(; *fc

uSujs. I unmquisque tontum nudahalur ad baptiimum, apparently

Interpretingn^e- in the sense of takingoff the clothes, Guthe follow*)

(If-and has a-on bu "nSe"tp-h o'on-Sp mSr ""* vm\ Moat scholars

rd. ma for a"an. As a bold guess I would propose own nS-Sn ["",nrfiArr

frynightnor by day.

NE. 5. THE ECONOMIC DIFFICULTIES WHICH CONTKONTKU

NEKEaOAH.

The placingof this c. so (hat it breaks the story of the rebuildingof

the wall indicates that the compilerregardedthese hard conditions as

due to the work on the walls. And many authorities have follnwed this

suggestion. It b true, that the forced labour without pay would take

many away from the ordinarymeans of livelihood. On the other hand,
the work was done in too short a time for a serious economic disturb-ance,

esp. of the kind described here. There is no hint in the text that

the distress was connected with the great work. It is more likelydue

to the governor's efforts to secure a population for Jerus. A long
time must have elapsedto bring about the state rd affairsdescribed.

Neb. would scarcelyhave stopped work to hold an assembly, esp. m

view of the pressingdanger, which never ceased onlil the last stone was

laid and the last gate in place. Finally,the date mi." shows that we

are at the end of twelve years of Sen.'* rule. The passage therefore:

t* flingsto a later periodthan the buildingof the wall*. It describes

one 0/ the last acts of Neh.'s firstadminwtrat ion. The e. fans tntn two

main parts: *".""", the distress aad its reffaf;TT. "*"**,the tummtt

aspects of Neh-'a irtHiiniifTirtinfi



EZ1H-NEHEMIAH

are made against the Jodeens by

cf people. " These complaints were:

I^kt* wis zssafzksec: food for the large number of

:y hid been mortgaged to buy food.

j: M^tkx bai bees borrowed to pay taxes. The result was

tie *hrTifcTiir oc prcaerry and the slavery of some of the

1* TSr ^rr iras ;oe cc distress oa account of dire want. The

ocei5iSir.TifcT.t5w*re ike Pcrfie amd their wives],and the defendants

ww siwr JF*strr* zut Jmdtsams\ The people, therefore, are He-

bcew* w**" were t"x Teckooed to the house of Judah, and may

Sf ti*"$* wbc* hfci survived the exile in the surrounding terri-tory,

utL"^ the "Jay-ir**" cyan* here the Jews livingin Jeru-

Sfcjttr.. *s w
*

rifcy i=tp2y." 2- If ilk our sons and our daughters

w "*y ww*rrttr\ Such is the apparent meaning, and this

iroocci:^; is focad o C The population had increased faster

than ;he zseass of support. Guthe. adopting a slightemenda-tion

prv"$x\"ddrst in 1755. gets "our sons and our daughters we

give as security/* But that would make this complaint vir-tually

identical with that of v.
* and needlesslyanticipatory of

w *" This change does* however, make a connection with v. b,

while as the text stands the transition is very abrupt: that we

may get %vm and rut amd Ike}. CL gives a different rendering,

gm us thmf"t cvrw. But the people do not seem to be begging;

they are complaining of the gradual loss of their property. "

S. The second statement is dear: our fieldsand our vineyards

and our houses we are mortgaging]. The complainants therefore

belonged to a class that had considerable property, and who

lived outside of the city. The situation is like that described

in Is. 5s. The gathering of the land into the hands of the rich

was not a new condition. The text gives us a reason for this

alienation of property, that we may get corn in the famine],

"Corn," as in v. *,is used for food generally,like "bread" and

"meat." There is no use in softening "famine" to "dearth,"

as EV8. That rendering is based on the false connection with

the wall-building.Famines were plentifulenough in Judah,

owing to the failure of rain, and the situation requires a real
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and perhaps long-continued meagreness of crops. It is true

that "S has "eat," as v. ',instead of "famine," but the Hebrew

text is better here. " 4. The third trouble is in part plain: we

have borrowed money for the kings tax]. This is the only ref-erence

to the taxing of the people by the Persian king. Like

all other taxes, this is a preferred claim. As their crops had

failed,and the people had little or nothing to sell,the money

had to be borrowed. In the text we have following only our

fieldsand our vineyards],to which (" adds our houses, as v. ',

and one text makes sense by a preceding "upon," so EV*. Ac-cording

to that reading, the real estate had been pledged both

for food and for taxes. It is not unlikely that the words are

a repetitionby accident from v.*. (So Bohme, see Guthe's

note.) They are unnecessary here. It quite suffices to say

that they had borrowed money, for whatever property they

had would, of course, be security." 5. One class of people com-plained

that their families were so large that they could not

supply them with food; another that they had mortgaged

their property because of famine; and a third that they could

only pay their taxes by resort to the money-lenders. Then we

have the plea of the relationshipof the oppressor and the op-pressed.

And yet as the fleshof our brothers [the Judeans, v. l]

so is our flesh]. "Flesh" is used here in the sense of "blood"

to indicate race identity. These people were not suffering

from the oppression of foreign tyrants, but from the exactions

of those who were Jews like themselves. " As their sons are our

sons],not meaning that the poor loved their children as truly as

the rich, and suffered the pangs of separation as they would,

but repeating the idea of the blood relationship. The sons of

the borrowers were children of Abraham as well as those of the

lenders. " The result of the hard condition is now stated: lo9

we are reducing our sons and our daughtersto slavery]. The peo-ple

had come back from Babylonian bondage to find a Judean

bondage, and the last state was worse than the first. In Baby-lon

the whole family stood as one, but now children were taken

from their parents to become the slaves of those of their own

blood.
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Then follows an unintelligiblepassage. Rendered as literallyas

possible,we have: and there are some of our daughterssubjugated,and they

are not for the strengthof our hand]. The difficultywas felt by the an-cient

translators. In one Gk. text we find: some of our daughters they

lake by force,and our hand is not strong, i. e.t enough to make effective

resistance. This text is interestingbecause it discloses measures of

oppression that were lawless. In the complaints above there was no

hint of violent action; the rich kept well within the law, as they love

to do. Here is a stage in which the law was disregarded, and young

women were seized and taken from their homes by superior force. V

renders: some of our daughters are slaves ; and we have no means by which

they may be redeemed, in part showing a different underlying Heb. text.

I do not think "reduced to bondage" right,for that would be a rep-etition

of what was just said of both sons and daughters. Either we

must om. "and daughters" in the preceding statement or substitute

some other vb. in this passage, as in L (taken by force). The lack of

strength in the hand refers to the pecuniary loss. A daughter repre-sented

a certain money value as a prospective wife, and the price was

presumably high in this period, so that many Jews married cheaper

foreign women (Ezr. 9, 10 Ne. 13" *")" Leaving out a single Heb.

letter in the last word, as in "", we get the conclusion of the trouble:

our fieldsand our vineyards belong to the nobles ("nobles" instead of

"others" of MT.). These were naturally the wealthier classes,as al-ways

land-hungry, and striving to get together large estates.

6-13. Nehemiah is greatly incensed at the oppression and

takes prompt measures to relieve the distress. " 6. And I was

very angry]. Nehemiah was capable of great passion when his

sense of right was outraged." Their cry and these words]. The

cry was the general wail of the distressed of v.1; the words were

the specificcomplaints made in vv. *-*. V interpretsdifferently

and happily: their cry according to these words, i. e.f their com-plaint

as just specified." 7. Literally,and my heart counselled

upon me], EV*. "then I consulted with myself." This does

not make very satisfactorysense, and the word does not occur

elsewhere in Hebrew. We might render: my heart was king [or

ruler]over me. It would be more natural to find something like

"my heart was hot within me," as in Ps. 39*." And I reproved

the nobles and the rulers],the two dominant classes in this period.

The nobles had acquired the property of their brethren (v. s.

v. *);and the rulers were probably condemned because they had
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permitted the oppression. Of course, they may have been a

party to it and shared in the plunder." You have exacted interest

each one ofhis brethren]is the specificchargeagainstthem. This

was a violation of the law which forbade interest from Hebrews,

but allowed itfrom foreigners,Dt. 23" '-,cf.Ex. 22M Lv. 25" *".

The prohibitionwas not merely againstusury as we might in-fer

from EV8., i. e., interest above the rate established by law,

but againstany compensation whatever for a loan. Now the

charges made againstthe Judeans in w.
M

say nothing about

interest,and they do not even imply that interest was charged.

The inabilityto pay the principalof the loans would account for

the loss of property. Nehemiah may have assumed that in-terest

was exacted in order to bring the oppressors within the

pale of the law. " And I gave againstthem a great assembly]can

scarcelybe right,though supported by the Vrss.;for the nobles

and lenders and complainants were already present, and v.
*

continues the charge already begun. The true text was prob-ably

/ gave a great curse againstthem, v. i. Nehemiah was not

averse to such a course (see 13")
,

where we have a similar

conjunction of expressions:"I reproved them and I cursed

them," and note Guthe's text in 4*." 8. And I said to them],

i. e., to the nobles and rulers of v. 7,we have boughtour brethren

the Judeans who had been sold to the nations, accordingto our

ability],or better with "S of our own freewill. This introduces a

new feature in Nehemiah's administration. He had for twelve

years been wont to purchase such Hebrews as he found who had

been sold as slaves to foreigners,and had set them free. The

text as it stands would imply that he repurchased the slaves as

his means permitted. (" is stronger, indicatingthat he bought

these slaves voluntarilythat he might give them freedom.

"The nation" means the foreignersin and about Judah, so

Ryle and Kost. There is no reason to suppose that Nehemiah

refers to people he had bought in Persia and brought back with

him, apparently Stade's view (BT.m). That would weaken

the contrast now plainlystated,but you on your part are selling

your brothers;and they are sold back to us],so that some of the

slaves which he had been buying, as he now discovers,were the



242 EZRA-XEHEIOAH

very ones sold by these nobles. No wonder he was exceedingly

angry and cursed them roundly. No wonder, in view of this pub-lic

exposure, that they were silent and not a word did theyfind],i. e.,
for reply. In Jb. 32* we have a similar expression,"and they
found no answer." The expression is peculiar and happy, im-plying

inabilityof the accused to find any defence to the charge.
9. Nehemiah now appeals to the nobles both on religious"

should ye not walk in the fear of our God " and on patriotic

grounds " because of the reproach of the nations our enemies].

The fear of God here, as often in the late literature,is merely

synonymous with "religion" or "law." The meaning is not

that the people should dread God, for to fear him is to live ac-cording

to his laws. In the latter clause (6 lacks " the nations."

"The enemies" would refer to people like Sanballat and his

crew, who had made so much trouble during the building of the

wall. "The nations" are the foreignersto whom the slaves had

been sold. It is impossible to make these identical,and one

term or the other must be dropped. In later times than Nehe-miah

" foreigner" and "

enemy
"

were synonymous. The appeal

to the people and to God to avoid the scorn of their enemies

is common in the postexilicliterature (see,e. g., Ps. 42*- ll Jo.

217). How could these Jews have the face to claim superiority
for their God and for their religionif their enemies saw the

strong and rich taking advantage of the weak and poor. " 10.

The Hebrew text has: and now, I, my brethren and my servants,

have loaned them money and corn], Nehemiah then admits

that he has done the same thing for which he curses the nobles

(v.7)." The latter part does not help much, lei us thereforere-mit

this interest].The ancients were puzzled by the passage.

d reads: we have supported them with money and corn. V keeps

text in v.*, but in v.
b has: we do not ask back what is due to us;

we grant that that is another's money for common use. One Greek

text adds to v.b: and we will givefor them money to put away

from you this interest. The course of least resistance to make

sense would be to render: we have loaned them money and corn

and we have remitted this interest,that is,they also had made

loans to the needy, but had scrupulously followed the law,
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making no interest charges." 11. Nehemiah now leaves off the

denunciation of the oppressors and the recitation of his own

good deeds and makes a definite demand: restore to them this

very day their fields,their vineyards, their oliveyardsand their

houses], "Oliveyards" is not found in w.
2-5 and is an addition

because of its constant use in Dt., which law-book is the basis

of the actions described here. " The text continues: and the

hundredth of the money and the corn, the wine and the oil which

you loan them]. "Wine and oil," like "oliveyards" above,

are added from Dt. "Hundredth" cannot be right. Such a

petty remission would be useless to relieve the distress. B saw

the difficultyand renders: rather more than the hundredth.

Most authorities by a slightchange of text render: the interest

of the money and corn. The demand was therefore to restore

the real estate so that the people would have the means to sub-sist

and to pay their just debts, and to relinquishthe unlawful

interest which had been charged. Geike reads, "remit this ex-action

of a pledge" (Hours, vi,497)." 12. The nobles and lead-ers

had been silent in the face of the accusation,v. 8,for they

could only plead guilty,and silence sufficed for that. Now they

are called upon to speak, for a definite requirement was laid

upon them. They accept in full the governor's terms: we will

giveback [the fields,vineyards, and houses being understood as

objects],and we will not exact from them [the interest of the

money and the corn also understood as objects]." And I sum-moned

the priests],for either they alone had the right to admin-ister

an oath or an oath sworn by them was peculiarlysolemn

and binding: and I made them [the accused] swear to do accord-ing

to this word], Nehemiah was not satisfied with their bare

word. An affidavit is more convincing than a mere personal

statement, even after all the centuries since Christ taught the

contrary. " 13. Further I shook out my arms], "Lap" of RV.

is quite unjustifiable. In one text we find hands. The He-brew

word is usually rendered bosom, and after sinum of B,

interpretedto mean the bosom of the garment; see Ryle's highly

imaginative description. The action was symbolical,a com-mon

method among the Hebrews of reinforcingan idea. The
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And they frewed Yckwtk'- Tbt subject k ^assembly"*; nai-

unify those who had been released from their oppressivehar-dens

would have good cause for praise." Ami tie peofU did oc-

ccfdimn to tint awrfj. The "people/* however, had been the

complainants, v. K It would be more natural to find the nobles

and the riders. At all events, they are meant; for the reference

is to the execution of the demand made upon the rich by Xehe-

miah. The people had nothing to do except to go bad: to their

houses and fields.

This passage, w. "-", b from X., but it has been worked over more or

Jew by the Chr. # shows that in some texts the process had gone

further than appears in MT. The most liberal expansion is in w. " '
,

which are probably wholly from Chr. nstm can easilybe]explained
then. Chr, introduces a speech for Neh. by prefixing the natural

"and he said/' forgettingthat Neh. always wrote "and / said."

14-19. Nehemiah recites the good features of his rule,

that he had imposed no exactions upon the people, that he
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had supported the poor from his own purse, and that he had

contributed to the work on the wall. " 14. He commanded me],

i. e., King Artaxerxes. We might transpose
" the king " from v.b

to this place as subject." To be governor in the land of Judah].

This is the only reference to the official position of satrap, to

which Nehemiah had been duly appointed. The fact is im-portant

in view of the question of Ezra's relation to Nehemiah.

The latter could scarcelyhave accomplished such great works

in development and administration without the support of

official status. " From the 20th year even to the $2d year of Arta-xerxes],

The 20th year (21)was the date of his coming to Jeru-salem;

from 13* it appears that the 3 2d year indicates the close

of his term. He merely says here that he served for twelve

years without pay, but the implicationis that his whole period

of service is included. " The bread of the governor I did not eat].

The satrap was wont to require provisions for his extensive

household to be supplied by the people over which he ruled;

cf.Solomon's method, 1 K 47 ff

.

Nehemiah did not exact this

customary demand, but lived from his own purse. " 15. In

contrast to his own generous rule, he describes the precedents

he had ignored: now the former governors who had preceded me

laid a heavy burden upon the people]. The implication is clear

that there had been Jewish governors before Nehemiah, so Mey.

(En/.88). The general statement is followed by specifications:

they took from them for bread and wine fortyshekels of silver each

day], V furnishes daily in place of the meaningless after
,
which

would mean that forty shekels (about $25) were required daily

from the whole people,a reading followed by Guthe, Ryle, el al.9

interpretingthe words to mean forty shekels of silver each day

for the purchase of bread and wine. " Another specificationis:

also their servants domineered over the people]. The meaning

must be that the satrap'sservants were not only insolent and

haughty, but also that they filled their hands at the expense of

those who were helplessbefore them. The person in authority

is never wont to lend a very willingear to complaints against

his subordinates. " 16. And further the work of this watt I sup-ported].

This wall shows that Nehemiah was in Jerusalem when



246 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

he wrote (or spoke) those words. In the Chronicler's report,

c. 3, there is no statement of work done by Nehemiah. The

meaning may be that he contributed of his means toward the

work. "Continued" (for "supported") of EV8. is meaningless

and unjustifiable,being due to the misplacingof this chapter."

And afieldI did not acquire].He may mean that he had not

taken land for debt as the nobles had, or that he had acquired

no landed property in any way during his governorship. He

was not richer,but poorer, as the result of twelve years'rule."

And all my servants were gatheredthere at the work]. This would

more naturallyfollow the first clause describingNehemiah's

personalefforts toward layingup the walls. The clause about

the field introduces a different subjectand breaks the narrative,

and it may be misplaced." 17. Now we come to another point
in Nehemiah's generosity. The Judeans, to the number of a

hundred and fifty,who had come to us from the surrounding nations

[ate]at my table].

The text adds: and the rulers. But it is difficult to see what place

they have here. Their presence would not be accounted a good deed

on his part. Feeding the poor is meritorious,but feeding the rich is

a different matter. We may best follow "" and om. this word. Fur-ther

the text inserts and, making two classes sittingat the governor's

table,the Judeans and those who had come in from the nations. This

again obscures the point of merit. After the fall of Jerus.in 586 many

Jews found homes among the neighbouring peoples,just as a large

colony went to Egypt and settled there. Neh. was endeavouring to

build up not only the walls of the city,but a state, and therefore would

naturallystrive for the return of his own people. Some were induced to

return. They would surelybe the poorer classes,and would for a time

have no means of subsistence. Neh. generously fed them at his own

expense. This charitable act he might properly ask God to reckon to

him for righteousness,v. ".

18. To feed this largebody would requireliberal provisions,

so we have information from the commissary department: and

that which was preparedfor one day]. WJJ is often used in this

sense of preparing food for the table, v. BDB. " One ox, six

choice sheepand fowl were preparedfor me]. This would provide

t for one meal for six or eight hundred people,provided
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they ate as we do with other varieties of food. With the 150

poor Judeans and Nehemiah's own household, he had to feed

some four or five hundred people." The next statement is not

so clear; literally,it runs: and between ten days with all wine

in abundance]. With the aid of "S we may get: and every ten

days wine for the whole multitude. The "multitude" was prob-ably

the large body which fed at the governor's table. While

the select few might have had wine daily,only at intervals of

ten days was this drink served to the whole household. " And

even with this I did not exact tiie bread of the governor]. In spite

of the unusual requirements of his court, he did not collect his

just dues. The reason he gives adds greatly to his credit: Je-

cause the service was heavy upon this people]. The "service"

would naturally suggest the rebuildingof the walls; but such a

restricted sense is not admissible,and the word may properly

refer to the whole labour imposed upon a feeble people by the

effort to build up a respectable state. B expresses the true idea

very well: for the people were enfeebled,a condition made clear

by the testimony of this whole chapter." 19. Nehemiah closes

with a characteristic prayer: remember to me for good,0 my God,

all that I have done for this people],cf.6M i3"- """ ".

2. 'ai w] "" iv ulotc q. xal iv 0u.; "Bfiliinostri dJUia nostra mulkt

sunt nimis. " d^] Guthe follows an old proposal and reads o"a-ij;,as

v. *." nnpji] OP* 56*:e o5v "foitv= uS pS un; H accipiamus pro prelio

eorum. " 3. 3713] "S xal "parx6\uQa,so nSawi as in v. "." 4. "S adds:

xal olxfcct ffti"v;"SL puts the nouns in the dative preceded by ixt; 9

precedes by deniusque." 5. "SB has ulol fgifivulol afcuv by transposi-tion.

To this "SL adds 8tc aap5 pta iqiiv,an expressionnot elsw. in

OT., for Gn. 2** refers to marriage." onspS] "fcB"C" do6"u*;;B in servi-

tutetn. " nw33j] OP* [Ma a^atpoorcat. " wn SkS pro] 9 nee habemus, undo

possint redimi (Sk;);""* reads %etpb";,OP* xal'o"x tax"ett X"*P V^v* "

onnnS] "g toi"; ivzl[Lois,a word which always stands in Ne. for im

(2" 4* w 5' 617 7"), rd. therefore onviS..-"6. onppn] " amplifies:

rf)v9d)W)vrf)";xpouyifc afc"v. " 7. tSdm] f is explained as a loan-word

from the Aram. mng. counsel; BDB. explains: "I considered care-fully."

But from his course there seems to have been no cause for very

deep pondering before the attack on the rich. Ges.B gives, "I went

to myself for advice"; but Neh. was not wont to go to any one else.

The Vrss. all understand the word in this sense. It might easilybe
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connected with the common Y*r, my heart was king over me, L e., he

acted according to his feelings." tnv] is found in late poetry in but

two places,Dt. S3* Sirach 7r. We have **ap in v. ". But the govern-ing

vb. would not be ?rj, for which "*" has cnjvfacrov,W congregavL

Moreover, what sort of an assembly would Xeh. call *g*m"f the lead-ers?

There was no democracy in those days. If this were right, onS

in v. " would refer to the assembly. In spite of the Vrss. I would id.

"SS\ curse." 8. urutt]9 adds ut seitis."Ma ns] # h txouoCy 4aAv; V

tttiuirfifj* posstbUiiatem nostrum. 6 shows urrua, a reading generally

ignored, but better than MT. "** has a long insertion or plus at this

point: fcuv " Bouac^o^cv ol iScXfol fguiw ol ulol IffpotyX;fxatWm* fip"c

oix e3 xexonpt"cx;. ui ifciet-;yi? noo""6f"fAat wis iSrigoig Ipuur*toO^

'Ioy"rfo*;Toi* "xpa6t"c3S fv tot* Wvtatv. bucvw;,xfccwx,fcotfcara.cBt |"4"

xSv 6ji!vdhco"itacofte xrtoit. In part, this is a repetition,and generally

speaking it does not throw any additional lightupon the situation.
"

uu nrrji] lacking in ""**. " "U"*]#*" adds dhroxpfrostoi (nupS);B jkc

invenerunt quid responderent. In Jb. 32* we find tt"o wso mS.
" 9.

"cmil Qr. ""2w, but we should rd. ^7*5 as w. T '-." mSn] # "$x o5t"".

" *Pirva] #*" oi5i 4K fojSoiyuvoi tov Qtov drxtOTp^acrt t"v dhatdiopAv

x. t. X. " a*n] lacking in "BAM.
" 10. %mm] 6 ol -pojorof pou " *ft", but

MT. agrees with 417." r?i] 6 Ifrfcu^itv,1. *., o**j, from w. flF*adds

to the v. xad ouootirv Cncip xscwv ipyuptov ixo6ii6ou 4?' 5(i"vto ftfpoc

to'Jto. 9 has: mm repetamus, in cummune istud as alienum conce-

damus, quod debdur nobis." 11. rra] 0*** xai dteo,#*" xal fcu Most

authorities rd. riers, r. Guthe's note. " -*rn]0*** xad, "*" tyulc."

ot:] 6 ""rrfpur?t(kt). 9 adds to v., date pro iUis." usn] #*" "cd";xtt-

pac (iou, representing ^eh, JbJfar 0/ the hand, as in Ex. 9s Lv. i6u. pn

is defined as bosom, but in the few placesof its occurrence* (Ps, 129*
Is. 49") it might better mean arms,

14. oj] lacking in "**. " one] is,as Guthe says, impossible. Fol-lowing

6 "!* "pxovrc3 oOruiy,he reads ame. But as the sf. has no

antecedent, I should prefer nru". " "jSrn]is lacking in "BA; V has rer

as subj. of to. Such a subj. is requiredthere,and I would transpose

accordingly." "man onS] 0*ak ""v arsrwv. In v. " these texts have

t"; (Mas for PTOrt. Hatch and Redpath give no Heb. equivalentin

these places. Btx represents a different Heb. word in almost every

place it is used. It is therefore difficult to ascertain what the Gk.

translators had before them. It is certain,however, that they had

neither ortS nor nnen. In v. " we have "prous xqs p(st,so (Ms repre-sents

some word which was rd. in placeof nnfi in all three places, "

has "prov *rij";fpfei"ovfat^("ou, V qua ducibus debebantur. " 15. "*- lacks

ITJ9NVI and avoids a redundancy which, however, is not uncommon

in Heb. The same text adds xXotov as obj. of masn, reading therefore

on-Sjr ^f." For apn Sj] 0*ak has ex* airo6i; " o^Sp." ^03 "vwj "S fc-

Xorcov 4p-r6ptov(oyL),H rf petunia quotidie." onnju] ^bak ol txTtrcvarf-
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pivot afcftv = onmjH. " xhv] "*** igowtdttovrat,4P* feupfawsv." 16.

*npmnl #bak 0$x fcpfcnjaa."nja] lacking in #BAH. OF has Td xatttepcA

(iou xal xdcmc ol auvarrtiivoi." 17. O'DDn] lacking in 6**". " o^ioro] 1

is lacking in ""**." vrhtrhy]"" frl t^v Tpdhctltfv(iou iStvfl^ovto;the

last word not occurringelsw. in 6 and mng. "to wash out" is scarcely

appropriate here. Some vb. like "sat" or "ate" might have stood

here." 18. ro] lacking in "$*." ones] # xtucpoc - -vm; V exceptis

volalilibus" naviS](fc8** t$ vX^Occ; OP* xovxl t6 vX^Oct, xovtl t$ Xgc$,

an explanatory dup. 6 rd. a^ and that is clearer than MT. " it] #

toGtok;,referringto the people whom Neh. fed. In v. b V has in some

respects a variant text:.'et alia muUa tribuebam: insuper et annonas

ducatus mei turn quaesivi,valde emm aUcnuatus erat populus.

NE. 6. FURTHER EFFORTS OF SANBALLAT AND THE OTHERS

TO THWART NEHEMIAH.

This c. is the direct continuation of c 4. The wall proper is finished

on the 25th of Elul. The enemy first tries to tempt Neh. to a confer-ence

in the plainof Ono. He puts them off repeatedlywith a promise

to meet them when his great work is finished. The enemy then tries

to frightenhim with a rumour that he is planning rebellion and as-piring

to royalty. These measures proving futile,the foe tries a new

method and hires a prophet to induce him to act as a coward and

to commit sacrilege. A secret correspondence was carried on between

To., who was related by marriage to prominent Judeans, and certain

conspiring nobles, trying to frighten Neh. to some overt and self-

condemning action. In this narrative the plotsof the enemy are so

much in evidence that we hear of the walls only incidentally.

1-4. Sanballat, being thwarted in his efforts to check the

work on the walls by force, now falls back on treachery." 1.

Here the three leaders of the conspiracyare named, as in 2",

Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem; in v.* Tobiah is not men-tioned.

We might suppose that only two were willingto go so

far as to indulgein personal violence. It may be that Tobiah

had reasons for decliningto be a party to the plot,since he was

related to some Jewish magnates, but it is more likelythat the

name has been accidentallydropped in v. *." The rest of our

enemies] is explainedby the full list in 41. We note a change

of construction,when it was reportedto Sanballat,etc., perhaps

indicatingthat the enemy had left the immediate neighbour-
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hood of Jerusalem." That I had built the watt, and that there

was mat left a breach in it}. The tenses show that the wall proper

was bow finished,a distinct advance on the last notice in 3".

In spiteof the trying conditions described in c 4, the last stone had

been laid in the walL 6, however, offers a tempting substitute for

the second clause,1. e.r lieu there vas no spiritleftin them, cf.1 EL 10*,

where a similar statement is made of the Queen of Sheba. Gram-matically

this text is better,as the sentence makes a suitable apodosis,
thus: vhen it vus reportedto them

. . .

there teas no spiritleftin thenu

They were dispiritedbecause of their failure to check the upbuildingof

the old hostile city. On the other hand, MT. makes a more suitable

connection with the followingclause,which continues the description
of the progress of the work. Nek's own account of the work reads

very unlike the story told in c 3.

Up to that time I had not set up doors in the gates].The ex-pression

shows that Nehemiah was writingsome time after the

event, and that at the time of writingthe gates were finished.

This is in agreement with 514 (v.s.). The gate is the open

space in the wall,and the "doors" would close that gap. Jeru-salem

was still vulnerable, but only at a few narrow points,

and thus comparatively easilydefended. " 2. Therefore the op-portunity

for a secret or open attack had gone by. The enemy

must adopt a different plan of campaign. It appears that the

citywith its menacing walls was not so dispiritingas the capa-ble

and energeticleader. The purpose of the enemy was now

to accomplish his destruction,not openly but by subtlety. If

they could get rid of Nehemiah they could easilydisposeof the

walls he had built. They sent him a message therefore: come,

let us meet togetherin the hamlets in the plain of Ono], B is

more specific,reading:let us make a treaty,presumably of peace,

and intending to throw Nehemiah off his guard.

Ono is found only in postex. writings (Ezr. 2" Ne. 7" 11" 1 Ch.

8"), in all these placesas the name of a city. The placeis located near

Lydda, about 12 miles north of Jems. Stress is laid upon the fact that

Neh.'s reply indicates that the rendezvous was some distance away,

Berth. Sieg.Ryle; but Neh. might have made the same reply if the

appointed place were close by. The conference would interfere with

his work without any travelling.The indefiniteness of the proposed
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meeting-place is apparent; therefore it has been suggestedthat under

the word for villages is concealed a n. p., perhaps Kephirah. The

art., at all events, indicates a definite place.

Now they were devisingto do me harm]. This is Nehemiah's

own divination of the purpose of the meeting, a conviction amply

justifiedby future events. The character of the harm cannot

be determined by the very general Hebrew word; but it is diffi-cult

to conceive of any other aim than personalviolence,for the

mere slackening of the work would be useless to these foes."

3. Sanballat must have sent some one to Nehemiah to convey

this message, probably his servant, as v. 6. The governor does

not reply by those who had brought the invitation,but sends

messengers of his own. Perhaps he could not trust hostile

persons to give his exact words. This reply is,as our text runs:

/ am engaged on a great work and am not able to go down. Why

should the work stop while I forsake it and go down to you?] The

excuse made is not the conviction of a sinister purpose in the

invitation. Nehemiah does not see fitto disclose his suspicions,

or possibly his knowledge. He lays stress upon his exacting

occupation. The interrogativesentence is questionable,as we

find some interestingvariants in "8,viz.,lest the work should stop.

When I have finishedit,I will go down to you. This makes an

important change in Nehemiah's answer and reveals his shrewd

purpose. He is strivingto gain time so that the gates may be

finished. We see then why he gives no hint of his suspicions,

and indulges in no defiance, as he well might as governor of

Judah; for he wants to keep his enemies idle and expectant

until he is in a sufficientlystrong positionopenly to defy them.

The superiorityof this text is evident, and the change required

in MT. is not very great. It does, however, make Nehemiah

indulge in a somewhat vague promise to do what he presumably

never expected to do, vague because the clause "when his work

was finished" might point to a very indefinite period indeed. "

4. And they sent unto me accordingto this word four times],that

is substantiallythe same message, possibly with an addition,

like "the matter is too important for delay." If MT, is ac-cepted

in v. 3, then the "four times" is unintelligible.If "S
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is received, then the repetitionof the request with increased

urgency and Nehemiah "s reiterated reply, "I wfli go down as

soon as I finish the work/* are alike dear. But curiously ",

which requiresit, lacks the "four times," and MT.f which can-not

endure it, contains the words. To find a true original text,

selection is frequently essential.

5-9. Sanballat sends a letter to Nehemiah trying to alarm

him with a report that he was aiming at royalty." 6. Accord-ing

to this word] is a meaningless repetition from v. *. The

phrase could only be retained by a loose interpretation like

"for a similar purpose." " A fifthtime] referringto the four

times of v. 4. This time Sanballat, who alone is credited with

action, sends his servant, but the servant is not his spokes-man,

for he carries an open letter in his hand]. Why Sanballat

changed from oral messages to a written document is not made

dear
" possibly to make the damaging charge more forcible.

Many efforts have been made to explain the statement that the

letter was open. In Je. 32" we have the statement that the purchaser

of land was given "a deed [book] of purchase, the sealed and the open."

This may be explained by comparison with a Bab. contract tablet in

which the real document was covered with an outer envelope of day

upon which a summary of the contents was written. If Sanb. sent a

tablet, as is surely possible,the mng. is that there was no outer en-velope.

We are still in the dark, however, as to why attention is

called to this fact. The common idea that an open letter was insulting

" as held,e. g.t by Thomson, Land and Bock, iii,M" is wrong, for it would

be stupid for Sanb. to insult a man whom he was trying to entice to a

meeting. It is tempting to change a singleHeb. letter and rd. "a large

letter." The letter was short so far as our information goes, but it was

long relativelyto the short oral messages, and we may have only a sum-mary.

Or "open" may be a technical term no longer understood.

6. The charge now made, Sanballat says, came to him from

reports among the nations, the foreign peoples surrounding

Judah. " And Gashmu says]is troublesome. It can hardly mean

that Gashmu " before called Geshem " indorses the report, the

implication of EV4. We may omit with "8, or understand so

Gashmu says. Sanballat is the author of the letter,but he

makes his co-conspirator the author of the report. " Thou and
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the Judeans are minding to rebel]. This, of course, is a serious

charge: thereforethou dost build the wall],not as a defence against

such foes as Sanballat, but against a possiblePersian army. "

And thou wilt become for them a king]. The charge is now, indeed,

grave. To change from satrap to king would be an open act

of rebellion. This is a similar accusation to that by which the

Jews finallymade Pilate listen to their cries (Jn. 19" '"). The

charge appears plausibleenough in itself in view of the general

restlessness of subject peoples, the Jews in particularhaving a

genius for rebellion. " According to these words] must either be

omitted, for sense cannot be forced into it in this connection,

or transferred to the beginning of the verse, thus: in it was

written accordingto these words]," 7. The gravamen of the letter

was the suspected aspirationtoward royalty. Upon this point

the changes are rung: Even prophets thou hast set up to proclaim

concerning thee in Jerusalem], In the old kingdom of northern

Israel most of the numerous revolutions were instigated by

prophets (v.my Hebrew Prophet9 c. 7),but we naturallysuppose
that men like Ahijah and Elisha acted in accord with the spirit

of God which was in them. In the time of Judah's dependency

prophets were active in fomenting rebellion (t".,e, g.y Je. 28).

They were the natural media for this purpose because they were

patriotic. But unfortunately there is abundant evidence that

it was easy to find prophets to proclaim whatever was desired.

Balak could not understand a prophet who would not speak as

he was paid. Zechariah had pretty nearly said of Zerubbabel

that he would be king (Zc. 4* ff). We know that there were

hordes of prophets in Jerusalem in the postexilicperiod (He-brew

Prophet
,

c. 4). It is perfectlypossiblethat some of these

had actually said the words charged by Sanballat, but it is

certain that Nehemiah had not inspired their utterances, for

these prophets were a despised class (Zc. I38*6)""nd Nehemiah

would not be likelyto have dealings with them. If we may

judge from Zc. the prophets of the period deserved the con-tempt

in which they were held (Sta.180).The prophecy which

Nehemiah was accused of instigatingconsists of two words in

Hebrew, but requires more space in English: there is a king
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in Judah], The idea is that this terse oracle would be reit-erated

again and again, until the passions of the people were

aroused for action. Some texts of "8 render quite differently:

thou hast set up prophetsfor thyself,that thou mayst sit [or rule]

in Jerusalem for a king over Judah. There is no advantage in

this reading,but it shows the difficultyin the ancient deciphering

of obscure passages in mss. The danger of such reports is now

plainlyindicated: and now it will be reported to the king accord-ing

to these words] or better with "BB : these matters will be reported

to the king,i. e,, Artaxerxes. Sanballat's letter is very shrewd:

he does not himself make a charge, but pretends to give friendly

information of the dangerous gossip which is so widespread that

the Persian king is sure to hear it. It does not matter whether

it is true or not. If such a report reached the ears of a sovereign,

ever suspiciousof disloyaltyin subject peoples,the result would

be disastrous, even though the charge were false. " Sanballat

concludes by repeating the substance of his first message, v. *:

and now come and let us take counsel together],or possiblymeet to-gether.

The object of the conference is made to appear friendly

that they might counsel as to the best means of extricating

the satrap from a situation full of peril to him. " 8. And I

sent unto him], whether by a written or oral reply we are not

informed.
" It has not been done according to these words which

thou say est,but thou inventest tltetn from thy heart]. The reply

is brief and covers two points,a general denial of the accusation,

and the assertion that Sanballat had made it out of whole

cloth. Nehemiah may mean merely to deny that he has any

disloyalaspirations,but he may mean to deny the charge in

toto, even that there was any such report among the foreign

neighbours. At last he speaks plainlyto the enemy and by ac-cusing

him of manufacturing the story in his own mind breaks

off all negotiations. Meanwhile the work on the gates had

reached a point enabling him boldly to scorn his enemies. "

9. This verse cannot be original. It may be wholly an inter-polation

by the Chronicler or a modification of some comment of

Nehemiah, now no longer recoverable. " All of them would make

us afraid],but it was Sanballat alone who wrote the letter."
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Their hands will letgo the work and it will not be done]. The work

is,as always in N., the wall-building. Sanballat had tried to

stop that, but as the wall was already finished,v. *, an effort

to scare the people from the task is manifestly out of place

here. " And now strengthenmy hands] is a fragment of a prayer

which may be genuine. On account of its broken character

and to make it fit the context, "8 has rendered, / strengthened

my hands. In this form the clause might be a part of the sec-tion

following.

10-14. Shemaiah the prophet is hired by the enemy to

persuade Nehemiah to do some act by which he might be dis-credited.

" In large part this narrative is obscure, the text is

corrupt in places,and there are transactions indicated which

are no longer intelligible." 10. And I went to the house of Shem-aiah.]

The name occurs many times in our books, but this

person is not mentioned elsewhere. Sachau cites the name of

Shemaiah and his father Delaiah in illustration,but the names

there are Delaiah and Shelemaiah (Pap. u. Ost.70).He is par-ticularised

from the others by naming his father and grand-father,

whose names are not found otherwise in our sources.

He was certainlya prophet, but a corrupt one, and that is all

we know about him. For what purpose Nehemiah went to

his house is not clear. / is emphatic, though that use of

the pronoun for emphasis is weakened by repetition in our

sources, being especiallycommon in N. It is probable that

the governor depended, to a certain extent, upon the prophets

for information about the purposes and plans of the enemy.

The prophets were often possessed of much politicalinforma-tion,

and that is the object of his voluntarilyseeking out Shem-aiah,

v.i. " And he was shut up]. This cannot mean that he

was ceremonially unclean, as Robertson Smith suggests, for the

prophet straightwayproposes that they shall go to the temple.

The meaning can hardly be "kept under cover," as in Je. 36*,

for Shemaiah was in his own house. " Secretly"

as B has, per-haps

by interpretation,is not right,for Nehemiah would scarcely

have gone secretlyto a paid tool of Sanballat's. Since the fol-lowing

"and he said" lacks an introduction,we may best sup-
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pose there was originallyin the text something like "now he

had sent for me." Shemaiah was the one desiringthe interview,

and Nehemiah came to his house at his request- The plot

which the prophet pretendsto reveal would be abundant reason

for his summons. Or it may be that the originalread, now he

was a prophet;that statement would be helpfullywiHghti-ning

here. " Shemaiah's proposalIs: let us meet at the house of God in

(he midst ofthe templeand letus shut the doors ojthe temple].The

verb is very suspiciousin the firstclause. The two who would

go together could hardly meet by appointment. Shemaiah's

idea is plainlythat they should conceal themselves and thus

avoid the danger which is impending. "Temple" as distin-guished

from "house of God" would mean the inner sanctuary,

and that would naturallybe the best placeof refuge. The holy

of holies in Zerubbabel's temple therefore had doors of its own,

which would be shut for more effective concealment. Shemaiah's

meaning is evidently that assassins would not look for their

victim in such an unwonted place." The reason for hiding is

given in impressiveamplitude in the text, the redundancy, how-ever,

not occurringin the best Greek versions: /ortheyare coming

in to slaythee,yea, at nighttheyare coming in to slaythee]. The

character of the message impliesthat Shemaiah had sought the

interview. The assassins are naturallythe emissaries of San-

ballat,who could get into the cityin some disguise.At night

is general,but the impressionconveyed is this very nightfand if

that were the correct reading the repetitionwould be less ob-jectionable.

There would be no use hiding in the sanctuary

againstfoes coming "some night." The urgency of the situ-ation

would explain Shemaiah's sending for the governor at

this particulartime. " 11. Nehemiah's reply,as our text stands,

is in parts sadlylackingin clearness: should a man like me flee?

And who is there like me that should go into the templeand live?

I will not go in]. "8Bhas at least a more intelligibletext: who is

the man that would go into the house and live? i. e., to save his life.

The air fa cleared,perhaps sufficiently,by dropping the second

like me, which is an error by dittography.Then we would have:

ihould a man like me} holdingthe highestpositionin the state,
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and so carryinggreatresponsibilities,fleefrom danger? And even

so, who is the man [socowardly and base]that would enter the tem-ple,

not to pray or offersacrifice,but to save his life? The temple

is a place for worship, not an asylum in time of danger.

12. And I discerned,and lo! no God had sent him], so we may

represent the unusual place of the negative in the original.

How Nehemiah recognised that Shemaiah spoke without in-spiration

is a mystery. Perhaps in a very human way: Nehe-miah

could not accept the counsel of the prophet; if the word

had been of God, he must obey; as he refused to hearken, he

could only justifyhis course by drawing the conclusion, cer-tainly

justified,that no God had part in the message. " For the

prophecy he spoke unto me], after which we should expect a

clause like,came from his own heart, to make an antithesis to

no God had sent him. It may be that we should read: for the

prophetesshad spoken to me, v. i. on v. ", and thus he had re-ceived

warning of the plot." And Tobiah and Sanballat had

hired him]. This text we may accept as reasonably certain,

though Guthe gives some weight to a Greek reading had hired

a multitude. But while we might believe that the foe had

bribed several people in Jerusalem, the collective term multi-tude

or crowd could scarcelybe applied to Shemaiah. Further,

the statement is necessary to explain Shemaiah's attempt to

lead the governor astray; for he would scarcely take such a

course of his own accord. The bribe explains his action.

13. In order that he be bribed],the only permissiblerendering,

shows the impossibilityof the text. The fact seems to be that

the words are a dittographicrepetition. It suffices to drop in

order that,so we should have he was bribed in order that I might,

etc. The rest of the verse connects directlywith v. M, explain-ing

why Shemaiah was hired: in order that I might be afraidand

do thus and sin, and it [I]should be to them for an evil name, in

order that they might reproach me]. With "S we. may read /

instead of it,though it might be explained with some forcing.

Do thus can only refer to hiding in the temple.

The sinning must refer to his taking asylum in the temple. The

whole thing then reduces to two points,showing cowardice,and enter-
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sszx~~2iry. A leader who is a coward en scarcely pilot the

fci;/rf. sllu :3Jess the sets etc tct snorett Xeh. would, mrirrri,get

as. evl sazae if he irt crewr as a coward and as one who inKiisrd the

it. We -Sr: weC ask what barx ii would do KA. if

bad j^ j_i*3s i'. heap repnhrV* open him. Xeh_ mderd, was little

cxrjcTMri whi whu his aeries ociside the chy might say; but their

ec'jr: In this ssr^te wls t^ weaxer his iafamrr in the dty among those

over wb'jer he rujed. Gar* ret hha to show timidity and they would

have a story to circulate which wcrJd undermine his great influence and

power. This secti:e: is injwrtaat because h is the first intimation we

have :ha: Nth. had chv ies in the city,enemies not due to his ads

but to S"sb/s pay.

14. Another imprecation is poured oat against the two

bribers (cf.3Mf): Remember, O my God, against Tobiak and

SanbaUat according to these their deeds). We note the absence of

Geshem: cf. absence of Tobiah. v.2. As we have really "kis

deeds77 perhaps Tobiah is a gloss. The prayer is that God

would do to them as they had vowed to do to him. He asks

God to remember their evil deeds, as he had asked for the re-membrance

of his own righteous acts, cf.5". The rest of the

verse may be interpreted in two exactly opposite senses, ac-cording

to the text we accept. MT. makes it a continuation

of the imprecation,but directed toward Xoadiah the prophetess

and the rest of the prophets who were scaring me]. This is diffi-cult,

for surely Shemaiah would be named and not included in

the group of "the rest of the prophets." Again, the meaning

would have to be who tried to scare me; "would have put me

in fear," ARV. The English translators strove for intelligi-bility,

but that rendering is certainlynot extractable from the

Hebrew. Quite another sense is given by a reading in "RL,in

which the remembrance for evil of v. " becomes now a remem-brance

for good toward the prophets, who were givingme warn-ing.

We thus understand the omission of Shemaiah. Noadiah,

a prophetess not otherwise mentioned, was working for Nehe-

miah as Shemaiah was working against him. She may be the

prophetess suggested in v. 12,who disclosed the source of Shem-

aiah's cunning advice. While the change from imprecation to

supplicationis surprising,on the whole the latter interpretation

seems preferable.
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16-19. The completion of the walls produces consterna-tion

among the enemy and fear among the nations. Further

plots are revealed in Jerusalem. " 15. And the wall was com-pleted

on the twenty-fifthday of Elul\. Elul,mentioned only here,

is the 6th month, corresponding to August-September. The

wall was completed therefore about September 10. Of the

fifty-secondday]. This reckoning, in spite of the reproduced

awkward phrasing, must mean the period within which the

walls were reconstructed. The shortness of the time has

aroused wonder in some quarters and suspicionin others. The

work must have been done with astonishing celerity. The

enemy were constantly surprised at the rapid progress. It

seemed to the nations the work of God, v. 16,because concluded

with miraculous speed. There was every incentive for Nehe-

miah to rush the defences of the city. There was evidently a

vast force at work, and skilfullydistributed so as not to interfere

with each other. Josephus, who followed the Esd. text, gives

two years and four months as the time for the work on the walls

(Ant. xi,5, 8). If the date Elul is correct, it was less than six

months since Nehemiah obtained leave of absence from Arta-

xerxes, 21. He could therefore scarcelyhave been in Jerusalem

much more than two months. The whole verse looks like the

work of the Chronicler, and yet some statement about the wall

is natural here. " 16. That this verse is hopeless as it stands

is shown by a fairlyliteral rendering: and it was when all our

enemies heard " and all the nations round about us were afraid,

and theyfellgreatlyin their eyes, and they knew that this work had

been done of God,

There are two ways in which we can clear up the passage: (1) By as-suming

an ellipsiswhich told the effect upon the enemy of hearing about

the completion of the walls. (2) By supposing that "all the nations

round about us" is an interpolation by the Chr. to whom enemy and

foreigner were syn. The real sense seems to be: when our enemies

heard,theyfellgreatlyin their own eyes, and theywere exceedinglyafraid.

In the text as it stands,and they fell greatlyin their eyes, we have

to assume "they" to refer to the enemy and "their" to the nations.

Such looseness is hardly conceivable in such a writing as we know

these memoirs to be. Neh. is all through describinghis struggles with
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a panirakr mnry and - the nadon$~ have bo place in the slaty. The

Inter put is dear. As npliranri above, on v. ", the hand of God

alone enabled the Jews to "" sach a stupendous vock in so incredible

IT. Now we have further lighton the desperate attempts of

Tobiah to overthrow the great leader; for Tobiah becomes the

leader now in place of the discredited Sanhallat. Two slight

corrections are necessary to make good grammar: also in those

days),note the vague reference to the time, an expression gen-erally

referringto a period long antecedent, many lettersfrom

the Judean nobles were going to Tobiah, and Tobiah's [letters]

came in to them], A vigorous correspondence was carried on

between Tobiah and those high in Judean affairs,the object of

which is explained in v. 19b,to frightenthe great leader. Nat-urally

this correspondence was carried on secretly. Nehemiah

may have learned about it from Noadiah and the other prophets

(r.s. v. M). The governor of ancient times, like the present

rulers in despotic governments, must have an extensive secret-

service department. Nehemiah naturally regards this corre-spondence

as disloyalto him; the mere mention of it shows his

attitude. " 18. For many in Judah were conspiratorswith kirn],

or were bound to him by an oath, but the sense is best expressed

by conspirators(BDB.). These were the Judean nobles of v. I7.

The reason he could inveigleso many Jews is made clear by his

connections in marriage: he himselfwas son-in4aw to Shekaniah].

Shekaniah is a common name in our sources, but this one can-not

be identified unless with one named in 3** (cf.Che. A. Jr.

Th. 1901,441).It is clear though that Shekaniah must have been

one of the nobility or occupied some prominent position in

Jerusalem. Then again Tobiah had contrived a marriage be-tween

his son Johanan and the daughter of Meshullam. (San-

ballat's daughter was the wife of Eliashib the chief priest,I3M.)

The name of the wife's father only is given, because he was a

prominent man (cf.Ne. 3*-"). It is even contended that he

was the contemporary head of the house of David (Herzfeld,

Gesch. Isr. i,184." 19. The contents of the correspondence are

now exposed. Also his goodness they were recitingbeforeme].
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Most Greek texts have his words. If MT. is correct! there is a

play on Tobiah's name, which may be translated "goodness of

Yahweh." The sarcasm is evident. The purpose would plainly

be to make Nehemiah think well of Tobiah. His efforts must

therefore have been in line with Shemaiah's, to undo the gov-ernor

by advice which had a friendlyappearance. " And my words

they were carryingto him]. Perhaps words may mean more than

speech here. Tobiah would be much more concerned to know

what Nehemiah did than to hear what he said. " Tobiah sent

'

letters to frightenme]} that is,by tellingNehemiah of imaginary

dangers, v. s. on v. l7.

Here we reach the end of the long story of obstacles placed in Neh.'s

path by the determined efforts of Sanb. To. and Geshem to prevent his

restoration of the defences of Jems. The section dealing with the

walls in N. (210-7",omitting c. 3, 5) is reallya history of Neh.'s success-ful

thwarting of all their plots. The work on the walls is mentioned only

incidentally.We cannot appreciate the stupendous accomplishment of

the great leader unless we take into account the fact that the walls

were restored in the face of great danger and of constant interference.

1. W22] "P tfat"optflr)."n" *a] ""** iv afrcol?xvo^ i. e.t rw ona

or possibly nn, asiK. ioc. "" has a dup. ftxtXttfOqiv afc$ 5iotxoxf),

xal 06 xarsXtlfOi)iv afcolc xvo^, bearing most convincingtestimony to

this reading." 2. rnjnj]H percutiamus foedus = nmsx " D'ito]. A def-inite

place is indicated and Sieg. suggests tvvm. " 3. noS] # yj) xort,

prob. ipdS." "tfl"w]6 TsXtutau "6r6, V venero; 6 shows hkSdk. " 4.

'd j?a-w]lacking in "5BAK." nrn 1313] "g xord Tau-wt, H juxta sermonem

priorem. ""* lacks all of v.*, one of the rare cases in which this cod. has

the shortest text " 5. mn "013] lacking in G8**. It is an erroneous

repetitionfrom v. "." 'n ope] lacking in flf8**;Gl t^ittov, so lacking

ojto." 6. ""dk tobui]lacking in ""***,elsw. always ocu, though former

is prob. correct. "
iSitn onans] is meaninglesshere. 6 and 9 connect

with following, xal xpbc to6toi";,reading only nSuni; V propter quam

causam. " 7. xyk] 9 giOB pradiccnt. "SPA* Tva xaOfofl?(aB^)-" V?0!GL

ipaa(X"uaa?." 0^313] (ft ol X6-rot" D^-onn, so V nerfo fccc in ace. "

nrv
. . .

nsS]differs from the invitation in v. " by a singleletter,x for 1.

Surely the vb. must be alike in both cases. It is hard to choose, as

either makes good sense. " 8. dkiis] elsw. only in 1 K. 12"; 6 4*6dv,

V componis. " 9. p?n] "bak fctparafoca; "" ixperrau"Oipacv(al X**p4c

("ou);V conforiavi." 10. "W mm] 9 secrcto, which may be an inter-pretation

or represent iino inn. Perhaps we should rd. k"3J mm, 9. 5.

" hynn] bis lacking in 6, but "*" has 06pa? t. vooo. " ^nrh
. . .

13]
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"Jbam gTt ip^ovxat vuxtbs 9oveuaa( ae = "|.nnSn^S o*na o. Our text

shows the repetitionof a word by dittog." 11. "fcBA* xal elxa xfc

icrciv b dvf)p8";"{atXe6aexat e(";xbv olxov xal ^fprtat = t?k c^nn *d mom

*m non-Sn na\ an important reading which has not received much

notice. " 12 f
.

"oi] ("BAK X6yo";= w. " *nn iw fjraSnasr]. Guthe

says truly that this passage defies any attempt at interpretation as

it stands. There is undoubted evidence of corruption,largely by a

copyist's error. "$ offers some help; we find: iiudkixjacvro l-x' "y"

Z%kovBAHi i. e,, pan J?yvw. But this scarcely represents MT. "fcL

has {titoOcoaovroatjx6v; that would be merely wrw, and thus we have

intelligibility,"iw t?dSis explicableas a case of dittog.,and nvi is the

misplaced obj. of the vb. The least change to make sense is to om.

W?h." n\-n]after "$ rd. *n*m." 14. o^ajn] "fP T"v Uptav. " d^k-pd] "fcL

ivou8"couv = duod, giving an entirely different sense. " 16. Sa] lack-ing

in "fcB; the word is unnecessary. " arvrya . . .
iSd^]" has ?6$o";

(flfc*9. (ji^a?)as subj.of ho\ H renders et conciderenl intra semetipsos.

Difficult as the text is, these variants offer no help." 17. o*3-"d].

"bak axfc xoXXfcv = d-o^?. " amnnw] sf. lacking in "fcBAK,so V, which

has mulkt cpistola." 18. "" adds to end of v. elq yuvalxa = nsrnS,

necessary ace. to Heb. usage. " 19. mans] (Jbak to^ X6you"; afrcou "

man; (" *dt au^ipovca aix(p.

7"s. The doors are put in place; a guard is stationed to

watch the gates. On account of the magnitude of the en-closed

city and the paucity of the inhabitants, Nehemiah

calls a general assembly. " 1. This is the first part of a tem-poral

sentence: and it was when the wall was built and I had

set up the doors, and gatekeeperswere appointed].To this the

Chronicler was irresistiblydrawn to add the completion of the

trio and the singersand the Levites](so Sm. Listen, 26*), who

had nothing whatever to do with the present situation. The

setting up of the gates is mentioned only incidentally,as a

second note of time after "the wall was built." We do not

know when they were completed, probably not within the fifty-

two days of 61*. We have only negative information in 61. The

events described certainlytook place upon the finishingof the

gates, therefore soon after the story of c. 6. The gatekeepers

were charged with the custody of the gates, and certainlyper-formed

some policeduties. " 2. Then I commanded Hanani my

brother and Hananiah the captain of the fortressin Jerusalem].

On Hanani v. i*. On fortressv. 28. The fortress was probably
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connected with the temple and was doubtless the militaryhead-quarters

as well as the seat of government. Hananiah is a name

recurringfrequently,Ezr. io*8 Ne. 38-*" io24 12"- 4X. Whether

these are all different persons, it is hard to say. From the

particularityof his mention here it is apparent that this one

cannot be identified with any other. " Nehemiah had given him

a positionof trust on account of his character,for he was like a

man oftruth],and so different from the lyingprophets and con-spiring

nobles; and because of his religiouszeal,and he feared

God more than many]. Fearing God is here followingGod's will,

not livingin dread. Nehemiah does not need to give any reason

for the selection of Hanani; it sufficed that he was his own

brother. " 3. To these trustworthy officers Nehemiah's orders

are given for the safetyof the city,the galesof Jerusalem shall

not be opened until the sun is hot]. The time is not very specific,

but the conditions would be met some time after sunrise. " The

next clause is corrupt. From the part which is clear,let them

close the doors and bar them],we can infer that the corrupt clause

must have indicated the time for shutting the gates. But our

text has and until they are standing],which is meaningless. ""

has as a substitute: and while they are stillwatching. This is

clear in itself,but there is no antecedent to the pronoun, for the

guard is mentioned later. Without changing the text much,

we may get good sense, while it is still standing,"it" referring

to the sim, and the time indicated is then shortlybefore sunset.

That corresponds suitablywith the hour for opening the gates.

The doors were to be kept securelyfastened except during the

hours of broad daylight. Instead of he stationed]we must read

either / stationed or station ye, preferablythe former. " Guards

of the inhabitants of Jerusalem]. The great difficultyin this

treacherous community was to find men that could be trusted.

Those who lived in the city would, at all events, have the

strongest motive to fidelity." Each one in his watch] shows

that there was a regularmilitaryorganisation;the guards were

divided into watches, being on duty a certain number of hours

each day." And each one in front of his house]sounds like the

voice of the Chronicler. The guards must have been stationed

on the walls and at the gates; for they were not so much po-
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licemen as sentries to watch against attack from the enemy

outside. It is doubtful whether as yet there were houses in

which they could live,v. i.

4. Here we begin a new section,dealingwith the sparseness

of the population. Perhaps songs like Ps. 127, 128, were com-posed

at this period by a poet who was sympathetic with Nehe-

miah. " Now the city was wide of hands]. Of hands is omitted

in d because not understood. The phrase wide of hands is

common, Gn. 3441Ju. 1810 Is. 2218 33s1 1 Ch. 4* Ps. 104". This

is predicated of land, of the sea, and of streams. The mean-ing

is given usually as wide in both directions. It reallymeans

wide in all directions and is equivalentto long and broad, other-wise

ofhands would add nothing to wide. " And great]emphasises

the extent of the city,and makes an effective contrast with the

following:but the peoplein its midst are few]. Those who actu-ally

lived within the citywalls,from whom the guard had to be

enlisted,were few in number, and besides were obligedvirtually

to camp out, for houses had not been built].In spiteof this the

Chronicler had each sentry stationed in front of his house, v. *!

This statement is authentic and important. When Nehemiah

came to Jerusalem he found the temple restored,and that was

practicallyall there was of Jerusalem, so the city was indeed

in ruins,2*. The houses referred to in Hg. i4 may have been

without the city. The new Judah had been built up on agri-cultural

lines,a necessary condition in a new community, and

was without a headquarters. We can see clearlythat Nehe-

miah's mission was to restore Jerusalem. Now the city had

walls and was safe as a residence,and so the problem confront-ing

Nehemiah was to induce people to live in the cityand to

see that they had houses to dwell in. He proceeds to take

measures accordingly." 5. And my God put it into my heart].

Doubtless he had earnestlypondered the grave problem of this

great empty space enclosed with walls; then the solution comes

to him, as to many earnest souls in ancient times and modern, by

inspiration." And I assembled the nobles and the rulers and the

people],and then the Chronicler,deciding to attach a list of

names at this point, makes Nehemiah say appropriatelyfor

taking their genealogies].Nehemiah had a vastly different pur*
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pose, fortunatelyrecorded in most Greek Vrss.,i. e., for a con-ference.

To provide people and houses in the city the governor

needs the co-operation of the people, and therefore he calls a

great assembly to consider the problem. " And I found the

genealogicalrecord of those who came up in the former time, and

I found written in it]. This is the Chronicler's note to connect

the preceding passage with his list. Here we say farewell to

Nehemiah and his work until we reach c. 11, which describes

the effort to secure residents for Jerusalem and therefore di-rectly

follows.

2. n-van] ""bak ^ p,^ pipt^, 1 domus" "-p-Sp]"***" tv I.

The prep, is lacking in tiP*;V de. " 3. With Qr. rd. nein]." onoj; on ijnj

d xoel Ire ocOtwv ifpijYopoOvTcav=" onpp on -np; V cumque adhuc assis-

terent. I should rd. mop K*n mjn." vrw] "fcBA* 9fi)vo6o6"i"aav= Sjh,db-

"paXt;^a6GKjavL" nun. V oppitaUz." i^opni]rd. nojni or better tojwii.

" 4. o^t* nam] "" xXorreiaBAK + x"PgIl." 5. ,n,?wl"* " k6". " rronnSj

and tfrrn]"l";ouvo8{"sBAM = nnxj^?. V "/ recenserem cos.

7*-8x" is a duplicate of Ezr. 2-y. The notes are found on the

former passage. For convenience of reference,a table of correspond-ing

w. is given. In the list of the Neth. (Ear."-" Ne."-*) the v. di-visions

are not the same in the two recensions,and therefore in that

part the table is only approximately correct.
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NE. II. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION OF

JUDAH.

There are three parts to the c: (i) The drafting of people to live in

Jems., w. lf
; (2) the list of the residents of the holy city, w. "-*;

(3) the towns of the Judean province, vv. "-*. The list is parall. that

in Ezr. 2 = Ne. 7*-", both lists covering essentiallythe same classes,

laity and temple officers, and both containing geographical as weQ

as genealogical material. The list before us is earlier,for here we find

but a handful of people in Jems. (1,400 laity)and their presence the

result of Neh.'s specialefforts,while the great majority of the people

live in the smaller towns, 33 of which were occupied. And yet it can

scarcelybe in its originalform, since the elaborate genealogy of the few

clansmen named would have no place. OF shows expansion since the

list was made (see notes). The text has certainly suffered from cor-ruption,

as is evidenced by comparison with the parallelin 1 Ch. o,

and it has also suffered,like many other writings,from the hands of

editors. Vv. l '" connect directlywith 7"", not with 7T," as Sta. (Gesch.

ii,")and Sm. (Listen,")hold, and show the measures adopted by the

assembly to secure a population for the newly walled city. Ew. has

been followed by many scholars in the belief that the reference is to

the first settlement in the time of Cy. The passage is not so badly

placed as that contention would require. The list which follows,

w. "-*, originally contained the names of those who had taken resi-dence

in Jems. The rest, w. "-*", is an appendix to show the dis-tribution

of the remainder of the people in the province, and so com-pleting

the record. On the names see Sm. Listen,1'-,Kost. Wied." *",

Mey. ""/.""".

1. And the chiefsof the people resided in Jerusalem], That

describes the condition when the assembly of 7' met; the official

classes alone resided in Jerusalem. There are indications here

and there to support this statement, such as the secret corre-spondence

with Tobiah, the rulingclasses being the Jewish party.

The wealthier people, being few in numbers, might live in the

city,while the working people remained on the soil from which

they derived their living." And the rest of the people],in con-
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trast to the preceding, hence the common people, cast lots to

bring one out of ten to dwell in Jerusalem). As the lot was always

deemed sacred, then the one chosen would feel a strong obli-gation

to move to Jerusalem. It is plain that residence in the

holy city was not considered desirable. " And nine parts [were

left]in the cities]is the correct idea. Yet a strict construction

would connect with the lots: one part to dwell in Jerusalem and

nine parts allotted to the cities,i. e,, those named in w.
" ff*.

We must assume that all the common people had been residing

in the cities,such as are enumerated at the close of the chap-ter,

and that now one-tenth of them come to Jerusalem. For

hands denoting fractional parts see also Gn. 47s4 2 S. 1944 2 K.

117. " 2. And the people praised all the men who volunteered to

dwell in Jerusalem], Some evidently offered themselves as res-idents

for the holy city, and these would be in addition to

those drafted by lot. The commendation shows the desperate

plight of a city largelydevoid of a population.

3-24. The residents are treated as in other lists by classes.

We note, as in Ezr. 2, that the laityprecede the temple officers."

3-9. The list of laymen in Jerusalem. This is parallelto 1 Ch.

98-9." 3. These are the chiefmen of the provincewho dwelt in Jerur

salem]. These are the same as the officers of the people, v. *.

This is the Chronicler's introduction to the catalogue of names

which follows. " The rest of the verse connects more appro-priately

with w.20 ff-;in fact,it is a duplicateof v.* and has no

place here. " And in the cities of Judah there dwelt, each man

in his possession,in their cities,Israel,the priestsand the Levites

and the Nethinim and the sons of Solomon's servants]. The last

class is not mentioned subsequently, while we miss from the

catalogue "porters," v. ,9,and "judges," v.22. If in their cities

is authentic, the meaning is each one in his own city. The list

of these cities is found in w.
26 ff-. The implication is that in

Jerusalem dwelt only the civil officers and the common people,

drafted by lot or volunteering,v. *,while the temple officialsand

laityalike dwelt in the towns. The statement is almost ex-actly

what we have in 7" = Ezr. 270 and in 1 Ch. 9s." 4. The

originalsequence to v.2 runs: and in Jerusalem there dwelt some
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of the sons of Judah and of the sons of Benjamin] see on Ezr. i*.

The two tribes of the postexilicperiod,the Jerusalemites coming

from both tribes, i Ch. 9* adds "Ephraim and Manasseh."

Of the sons of Judah would connect very well with v. 8a. Judah

is individual here, not tribal,since the sons are traced back to

him.

Now we have had sufficient intr. to expect a formidable list of names.

As a matter of fact,we have just two, Athaiah, whose ancestry is traced

to the sixth generation, and Maaseiah, traced to the eighth generation.

If these were chief officers,perhaps two Judeans would be all that are

required. The elaborate genealogy marks them as important person-ages.

Athaiah is of the sons of Peres]. Peres was a son of Judah and

Tamar, Gn. 38". " 5. Kal~hozeh] was the father of one of the gate-

builders,the ruler of the district of Mizpah, 3". " The son of the Shi-

lonitc]or with most scholars the Shelanite,a descendant of Shelah, an-other

son of Judah from a Canaanite, Gn. 38*." 6. All the sons of Peres

who dwelt in Jerusalem were 468 men of valour]cannot be right here, for

we are dealing with two individuals,one of whom was a descendant

of Peres. A Gk. text saw the trouble in part and made Maaseiah a

son of Peres; but that is an attempt to correct one error by creating

another. The v. is either to be regarded as a fragment having refer-ence

to the common people drawn by lot to reside in Jems., or we

should substitute Judah for Perest and then we learn that 468 Judeans

were living in the holy city. In 1 Ch. g4-* we find three clan-names,

Uthai, Asaiah, and Jeuel,with a total for the three clans of 600. Uthai

is traced to Peres with four intermediate generations as against five

here, and without a single name in common, yet rvnj? and *mj? are cer-tainly

identical. Asaiah has no genealogy assigned save that he is a

descendant of Shelah, therefore rwpo and nwy are identical (v.Curt.).

" 7. Of the Benj. we are sure of but one name, Sallu,who is carried

back to the eighth generation to Isaiah, but not the well-known

prophet." 8. That this v. is corrupt is clear from a literal rendering"

and no other is possible" and after him Gabbai Sallai 928]. A Gk.

text offers his brothers in place of afterhim, but then the numeral is

in the air. We should expect after v. * all the sons of Sallu were 928. It

is prob. that the originaltext named two Judean leaders who had 468

followers, and one Benj. with 928 clansmen. Gabbai Sallai is as-sumed

to be a double name, but that explanation is very unlikely.

Sallai is a priestin i2T- *. The alternative is to emend on basis of
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d, and rd.: and his brothers Gabbai and Sallai: all the sons of Benj.

The Chr.'s corresponding phrase is " and their brethren for their genera-tions."

" 9. Overseer over them], i, e., over the 928 Benj. of v. *."Over

the second city],i. e., one of the two districts into which the city was

divided for administrative purposes, 3'- ". Senuah occurring also in 1

Ch. 97 can hardly be a different name from Senaah, Ezr. 2" Ne. 3* 7";

v. s. on Ezr. 2". For Judah the son of Senuah the Chr. has Hadaniah

the son of Senuah, but in the genealogy of Sallu! In 1 Ch. 9" we find

the list of Benj. with four clan-names, Sallu,Ibniah, Elah, Meshullam,

and the total is 956. There is littleelse in common. In Ch. Sallu is a

son of Hassenuah, and there is no mention of the officers.

10-14. The list of the priests who dwelt in Jerusalem. "

These are arranged in three groups: (1) 10-12% Jedaiah, Jakin,

and Seraiah,and their brethren engaged upon the work of the

temple, numbering 822; (2) I2b-i3", Adaiah and his brethren

who were heads of the fathers, numbering 242; (3) i3b-i4%

Amashsai and his brethren, men of valour, numbering 128,

making 1,192 in all. The ancestry of the priestsis traced back

in various degrees, Adaiah's to the seventh generation. This

is the same list found in 1 Ch. 910-",though with numerous

variations as noted below.

10. Jedaiah the son of Jojarib, Jakin], 1 Ch. 91* has Jedaiah and

Jehojarib (the same name) and Jakin. Our text cannot be right,

for Jakin lacks the conj. As Jedaiah and Jojarib are separate pr. in

12*- ", Ch. is more likelyto be right. Jedaiah was one of four pr. who

came from the captivity in the time of Zer. before the temple was re-built,

Zc. 610- " (r.Mar.). This is prob. the same man. " 11. This v.

is identical with 1 Ch. o" ezc. that Azariah appears in place of Seraiah

Both are common priestlynames, occurring together in 10*, and it is

impossible to tell which is correct. Ace. to 1 Ch. 5" (cf.Ezr. 7*),

Seraiah was the son of Azariah, but Seraiah's son was carried into

captivity by Nebuchadrezzar, so that both Seraiah and Azariah were

pre-ex. pr., another warning as to the dependence to be placed on these

lists. The line in 1 Ch. 5" ff- and Ezr. 7*- ' is Ahitub, Zadok, Shallum,

Hilkiah, Azariah, Seraiah, while ours is Ahitub (Merajoth), Zadok,

Meshullam, Hilkiah, Seraiah. Ace. to Ezr. 7s Seraiah was the father

of Ezra." Chief officerof the house of God], i. e., high pr. As our text

stands this chief pr. may be either Seraiah or Ahitub. " 12. And their

brethren doing the work for the house], Ch. more specifically:"the

work of the service [orworship] of the house of God.1' The reference is

here prob. to the officialministrations of the pr. in the restored temple,
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though it may refer to the work on the building of the temple. Jedaiah

was a pr. who returned before the temple was built.

12b-13*. Adaiah]. His ancestry in 1 Ch. 9" is Jeroham, Pashhurt

Malchijah, lacking Pelaljah,Amsi, and Zechariah. " 13*. His brethren

heads of the fathers],v. Ezr. 1*. Ch. has " their brethren heads for the

house of their fathers." These pr. had a higher official position than

those in the first group, though the title does not suggest what that

position was. It is,strictlyspeaking, a lay title,but is surely applied

to pr. here.

13l"-14*. Amashsai] occurs nowhere else,and is a very dub. Heb.

name. BDB. suggests Amasai, but 1 Ch. 9" has Maasai, a very com-mon

postex. name (Gray,171)and differingfrom Amasai only in the

order of the first two consonants. The genealogy differs as in the other

cases, but the identification of persons is clear. The ancestors in Ch.

are Adiel, Jahzerah, Meshullam, Meshillemith, and Immer. " 14.

And their brethren]. As our text runs we should rd. his brethren as in

v. ", since Amashsai is the antecedent; but men of valour]standing alone

is a military term and hardly applicable to the pr. In 1 Ch. 9" we have

a statement grouping Jedaiah, Adaiah, and Maasai, and combining

i2" 13
b and 14 ", thus: "and their brethren, heads for the house of

their fathers, 1,760, men of valour for the work of the service of the

house of God." The Chr. ignores the three classes of our text, and

makes a larger total,1,760 as against 1,192. The valour is shown in

the temple work, and that does not consist in laying stones, but in per-forming

rites and ceremonies. Ch. therefore shows a later hand than

our text. " 14b. And the overseer over them was Zabdiel the son of the

great ones]. This name is not elsw. found save as an officer of David,

1 Ch. 27*. He must be regarded as overseer of the third group only,

since Jedaiah was the chief at the temple. There may be a n. p. con-cealed

under the title "great ones," but it is absurd to regard this as

such a name, as even ARV. does. The texts of "" either lack the title

or translate it.

15-18 = 1 Ch. 9,4~'6. The Levites." The two Hebrew texts

differ materially,though the agreements are such as to make

originalidentitycertain. The chief Greek Vrss. show a shorter

text, containing less than half of the material here. The list

consists essentiallyof the genealogy of three Levites, Shemaiah,

Mattaniah, and Abdah. Ch. adds a fourth, Berechiah, but his

name is lacking here because he dwelt in the villagesof the

Netophatites, cf.12".

15. Shemaiah's ancestry is identical in 1 Ch. 9" until we come to

the son of Bunni], for which we find "of the sons of Merari," a
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of Levi. " 16. This v. is represented in Ch. only by three n. p., of

which Bakbukkai may be the Bakbukiah of v. ". The v. is lacking in

the chief Gk. texts; it is a parentheticalnote and properly construed

says: and Skabbcthai and Jonobad of the chiefsof the Lev. were over the

outside work of the house of God], The Gk. text which has this passage

construes outside with house,mng., as in "z. 41", the holy placein contra-distinction

to the holy of holies. But we find "outside work" in x

Ch. 26", which is specifiedas that of officers and judges, therefore it

is secular. Here the word differentiates the Lev. work from the more

sacred offices of the pr., and perhaps refers to menial tasks. "

Chiefs of the Lev.],similar to "chiefs of the fathers," applied to the

pr. in v. ". " 17. The best Gk. texts have only MaUaniah the son of

Mocha and Obed [Abdah]the son ofSomonei, showing how these genealog-ical

records have grown even in late times. Mattaniah is here a con-temporary

of Neh., but in v." he is three generations earlier. In 1 Ch.

o" we find Zichri instead of Zabdi, names which resemble each other

more closelyin Heb. than in English. After Asaph we have four words

not in Ch. EV*. make no use of them. The words must give some

further information about Mattaniah, not about Asaph. By emending

the text we get chiefof the praise [singing],teacher of the [liturgical]

prayers].The Lev. had an important role in the public services,and

Mattaniah was the leader in the offices." Second of his brethren]is a

sore puzzle. Second, however, is connected with the preceding "chief"

or "first,"and the prob. mng. then is that Bakbukiah was next in office

to Mattaniah the chief. "His brethren" would refer to that section

of the Lev. who were trained to lead the chants and prayers. " Abdah

the son of Shammua], 1 Ch. 9" has "Obadiah the son of Shemaiah,"

differingchieflyin having iah at the end of both names. " 18. All the

Lev. in the holy city were two hundred and eighty-four].There were

1,192 pr. (v.s.),and we see here as elsw. testimony to the comparative

paucity of men belonging to the Levitical order. There are slightly

more than four pr. to each Lev.

19. The Porters. " But two names are given, Akkub and Talmon.

1 Ch. 9" adds ShaUum and Ahiman. In Ezr. 2" we find six names of

porters, Akkub and Talmon being among them. In 12s1 six porters

are named, Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, Obadiah, MeshuUam, Talmon, and

Akkub, the first three of whom are in this list classed as Levitical

singers (v.")." Who keep watch in the gates](lacking in the best Gk.

texts)is the only definition of the function of the porters in these lists,

x Ch. 9"-" givesan elaborate statement of their duties,showing that their

office was chieflyconnected with the temple gates (cf.1 Ch. 26)." 80.

This v. is virtuallya repetitionof v. * b. It may serve as a transition to

mark the fact that the Neth. did not dwell in Jems, proper. It would

be more appropriate as an intr. tow." *". Vv. " ' are lacking in

the chief Gk. texts." 21. The Neth. were dwelling in Ophet],so 3-
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q. v. Of the leaders of the Netb., Ziha is found in the list,Ear. 2" '"

Ne. 7M ff-,but Gishpa is not found elsw. It may be a corruption for

Hasupha, the second name in the listin Ezr. 2.

22-24. Miscellaneous notes about certain officers and

about the singers." 22*. The chiefof the Levites in Jerusalem

was Uzzt]seems to belong to the listof Levites, w. 16_18;"" lacks

"
in Jerusalem," better adapting the clause to its present place.

Uzzi's ancestry is in part common with Shemaiah's and Mat-

taniah's,w. 1B-18." 22b-23. The singers." The confusion in the

list is very marked here, but on the whole it is best to follow

MT. and begin a new section with ofthe sons ofAsaph],though
Mika is a grandson of Asaph accordingto 417." The singerswere

over the business ofthe house ofGod],so ARV. " Over" is doubt-ful,

as the originalmeans rather in frontof. It may be that an

attempt was made to say that the quarters of the singerswere

in front of the temple.

23. For the commandment ofthe king was upon them],cf.12*, where in

accord with the theory of the Chr. the king who instituted the temple

ritual was David, and David is meant here. " And a settled provision

forthe singers,as every day required]as ARV. is surelywrong, for we are

not dealing with the support of the singers,but with their duties. It

is difficult to render tijdk in any satisfactoryway. Some texts of ""

show another word, " stood over the singers." On the basis of this

hint,we may conjecture:he imposed upon the singersthe duty of a day

in its day. This resembles closelythe confused note in Ch. David

exacted of the singers the strict and punctual performance of their

dailyduties. " 24. And Pethahiah the son of Meshezabel of the sons of

Zerah the son of Judah was at the king'shand for all business with the

people].We are suddenly removed far away from temple officialsand

services and plunged into civilian affairs. This v. would fita record of

the royalofficers such as we find in 2 S. 8" ff-.

26-36. The Judeans and the Benjamites outside of Jeru-salem.

" The list is no longer genealogical,but geographical;

we have not a list of the heads of clans,but of the towns in-habited

by Jews in the postexilicperiod. These are in the old

Benjamite and Judean territories. Jerusalemis the centre, but

the holy city was on the ancient #borderlandbetween Judah
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and Benjamin. The postexilicJudea comprises territoryon

the north and still more on the south.

The Judean list is contained in w. t|-M and comprises seventeen

towns, located from Beersheba to the environs of Jerus. Of Benj.

towns there are sixteen in vv. "-**. After some of the names we have

"daughters," 6 t., after others "villages" (bis),after one (Lachish)

"fields,"all in connection with the Judean list exc. one (Bethel). Of

the seventeen Judean towns, all but two, Jeshua (v.M) and Meconah

(v.")} are in the listof towns assigned to Judah in Jos. 15, and the order

is the same in both lists. Of the fifteen or sixteen Benj. towns, but

three,Geba, Bethel, and Ramah, are among the fourteen assigned to

Benj. in Jos. 18. On the other hand, seven are found among the

places enumerated in Ezr. 2 = Ne. 7, while not one of the Judean towns

finds a place. Possibly the Judeans were reckoned as belonging to the

holy city,and the Benj. were the country people so often mentioned

as living in their towns. Of all these thirty-three towns but one

occurs in the list of places from which the wall-builders came, i. e.,

Zanoah, v. M (cf.Ne. 3"). A comparison with the shorter lists of ""

suggests that names have been added in the list at a late period; such

additions would be made as the population spread so as to keep the

list up to date.

25-30. The Judean towns. " 25. And unto the villagesin theirfields]

evidently requires something preceding. It would connect very well

with 2b, showing the disposition of the nine parts not allotted to

Jerus. We can join to this more immediately the misplaced v.";

making some necessary corrections by comparison with v. * and x Ch.

o1, we have: and the rest of Israel were in all their cities,each one in his

possession,and [spread]unto the villagesin their fields." Some of the sons

of Judah dwelt],the others,of course, being those in Jerus. as described

in w. * *-. There follows the list of seventeen towns. Dibon is a city

of Moab, prob. to be identified with the Judean Dimonak (Haupt, in

ZA
,
1887,"'). Yekabseel appears in Jos. 15s1 as Kabseel,so 2 S. 23*" 1 Ch.

1 1"; of course, the same place is meant. " 26. In Jeshua]. This sounds

rather strange as a place-name. As no such name is known, and as an

unheard-of place is scarcelypossiblein a list like this,the other names

being common, we have to suppose a corruption, as "JL suggests, or

that in Jeshua is a marginal note, originallyintended to call atten-tion

to the fact that these names were to be found in the book of Jos.

" 28. Meconah] does not occur elsw. Doubtless it is a corruption for

njoiD, occupying the correspondingplacein Jos. 15". " 29. En-rimmon]

is incorrectlydivided in Jos. 15", "Am and Rimmon." On Zorah

see Moore's Judges,". " Its fields].The term originallymeant moun-tain

or wild land,but here the reference is to the cultivated land (GAS.

Jer. i,"1)."30. And theyencamped from Beersheba to Ge-hinnom]. The
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valley of Hinnom ran along the western wall of Jems., and is given in

Jos. 15" as the northern boundary of Judah. Beersheba was the pro-verbial

southern limit of the whole land. The term "encamped,"

though parall.u dwelt" in v. 2', suggests a temporary condition,and so

gives colour to the theory that this c. was originallyintended to de-scribe

the settlement of a caravan which had recentlyarrived.

31-36. The Benjamite towns. " The first clause has puzzled inter-preters.

"The children also of Benj. from Geba dwelt at Michmash"

of AV. was revised to "the children of Benj. also dwelt from Geba

onward, at Michmash," in ARV. The fact is that we have a slight

corruption of a single letter,and the true text reads very simply:

and the sons of Benj. in Geba, Michmash, etc. " 33. Nob] is doubtless

the same as Nebo, Ezr. 2s'. " Ananiah] occurs nowhere else,and is

certainly corrupt. " 34 Hazor] is doubtless the same as BaaUhaxor,

2 S. i3u, as the situation on the border between Ephraim and Benj.

favours such identification. " GiUaim] elsw. only in 2 S. 4s, where it

appears to be a Benj. place." 35. NebaUat] is found nowhere else."

Ge-haharaskitn]means valleyof the craftsmen,but n. pr. loc. is*required

here, as in 1 Ch. 4". It was prob. a wady near Jems., known as the

residence of a certain class of workmen. Ace. to 1 Ch. 4" it was founded

by Joab. " 36. Lit.,and from the Lev. portionsof Judah for Benj.],the

mng. of which may be and some of the Lev. had allotments of Judah and

of Benj.

3. o^njn] lacking in (B3*. " 4. rvnp] "fcLAOapaafac " *n"nnn. " "jacj

(" xal dhcb \A"v. " 5. *jS"n], The pointing should be " ^Stfn,from nStf;

d toG AT)X*jveBN,HXb"vtA,2T)Xa"vetL;"g makes rnwjD one of the sons of

Peres, having of the sons of Peres, corresponding to of the.sons of Judah

in v. *." 8. "SL has xal 6x(au" auroG ol d8eX?ol afrcoG r""oue SijXcct. ot

xavr*; 4wax6aioc eTxoat 6x*cd) toG Bevia^tv. I suspect a dup. at the be-ginning

rather than a plus, vnro being rd. instead of mnx, the original

being, therefore:
. . . ps^a ^a Va ^Sdi 04 mm. In that case we should

rd. mvn for f\D in v. ". The least emendation for v. " is to rd. *ja Sai

1S0.
" 9. ruinon-p mm] is to be identified with moon-p nmvi, 1 Ch.

o7. " 10 f
.
identical with 1 Ch. o10 exc. that p fails before an^ and

nnp = nnTp. " 11. -uj]"BBKA dtxtfvocvct(yi),frro6t"vo"^\"12.
. . .

njnr

d"jpi]lacking in "5BN. ""B lacks first three names and p before 'sdm.

" 13. wiw] lacking in "SPH\ " -"dk
. . .

Mrw-p] lacking in "BB*A.
" 14.

"vpw] to end, ""P*A xoel ix(axoxo"; BaJtrjX." a^Tirrp] "fcL u\bq x"v (it-

T"Xuv. " 16 f
.

dmSh
. . .

opmtjn] lacking in "***. " n"vin] ""*"|pya TOu

oTxou xou Oeou xou i^circdrou." 17. "gBNA has only %a\ MoOovcd \j\bqMagA

xal 'Qfrlfiul6"; Sanouft."
nScnS mvn] ""L 'Aadup (JfpxwvtoG aTvou xart

'Io68a";tti"; Tpootux^K, one of the rare cases where Torrey admits the

value of this text (ES.110).In """ we find,taking in a littleof the con-text

to show connection, 'Aad"pdfpxiffoctoG aTvou toG 'Iouddk t(";xpo-
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ot^xip. To get sense we should rd. nSnnn,used in a technical sense

for a psalm; for mw we might rd. jhw, teacher, n^on has a tech-nical

sense as in Ps. 72" and in psalm titles and means a liturgical

prayer." IS. ttnpn . . .
Sa] lacking in 0SBHA." 28b lacking in "BAIC.

tip* xal St^uvcv tv xkttt Ixl xols tfdol* x. x. X. This is a dup., cor-rected

from MT., but showing originallyicp for toon, since """ has

Sdyutvcv hri to!? 4"oic We must rd. nsj"i, *. j." 24. ^itarro]"MA"

Baai"z. " -nrr*
. . .

*jac] lacking in iS8**. " i"SJ^ "%6(uva." 26. From

72, last syl.of j?a-wn, to end of v. is lacking in ""BA" (save that A has

a?$o)." ?r"-wn]0L OuTOTp"av afrrfte= n^wx " 26. ""*** has only xol tv

'Ir^o6,OF xal iv Sooa x. t. X." 27. **A* has only xal iv Bcixxnfc""."38 f
.

lacking in "DBAK." nj^c] ^ Moqu], Mocxva *"-. " 80. oVi? rut]and npijr

'ai]lacking in "**A"." roc] "sV"akl h B." wn mj iy] lacking in ****.

"31. rvp] to end of v. " lacking in "**** " 86.
. . .

mpSno] ^ tftcp"3c"

"v t$ 'IouSd xal t^" Bcvcatyuv.

NE. I2ia. A LIST OF PRIESTS AND LEVTTES ARRANGED

BY PERIODS.

This list was inserted here prob. as a sort of appendix to the preced-ing
lists. It carries us down to a late period,certainlyto the Gk. age.

The basis of the chron. system is the succession of high pr., v~M'-,

put in by the Chr. as a guide, and covering the whole Pers. period.
There are five parts: (1) the names of those belonging to the time of

Jes.,the associate of Zer.f w. ""; (2) the succession of high pr.; (3)

those of the period of Jojakim, Jes/s successor, w. **-*";(4) Lev. of

the time of Eliashib,a generation later,v. n; (5)apparently intended to

be a list of those of the time of Johanan called here the son (but ace*

to v. "" '" the grandson) of Eliashib, w. "-". It appears, therefore,that

the passage was originallydesigned to furnish a list of the pr. and Lev.

who were heads of their guildsduring the whole of the Pers. period.The

passage shows the hand of the Chr. throughout. The big gaps in the

best uss. of tf show that the list was developed at a late date, and yet

it was never completed, unless we suppose that some of the Chr/s sys-tematic

work has been lost. As in c. 11 there is here and there inter-spersed

a phrase denning the functions of certain Lev. On the lists

see Mey. Eml." '" "", Sm. Listen*.

1-9. A list of priests and Lerites who came op with

Zerabbabel and JesInuL The passage purports to be parallel

to the list in Ezr. 2*-* and Ne. i""*.

1. Jes.]. To make the identification certain "*- inserts the sem ef

Joseiek. Aha this we should expect the pr. as we have the Lew. m

". % cf. n". All the names after ShHrintah, i. e., out of the total
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22, are lacking in the chief Gk. texts. " 7. These were the heads of the

pr. and their brethren in the days of Jes.]. Brethren was mechanically

inserted after pr., apparently for no other reason than its constant

recurrence in the listsof pr. and Lev. It has a technical sense in these

lists,like associates,those of the same class. The listdoes not pretend

to name all the individual pr., but only the heads of clans. " 8. The

Lev. in two groups; first six names, and then it is said of one of them:

He and his brethren were [appointed]over the thanksgivings].The ante-cedent,

therefore,must be sg. In view of 11" (of which 8b is a dup.),

we should prob. rd.: and the Lev.; Jes.,Binuni, Kadmid, Sherehiak,

Judah, Mattaniah; and Mattaniah was over the thanksgivings,he and

his brethren. Instead of Jes.,Binuni, Kadmid, v. M has Jes. the son of

Kadmid. " 9. And Bakbukiah and Unni [and] their brethren were op-posite

them for the functions]. This may refer to antiphonal singing,

or to the changes of orders for different occasions. It is an elabora-tion

of the vague "second" of n17, whatever that may mean. " Unni]

= Obadiah in v. " and Abda in 11".

10 f. gives a priestlygenealogy from Jeshua, the son of

Josedek, to Jaddua. According to Jos. (Ant. xi,8,5),Jaddua

was a contemporary of Alexander the Great. The list there-fore

extends through two centuries; as there are six genera-tions,

the time covered corresponds very closelyto that date.

Further confirmation comes from the identification of Eliashib

with the high priestof Nehemiah's time, 31.

12-21. Priests and Levites of a later period." 12. And in the

days of Jojakim],the father or predecessorof Eliashib,and therefore

we are in the period just before Neh.'s advent. " Priests the heads of

guildswere]. The listin w. "-" was of the contemporaries of Zer.; this

list gives the heads of those clans a century later. The scheme is to

give a clan-name and then the contemporary representative,thus; of

the guild or course of Serai ah, Meraiah. The clan-names are those of

vv. "-"." 14. Afdiki],but Malluk in v. "." Hattush of v. f fails us here.

The omission may be accidental,or, as "5 lacks the name in v. s, it

may be an error there. " Shebaniah] = Shekaniah, v. "." 15. Harim] =

Rehum, v. "." Merajoth]= Meremoth, v. "." 16. Ginnethon] = Ginnetho,

v. "." 17. Afinjamin]= Mijamin, v. ". The name of the representative

of this clan has fallen out. " Moadjah] = Maadjah, v. "." 20. Satli]=

Sallu,v. ".

22. A list of the Levites of a generation succeeding, i. e., in the

days of Eliashib, contemporary with Nehemiah." All three names

recur in the genealogy of high pr., v. ", being the last three of that list;

for Jonathan and JoirfHs^^Jdentical.As Eliashib was the father
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of Jojada, we might render: the Lev. in the days of Eliashib,Jojada,

Jonathan and Jaddua were recorded as heads of guilds]. At all events,

the three high pr. cannot be classed as Lev. " And the pr. unto the

reign of Dor. the Pers.]is quite unintelligiblehere. The idea seems to

be that a certain list covered the pr. known as far down the period as

the reign of Dar., cf.v. ". It may be misplaced from w. "-% where the

date would be accurate. It is obviously but a fragment. Dar. the Pers.

is peculiar,the only case of the gentilicform, and suggests a fragment

from an unfamiliar hand.

23-26. Another list of Levites and notes of their duties." 23.

Here we find the unusual sons of Levi in place of the common Lev.t

"perhaps to include them with pr.," Berth. " Written upon the booh

of the deeds of the days], "The deeds of the days" is equiv. to an-nals

or chronicles; it is a technical term used many times, though

usually with some further definition,as the annals of the kings of

Israel (or Judah). It refers,though, to a historical record, not to a

genealogy. But the Chr. wrote history on the theory that genealo-gies

were an important part, and this may pass as his work. In 7*,

however, the correct term, "book of genealogy/' occurs. " And down

to the days of Johanan [orJonathan, v. "] the son ofEliashib],or strictly

the grandson, w. 10 '-,cf.Ezr. io"; "son" is not employed very strictly

in these records. The words do not fit their present connection,

as they require a preceding statement of an earlier date than that of

Jonathan. Instead of the inappropriate"book of the chronicles,"

there may have originallystood "in the days of
. . .

and down to,"

etc. Or v. "b
may be connected with v. "", the record extending from

Eliashib to his grandson. The idea is that there was a record of the

Lev. who were heads of guildsdown to the time of Johanan, that is,later

than Neh. " 24. The Lev. are divided into two classes by their offices.

In the first class we find nearly the same names as in v. % Hashahiah,

Sherebiah, and Jes. the son of Kadmiel. " And their brethren in front

ofthem],V in their courses, v. on v. *." The office of this class is to praise

and give thanks] cf. v. " 11". " David] is here given the prophetic title

the man of God, to show that his authority in the regulation of the

temple service was not royal but prophetic. How different is the

David of 2 S. 7, who was enjoined from building the temple by Nathan

the prophet! " Watch next to watch] ARV., but see v. " for their watches

or functions. B renders freely and they in turn kept watch equally.
It seems more natural to suppose that the reference here is not to

standing watches by turn, but to the antiphonalsinging,one body of

singersopposite another body." 25. The second class of Lev. consists

of six men, the first three of whom " Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, and

Obadiah (=*Abda=Unni) " are named in w. " f- nIT, and the last two,

Talmon and Akkub, are named as porters in xx". In x Ch. 0" we find

also Shallum, correspondingto our Meshullam." As our text stands their
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duties are thus defined: watchmen, gatekeepers[their]office,at the store-houses

of the gates]. Such a description is very prob. wrong. The

Vrss. render variously, "E having watchmen, gatekeepers of the watch

when I gatheredthe gatekeepers. H has: keepers of the gates and of the

fore-courtsbeforethe gates, a rendering which has the advantage of mak-ing

sense. All we can say positivelyis that these men were charged

with the duty prescribed in 7* of seeing that the gates were watched and

opened and closed at the proper time. This fact,as well as the " I " of

"",suggests a fragment of N. The same function in 11" is prescribed

for the gatekeepers. The confusion is surely bewildering. The impli-cation

is that the gatekeepers were a branch of the Levitical body. "

26. The text contains "*,v\ dates, one that of Jojakim the predecessor

of Eliashib. the other tn.it of Neh. and Ezra. But the theory is that

Ezra and Neh. were contemporaries, and it is possibly the intention of

the writer to name three men assumed to be of the same age, and there-fore

we should expect F.tf"?tub instead of Jojakim. One Gk. cod. con-nects

this date with the following story of the dedication of the walls.

It is suggestive to find Neh. preceding Ezra, contrary to the Chr.'s

arrangement of his material. Strictlyspeaking, we might interpret

this v. as mng. that the listsenumerated cover the period from Jojakim

to Ezra, a period of considerable length.

2. tfwn] lacking in "SPAit." jntt"]"BL IrjaoutoG IcixjeSex." nnDK] ""L

At"piot";." 3. From om to v. 7", the end of the list,there is a blank

in "RBAK." 4. ny] "" Aookok;." 8. h^pdJ "Rb Maxotvia." *m] "fr xal

ol ufol a"ToG = vmi. " nrvn-SpJ tfBAK ix\ twv xetp"v, ""L kr\ xCw l"o-

lioXof^acuv = nnwn-Sj? as in v. ,7. And so we should rd. instead of

a. X., which is a form hard to explain, "B shows that the error was an

old one. " 9. "fcBAK omits all but last word, which is connected with v. ".

" After orww] (fc1*inserts dvexpoGovro, which in five places represents

four different Heb. words, no one of which can readilybe inferred here. "

10. jne*]"$L 'Itjsouc0 toG 'IwoeSex. " 12. vn] flBA** aoeXqrcl afccou =

ww, "$L has the dup. ^oov ol dfe." rpjjn]lacking in "*B. " "3iSdS]"S t$"

MoeXoux = T^d, as v. *. ("BA* omits all the rest of the names down to

the end of v. ". " 15. onnj "$L Peouti = ovn, as v. "." 17. After O'C^r1*)

4P* has Moaai. Some name is required. ""N has Bevioiietvh xa(-

pot? t# ftX^Ttt,reading onjnea. " 24. rvamj " Agta A"j"z$ia(q;)*HL."

Smmp-pJ HPA* xal ol olol Kao"t4jX; ""- xal ol olol aOrou, Ke"txHjX; con-sistently

that text reads ol "45eX9ol afaoG, showing vn*, and having

Kadmiel alone as antecedent." 25. id"d
. " "

n^nej lacking in "*BAK.

" -\DPD onpw] ""L xuXupol 9uXaxfj";." *5?n *dd"o] "" h Tq" ouvaYorfelv \u

to""; TuX""po"";.We should rd. on^3, as in n". "

. . .

-\db"d]V custodes

portarum ct vestibulorum ante pottos." 26. ""BA* lacks ?bx and nnon.

" Before 'e^aij""L has a part of what is also found in v. ", giving this

as the date of the dedication of the walls.



NEHEMIAH ^'i'"43 279

NE. I2*7-4*. THE DEDICATION OF THE WALLS.

The subject shows that we must go back to 7*, for the dedication

would be the natural sequence to the completion of the building. It

is prob. that the originalorder was 7* i2,7-*" 7"-'* n1 f
.

Editors and

compilers have done much more damage, however, than merely to dis-arrange

the chron. connections; for in this part the confusion is prob.

unparalleledin the OT. It is beyond the bounds of probability that

any ingenuity of criticism will be able to restore the original. At the

basis there seems to be a mere unintelligiblefragment of N. which has

been worked over and over until the passage is hopelessly obscure.

We have two recensions of the expanded text, of which the Gk. is by

far the simpler.

But the main course of the narrative may be followed. The Lev.

were brought from their rural abodes to lead in the joyful songs. The

people were drawn up in two companies, each with its leader,and with

a company of pr. carrying clarions. One company started from the

dung gate eastward, traversing the wall to the east water gate, and

halting in the temple area. The second company with Neh. at its

head went in the opposite direction,and after going along a portion of

the wall halted also in the temple area. The whole body, now reunited,

witnessed the offeringof splendid sacrifices and participated in the loud

rejoicings. On this section see Kost. Wied." '-,and esp. the excellent

article by Mitchell, JBL. 1003,1" *-,in which he has attempted, with

the aid of all the modern light,to show the course of march of each

company.

Its place here is prob. due to the fact that in its present form it is

much more concerned with the pr. and Lev. than with the walls. We

might perhaps give it as a title: The Great Place of the Priests and Lewies

in the Dedication of the Walls. Nevertheless there seems to be a frag-ment

of N. discernible here and there, though so worked over by the

Chr. as to be barely distinguishable. It is noteworthy that ("BA* here

generally agree, showing a singleprototype and that their version is

much shorter than MT. MT. therefore reveals much editing and

amplifying. The passage begins with such abruptness that we may as-sume

that some introductory words have been lost.

27. And at the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem], a phrase

which shows that we are not dealingwith N. He would not have

named the city." They sought the Levites from all their places].

Here we have an exact statement of fact. In Nehemiah's time

the Levites did not live in Jerusalem, but were scattered about



280 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

the country. " To make a dedication and rejoicing. In joyful

singingthe Levites are assumed to be leaders,cf.v. u. " And with

thanksgivings]fits in very poorly, as it interruptsthe connection.

The dedication and rejoicingwere to be made with song of cym-bals

and oflutes],i. e.f songs sung to the accompaniment of cym-bals

and lutes. An editor has added the third common instru-ment,

and with harps])for the construction differs from the

preceding and the word fails in (8. Harps would hardly be suit-able

in a procession." 28 f
.
is parallelwith v. ". The Levites

were gathered from their places to sing joyful songs, and now

the sons of the singers]are collected from the same places and

for the same purpose.
" Sons of the singers" means those skilled

in song. " From the plain*around Jerusalem and from the villages

and from thefields]so "B,to which in MT. we find additions thus:

from the villagesof the Netophathitesand from Beth-haggilgaland

from the fieldsof Geba and Azmaweth]. Netophah is about fif-teen

miles south-west of Jerusalem, and was in later days the

home of Levites. Beth-haggilgalis a mystery, but as other

names have a noun preceding,this may mean, from the Levite

house at Gilgal,a name given to several localities,any one

of which may be meant here. Geba and Azmaweth are north

of Jerusalem. The use of hamlets and fields shows that the

Levites of Nehemiah's time were earning their livingfrom the

soil. The simpler text of "B is the original,a conclusion borne

out by the note following:for the singers had built their ham-lets

about Jerusalem]. The Chronicler was overfond of loading

down his narrative with such comments. " 30. In preparation

for a religiousoffice the priestsand Levites purifiedthemselves],

cf Ezr. 6*. This would be necessary for the Levites who had

been engaged in agriculture;perhaps also for the priests,be-cause

they had been labouring on the walls. The singers are

not mentioned, because they are the same as the Levites.

After purifying themselves, they in turn purifiedthe people and

the gates and the wall]. "$ saw the incongruity and rendered, as

is perfectlypossible by change of pointing,"gatekeepers" for

* G. A. Smith holds that plain or circuit here has a politicalrather than a geographical

sense Uer. i,m).
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"gates,"but wc stillhave "wall," and "gatekeepers" is not ap-propriate

here. How this purifying was accomplished we are

not informed; Sieg.says by a sacrifice,and by sprinklingwith

the blood of the victim. " 31. And I had the princesof Judah go

upon the wall; and I stationed two great processionsand they were

proceedingto the rightat the dung gate]. The first person shows

that we have a trace of N. again. There is a general descrip-tion

of the whole company which took part in the dedication

upon the wall, consistingof the princes and the processionsof

singers or of the people generally. Mitchell, however, proposes

"and the one went" for "and they were proceeding" (JBL.

1903,97),making the passage refer to one of the two companies.

The place where they ascended the wall was at the dung gate

in the Tyropceon valley on the south. (But cf.note on v. ".)"

32. And there went afterthem Hoshaiah and halfof the princesof

Judah], but corresponding to this in v.
"

we have halfof the peo-ple,

and should so read here. It is plain that as we have half

of the parade here, and find the other half with Nehemiah,

v. *, and as we have the second procession,v. M, we are dealing

now with the first processiononly. Further, this division goes

to the right,while the second goes to the left,v. M. Possibly the

clauses are transposed in v.
n and that we should read: and I

stationed two great divisions upon the wall; one was at the dung

gate; and I caused the princesof Judah [thefirstdivision]to go to

the right." 33 f
.
Some names are inserted here absolutelywithout

connection. Most of them we can identifywith Levites. Judah

and Benjamin as they stand in the list are persons, not tribes,

and yet it is tempting to think that they are reallyused here to

cover the whole community. " 35 f
.
And some of the sons of the

priestswith clarions],cf."sons of the singers,"v. *8. The clarion

was a priestlyinstrument. It was not intended for tunes but

for signals,like our bugle. The priestsnamed are Zechariah,

whose ancestry is traced to Asaph the singer,and (accordingto

(8) Shemaiah and Azarel. The other names are partly corrupt

forms not found elswehere. " With the singing instruments of

David the man of God], cf.v.
u and Am. 6s. This can hardly be

original;for the priestshad clarions and the Levites had the ac-
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companying instruments,v. S7." And Ezra the scribe was before

them]. The Chronicler is bound to magnify his favourite and

so he does not hesitate here to make him the leader of the band.

37. The course of this processionis now described: unto the

fountain gate],"by" of RV., instead of "unto," or literally
"upon," is a doubtful renderingforced by the difficultyof the

situation: and straightbeforethem],RV., rather and over against

them, but it is impossibleto say over againstwhat. " They went

up by the stairs of the cityof David] v. 316." It is generallyas-sumed

that the processionleaves the wall and goes straight

north, Ryle, Sieg. But from the qualifyingclause by the ascent

of the wall above the house of David],it would appear that the

company followed the wall. Our ignorance of the ancient

topography makes it impossibleto determine the exact force

of the words. " And to the water gate on the east]of the temple,

cf.3s*. This was the end of the journey of the first company.

The march took them around something like one-fourth of the

circuit of the walls,from the dung gate to the water gate."

38. And the second processionwas going to the left],i. e., to the

west: to meet them there in one Greek text. " And I was following

it; and halfthe people]. Nehemiah himself was in the rear of

this procession,as Hoshaiah followed the other,v. n; the Chron-icler

put Ezra with the former, a high dignitarybeing with

each company. " Upon the wall above the tower ofthe ovens as far

as the broad wall]is the descriptionof the course followed by the

second division." 39. Here we find the course of the march re-sumed:

beyond the gate ofEphraim and past the old gate*and the

fishgate and the tower of Hananel and the tower ofHammeah and

to the sheepgate and they stoppedat the gate of the guard]. This

processionwent out by the gate of Ephraim and marched around

the walls to the sheep gate, and then keeping within the walls

finished the circuit to the gate of the guard, which was dose

by the temple. There must have been bad going outside of

the walls for the latter part of the march, or else the company

came inside because it had nearly reached the meeting-place

at the temple area. The distance traversed was thus about

* Strictly" gate of the old [pool],"Mitchell,JBL. 1003," *".

k.
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the same as that of the first procession."40. And both proces-sions

came to a halt at the house ofGod\. One had come into the

cityat the water gate, the other at the sheep gate, both places

in the temple precincts. It is assumed that they marched on

until they met and stopped at the temple. The story then is

resumed in v. a, for w.
41 f- contain material inappropriateto

this place." And I and halfthe nobles with me] is doubtless a

genuine fragment of N., but the predicateis gone beyond re-covery,

perhaps buried in the list of priestlynames. It may be

a duplicateof "I and half of the people,"v. 88." 41. This con-tains

a listof seven priestswho had trumpets. It isperhaps in-tended

to imply that this is the body of priestsin the second

company correspondingto those assignedto the first company,

v. ", and so the Chronider has put his material in at a very

bad place,for here we have done with the second procession

and are dealingwith the whole body at rest before the temple.

"42. A further list of eightpriestsis given,but with no in-timation

of their office." And the singerschanted aloud]seems

to be authentic, as this singingwould naturallybegin as the

two processionshalted before the temple." The followingand

Izrahiah was the overseer]is certainlycorrupt or a bald inter-polation

by the Chronicler. "K has and the singerswere heard

and paid attention. " 43. The conclusion of the dedicatoryexer-cises

consisted of great sacrifices,for which purpose the pro-cessions

had halted at the temple,and rejoicingon the part of

the whole people,includingwomen and children,who had nat-urally

gathered to watch the great proceedings." The rejoicing

of Jerusalem was heard afarojjf],i. e.} the joyfulshouting was

loud and participatedin by many people,cf.Ezr. 31*.

44-47. Provision to secure the collection of the priestly

revenues. The connection with the dedication of the walls

is purely artificial "On that day" (cf.131)is about as vague

as "once upon a time." The passage by subjectmatter is con-nected

with io28-89,and with some parts of c. 13. It is quiteim-possible

to assignany definite date. It appears to be due to the

Chronicler or to some other whose supreme interest was the cult.

r
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44. Men were appointed over the storerooms],the rooms in

which the sacrificialsuppliesand the dues of the temple officers

were kept. It was the business of these men, not to guard the

stuff collected,but rather to see that a good amount was kept

on hand. " For the supplies],in apposition to which, describing

what these supplies were, we read: for the heave-offerings,for

the first-fruitsand for the tithes],the chief offeringsthat are made

by an agriculturalpeople." To gatherinto them],i. e., the store-rooms.

" For the fieldsof the cities]makes poor sense. From the

fields,as we find in "8L,would do in itself,but why fields of the

cities? "JB,by a difference of a singleletter,givesfor the chiefs

of the cities,a better reading,as the meaning is that general offi-cers

were delegated to make collections for the whole country

instead of intrustingthe task to the local officials." The legal

portions]or apportionments; the amount to be gathered was not

left to the discretion or the greed of the temple officers,but

was determined strictlyby law. The collections described here

are exclusivelyfor the support of the priestsand Levites. It

was possiblenow to make such collections,for Judah rejoiced

in the priestsand Levites who served]literally,stood, i. e., cared

for the interests of the whole people in the temple services. "

45. As this verse stands, sense cannot be extracted from it save

by violence. The subjectof kept cannot be the "collectors" of

v. **,for we are finished with them ; nor
" the priestsand Levites,"

for they are objectsin this passage, not subjects. There is only

one other choice: read therefore and the singersand the gale-

keepersperformed the officesof their God and the officeof purifica-tion

according to the command of David and of Solomon his son],

"Purification" is more than doubtful; possibly we should sub-stitute

the law, an emendation requiring but a slightchange

in the original." 46. The Chronicler persistsin attributingthe

temple institutions to David and Solomon. For in the days

of David and of Asaph of old]. We should expect Solomon in

place of Asaph, as v. 46." There were chiefsof the singers],or,

as Sulzberger renders: "a guild of singers" (Am-ha"-aretz,4h),

Asaph himself being the great chief, at least according to the

Chronicler. The text should run : for in the days ofDavid, Asaph
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was ofold the chiefofthe singers,cf.1 Ch. 6S1 ,fl. We know noth-ing

of Asaph from the authentic historyof David's time. " And

a song of praiseand thanksgivingto God\ is certainlydisjointed.

The meaning is apparently that temple songs as well as singers

go back to the time of David. B forces a connection, leaders

of songs were appointed over the songs, etc. " 47. In the days of

Zerubbabel and in the days ofNehemiah], unconscious testimony

to the fact that in this period there were but two real civil

leaders known. Jeshua and Ezra evidently had no place in

the government. " All Israel paid the portionsof the singersand

of the porters, the obligationof a day on Us day]; the support

of these officialsis here separated from that of the priestsand

Levites, and is described as if the payments were made volun-tarily

without the intermediaries named in v. 44." From the fol-lowing

we get a different story from that told in v. u: and they

set apart for the Levites and the Levites set apart for the sons of

Aaron], From this it would appear that the singersand porters

received support from the people,and they gave a part of their

suppliesto the Levites and the latter in turn bestowed a part on

the priests. To say nothing of the contradiction,this method

of supporting the men higher up is extremely improbable.

27. nmna] "$ h 6"i"Xa6ABAK,a transliteration/though there is a con-fusion

of letters in "E; N adds iv i^oiioXofijott,showing a dup. L has

xat ifaXXidoet = njj-tai,Jf in actione graliarum." "wj "$ $8at? = on^B\

" nnwai] lacking in "fP**. " 28. omwn ijaj"" ol ulot Aeut. " *n"a]

lacking in "*BA*." 29. Mwi nooi] lacking in "*BA" ("*Liv BaiO-raX),

so niDtp pa i." maoo] (Jbax $v#" 30. onyrnj ""bak to6" xuXwpo6?. "

31. nVjwi]d dv^ve-fxav;v. b lackingin ""bak. " roSnni](fc1*xott "tf}X0ov,

V el ierunt preceded by the plus laudaniium. Rd. roSnm ptc. as in

v.". Or with Mitchell, JBL. 1903,", roSn nrwm for roSnro." 33.

nnrj?]"*B* Zo%apta";= rn-or. " 34. po^a] "*L Mtocpctv= po^D, cf. v. ".

" mjrcr] ""BK Sorpottor." 36. "W
. . .

*S*?d]("*** alvetv iv c#al";,prob.

reading on"p ^VS(n)p."ftL has all the names and then toG atvccv iv

oxeueai xal "jftori";"showing a dup. " 37. pjjn]"$BAH tou atvttv. This

may be a transliteration which has then crept back to the precedingv.

" p-itd]to one*, v. "",lackingin (SP**. " 38. SmoS] "" cuvovrtaoa afooTs,

#. e
.,
onrnp^. Many rd. SmorS, corresponding to po^S,v. ", and this

is right." 39. 'a^n up* Sp] lacking in """**,so nwon S-udi and nop

to end of v. " 40-42* lacking in ""***." 42. mmpi] lacking in il8**.

r
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" vpcn] "|bak ^i ^xeoxixTjaav = npen. " 44. roonnSj lacking in ft."

'-ie^J01 dcpxouacv = ^r. (^ has a doublet, "kxb to"v iyptiv *" T- x6X"i"v

to!"; dfpxow"" t. x6Xtb"v. " minnj lacking in CiBAK, V principes civitaiis in

decore graiiarum action is." 46. IDki],i lacking in 01." nivn
. . .

-wj "B*a*

tyivov xatl ccTvtatv,L 5^ivo";x. $5onoX6fijai";x. aTvwts." -47. n^cru *D*ai]

lacking in "BBK.

NE. 13. NEHEMIAH'S SECOND ADMINISTRATION.

This c. deals wholly with the reforms effected by Neh. during his

second administration. After twelve years had been spent in Jems.,

his leave having expired,he returned to Pers. We have no information

as to the time of his coming back to Jerus.,but since Eliashib was still

high pr., though an old man (v.note on v. "), and To. the Ammonite

was stilla troublesome character, the interval between the two admin-istrations

could not have been long (v.Intr. " " "").

The reforms remind us of the matter in c. 5, though a number of

evils are dealt with here as against a singleone in c. 5; but the descrip-tion

of each is characteristicallybrief. The affairs receiving atten-tion

were: (1) To.'s residence in a chamber of the temple, w. "-";

(2) the securing of the tithes to the Lev. so that they could give their

services to the temple, w. I0-"; (3) the prevention of trafficon the Sab-bath,

w. !"-w; (4) the abolition of marriages with foreign women,

vv. "-"; and (5) the banishment of a pr., w. tMl. Clearly all is from

N. save vv. lm*- **" * '" *"""-"". In regard to w. "-" it is hard to reach a

definite conclusion. The material is practicallyall drawn from w. "-"

and from Dt. The passage was prob. composed by the Chr. to con-nect

the work of Neh. with Ezra's reading of the law. W. R. Smith

suspected that vv. "-" originally stood after Ezr. iof (OTJC.*t7)f but

Mitchell rightly rejects this (JBL. 1903,"). In this connection the

latter writer sets forth convincing proof of the place of 13* *" in N.

Obviously the section w. '-" is incomplete, and the conclusion is plain

that the Chr. preserved but a small section of the record of the second

administration, selectingonly those parts which dealt with the enforce-ment

of the law.

1-5. Tobiah is installed in one of the chambers of the

temple.

The law is found that an Ammonite and a Moabite are excluded from

the congregation, whereupon all of alien blood are excommunicated.

Eliashib, however, being overseer of the temple chambers, had fitted

up a sumptuous room for his friend To. These things took place while

Neh. was away in Pers.
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1. On that day it was read [orwe read]in the book of Moses].

This reminds us of the public reading of the law as described in

c. 8. But the story is introduced here to connect the incident

with the admission of Tobiah to the temple and his subsequent

expulsion by Nehemiah.

The law in Dt. 23* contains a dup.: "An Ammonite and a Moabite

shall not come into the congregation of Yahweh [even to the tenth

generation; there shall not come in of them to the congregation of

Yahweh] forever." The part in brackets is omitted in our text. Per-haps

it is a later addition in Dt., v. Dr. As provision was made that

Edomites might be received in the third generation (Dt. 23*),the ex-clusion

to the tenth, ace. to a later writer,would be a sufficient penalty

for the other peoples.

2. The cause of the exclusion was not hostilityto the foreigners

as such, but the failure of these two races to supply the needs of

Israel at the time of their invasion of the east- Jordan country.

" And he hired],the change to the singularfollows text of Dt.*

and may be due to the unconscious transition to Balak as sub-ject.

Our text omits the details about Balaam as given in Dt.,

because they are not germane here. Vv.1 f-
are a reproduction

of Dt. 23*"*(Eng.1*6),though somewhat abbreviated. For the

whole story see Nu. 22-24. " Turned the curse into a blessing].

As a matter of fact,all of Balaam's oracles were blessings. He

tried,however, to earn Balak's tendered prize by pronouncing

a blightingcurse on Israel. But Balaam was a true prophet

of Yahweh and could only utter in the ecstatic state what

Yahweh put into his mouth (Nu. 22"- *8 241*). What Balaam

intended to be a curse proved to be a benediction. " 3. When

the people heard the law, as usual they proceeded to put it

into execution; therefore they excommunicated from Israel every

one of alien blood]. The meaning is not that the foreignerswere

banished from the land, but merely that they were denied the

privilegesof the temple. It is evident that a liberal construc-tion

was put upon the law. Dt. refers to Ammonites and Mo-

abites,but not to any other peoples whatsoever. The leaders

" ARV. has rendered erroneously " they hired."
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here make the law apply to all foreigners,no matter of what

nationality. It is plain that if this event is historical,the work

of Ezra must have followed, for the condition described here

could not have existed after his complete separation of the Jews

from foreigners."4. Now beforethis],earlier than the excom-munication

of the foreigners,Eliashib the priesthad been ap-pointed

in chargeofthe chambers ofthe house of our God\. Eliashib

was high priestand is named often in these books. " And he was

near to Tobiah], This is Tobiah the Ammonite slave who was

one of Nehemiah's chief enemies, 210. "Near" is usually in-terpreted

as referringto blood relationship,BDB. Ges.B,Ryle.
There is no evidence of such a connection, and the meaning may

well be that the relationshipwas purely one of friendship,or

that Eliashib had attempted to placate an enemy of the people.

According to 6" he was related by marriage to Shekaniah and to

Meshullam. If he had also such a close connection with the

high priest,the fact would not have been overlooked there.

Moreover, Sanballat was related to Eliashib,v. **. It is not

likelythat Tobiah was also. " 5. And he assigned to him a great

chamber]. Eliashib, who was overseer, designated one of the

finest chambers to Tobiah, and the latter evidently used it as

a place of residence,v. *. During Nehemiah's rule he kept up

a correspondence with leaders in Jerusalem, but could not get

into the city. Now that the governor was away, he not only

entered the city,but actually found an abode in the temple.

The desecration was the more pronounced as this was the very

room which had been set apart for the offeringsof the people,

both those used for sacrifice and those for the support of the

four groups of temple officers. " The descriptionof the offerings

is quite different from that in c. 12, and shows another hand,

influenced a good deal by Dt. " The commandment] makes poor

sense and lacks support in the Vrss. Retained we should

understand it to mean that the tithe was by the command of

the law given to the Levites et al. But it is better to follow

the Latin and render by a slightemendation "portions." The

verse shows amplification by a later hand. Comparing v.
"

we note that this room was used for the sacred vessels and for
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two kinds of offerings,vegetable and incense. But at a later

period other things were kept in this room, and an editor adds

a list to bring the story down to date.

1. *y"i\ may be Niph. or firstp. pi.Qal. As we have u*nSn in w. f- ",

this passage may be one of those in first p. pi.,though v. a is against

this conclusion. After ico] "EL adds v6("ou. From mu' kS to end of v. *

consists of extracts of Dt. 23'-*,giving the substance of the law. "

Q"nS*n]Dt. nn% showing plainlythe Elohistic bias of our author. "

2. o] Dt. "wit nai-Sy." Smp" ^a-n"] Dt. oarw. " -oe"i]Dt. "o" trm;

6 reads pi.^itoOcioovro,so B." vSp]Dt. n^y." iSSpV]DtnSSpS." wnSnj
Dt. lS "pnSi*nw. " nSSpn] ""*" xorrdpov afrcoO." 3. a"ij?]is a rare word,

but the mng. mixture is well established. The word naturallymeans a

people not of pure blood, though it may sometimes be applied to a mass

of people made up of various races. In this passage both senses may

apply. There may have been some foreigners of different races, but

certainly there were many of mixed blood. " Sm""D] 01 "v I." 4. *jbS

htd] means before a particular event, while owS in v. * is a general

word, "formerly." " pro] 6 olx"v, V fueral propositus. "$ has missed

the idea,but V has rendered correctly.The sense "appoint" is found

in 1 S. 12" 1 Ch. 12', v. BDB. " rwSj must be pointed as a pi.to make

the sense required." 5. nwo] OP* dftutuz= nixc, unleavened cakes, B

partes = nvjo, as 12", which gives the best sense. " nonn] 6 dxapxoct,

V primitias,which represents also mrm, as in 12".

6-9. Tobiah's belongings are ejected from the temple.

After an absence of uncertain duration Neh. returns to Jems., and

finding To. residing in the temple chamber, he ejects his furnishings,

orders the room cleansed, and puts back the vessels and offeringsfor

which the room had formerly been used. We are certainlydealing with

N. again. The intr.,in all this, and the contents show a connection

with the preceding. Yet w. 1-" are not from N.

6. In all this]refers only to the events described in w. lm*t

not to the long story of Ezra's promulgation of the law. "

Thirty-secondyear]as 5", indicatingthe end of the firstadminis-tration.

" King of Babylon]is hardly original. Nehemiah refers

to Artaxerxes merely as "the king" (2*),the natural use for

a contemporary. "Babylon" is from a later hand." The last

clause of the verse is usually connected with what follows,thus:

and at Ike end of a time I [again]asked leave [ofabsence]/ram the
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king and came to Jerusalem. But in a Greek text preserved only
in a duplicaterendering (v.i.) we find a better sense. The

clause should be closelyconnected with what precedes,for our

verse division is here right,thus: / came in to the king even at the

end of the periodfor which I had asked leave from the king. The

point that Nehemiah makes is that he had gone back because

the period for which he had been appointed governor had ex-pired.

He was not driven from Jerusalem by his foes,nor did

he break faith with the king. The latter point was important

in view of the chargesof rebellion that had been made against

him. It must be recalled that Artaxerxes exacted a limit of

time from Nehemiah before consenting to his departure (2e),

and Nehemiah takes pains to say that he returned at the time

agreed upon. The words "at the end of days" are sufficiently

definite in this connection, as they refer to the term described

earlier in the verse, i. e., the end of days means the 32d year

of Artaxerxes, the end of the leave of absence. " 7. And I came

to Jerusalem], This is abrupt, and one might wonder whether

the above interpretationdoes not leave something wanting
here. But we note that the clause in v.8 does not make a

very happy introduction to the second administration; and

while Nehemiah was concerned to explain his absence for a

period,he is at no pains to explainhow he had come to return.

In view of the full report of c. i /.,perhaps he thought it would

be assumed that a second furlough would easilybe obtained.

Probably Nehemiah was led to return because rumours of what

he found at Jerusalem had already reached him in Persia. "

The words are closelyconnected with what follows: and un-derstood

the evil]of EV8. is not happy; observed is better. The

evil from the narrow Jewish point of view would consist in the

profanationof the temple because Tobiah was an Ammonite.

Nehemiah may have made use of this sentiment in view of the

purifyingwhich followed (v."); but one may wonder whether

Nehemiah was not largelymoved by his remembrance of Tobi-

ah's strivingto thwart him in his efforts to rebuild the wall. "

The room in which Tobiah had taken abode is further described

as in the courts ofthe house of God], The "courts" were strictly
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the open spaces in the temple area, and doubtless the room

opened upon these courts. " 8. Nehemiah acted with his cus-tomary

promptness and decision; every article in the sumptu-ous

chamber was thrown out. The word implies more than

"set outside"; "thrown out" is none too strong. As there is

no mention of Tobiah himself, the ejectingwas probably done

in his absence. With Nehemiah on the ground Tobiah would

very likelypreferto live elsewhere for a time. " House of Tobiah]

impliesthat he had -set up a regularhousekeeping establishment

and that his family lived with him, thus explaining the large

room assigned him, v. 6." 9. And I spoke],equivalent to com-manded;

and they purifiedthe chamber]. Nearly all texts have

chambers. Of itself there is nothing improbable in the notion

that a series of rooms should have been occupied (so.Ryle);but

as the singularis used everywhere else,it must be restored here.

The purifying was limited to the room occupied as shown from

its restoration to its original use. Ceremonial cleansing was

common even in earlytimes, and was performed in various ways,

usually by the symbolic use of blood or water. The list of ar-ticles

returned to this room is shorter than in v. *,in which

there is doubtless an editorial addition.

6. iSon
. . .

fpSi]"EL zlq Tbv xatpbv twv V*P"v "v ffnp"yuQV xapd to9

pot9iX!ciK"xal iirrdkt6 xi\o$ t"v ^lefxiv d"v flTTjadqit)vxocpd tow (SaaiXfo*;.

This represents two interpretations rather than two texts. " Q'c] has

the specificsense of a year (BDB.) in numerous passages, and should

be so understood here if we retain the usual interpretation,referring

to the time when Neh. started for his second visit to Jems. But

Neh. is usually very exact in his dates, and presumably would have

specified the time accurately if that had been his mng. " 7. ?wj] is

found elsw. only in Ne. 3s0 12", and the mng. is exactly the same as the

common naerS,for which it is prob. an error. Neh. would hardly use a

strange word alongside of a familiar one. " 8. "wo ^S jrvi](fc1*has a dup.f

tuxX xovijp6v ywi "?"vi),%a\ VkuT-tflypcftopct,cf."WD *S "Wi, 5*." 9. nwSn]

"ftLhas sg. which the sense requires.

10-14. Tithes are paid to the Levites.

Neh., finding that the Lev. had received no portions and were driven

to their fields to make a living,rebukes the people,and all Judah pays
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the tithes. Officers are appointed,to supervise the distribution of the

offerings. Neh. prays that he may be remembered for his good offices

on behalf of the temple.

10. And I learned that the portionsof the Levites had not been

paid]. This condition had arisen during Nehemiah's absence

in Persia. In the twelve years of his former governorship

such neglect would not have been tolerated. In the whole

Persian periodthe people seem to have been slow to discharge

the lawful obligationsto the temple, cf.Mai. 38 ff-." And the

Levites had fledeach one to his land]. The Levites may have

owned land, or they may have hired themselves out to other

landowners to make the livingwhich the temple offices no

longer furnished them. " And the singersdoing the work] is ap-parently

a gloss. Nehemiah seems to be concerned only with the

Levites. " 11. And I contended with the rulers],v. 57,where we

have "with the nobles and rulers." With the rulers is lacking

in the best Greek texts. The fault lay with the whole people,

not with limited classes as in c. 5. If the text is right,the rulers

were reproved because they had not enforced the law. " Why

is the house ofGod neglected?] The implicationis that the sacred

offices were not conducted at all in the house of God, and that

situation in turn impliesthat the Levites were those who exe-cuted

the priestlyoffices,that is,that the Deuteronomic con-dition

in which priestsand Levites were identical still pre-vails.

" And I gatheredthem, i. e., the Levites, from the fields

where they had been employed in secular work; and I placed

them at their station]in the temple, so that they could fulfiltheir

holy offices. Station implies not only place in the sense of

locality,but also covers the particularofficein which the Levites

were employed." 12. And all Judah broughtin]. The response

to Nehemiah's demand was general; for he would brook no

further neglectand ruled always with a strong hand. Benjamin

is not mentioned, but obviously "Judah" covers the whole

people." The tithe of the corn and of the wine and of the oU\. In

Dt. the tithe of the corn, etc., was paid every 3d year, and

was to be eaten at the sanctuary. The Levites and the poor

were to share in these feasts,i26- u- n i4"-28 26". In the
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later law of Holiness the tithe became the absolute property of

the Levites (Lv. I881-*8)." 13. This verse is sadly confused in

our text; by eliminatingsome unnecessary lumber and correct-ing

from "8,we get the true sense: and I committed to the hands

ofShelemiah the priestand of Zadok the scribe,and of Pedaiah of

the Levites and ofHanan the son ofZakkur the son ofMattaniah,

because theywere accounted trustworthy
,
to them [Icommitted] to

distribute to their brethren].The tithes were paid into the treas-ury

by the whole people,and they were for the common support

of the Levites. But these were human, like many other ec-clesiastical

officials,and the problem which confronted Nehe-

miah was to make sure of an equitabledistribution so that

every one should have a just share and none be neglected("/.
Acts 6, a similar condition which led to the appointment of the

seven deacons). Shelemiah we know nothing more about, as he

cannot be identified with the men of that name in Ezr. 9**

I0i9. 41 Ne. 3". Two Zadoks worked on the wall, 34-*9, but

the scribe may be a different one still. Pedaiah cannot be the

one who stood with Ezra, Ne. 84,and is hardly the wall-builder

of 3". In spiteof the elaborate genealogy of Hanan and the

frequent recurrence of the name, we cannot identifythis man

either. The treasurers are therefore unknown to us save in

this enumeration, but were appointedbecause they were deemed

honest so as to insure a justapportionment of the Levitical dues.

" To their brethren]would imply that all the officerswere Levites;

but the expressions,the priest,the scribe,and especiallyof the

Levites,would suggest that only Pedaiah belonged to that order.

Of the Levites may, however, be a predicateof Shelemiah and

Zadok as well as of Pedaiah, since the priestwas also a Levite

and the scribe may have well been. On the other hand, " breth-ren"

is used pretty broadly,and the Levites might be regarded

as the brethren of any of the people." 14. See similar ejacula-

tory petitions,2* 3s6519." My kindness],i. e., in restoringthe

support of the Levites and so the re-establishment of the sacred

offices." In the house of my God and in its observances],the last

clause is lacking in "8 and may be a gloss added by the

Chronicler.
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10. '*?] flp xotl o\ xoioovtec;, similarlyV. " 11. nanro] V* xort ixp"ijv.

" cuon-nic] lacking in ""***. " 13. nrww-Sy msun] "JBAm ^ x"ipa(?)t

""*" xal {vrratXdqiiQvix\ xclpac = n*-Sp mxm. This is the only occur-rence

of the Hiph., and it is used in a peculiar sense, not "I caused

to store/1 but "appointed treasurer." It is difficult to extract this

sense by the usual devices of calling it a denominative (BDB.). 6

offers a better text and one that should be adopted here, for the point

is not the naming of a number of treasurers, but the assignment to

certain officers of the delicate task of distributingthe tithes. " ot- ^;J
could only be retained by rendering and with them. But it stands here

for n*-Sp as 6, being misplaced in the confusion of the text. " on^jn)

"JBAK ix9 oc6to6";."14. *3) *hSk]"Jba* xupfou too 6to0.

16-22. The enforcement of the Sabbath law.

Finding the people working in the fields and trading with the Phoeni-cians

on the Sabbath, Neh. rebuked the nobles and ordered the gates

of the city closed during the holy day. He threatened the merchants

who lodged by the wall over the Sabbath waiting for the first day of

the week. Note the similar conditions described in io".

15. In those days] cf. v. l, another indefinite note of time.

Nehemiah evidentlymade a tour of the country on the Sabbath,

possiblyfor the purpose of noting the way in which the day was

kept." The points of violation may easilybe obscured in trans-lation.

These are only two, as I understand the text: (i)

[people]were treadingwine-presses on the sabbath]. This is the

only case in OT. where we find the literal use of this expression.

But th., figurativeuse shows that the wine-press was always

trodden, for another verb in Jos. 418 is suspicious. (2) And

[people]were gatheringin the harvests and loadingasses with grape-

wine and figsand all sorts of produce and bringing them to Jeru-salem

on the sabbath day]. All the deeds enumerated were con-tributing

to the one point of importance, the carrying produce

to Jerusalem on the Sabbath, and naturally sellingit on that

day. The recurrent use of sabbath day justifiesthis connection.

" And I testifiedon the day they sold provisions],

Ryle says this could not have taken place on the Sabbath, but on a

subsequent day when the food gathered on the Sabbath was sold.

There was objection then apparently because the food had been gath-ered

on the Sabbath and so was tainted. Easy-going criticism surely!
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The Vrss. offer a suggestive hint. One Gk. text has: in the day oftheir

trafficbecause they sold provisions; and V: / protestedthat they should

sell on a day when it was lawful to sell. On this basis we can easilyre-construct

the text and get: / protestedbecause theysold provisionson the

sabbath day. The food was manifestly sold on the Sabbath as it was

borne to Jerus. on that day; and the offence was the sellingas much

as the gathering. Neh. does not seem to have raised his voice against

the work that was done in the fields,but only against the traffic,which

disturbed the peace of Jerus. While he notices the work done, v. ", at

least nothing more is said about that phase of the trouble. This brings

us into exact agreement with the conditions in Am. 8", where barter

alone was suspended on the Sabbath. Evidently the amplificationof

the Sabbath law was later than Neh.

16. Now the Tynans dwelt in it];"it" could only be Jeru-salem,

but the use of that name in v.
"

can hardly serve as an

antecedent here.

Tyrians is lackingin 6, and prob.should be omitted, for they are not

named again in the long passage. Neh. blames the nobles of Judah

and calls them the profaners of the Sabbath. It is true that their

guilt might consist in buying what was offered for sale,cf. 10". But

it is difficult to think of Phoenician merchants as residents of Jerus. at

this period. On the other hand, c. 5 shows that the nobles were greedy

of money, and would not be likelyto stickle at profitabletraffic even

on the Sabbath. The passage seems to me so corrupt that understand-ing

is not possible.Perhaps the best we can do is to follow 6 and render:

and there resided therein those who brought in fish and other merchandise

and sold them on the sabbath to the people of Judah in Jerus. "Peo-ple

of Judah" admittedly suggests that the traders were foreigners;

but, on the other hand, in a passage so full of difficulties we cannot press

details. Moreover, the purchasers could hardly be described in any

other way. To try to get sense I propose: and the provision bearers re-turned

therein,bringing fish,etc. Neh. had warned them on their first

offence,v. ", protestingagainst the desecration,and supposing that the

matter was ended. On the next Sabbath the dealers returned bringing

other wares. Neh. had objected to their traffic,possibly mentioning

the wine and figswhich they offered for sale. The dealers may have

supposed that he could not object to fish,but the reading may be

"corn." " Neh. is,at all events, aroused now, and his usual vigour and

resource show themselves.

17. And I contended with the nobles of Judah], cf.v. u, either

because they made no attempt to stop this barter, or because
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they were engaged in it. It is possible that sons should be

read for nobles (v.*'.),and in that case the reproof is admin-istered

to those who had purchased supplieson the Sabbath. "

Profaning the sabbath day] is late, found only in Ex. 3114 (P),

Is. 56*-6 Ez. pass. " 18. The implication is that the woes of

Israel were due to the desecration of the Sabbath. In the scant

testimony we have from the earlier days (Am. 8*),the Sabbath

was kept in letter but not in spirit. Ez. makes the profanation

of the Sabbath one of the serious offences, 20" 22s 23**. But

our passage more likelyrefers to the general disobedience to

the law which was supposed to be the cause of Israel's downfall,

from which Jerusalem was still suffering." And ye would add

wrath upon Israel by profaning the sabbath]. Another violation

of law would lead to further manifestations of divine wrath, of

which Israel would be the victim. This sort of speech is couched

in the hackneyed terms of which N. is free, and doubtless

what Nehemiah actually said has been replaced with the con-ventional

prophetic utterance. " 19. Nehemiah now takes meas-ures

to enforce the law against barter on the Sabbath. " When

the gates ofJerusalem grew dark beforethe sabbath]is an impossible

way of saying "when evening came on." The text must be

changed and we may best render with "8: when the gales were

put in place. The reference plainlyis to the closingof the gates,

and only indirectlythe approach of evening. The time is

sufficientlyindicated by the phrase before the sabbath, Nehe-miah

had previously directed the closingof the gates at night

(7s),and it is to that customary act to which reference is made

here. " And I spoke] is an accidental repetitionfrom its use fur-ther

on in the verse. The doors in the gates were naturally

closed when the gates were shut. "
And I said]= commanded

f
as

in v. 9, because now a new regulationis issued (to the porters)

that they should not open them until afterthe sabbath]. It now

became impossible for a person to go in or out of Jerusalem on

the Sabbath. " And I stationed some of my servants at the gates];

a superfluousprecaution,says Winckler, Alt. Forsch. ii,487,since

no one could pass through the closed gates. Not if they were

kept closed, but Nehemiah puts his trusty servants by the
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gates to see that no porter is induced to reopen the gates by

bribery,persuasion,or threats. " That no produce should come in

on the sabbath day],showing plainlythe purpose of Nehemiah's

elaborate precautions. Perhaps the words may imply that a

person might find passage through the gates if he carried no

merchandise. " 20. And the traders and the dealers in all kinds of

wares lodged without Jerusalem], The usual explanation is that

the merchants, findingthe gates shut, lodged outside of the city

until the Sabbath was over. But it is difficult to see why Nehe-

miah should so seriouslyobject to that. Indeed, their camping

outside was no violation of the law from any point of view.

The text is doubtful. In "8 we find a strikingreading: and they

all lodged and engaged in trafficoutside of Jerusalem]. There is

abundant cause for the wrath of the governor. He had stopped

the trading in Jerusalem and had kept the gates closed, only to

find the traffic resumed outside of the walls. The purchasers

may have been those who resided outside the city, or Jeru-

salemites may have been allowed to pass through the gates."

Once or twice],i. e.9 for one or two Sabbaths. This traffic went

on for a few weeks before Nehemiah took notice of it. When

he did act, he went at the task with his usual thoroughness."

21. And I protestedto them and said unto them], "Testified,"of

EV*., hardly gives the sense. The word serves to introduce the

threat. " Why are you lodgingbeforethe wall?] There is no word

of trading;but "S may be right in v.
"

none the less. The only

way to break up the trading would be to keep the merchants

away altogether." If you do it a second time]. According to

v." they may have done it a second time already. If that is

correct, we must render more generally:"if you do it again," a

sense the words easilybear. " I will put a hand on you],i. e.,

inflictpunishment, though the same expressionis used elsewhere

in a good sense. The threat of punishment served its purpose,

for the traders did not come [to Jerusalem any more] on the

sabbath. " 22. And I said to the Levites that they should purify

themselves and come in to watch the gates to sanctifythe sabbath

day]. The passage plainlyshows a later hand. Nehemiah had

already brought the Levites to Jerusalem, v. ". If they were
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the porters, they were not trusted, as Nehemiah set his own

servants over them, v. ". The passage naturallyends with v.n,

but the Chronicler was not satisfied to have the Levites ignored.

" On the closingprayer, cf.v. 14." According to God's good deeds]

now, not his own as in v. ".

15. niro] = mnji, from P\ which does not occur in Heb., pi. only

here. The wine-press was usually hewn from the rock (DB. Benz.** '",

v. also Haupt, SBOT. on 1 K. 1"). On this account it was gener-ally

in a hillside,in an out-of-the-way place, and so the wine-press

served Gideon as a secret threshing-floor(Ju. 6U). The word is found

also in Is. 63* Lam. 1" Jo. 4". The passage last cited rd. im, as

m is never found with ru and is inappropriate, v. Mar. Dodekapr."

roD"vnJ does not mean "sheaves," as Wetzstein contends (Zeit.f.

Eth. 1873, art- "Dreschtaiel"), though it might mean "shocks of

grain." But in Ru. 3' Ct 7* Hg. 2" it refers to the heap of threshed

grain. That cannot be its mng. here, for the grain season (3d month)

was long past when grapes and figswere ripe (7th month), and Ryle

is reduced to the desperate expedient of supposing the people were

bringing in the straw! The word means pilesof any sort as we use

"pile" in "wood pile,""potato pile," etc In 2 Ch. 3i"-" it refers

to droves of oxen and sheep as well as to other dedicated offerings,

perhaps of grain and fruits. I have rendered by the general word

harvests,for it refers to the wine in skins,figs,and whatever else was

carried to market. " qm] is rightly ignored in 6 B. Even if original

it has no translatable force. It may be an error for dm. " In late Heb.

we may find \ before a direct obj.,for p ct sq. isobj.of D'Ddj?. " o*ajj? p*J

might be wine and grapes as Vrss. and all authorities render; but the

absence of a conj.suggests st. cstr.,and it is better to translate "grape-

wine." " KPD-Sa]is easy to understand, but hard to render tersely.

It means all the other marketable stuff." to
. . .

ora] """** *v fjifo

xpdocfax;afeOv, lacking to; tiP* adds fee tx"Xouv {xwmoiiov, showing

one of the usual duplicates. V has an interestingreading, or possibly

interpretation:ut in die qua vender e liceretvender ent. The originaltext

must have been to maoa naen ova." 16. DmniJ lacking in ""BAM.

The clause is quite unintelligible,and some conjectural emendation is

essential. I venture to suggest na iar onxm. The changes are very

slight,and good sense is secured. This text has the further advantage

of being a suitable sequel to v. ", for we can hardly be dealing with a

new situation entirely. Neh. was not fightingPhoenicians,but Sabbath-

tradingamong the Jews. Tynans may have been substituted by a later

hand on the basis of 10s*. " jm-*]is wrong, and we may substitute ?n

as easily as Ji. " 17. nnj ""** to!? utol? toI"; iXsoOlpotc,showing an

originaltext, *", and a later correction,fortunately not by substitu-
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tion. " 18. wnSit]"JBA*L has "V afcoO? b 8tfc$ fti"v, a dup. showing
on^Sn and whSk.

" 19. iSSj]is impossible. To describe the coming of

evening by saying "the gates grew dark" is too far-fetched. Indeed,

this vb. must be ejected from the Heb. lexicon. It occurs elsw. only

in Ez. 31s, but is corrected by most recent writers. 6 has xaTfarqoav,

prob. id;. As this may be rendered "put in place/' the sense is good.

(S1 precedes by fpOxaooc = 0pp. Similarly V cum quievissentporta.

Winckler (All. Forsch. ii,"7)follows ^ and renders from As. salalu,

"drop/' "the merchants deposited their fish at the gates" (reading

npra). Why that should be done he does not say and I cannot guess.

" mom*] lacking in 4P. " njwoi] lacking in (BP**. " 20. wh*] does not

necessarilyimply that they spent the night, but means rather "went

into camp," perhaps setting up a sort of temporary market. " O'Sa-n]

GP** xdcvrtg,""* xdvre"; ol iirrdtpoXoi." "ODD Sa naoi] ""PA* xal ixohpav

xpdciv. At end "$L reads xal cxuXOdrpav "*"" xal "(";,adding wSan.
"

22. Dnjren . . .
onnoo] (S1 Tva ipx^tvot iyvfi^vractxal fuXaaauat xds

x6Xa";,showing no difference of text but only an interpretation.

23-31. Mixed marriages.

Neh. finds Judeans married to Philistine women and the children

were unable to speak Jewish. He punished the offenders severely and

exacted an oath against the repetition of the offence. The case of

Solomon's downfall is cited. The son-in-law of Sanb., a grandson of

Eliashib, was banished from Jems. The book closes with general

statements about the temple ritual. Not more than vv. *-"" "" """ "*"

are from N. This is the kind of story which the Chr. would delight in

elaborating.

23. In those days [cf.v. "] / saw the Judeans who had married

women that were Ashdodites]. Ammonites, Moabites, seems to me

a later addition. These were the people toward whom there

was the greatest animosity, cf.v. \ and therefore these names

are added here. There may have been marriages with these

peoples,but Ashdodite in cf.v. u shows that Nehemiah is deal-ing

with a singleclass. " 24. We may render: and their sons were

speaking half Ashdodite], a corruption of speech producing a

patois,half foreignand half Jewish; or and halftheir sons spoke

Ashdodite*]. The latter is more probable,in spiteof the balance

of opinion in favour of the former. A patois can only be devel-oped

in the course of several generations. The children would

* Redly Nabfttctn, Neutaier, Studio BiHic*".
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be pretty certain to use the speech of the mother. And the

clause and they were not able to speak Jewish] supports this

view, for it is in contrast with the statement that some of the

sons spoke another tongue. From the free intercourse between

Israelites and Philistines in the early days we would infer that

their languages were mutually intelligible.

*] b used of the Jewish speech m 2 L 18"- ", to which we

have the parallelsin Is. 36-1 u and 2 Ch. 32". the only occurrences.

The word in those passages certainly means Hebrew; indeed, Heze-

kiah's officers asked the Assyrians not to speak Heb. as they were

doing, but Aram. The word prob. means the same thing here, and not

Aram. (Smith, Jer. h\Ui)- Xeh. wrote good Heb.. and that was doubt-less

still the language of the people. The construction indicates an

incomplete clause. The rendering strictlycorrect is: and their sons, half

of them spoke AshdcdiU; we expect a corresponding clause, "and half

of them spoke ." The resumption of the pL shows that we go

back to "sons" and that it is predicated of the whole body that "they

were unable to speak Jewish," that is,half of them spoke one language
and half another, but none of them could speak Heb.

" But according to

the tongue of people and people]is a gL intended to define more accurately

the foregoing,but the definition is quite as obscure as the text. " prS]

is used often in the sense of language, but mostly in late passages.

26. The violence of the punishment shows how greatly Nehe-

miah was incensed: / cursed them and I smote certain of them),

perhaps some chief offenders,and I pulledout their kair],usually

from the beard, cf.Is. 50*,but in Ezr. 9* both hair of head and

beard as a sign of distress;"my cheeks to them that pulled out

the hair," Is. 506,would indicate that this was a regular form of

punishment, as we might say he gave his neck to the hangman.

The hair was all pulled out, as the word means to be smooth.

The loss of the beard was in itself a disgrace,2 S. io4. " And I

made them swear by [the name of]God\. The oath is put in the

second person, either to conform to Dt. 7*,though there we find

the singular and a different word for "take," or to reproduce

the exact form of the oath, though according to our usage that

would be in the first person. Nehemiah had found Jewish men

married to Philistine women, not the reverse. Still the general

oath would be natural in view of the Deuteronomic law.
" And
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foryourselves]is not in Dt. nor in the oldest Greek mss. Yet

it is the most appropriate part of the oath, as Nehemiah is

dealing with men who had themselves married foreign women.

" 26. Solomon is now quoted as a horrible example of a great

man led astray by foreignwives. This is not due to Nehemiah,

as he appears to have been disturbed purely by the corruption

of the language, and feared the Jewish people were in danger

of losingtheir identity." Did not Solomon the king of Israel sin

in regardto these [foreignwives]. And among many nations there

was not a king like him] is based upon the promise in 1 K. 3".

And he was beloved of his God],cf.2 S. 12** f-. Even him],in spite

of his greatness and the blessingsshowered upon him from on

high, the foreignwives made to sin]or turned aside as in 1 K. n*

"turned aside his heart." " 27. The conclusion of Nehemiah's

assumed address. As it stands the verse is barely translatable.

B has often a happy dispositionto insist on sense and gives us:

and shall we by disobedience do all this great eM that we should act

insolentlytoward our God and marry foreign women. To make a

bold try at the text, we might extract: and as for you shall we

listen to [tolerate]the doing of this great evil,the acting violently

against our God, the marrying offoreign women? " 28. We find

now a specificinstance of a foreign alliance which naturally

aroused the governor. " And one of the sons of Jehoiada, the son

of Eliaskib the high priest,was son-in-law to Sanballat the Horon-

ite]. The offender could hardly be Jonathan the successor of

Jehoiada, i2lor, but must have been another son, since his

name is not given. As Eliashib was contemporary with Nehe-miah

(cf.v. 4),he must have been an old man at this time to

have a grandson old enough to marry. It is strange to find a

person so vaguely introduced; as v.
" introduces a new section,

I suspect that the originaltext read :
" and in those days Jehoiada

the son of Eliashib." That would agree better with the chro-nology.

Sanballat was one of the most troublesome of Nehe-

miah's enemies, 210 3M 41 6l. It was by such alliances that

the enemy was kept posted in regard to Nehemiah's doings,

cf. 618." And I drove him from me]. Drove away is used of

putting enemies to flight,1 Ch. 8" 12", of driving a mother
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'xue ^rittiL7 oc*r^2cr rarrvxici. izd X*"ie=BEi was not

cezz*"" aims tre pcrfry it tie priescitwi. Jeaoiada's sot

c/X i "Tive 'jEsz"s zeek^st be was a priest, bet hrrarar he

had married StzbotZjtz's dicagrrer. *71C has anr*hrr sense,

wfckfe appears is "- asd Xeaejoah :=ay lave said: because they

hate umgfd kimJup x-itb the priesthood. Toe imprecation would

then be against the boose oc Sgrra7-if; perhaps with a iecol-

lection of Tobiah, w.
* * ."The covenant of the priesthood ami of

the IjniUis For which we frrad o the Greek text: "y the priests

and of the Lttitez, and hit: the pricsUj and the Lniiiad rigbL

Aft the parage stands it is part of the object of "corrupters,"

cf. LhL 33* *s MaL 21*." 30. Mjk/ / pnriped them from everything

foreign]. This expression is more comprehensive than "mixed

marriages." But it is probably a late addition.
" And I ap-pointed

the charges for the priests and for the Letites each one for

hit ta%k\. For the Levites this had already been done, v. u. "

31* And for the offeringof wood in its appointed seasons],cf. 10**;

and for the firsUfruits],cf io* *"." Remember me, O my God, for

good],breaking off the supplication abruptly, cf. w.
"" If- n.

23, %Ttrr] Is Impossible after an ace subj.; 6 ol odtStaxv, B duccmUs.

We may rd. oonron or substitute "wk for rut before o*twi. On ar%

mng. /"* morry, found only in Ezr.-Nc, v. Ezr. io". " 24. 071 a? peSaij

lacking in 4P**. It has the appearance of a crude explanatory gl.

"25, onomj lacking in "*"**
" 03S1] lacking in flF**." 26. nSie-S;l

"BA* o^tuk, ^ "p' Tofrcwv. "
After vroa] "*" has [Uyaq. " wrcm] "

45i*Xcvov - wn, the word used in 1 K. n"." 28. 'rwi] lacking in "BAK.

"29. ,j"kjJ"I*A* iTX**"^ *" *"" understanding Smj,to act as kinsman;

" iXforovrac. " njnntj ""*" t6v Upswv." 'nna] V ./tugm sacerdatale d

Lctiticum.
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EZR. 7-IO. THE HISTORY OF EZRA.

The priest-scribereceives a liberal firman from Artaxerxes,

gathers a company, and goes to Jerusalem. There he learns of

the mixed marriages, and after prayer and fasting measures

are taken for their dissolution. Ezra's career is continued in

Ne. 8 and in Esd. a part of that chapter follows Ezr. 10 directly,

an order adopted here. It has been shown in the Intr. " w that

Ezra is later than Nehemiah, belonging to the period of Ar-taxerxes

II.

The basis of this section is,I believe,the memoirs of Ezra (v.Intr. {""*").

This source is used with few exceptions in c. 8/. In c. xo there are

but two buried indications of the original E., v. on w. "" ". Who

revised the text of c. 10 and how radical the revision was it is hard to

say. It seems plain that there is more than one hand visible in the

editing. Vv. *-" do not seem to come from the same source as w. "-*".

It appears that there was a gradual transforming of the memoirs into

the third p., for various Gk. texts show more of it than MT. In the

main the story seems to be entirelyworthy of confidence.

71"10= Esd. 81"7. The introduction to the story of Ezra."

The narrative consists chieflyof the priest'sgenealogy and of-fice

and of the dates of his departure from Babylon and arrival

at Jerusalem." 1. And afterthese things],a general statement

meant to connect this passage with Ezr. 6 which precedes in MT.,

a favourite phrase of the Chronicler. " In the reignof Artaxerxes

the king of Persia]. The reference is to Artaxerxes II (404-358).

Ezra's genealogy is traced through seventeen generations back to

Aaron. The genealogy is wrong in several respects, v. i. Were we to allow

three generations to a century, this would carry us back 567 years, that is,

about to the period of Solomon. Seraiah is the same pr. named in

Ne. xi11. Azariah is lacking in the priestlygenealogy, Ne. n", but

recurs 3 t. in that of 1 Ch. 5" B- (EV. 6" *")" The name, which means

Yahwch hath helped, was borne by many persons. Hilkiah was a high

pr. of Josiah's time, 2 K. 22', the one who found the book of Dt.,

and from the table in 1 Ch. 5 this might be the same one. " 2. ShaUum

is found as Meshullam in Ne. 11" 1 Ch. o". Like others in the list,

it was a common name. " Zadok occurs twice in 1 Ch. 5"- ". The best-

known pr. of this name was the one whom Solomon exalted over the
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deponed Abutter, 1 K. 2*. i4Aa*" b ancd as biker of Zadok "

2 S. S", but the text b rejected by We. (Mcfcr 5"*.;." 1. ^mtmL

Thk name it also repeated in 1 Cb. 5* "*. AzmUk in the Ck/i table

" wanting at this place,though found 3 t. ehw., Amarial

of Meraaoth. The name faib also m EkL"-. McrmMk

n" 1 Ch. 9" between Zdtat and Akitmb, evidence of the

of these genealogies." 4. Zaainak, outside of the hits in GL,

only in ft4. fhiJfcti is the name of a chief m Dan, No. 34". " 6. 4*u*m

b named among the sons of Bela, 1 Ch. 8\ Beh being a son of Benj.

Phtnehas, Heazer, and Aaron are weD known. " The fm pr.\applies

to Aaron and should not be rendered "the chief pr." as in EY\

# gives it correctly.

6. Tins Ezra] is not right. The words can only be explained

as a resumption, the subject in v.
* being too far separated from

the verb, and we should render: he [Ezra]went upfront Babylon].

But the text is made to fit the later introduction of the gene-alogy.

" He was a ready scribe in ike law of Moses], Ezra would

not have applied this term to himself. The word rendered

scribe is used often in the pre-exilicwritings of a royal official,

a secretary; so in Persia, Est. 3" 8f; it is given to Baruch,

Jeremiah'sprivate secretary, who wrote his prophecies at his

dictation, Je. 36s. The royal scribe's business was to write a

report of the historic events as they occurred and to inscribe

the king's edicts. The idea of the word became then essen-tially

"a writer.9' The term applied to Ezra does not imply

primarilythat he was learned in the law (Str. Neuheb. Spr*),

but that he was an expert with the pen, writing or copying

the law. Inevitably the scribes became learned in the law;

see the fine passage in Sirach 38M~39U. The adjective"ready"

or "quick" shows the true idea. In papyrus 49 there is the

term "a wise and ready scribe" (Sachau,ia). The law of

Moses is either the completed Pentateuch or the priestlypor-tion

thereof. Ezra is supposed to have brought this law-book

with him. " Which Yakweh the God of Israel had given],the ante-cedent

being the law, which is everywhere assigned to a divine

origin,Moses having received it from God. V. b is very obscure.

The best we can make out of MT. is: and the king gave to him all

thillhe soughtaccording to the hand of Yakweh upon him]; or
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*

with "8: because the hand of Yahweh was upon him. Esd. reads:

and the king gave him honor,for he found favor with him for all his

undertakings." 7. The classes that went up with Ezra are the

same as those in c. 2. In his own account priests,Levites,and

Nethinim are mentioned, but not singers or porters, 8u"r. "

In the seventh year of Artaxerxes the king]. On this date, v. i.,

Intr. " w, Kost. Wied.11*. " 8. Esd. omits and he came to Jerusa-lem]

and has in one text (B)"second" year instead of "seventh."

Wellhausen proposed twenty-seventh, but that does not help

much. " 9. For on the firstday of the firstmonth]. This date is

found in nearly all the Vrss., and is emphasised because it was

the beginning of the year. " That was the beginning of the going

up from Babylon]. This as well as the date preceding is lacking

in two Greek texts, but that makes the repetitionmore mean-ingless

than it is even in MT.

Esd. reads: he went out from Bab. The text is not very certain.

But the statement shows that the journey from Bab. to Jerus. lasted

exactly four months. The time is meant to include the encampment at

Ahava, 8", from which place a final start was made on the 12th day of

the 1st month. The obscure statement above may be due to the dis-tinction

between the originalstart from Bab. and the later one from

Ahava. As the distance was about 900 miles (Ryle),and the journey

lasted more than 100 days, the caravan moved slowly.

10. This verse states the object of Ezra and explains his so-licitude

to have Levites as well as priests:to seek the law of Yah"

weh and to do it,and to teach in Israel statute and judgment],or

with d statutes and judgments, both being familiar synonyms

for the law. Esd. has a different idea: for Ezra possessedmuch

knowledge, not to omit anything of the law of the Lord and of his

commands to all Israel,statutes and judgments, the last two words

being a corrective gloss.

As the passage w. un runs, it is not surprisingthat it is labelled Chr.

and passed by as unimportant; for it is overloaded with genealogy,with

specificand repeated dates,and other details. But a close examination

reveals the fact that a single statement runs through the mass, thus:

(1) In the reign of Art. the king of Pers. Ezra (6) went up from Bab.

Now he was an accomplishedscribe in the law of Moses which Yahweh the
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Cod of Israel had given. And the king granted all his requests, ace. to

the [good] hand of God upon him. (10) For Ezra had set his heart upon

followingand executing the law of Yahweht and to teach his statutes and

judgments in Israel. (8) And he came to Jerus. in the 5/A month of the yth

year of the king; (o")for he had departedfrom Bab. on the 1st day of the

1st month.

To this v. 7 is surelyan addition, for the verbs before and after are

all in the sg. It is true that we End the pi.in some Vrss.,but they are

obvious corrections. The material is easilygathered from the body of

the narrative, and an intr. which named only Ezra did not suit an

editor who kept ever in mind a return from captivity. The genealogy

has been added apparently by stages, Esd. having a briefer one than

MT., and the latter even being less full than Ch. The insertion of this

genealogy made necessary the repetition of "v? inn in v. ". Esd. has

gone further and added a vb. in v. *. A comparison with Esd. shows

that there has been tampering with the dates in v.
"f

.

It is difficult

to determine whether "ace. to the good hand," etc, in v. ", is an ac-cidental

repetition,a good text, or, as Esd. suggests, wrong in both

cases.

It is apparent that to the story of Ezra there was an original and

simple note of intr. In this all emph. was laid upon Ezra's mission and

upon his fitness for its accomplishment. The material, it is true, is

drawn from the body of the narrative,but that isgenerally the case with

introductions. In my opinion, this original intr. long preceded the

editing of the Chr. We note that the writer has chieflyin mind the

intr. of the law.

That the genealogy has been shoved in is disclosed most plainlyin

"JL,where we have: and afterthese things in the reign of Art. the king

of Bob., Ezra went up from Bab. Ezra the son of Seraiah.
. . .

That

Ezra went up from Bab. All the texts show efforts to piece the narra-tive

here. The genealogy may have been a marginal note, and then

the clause following would be repeated after it had got into the text.

The addition may well be the work of the Chr., but in his genealogical

table some names have dropped from our text. The reason for most

of the added material is fairlyobvious. The passage is much later than

E., however, as the stress is laid on the law.

1. m?p] Eapa";B,E^pa^. Esd. has xpoa^rj Ecrpa";,tip dv*"i)E"pa";,

3 Esd. accesit Esdras. " 5. win \7\3r\]4P" Esd.L tou Uplox; too xp6rou,

Esd.B too Tp"rou Upta?, "SPK tou x"rcp"pou, an adj. in Prov. 27** and

representingan: otherwise it is found only in Apocr. V sacerdotes ab

initio,3 Esd. primi sacerdotes. The words bring out the idea very

well that Aaron was the father of the priestlyorder. " 6. mrp wn] om.

6B. L adds to this fa BapuXwvos and then repeats E^pac u\6q x. t. X.

" "vno] seems sufficientlyexplained from vid, "to hasten," and to
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have the mng. quick,a sense applicable in the only other occurrences of

the word, Ps. 45* Prov. 22" Is. 16*. Mtiller (As. u. Eu.lu) compares

Egyptian mahira, "capable." "$ gives a variety of renderings:*co%6";B,

o56"^,Esd. tfyufc; V vclox,3 Esd. ingeniosus." "va]"" fret x"*P, *" e.,

T" "3f so v. *. Esd. has in v.b: ruxi Buxcv afrrip6 ftataiXe"c86"av,t"p6vro"

X"ptv ivavrfov afrrou "xl xdvra tA dc^uVara aGfoG, thus reading 10 as

"naS,vSp as Sp,vhSm as vSm, and nw as ?n k*d. " 7. onSn] $ prefixes

dhc6 correctly,since the partitiveshould be used with each n.; its ab-sence

before the last three nouns in all texts suggests either careless-ness

of the Chr. or more prob. a later addition. " 8. ta"i]"$ V Esd rcL

no* here and v. "." rvjparn] Esd.B 5e6rEpo";,but this offers very little

help, unless for We.'s conjecture that we should rd. 27th year. " 9"

is lacking in 4PA. " nSpon id* ion] is difficult;"" runs: afo"s {fe(ic-

Xluoc T-ftvdvdc^aoivdbc6,i. c, id;, a reading generallyaccepted,and in-terpreted

"he began the journey from Bab.1' BDB. gives sense
"

ap-point

" here. Esd. has {"tX66vro"; y"*p lxB, lacking io\ "

. . .
ra] Esd.

xorcd t^v 806c taav afrrot";tfioSfav xapi tou xoplw tV afc$: ace. to the

goodjourney given to them from the Lord to him, the last two words be-ing

added as a correction from MT., and lacking in A." 10. pan] ""

Bcmcv^, faoftia!"L. Esd. reads: b Y"*p "Et^pag [A"Jxxpa"flxoXX^v

fetffHj[U)vxtptclxtv c(" t" iu)$fcvxapaXcCxstv twv i% too vtywu xupfou xal

1% *cwv ivroXuv [xpb";L]xdcvra tov 'Iapori)X8tacx"i"(iaTatx"t xpftiarca. In

part this is traceable,reading nain npan for )aaS pan. 3 Esd. shows

further correction from MT., reading at end: d docendo universam

Israel omnem justUiam d judicium.

7""* = Esd. BF24. The edict of Artaxerxes.

Of all the official documents in our books this one arouses the great-est

suspicion. It is difficult to believe that the Pers. king would bestow

such immense grants upon Ezra, including c. $140,000 in cash; indeed,

it is impossiblethat Ezra, whose purpose was the proper institution of

the temple ritual,should need any such sum. It is absolutelyout of

the question that such enormous powers were conferred upon a Jew-ish

pr., making him reallythe supreme authority in the whole Syrian

province,with power to impose even the death penalty. The decree

is even inconsistent with itself in this respect, for a part of it authorises

the Pers. officers to pay Ezra money, and then he is clothed with a

power that would have enabled him to displacethem if he saw fit.

Moreover, a large part of the decree is flatlyat variance with the work

of Ezra, which is described with more fulness than any other event in

this period. There is not a hint in the whole story that this pr. ever

received as much as a kid from any foreigner whatever. He says

himself that he would not ask even a guard from the Pers. king. There
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is no hint of any tremendous sacrifices suds as we should have beard of

if the leader had received such libera] donations.

Ezra is here clothed with all of the power of the Pen. king in the

whole of Syria, yet he was unable to effect a singledivorce except by

a pathetic appeal to the people. The official titles which he bears are

humble enough, pr. and reader of the law, nothing more. And those

titles cover everything that he actually did at Jerus. No great move-ments

of any kind can be traced to him exc in connection with the cult

and with the law. Even Sta. seems to accept the idea that Ezra's law

became the law of the king (BT.Uk). There were two things for which

Ezra needed the authorisation of Art., and two only: the permit to

take a caravan to Jerus.,and to make the Torch the law for the Jew-ish

people. Now these two points are explicitlycovered in the edict,

and if there were nothing else, no one would ever have questioned the

authenticity of this decree.

On account of his work in connection with the temple and the law,

Ezra is exalted above every other character in this period. In the

portion of Esd. which has come down to us, Neh. is not mentioned.

To make him as conspicuous as later ages supposed him to be, the

historic sources available to the Chr. have been freely worked over.

Evidence of this contention abounds everywhere. In this initial c

of his story we have abundant instances. The havoc which has been

made of his memoirs offers further proof. To dispose of this edict as

a whole by callingit the invention of the Chr., as Torrey among others

does, is quite unnecessary. It is hard to see why the Chr. should have

written in Aram. Torrey 's argument that he does it to give colour to the

genuineness of the document breaks down in view of the fact that he

is supposed to have written the edict of Cy. in c i in Heb., and that

even Torrey admits that the other Aram, sections antedate the Chr.

Now if we dissect this decree, as Torrey dissects that of Dar, we may

find perfectly good authority for Ezra's course. There is,indeed, a

greater elaboration than in other sections, but Ezra was the hero of the

age, and greater glorificationwas demanded. To find the original we

have first the easy task of eliminating w. *"". In this part there is so

unusually close an agreement between MT. and Esd. as alone to offer

good ground for suspicion. This agreement is best explained as due

to the fact that the passage is later than the rest of the section. The

passage in form consists of a decree to the Syrian treasurers, and yet it

runs into the decree of Ezra. Vv. " f
" may be original,but the officers

whom Ezra was authorised to appoint were not civil rulers. The texts

show uncertainty, "" having "scribes" in place of "judges." These

officers were mere assistants to be appointed to aid Ezra in his religious

duties,and such as we find working with him in large numbers, Ne. 8.

The punishments named in v. * were not to be imposed by Ezra or his

assistants, but by the properly constituted civil officers in the satrapy.
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The condition described there had always held good in every part of

the Pers. empire, so far as the law of the king is concerned. The new

feature is the obligation to obey the law of Yahweh. This law Ezra

seems authorised to impose on the Jews.

With the rest of the decree there is littleoccasion to quarrel. Fischer

accepts as genuine w. "-""" "" "" *, but this presupposes too much am-plification.

There may have been a little retouching here and there to

enlarge the conception of Ezra's mission, but what it really amounts

to is that Ezra had a free hand to beg all the money he could for sacred

purposes, and that is assuredly not extravagant in its claims. V. * is

not quite so natural, and yet Oriental kings were often not averse to

doing libera] things on paper. Witness the gold bricks so freelyinter-changed

between the courts of Egypt and Bab. on the unimpeachable

evidence of the Tell-Amarna letters. Yet the Esd. texts say that Ezra

may take from the royal treasury, presumably in Bab., the vessels for

the house of God; quite a different proposition. The version of Esd.

differs so much from the Aram, that a translation of the former is ap-pended,

for while the detailed variants are cited in the notes, the matter

will be grasped better by comparing the Vrss. as a whole. Among the

differingtexts of Esd. I have chosen that which in each instance seems

to be best: (n) But the person approaching who did the writing of King

Art.,he delivered the writing,which had come from King Art. to Ezra the

pr. and reader of the law of the Lord, of which the subjoined is a copy :

(12) King Art. to Ezra the pr. and reader of the law of the Lord, greeting.

(13) And I having a preferencefor benevolent acts have ordered that those

who desire of the nation of the Jews, of their own election,and of the pr.

and Lev. who are in our kingdom, may proceed with thee to Jerus. As

many thereforeas are eager, let them set forth together,(14) as seems good

to me and to the seven friends counsellingwith me, that they look afterthe

welfareof Judah and Jerus. in accordance with the law of the Lord; (15)

and to carry to Jerus. giftswhich I and my friends have vowed to the Lord.

(16) And all the gold and silver which shall be found in the province of

Bab., for the Lord at Jerus., with that which is given by the nations for

the temple of the Lord which is in Jerus., (17) shall be collected,and the

gold and silverfor bulls and rams and lambs and the things which go with

them, in order that they may ojfcrsacrificeson the altar of the Lord which

is in Jerus. (iS) And all that seems rightto thy brethren to do with the gold

and silver let it be done, ace. to the will of thy God. (10) And the sacred

vessels which are given thee for the service of the temple of thy God which

is in Jerus.,(20) and the rest whatever shall come to thee for.the service of

the temple of thy God, thou shalt take from the royal treasury.

(21) And I, Art. the king, give orders to the treasurers of Syria and

Phoenicia,that whatever Ezra the pr. and reader of the law of the most high

God demands, shall be scrupidously given to him, (22) up to a hundred

talents of silver, likewise up to a hundred cor of wheat and a hundred
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boUUs of wine. (23) And ace. to the law of God, let everythingbe com-pleted

for the most high God that there he no wrath against the realm of

the king and of his sons. (24) And to you it is said that to all the pr. and

Leo. and singers and porters and Neth. and scribes of the temple, there

shall be no tribute nor other imposition, and no one shall have authority

to lay anything upon them. (25) And thou, Ezra, according to the wisdom

of God, appoint judges and magistratesof those who know the law that they

may judge in all Syria and Phoenicia; and all who do not know the law

of thy God do thou teach. (26) And all as many as shall trangress the law

[ofthy God and of the king] shall be strictlypunished, whether it be by

death, or by torture, or by fines,or by banishment.

11. This verse is Hebrew and is the Chronicler's introduction

to the letter which is in Aramaic.
" Copy of the letter],cf.4"

5*. The writer claims to have an authentic document before

him.
"

The scribe,the scribe of the words of Yahweh's command-ments].

In place of "scribe," Esd. in one place, by pointing

differently,reads "book."

In this v. 3 Esd. has an interestingplus: but those approaching who

did the writingof King Art.,they delivered the writingwhich had come from

King Art. to Ezra, the pr. and reader of the law of the Lord, of which the

subjoined is a copy. It is impossible to think this text an invention of

translators,and yet it is rather startlingin its implications; for it re-veals

plainly a beginning in medias res. In other words, this passage

was preceded by an account of the way in which Ezra obtained his

favour from the king, a natural part of the story; cf.the story of the

Three Youths, Esd. 3, 4 and Ne. 1, 2. It appears that Ezra was not

at the Pers. court when the decree was issued,but that it was brought

to him at the river Ahava in Bab.

12-26. The letter." 12. God of heaven],v. 1 "; Esd. reads

the Lord. " Perfect and so forth] as ARV. is nonsense. By a

slightemendation we get the true sense, perfectpeace. And

now, coming to the real business. " 13. In my empire]. Ezra is

free to gather his caravan from any part of the vast Persian

kingdom. " 14. The purpose of Ezra's mission, a mission sup-ported

by the king and his seven counsellors (cf.the seven

princes, Est. i14),was to investigate the condition of Judah,
but from the point of view of the law of God which he carried

with him; that is,to see whether the law was enforced or not.
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" 15. Silver and gold],Esd. giftsfor the Lord which I and my

friendshave vowed for Jerusalem]. This implies that Ezra's mis-sion

was in some part due to a vow taken by the king, the con-ditions

of which had been fulfilled. We may compare the appeal

to the vow of Darius, Esd. 443ff-. The expression "vow" is

stronger than the Aramaic "offered." " The God of Israel whose

dwetting~placeis in Jerusalem], The dwelling-placeis strictly

the temple; but the meaning is more comprehensive than that:

Jerusalem was the place Yahweh had selected as his abode.

The statement therefore shows a distinct Jewish colouring."

16. All the silver and goldwhich thou shall find in the whole prov-ince

of Babylon]. This is not qualifiedby the followingwords,

since the voluntary gifts of the people and priestsare quite

distinct. Ezra has a roving commission so far as raisingmoney

is concerned.

Ryle explainsby saying that the neighbours of the Jews would gladly

assist their undertaking. Sieg. supposes it to be a compulsory tax

which Ezra had the right to levy upon Jewish property in Bab. Seis.

contends that this money came from Jews, since 8" names only king,

counsellors,princes,and all Israel as contributors. Berth, thinks this

gift came from foreigners,and if exactness is insisted upon, we might

identify this "find" with the giftof the princes,though they are not

mentioned here. In spite of his antipathy to aliens in Judah, Ezra

might be willing to receive money from them. But all suggestions to

explain the money overlook the troublesome word "find," which re-curs,

by the way, in 8", and is supported by all texts and Vrss. In

Esd. we might render: all the gold and silver belongingto the Lord of

Jems, which can be found in the province of Bab. From this we get an

entirelynew idea. The temple had been repeatedlyplundered by As.

and Bab. kings,and the booty carried ultimately to temples and palaces

in Bab. Now Ezra is authorised to take back all of that spoilwhich

he can find. This makes the passage intelligible,at all events, and

makes good sense. If that is the right conception it speaks for the

authenticity of the decree.

For the house of God who [orwhich]is in Jerusalem]. In Aramaic

it is not possibleto tell whether the relative stands for "house"

or "God"; "SBAB have former,
L
latter,for in Greek and Latin

the distinction must be made, cf.i4." 17* That thou mayst faith-



312 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

fullybuy with the money], showing that the purpose for which

it was collected was the proper institution of the cultus. " Bui-

locks
,

rams, lambs], the same animals (lackingthe goats)named

as offered at the dedication of the temple, 617. " And their meat

offeringsand their drink offerings],that is,those which prop-erly

accompanied the animal sacrifices,v. Nu. 151"10. Esd. has

merely: and those things which accompany them. " 18. But all

the money would not be required for sacrifices,therefore the

general statement is made that Ezra and his brethren (the

priests)may use the balance of the money as may seem to them

good; but that it was only to be used for sacred purposes is

shown by the limitation,accordingto the pleasureof your God]."

19. And the vessels which are given thee for the service of the house

of thy God], These are doubtless the same as those enumerated

in 8"-,T, and are giftsof the king, members of his court, and

Israelites. They are not vessels that had previously been in

the temple and which had been already returned, cf. i7ff- 514

65. The direction about these vessels is that they shall be

placed in the temple as votive memorials. " 20. Provision is

now made to cover any expenditure not provided in the above

grant by allowing the priestto draw upon the royal treasury to

meet any requirement for the temple which might fall upon

him. " 21. The king then limits this permission by decreeing

that all the treasurers in the Syrian province shall honour the

requisitionsof Ezra, 22, up to a hundred talents of silver,a

hundred cor of wheat, a hundred bottles of wine and of oil,and

an unlimited supply of salt: salt which is not written, or re-stricted.

The cor is the same as homer = 393.9 litres. The oil

and salt are not mentioned in Esd. According to Meyer's

computation the silver would be worth about $140,000, a much

larger sum than we should expect. Meyer adds, "but the

amount appears to me unsuspicious in view of the rich giftsof

the king and his magnates which Ezra brought with him." It

is difficult to share this view; v. on 8*. " 23. Everything which is

by the command of the God of heaven shall be correctlyexecuted for

the house of the God of heaven]. This is the most sweeping of

all the provisions. Ezra is assumed to have the law as the basis
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of his plea for assistance. That law showed in detail what

God demanded in the service at his temple in Jerusalem. That

service was not yet rendered according to this law, and with

such a condition God was not well pleased." Ezra had shrewdly

appealed to the king's fears and so the decree continues: why

should there be wrath upon the empire of the king and his sons?]

The displeasureof God, which might fall upon the Persian em-pire,

may be averted by establishingthe rightfulcult at Jeru-salem.

That kind of an appeal would be the most effective and

adds probabilityto the liberal terms of the edict,cf.6l0b." 24.

To you it is directed].The antecedent can only be the treas-urers

named in v. n.

As the decree was issued to Ezra (v.") and in view of the material

intervening between v. " and v. ", the construction makes the passage

suspicious,esp. the use of the second p., as if the decree were directed

to the treasurers named in v. n. We find here a supposedly exhaustive

list of the temple officials: pr. Lev. singers, porters, Neth. and ser-vants

of the house of God. This agrees with the lists of c. 2 exc. for

the last-named, correspondingto which we find " servants of Solomon."

These may be identical,but "servants" in our passage has a more

technical mng. than Berth, gives: whoever besides has to oversee the ser-vice

at the temple. Our text simply asserts that it shall be unlawful

to impose any kind of tax upon the temple officers;but "$ adds to this

a provisionthat no kind of [public]service may be exacted of them.

25. And thou, Ezra]. The name recurs because a passage,

w.
n g-9had been addressed to others. " According to the wisdom

of thy God which is in thy hand], does not mean, according to

the priests9inspired discretion,as Esd. implies,but according

to the written law-book which he carries and to which he must

conform, cf.v.14; "wisdom" is often in late literature used as a

synonym for "law." The government established by Ezra was

therefore to be hierarchical. " Appoint judges and magistrates].

(6 better scribes and judges, as they were the administrators of

the religiouslaw. " To all the people who are beyond the River]is

qualifiedby the following:i. e., to all who observe the law of thy

God], so that Ezra's jurisdictionis confined to Jews in the Syrian

province." And whoever does not observe [the law] you shall in-
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struct].This does not open the way to a propaganda among the

non- Jewish residents, but means that Ezra and others shall

teach the law to those Jews who now do not know or follow it

" 26. And every one who does not obey the law of thy God and the

law of the king]. Here is the beginning of the double law under

which the Jews have lived to this day, and which causes so much

confusion and perplexity (cf.Jn. 197). The officers appointed

by Ezra were authorised to administer both the religiousand

the civil law. The various punishments permitted are death,

banishment, imposition of fines,and imprisonment. These are

comprehensive enough for all purposes. " This brings us to the

end of the decree and of the Aramaic sections of the book of

Ezra.

11. The Heb. is clear and in good order. Esd. has a different text;

it runs: xpoaxeaivro? [8fctow "fpa^iyco^]om-L vpoaT"wuamf*- B xopdk

'Apra${p(ou tou (SaatXiux;xpb";"Eapav tov Upla xal dvaqfvaxmrjv tou v6(jlou

xupfou ou tortv dvrfypa^ov to uxoxc((acvov. This is nonsense as it stands,

because a clause has dropped out after %poa%6tf\upn";. The deficit is

found in 3 Esd.: accidenles oulem, qui scribebant scripta Artaxerxis

regis,tradiderunt scriptum, quod obvenerat ab Artaxerxe rege ad Esdram

sacerdotem et lectorem legis Domini, cujus exemplum subjecium est.

Doubtless "$ is right in the use of the sg. " "|Son]om. ""**." ibo] "E

PtfiXfou= i"D, Esd. "wrfv6avqv = *HP. The title "scribe" b never

found in Esd. (save for the gl.in 9"L). "Reader" is doubtless the

earlier term. For Smte*
. .

nan] Esd. shows only nvn min, agreeing

essentiallywith title in v. ". " 12. tona om. 4PA. " Km] is Pers. dadh

(Andreas, in Mar.")- " rupai *vdj]is a much-disputed phrase. In "" we

find: TeriXforo X6yoc xal "?)dhc6xpwt$BA, let the word and the answer be

performed; in L to the above is added: xal vuv = rujw; Esd. xafpetv;

3 Esd. salutem; Esd. begins v. ": xal Td fiXavOpwxa Iffoxpfvac, which

is not represented in the Aram. *vdj would correspond to TeT"taro,

though Berth, says Gk. did not understand this word; but the rest, at

all events, is not discoverable. Torrey thinks oS* has fallen out after

M'DP (Comp."), a correction supported by Esd. and now frequently

adopted. But if we rely on the Vrss. we must suppose more lost than

a singleword. " hjjd] v. 4". " 13. TnaSoa] Esd.B xal T"v5e *v Tfjfftirrlpa

PaoiXefo." Smr*] Esd. t"ov 'Iou8afo"v,a reading overlooked by KosL "

14. n Sap-Sa]wanting in "fP*t xo8* ortL." ^nor] ef.op, Sachau,"; it

corresponds to Heb. TP and has the same mng. " 15. nSa^nS]"Jba "\^

olxov xupfou, 1. e., Sa^n. L has a dup. : dxtveyxttv "!";x. t. X. " vunn]

Esd. t)6$"iatjv= Heb. tw not found in B. Aram. " 16. narnpj Esd. 8
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ttv c"pcOf)(nanm cf.6*) $v Tjj %tl"p"jc*rijsB. t$ xupfcpIep.Kup"p is best

interpreted as a dative of possession, i. e., belonging to the Lord of

J cms. " 16. mjnai] lacking in Esd., which knows of no contribution

from the pr.; this agrees with 8" and is prob. right." pawn . . .
oy]

Esd. ouv T(p Se"opTjtievtp6xb tou i9vou";,referring to Bab. " 17.
. . .

Sa

an1] "JBA xal xav xpoaxopeu6(ievovl toGtov Ito{(juix;Ivra"ov Iv fh^Xfrpto6-

*C(i";
L adds to this a lit. rendering of the Aram.: II liberc accipe et

studiose erne de hoc pecunia; Esd. auvrjxtHjvatt6 re xpuofov xal dpY6ptov;

so 3 Esd. ui colligaiurhoc durum et argentum. "$ looks like a bad cor-ruption:

xfiv " Sa,xpoox. =" 3"V" (^ap),toGtov = nn, erofiuix;= KrwDK,

Ivt(x?ov"" wpn (mv), Pt"X"o = mdD3 (isd). MT. is poorly supported,

but the words are not of great moment. " 19. ?nSs]only here as subst.,

but cf. v. u. d XetxoupYfotv. Esd. uses a less technical word, xP*tov"

in Heb. miap. " oSpn] $ xap"5o";. The word is lacking in Esd.BA, as

well as the preceding and following,so that we have merely the temple

cf thy God which is in Jerus. Sieg. Berth. BDB. render "deliver in

full number." That implies a certain distrust of Ezra, and would be

superfluous in any case. Ges.B renders "restore," implying, wrongly

I think, that these vessels had previouslybeen taken from the temple.

Torrey renders "deliver in the presence of." We should prob. assign

a weakened sense, "lay up," as Esd.L Shafts."
oS"m nSx] "$ h lip.

Guthe emends *va n Sm"n nSw to correspond to v. ". The most

elaborate text is Esd.L: efc *rf)vxpe"zv tou lepoG toG OcoG aou toG iv 'Iep.

(Hjoeic;ivavrfov toG OeoG 'Icrpa^X." 20. nirwn] f All Gk. texts have xpetev

= jnSo,v. ". " 22. rra"o pna] lacking in 4P and Esd. :
A iXalou patov

cxot6v; l iXafou lox; ftarrwvhurc6v. The unusual order and the witness

of "$ make the mention of the oil suspicious." ana k^-h] means with-out

prescription 1̂. e., ace. to requirement. " 23. ops-p] "$ Iv 7x^17);

but MT. shows no need of correction. " 24. 03S]is a manifest He-braism;

Mar. corrects to pS; similarly we should have p'Sp at end

of v. " pfwd] d ifv"QHrcai3*, YvwP""HievL"Xf]frcatE-"L.The idiom

is explainedin Kautzsch, " ". The Gk. variants prob. represent only

different attempts to make intelligiblea circumlocutory expression."

Knot] Heb. oniron, 2", v. Kautzsch, " "". Zimmern connects with

Bab. zammart (v.Haupt's note in Guthe,M). " ^nSc](v. ynSc,v. "") "$

XercoupYofo;= Heb. rvw; Esd. TpaYCLartxol^^,YP"WwrctxoZ";L.The word

must have some technical sense, but just what it is impossible to

say. d offers a variety of renderings of v. b. L alone agrees with

MT. BA has: 96P0? (j. Î"jt"" crot o6x "?oucri"aet$xaraBouXoua6at auTo6";.

The first part is easilyderivable from MT. iSa = oux, "}Sm =* torca cot,

f. e., nin. With this reading Esd. in part agrees: lUQSetifoc9opoXoy(a

jiTj"e5XXt) txtftauX^y(vi)tgk,(jliq36v3fx"v iSoucrfavIxtf"Xelv toGtok;. "

25. rum] Masora magna in B diserlis verbis ait. In libris Danielis

et Esdra ttbiquennjK scriptum est, uno loco run excepto (Str.). Doubt-less

the text preserves a mere scribal error. " yva n] lacking in Esd. "
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rocr] ypawLm\qBAL (I'ibd),xptTdc^-*1-.It is hard to say whether " is

right or merely trying to avoid a tautology, since the two Aram, words

both mean judges and cannot be distinguished. In Dt. 16" we find

o*"iacn o^oor, "S xptxAs x. Ypxwuxxottaa-fto-ftls. Thc officers were ec-clesiastical,

not civil." \"h] "S v6iiovBAEsd-,L v6(xt(ia;with Torrey rd.

m. " fipwn] Guthc corrects to n;# inn, "8"LYvuptc to ocirdL Guthe ap-pears

not to have noted this reading,but his emendation has little

support. " 26. ww] "S xat5fforyBA,txt^"ooci afrrfev f) xat8euoatL;Esd.

dcnn^, disfranchisement,Ttyujp^BA, torture, so 3 Esd. cruciatu. env

means roof, so the lexicographers argue uprooting,banishment, ignoring

the big gaps in the chain of reasoning. Sieg.,perhaps taking a hint

from Ges.B, refers to Ps. 52', where Pi. is rendered "uproot," but we

should rd. with "$, ichtf, "thy root." The Gk. translators did not

know what the word meant, and we are no better off to-day; "
excom-munication"

would be the most natural mng. " vddj pj;] "" tixifov

pfouBA,"loss of life"; ^Qtitbtoottdk 6xdtpxovroL,Esd. ipyupM^Q. The

punishment is the imposition of fines." p*ndk] " zocpdftoatv8,lia\iaA,

fuXaxiJviyx\tlaxiL;Esd. dhaxYMYB3**8eai"0aatL.

V *'
= Esd. 8a5*a\ Ezra's thanksgiving.

As usually interpretedthe leader gives thanks for the decree of Art.,

but it is really much more than that. The true connection has been

destroyed by the editorial work of the Chr. Doubtless this was origi-nally

not an appendix to a royal decree, but the conclusion of Ezra's own

story of his successful plea to the king. The brief passage expresses

thanksgiving in a few words and then proceeds to action, describing

how the pr. began to collect leaders to take part in his expedition. The

passage is directlycontinued in 8U, the Chr. having interjectedone of

the lists in which he so much delighted. This is the beginning of the

fragments of E.

27. One Greek ms. in Esd. begins: And Ezra the scribe said.

MT. begins: who has thus put it into the heart of the king],or

better into my heart. This refers not to the decree, which was

no part of E., but, if MT. is right,to the favourable disposition

already described by Ezra in a lost section of his story. The

good office of Artaxerxes is due to the moving of God's spirit

in his heart. But Esd.B has my heart,doubtless the originalread-ing.

Of the king was added to make a closer connection with

the decree. Ezra expresses gratitude first that he was moved

to do something for the temple, and then that he had received
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favour from the king." To glorifythe house of Yahwek] by estab-lishing

the full system of sacrifices. "Glorify" is a favourite

word of Is.1 44a 49s 55s 607 9 w- 21 618. These words express

the great purpose of Ezra's mission, which was concerned with

the temple rather than the law. " 28. The second ground for

praisingGod is: he extended mercy to me beforethe king and his

counsellors and his officers]as we should probably read like 8".

All the mighty officersofthe king is in MT., but as the last named

were the least important,mighty is out of place,and the repeti-tion

of king is awkward. " As the good hand of Yahweh my God

was upon me], "Good" is inserted from (5. Esd. reads: ac-cording

to the support of Yahweh my God. The substance is the

same. All of his success is ascribed to the loving kindness of

God. " And I gatheredleaders [i.e.} heads of fathers, Esd. men]

from Israet\,that is,of course, from the race, not the land. Each

leader would have a number of his clan associated with him.

Having obtained a grant from the king,Ezra proceeds at once

to gather a company from the exiles who are ready to take part

in his expedition. His narrative is now interruptedby a list

of the names of those who went up with him. On these vv. v.

also Intr. " ll "".

27. "sd.A begins: xal elxtv 'E"pa";b YpociiiurreOc(so 3 Esd.). Very

little attention has been paid to this reading. Guthe, Sieg.B.-Rys.

Seis. do not refer to it. Berth, quotes it without a word of comment,

but does not note that it is found only in A and 3 Esd. Were we to

hold that this is the true beginning of E., we should surelyregard this

as an authentic note by the compiler,for Ezra's name is not mentioned

in the genuine memoirs. The abruptness is explained by comparing

6*,but it is reallydue to the Chr.'s omission of the introductorypart of

E. The passage serves its purpose here,but is poorly supported,and

shows only a marginal note which was found in some texts, but not in

all. It did not come from the Chr., but was a later editor's note and

so did not find a placein all texts. " irroait]lackingin Esd.BL;vorrlpuv

piouA= ^niaM, a better reading." nwa] Esd. xauToc, prob. a free render-ing.

" V^n aSa] Esd. ti$ tfjvxocpSfatvixou toO (kcjcX"ix;.The last two

words are a corrective addition. " nw"] om. (fc81*,while Esd. curiously

reads afaou. " 28. "ton nen] is a peculiarcombination, but recurs in of;

Esd. fefixijtjev,prob. "nn for non. " ^oS] (S iv "pOaX^oI";= ^pa. Esd.

fvavrt. Prob. a case of an obscure word rd. in two different ways. "

najn
. . .

S3S1].The change of construction and its peculiarcharacter
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raise suspicions. "" reads: xdcvtwv t. ipxdvrwv t. p. ?. fanjptiivhiv**

["uvorwvL]. Esd. has a different text for the whole: paatX"is %al xAvrwv

t"v "pfX"ovaijxoG xcrt twv [UYtardvuv atiroO. It is likelythat the original

was the same as 8", and is here awkwardly amplified." ^hSm] on basis

of "" Guthe adds nawn, cf.7*. Esd. has a simpler text: c"Oapofc iyt-

v6(jlt)vxorcd *rijvdvrfXrj^ivxupfou 8eo0 piou. " a^Kn] Esd. 5v8pag]= o^m;

"$ 3pxovrat";= one in v. ". This is another case of an obscure word;

ovwn may be a correction from 8!.

81"14 = Esd. 8*-*". The list of the leaders of Ezra's com-pany.

" 1. Heads of the fathers]v. s. on i6. " And their genealogy],

read with Esd. companies." In the reignof Artaxerxes the king].

These words show that this list was not originallycomposed

for this place,or the date would be quite superfluousafter c. 7;

stillless would it be necessary in E. The separation of "with

me" from "from Babylonia" indicates that the date was not

originallyin the text. The Chronicler evidently found the list

ready to his hand. "With me" is an editorial note to lend

plausibilityto the insertion in the body of the memoirs.

2. Phineas, a grandson of Aaron, and Ithamar, a son, are named as

heads of priestly clans (v. Kue. Abh.*"). Daniel and Hattush are

mentioned among the pr. in Ne. 10* '-. It is very doubtful whether

David here means the famous son of Jesse, though Hattush is given

as of Davidic descent in 1 Ch. 3". " 3. Here begins a list of twelve names

of heads of houses alloriginallywith a formula : of the sons of
,

the son of
,
and with him were males. There are some places

in which the text has been corrupted and thus the formula is marred.

Of these names eight recur among "the heads of the people" in Ne.

10" *-,identifyingAdonikam and Adoniah, i. e., all except Shekaniah,

Shephatiah, Joab, and Shelomith. In the list of Ezr. 2 we find ten

of these names, *. e.f all exc. Shekaniah and Shelomith. The text is

therefore very doubtful and the name Shekaniah is certainlywrong.
Shekaniah is a priestlyname in our books, Ne. 3" 10* 12" ". "g has

Zattu, a name found in both Ne. 10 and Ezr. 2, and that is prob.

right. Shelomith is a Levitical name found often in Ch., and does not

belong here as head of a clan. Esd. suppliesthe true text: of the sons

ofBant, Shelomith the son of Josephiah. Bani is found in both parallel

lists. It is not without interest to note that the first ten names in Ne.

agree with ten in our list,and that with two exceptions (Arach, v. ",

Zaccai, v. ")they agree with the first twelve in Ezr. 2. B.-Rys. argues

that the twelve heads of fathers are due to the theory that the re-stored

Israel was to be made up from the twelve tribes." 13. And of

the sons of Adonikam the last]. What the last means is quite un-
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known. Something is apparently lacking. As we rd. of the sons of

Adonikam
. . .

and these are their names, it is clear that there must have

been some statement about these sons, for the last clause would not

be required otherwise. Something like "there were three brothers"

would properly fillup the gap. It may be that we should render:

"and of the sons of Adonikam there were others, and these are their

names." It is noteworthy that here alone we find three names instead

of one, and that here alone the names of the fathers are lacking. The

Vrss. do not agree with our text, "sd.B and V having: Eliphaletthe son

of Jeud and Shemaiah. " 14. Instead of Uthai and Zabbud we should

rd. Uthai the son of Zabbud, or Zacchur, as some texts have. The

numbers vary somewhat in the different texts.

1. *rmj "" adds oTxwv as Ex. 6l* et pass., but cf. i". " ormnm]

Hithp. inf. with sf
.

Ges.* M. The word is hard to render here. Esd. has

tux\ tA$ (MptdopxCac (+ aOrouL); HP* ol 68ijyo( connected with o^Spn,

the guides going up with me; (i"pt8apxfoc recurs in i" = 2 Ch. 35s for

nuSfi,in 1" = 2 Ch. 35", nwSoo; we should rd. here onuSao) = and

their divisions [or companies]." SaaoJ($BA lack D and rd. king ofBab.

The date is a late insertion. Esd. transposes : went up with me from Bob.,

though this does not presuppose a different text. " 'Dp] is found in all

the texts. It was doubtless added by the Chr. to make the list fitinto

its context. " n"j3P *jan]. The expected name following does not ap-pear.

In v. " this name is repeated,but stillwith a name lacking. Esd.

omits the name in v. ',and "SP omits v. s altogether. We should om.

the name here and supply a name in v. *. Since in 1 Ch. 3" Hattush

is the grandson of Shekaniah, we might rd. rvaatf p oxsn. " 5. After

6* Esd. h. tOv utov ZaOofc Ebxovfa; 'Ie64)Xou(so 3 Esd.),rd. mm ^ao

Sunrv-p 7v"b". "
onsrS ewnn] puzzled the ancients,but the real mng.

is counting only the males; further on it is deemed sufficient to repeat

only "males," which in Esd. is always dfvBpt?."6. nap] should cer-tainly

be a n. p., but it is peculiarcertainly. "" offers QfoO8, Qfh^,

Apitvot8a"L(=* nap ?ny); Esd. Oupijv* Q(Stj8a,Ajjwv8o^l. On the whole,

131? is best supported and may be an abbreviated form, as there are

numerous n. p. with iap as the initial element. " 10. A name is evi-dently

lacking, as Esd. offers ix "ewv ulftv Bavtdcc ZotXeipAO Iuaat?touBA.

"A has a similar text. In Esd.L the first two names are transposed.

Rd.
. . .

"J3 V2Q\ In 1 Ch. 26" wpc" is the great-grandfatherof a Shelo-

mith. There is a suspicious phonic resemblance to WfiOv, here named

as father of Shelomith. " 11. In ""*" Esd. the names are differentiated;

correct with Guthe to
. . .

*pa ^ao, v. on io*"." (I8* has 78, MT. 28,

i. e.t oyar for o^-wp." 12. fBpn] the little one, cf. "James the less,"

Mk. i$m; the name is attested by "$ V Esd. " OP- has 120 for no. " 13.

D'nnn "unintelligible"(Berth.); Seis. says it has a distinguishingsig-nificance

in view of "the sons of Adonikam," 2", but other names are
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repeated without marks of distinction. The "other" of 2" is supposed

to distinguishnames in the same list. "" renders faxorot,V qui erant

novissimi,3 Esd. ipsis postremis. The text is well supported; but, if

correct, is a mystery. " 14. iiun] om. 4P; text is wrong, as id?, the

best reading, indicates but one name. Esd. has: Ofcod 'Iorox"XxouB,
0661 b toG 'IoratXxo6pouA;L agrees with MT. Guthe suggests b^k as

the first part of this name, after which we should expect the name of

a place. But elsw. in this list we have the name of the father, not

of the place of residence,and following the easiest way we may rd.

"narp tv. But 'IcronufcXxou may be T^* rw*, "I have spread out

unto thee." Qr. substitutes ~vw and the Vrss. vary greatly: Zz$oo8A,

ZoxxoupL,Zachur V. The whole v. is lacking in 3 Esd.

815"so = Esd. 841"50. The assembly at the river Ahava.

Here Ezra collects his company. During a three days' encampment

it is discovered that no Lev. have joined the expedition. Ezra de-spatches

messengers who return with a suitable supply of temple ser-vants.

The company fasts and prays for a safe journey, Ezra being

ashamed to ask a guard because he has assured the king that Yahweh

would adequately protect those who sought him. This section is from

E. and has suffered chieflyby addition of w. *T '" w.

15. And I assembled them]. The antecedent is heads or chiefs,

7M, not those named in the list (w. 1_u) interpolated by the

Chronicler. In 7" the reference is to collectingthe people to

form a caravan; here it is to the assembling of the company at a

particularplace in preparation for departure." The river which

comes into Ahava], With Esd. we must read: the river which is

called Ahava; for in w.
"" *l

we find "the river Ahava," this

being the name of a river not of a place (so Ewald, Hist. v,W74);

Winckler identifies it with Hables-suk, which enters the Tigris

near Seleucia. But he considers it not a canal of water, but a

trade route (Alt. Forsch. in,518'")"" And I viewed the people and

the priests,but I did not find any of the sons of Levi there]. This

explains the purpose of the three days' encampment. Ezra

made a scrutinyof the caravan, which had collected voluntarily,

his object being to note its composition. Now it would be

strange for him to say that he looked among the laityand priests

and found no Levites there, as if one were to say "I searched

among the privates and found no officers there." Esd. offers

a more intelligibletext: / carefullyobserved them [theassembled
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caravan],and of the priestsand of the Levites I found none there,

i. e., priestsas well as Levites were wanting. It will appear

below that Ezra secured others than Levites when he sent to

Casiphia." 16. Making a necessary correction of the text, to se-cure

the lackingtemple servants, it appears that an embassy

was sent out comprisingtwo classes of men: one called "heads,"

consistingof nine men whose names are given; the other called

"intelligent,"and consistingof two men. But we find Elruh

than three times, and the very similar Nathan once. Jarib

and Jojarib are repetitions,and thus a noun,
"

leaders,"and

its adjective,"intelligent,"have been separated. We should

therefore read: / sent Eliezer,et al.9intelligentleaders
,
men com-petent

for the task in hand. Of these leaders but two, Zechariah

and Shemaiah, are mentioned in the Chronicler's list,w. 1-14,

an evidence of the character of that list. It is impossibleto

tell justhow many Ezra sent. The shortest and criticallybest

listis found in Esd.L: Eliezer,Ariel
,
Shemaia, ElruUhan, Nathan,

Zecheriah, Meshullam, seven in all." 17. And I sent them],not

"I commanded them," which we find as an alternative reading.

" Unto Iddo the chief,in Casiphia the place].We must omit the

placeto make good sense. The text shows a Babylonian idiom.

Iddo, otherwise unknown, was the head of a Jewish colony

in Casiphia, which Winckler locates on the Tigris,opposite

Seleucia,and so not far from Ahava {Alt. Forsch. in,109*")."

/ put words into their mouth]. In spiteof his care to choose

intelligentchiefs for his embassy, Ezra framed carefullythe

message they were to carry to Iddo. " Unto Iddo his brethren

the Nethinim] cannot be right. We should read unto Iddo and

his brethren the Nethinim, or possibly Iddo and his brethren

dwellingin. Unless Levites and Nethinim are synonymous, it

was evidentlynot merely Levites which Ezra sought to add to

his company. On the Nethinim, v, s, 2"*. It is evident that

Ezra was quite ignorant of the list in c. 2, or he would not

have been at such pains to secure the attendance of classes

already supposed to be largelyrepresentedat Jerusalem." To

bring to us ministers for the house of our God], Esd. has send,

a better reading,since the message was to Iddo, who could

A
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send but not bring. Though some Vrss. read "singers" for

"ministers," the more general word, which includes all classes

of temple officers,is preferable. Certainly this term would not

be used if Levites alone were desired. " 18. And they brought to

us]. Another, but erroneous, text, though found in (8,is: and

there came to us. The meaning is that the intelligentleaders

were successful in their quest, for "the good hand of God was

over" the whole enterprise,and they brought back from Casiphia

to the caravan at Ahava those enumerated in the list following.

" The rest of the verse is confusing: a man ofprudence,ofthe sons

of Mahli a son of Levi a son of Israel,and Sherebiah and his sons

and his brethren eighteen].With Guthe on basis of Esd. we may

omit "and," and thus make Sherebiah the man of prudence;

for he was a prominent Levite in Ezra's administration, v.
u

Ne. 87 94 '-. " Son of Levi " is here not genealogical,but official,

being equivalent to Levite. "Son of Israel" is a corruption.

Mahli was a son or grandson of Merari, v. ", and Merari was a

son of Levi. There were eighteen Levites of the kin of the pru-dent

Sherebiah who joined him to go up for the temple service.

The true reading is: a prudent man of the sons of Mahli a Levite

as the chief,Sherebiah, etc. " 19. And with him Isaiah of the sons

of Merari, his brethren and their sons twenty]. The text is ob-viously

impossible. "B Esd. omit " with him," thus coupling the

two names as co-ordinate; but as this Isaiah is not named else-where

he could not have been so important a personage. The

Vrss. vary, but H gives good sense: Hashabiah, and with him

Isaiah of the sons of Merari, and his brethren and his sons twenty.

" 20. And of the Nethinim], following which we have the only

historical account of this order,from which it appears that the

order was established by David and his ministers for the ser-vice

of the Levites

The Chr. traces all the temple institutions to David, and the inter-polation

from his hand is easilyrecognised here. It is prob. that kings

had been wont to present slaves to the temple (v.Smith, OT. Hist.***).

The statement is amplified in 3 Esd.: and they themselves were the

chiefsfor the work of ike Lev. who served in the temple. It is barely pos-sible

that with "B we should understand two classes here: (1) of the
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Neth. whom David established \ (2) and the chiefsfor the Levilical service,

the Neth. 220. " All of them were mentioned by name], or designated by

name, is a phrase of the Chr. and shows another interpolation. It

appears that the embassy secured 38 Lev. belonging to two families

and 220 Neth. The caravan is now prepared to start on its great

journey, but first the favour of Yahweh must be secured.

21. Ezra proclaims a fast that the people might humble

themselves before God in order to secure an auspicious road. "

22. The reason for the fast is now stated in other terms. Ezra

was ashamed to ask the king for a guard to protect them from the

enemy on the road\,because he had assured the king that the

hand of God was adequate both to protectthose who sought him

(Sta.***),and his wrath was against those who abandoned him].

The closingthreat is wanting in Esd., which runs: the power of

the Lord is with those who seek him for every reparation. It is

rather strange for Ezra to say that God's power and wrath are

against those who forsake him.
"

23. And we fasted and sought

from our God touching this,and he was entreated of us]. Esd.

reads: and we again soughtfrom our Lord all these thingsand we

found him favorable. The beneficent disposition was not de-terminable

at the time, but was shown by the ultimate success of

the enterprise." 24. The first person singularis resumed: and

I selected [literally,separated]twelve of the leaders of the priests],

but two are mentioned by name, Sherebiah and Hashabiah, the

very ones who were called Levites in w.
18 f*. 3 Esd. has: from

the leaders of the people and the priestsof the temple,making a lay

representation in this important body. It looks as if there

were a gap here and that originallythe text ran: and I set apart

from the leaders of the people twelve,and from the priestsof the

temple Sherebiah and Hashabiah and with them ten of their breth-ren.

The whole committee comprised 24, half laymen and half

priests." 25. The purpose of their selection is now given: and

I weighed out to them the silver and the gold and the vessels,the

offeringfor the house of our God], the gifts to which reference

is made, at least according to the Chronicler, in the king'sde-cree,

716ff-. It appears that the property, which was sacred

on account of its destination,was carefullyweighed and then
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committed to hands deemed peculiarlytrustworthy." And all

Israel thai were found]. So is designated one of the sources of

the gifts. The qualifying clause is not found in Esd., but is

attested by (8. It is not the kind of expression that would be

added as a gloss. The explanation may be in 716: "all the silver

and the gold that thou shalt find in the province of Babylonia."

The search was for Israelites from whom contributions could

be asked. All that could be found were solicited. There may

be an intimation that some of the exiles were not conspicuous

when subscriptionsfor the temple were collected.

26 f. The total amount is given as 650 talents of silver,100 talents

of gold, 100 silver vessels, 20 bowls of gold, and 2 vessels of brass.

The silver talents would be about a million dollars,the gold more than

three millions. There is,indeed, some uncertainty in the values, but

make it as low as possibleand stillthe figuresare impossibly big. We

realise the Chr.'s fondness for large sums, and his imagination may

have led to raisingthe figuresin Ezra's chronicle. As I weighed to them

or to their hand is repeated from v. ", and as v. * connects closely with

v. **,w. n '" are almost certainlya gl.,an opinion supported by the closer

agreement of Esd. and the unnatural description of the words in what

is supposed to be a mere list. We have no idea of the value of the

silver vessels,because the number of talents is wanting, but the worth

of the 20 golden bowls is given as 1,000 darics, ace. to Mey. about

$5,000. On the daric, a Pers. coin, v. 2". " And two vessels of
. . .

brass,desirable as gold]. The character of the brass is usually given as

"finely polished,"but the construction is ungrammatical and the mng.

obscure. Esd. reads: brass vessels ofthe best brass,ten [ortwelve]polished

vessels.

28. You are holy to Yakweh] by virtue of your sacred office,

and the vessels are holy],because they were to be placed in the

temple, 7", and the silver and the gold is a free-willofferingto

Yakweh], and therefore that also is a sacred trust. With "K and

Esd. we should read God of our fathers,since Ezra would not

say your fathers. " 29. Be watchful and vigilantuntil you weigh

it again in the presence of the leaders of the priestsand Levites and

leaders* of the fathers of Israel in Jerusalem]. Whatever may

* Guthe makes a slightchange and reads " heads," the more common expression for the

laity; but " heads " is characteristic of the Chr., not of ". There is no need to emend where

the Chr. has let the text alone.
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have been the amount of the sacred property, Ezra carefully

impresses upon its guardians their great responsibility." The

chambers of the house of Yahweh] designates more particularly

the place where the giftswere to be put. With "S we should

prefix"for" or "in."

30. This v. is an addition by the Chr., for the third p. is used at the

beginning and the first at the end; pr. and Lev. are here the custodians

of the valuables, whereas above twelve chief pr. were the treasurers;

the statement gets ahead of Ezra's narrative in v. ", and it adds noth-ing

whatever to the story. Esd. has a radicallydifferent text: and the

pr. and Leo.,receivingthe silver and the gold and the vessels which were in

Jerus.,brought them to the house ofthe Lord. It becomes thus an exact

dup. of v. ".

15. kvik-Sk nan] Esd.L xbv toto^v t"v Xt^iuvov Etta; so rd. mpn.

This important reading seems to have escaped all the commentators.

The text is at variance with w. "" ". The Vrss. give several forms

of the name: Eottyt8,Euei*1- (w. "" "), "out8, AoueA, Aaoya6L. Esd.

Ocpov; V Ahava, Esd. Thia. Winckler reads: naw or nan. " swan] ""

cuvijxa8, xarccv6iporL,V quasivi, Esd. xarfyux6ov, 3 Esd. recognovi.

These all support the text. " For what follows Esd. has a better text:

naxtyaQov afeouc *"t " ?""v lcp""v xact i% tu"v Aeutrwv o"x e"p"v hjtl.

Therefore rd.
. . .

o^rooi oram. The Chr. having put pr. in the list

(w. " *")must, of course, have them here. " 16. We must either drop
the prep.

S before each name, as "ftL V and Esd.L, or interpret S nS?

as mng. "summon" or "sent for." V. " shows that the men named

were Ezra's messengers. The Vrss. show much discrepancy in the list

of names: CfcBhas Ap"p for a*-p and an'r; the names are certainlydu-plications;

CP- omits from ounn to end of v.; Esd. lacks the last two

names altogether,and so recognises no classes. The evidence shows

that fnjSroann* are accidental repetitions. Then wm and a^ao

should be joined together as in Esd.: ftfouiiivous%a\ ixiadxiovasBA,

"PX0VT"Z"ouvrco6";L." 17. n*sin] so CPA i^veYxa. Qr. hixk, so flp- "v-

tntXci^Tjv. The former is the better reading. Esd.BA xotl "lxa afoot*

IXtolv =
mrieS onom."

. . .
rw]. For this very difficult text "fcB has: exl

"5pXovTo";Iv ip*pphp xou toxou, 1. e., open 13033 rxi Sp. This makes

no sense and this version is still more hopeless in v. b. Esd. xpos

AootfaZov [Ad8atL,AoXJatov*],tov f)-f0"Vevovxbv 6v tip t6x"j"Ya^"?uXoxfou,

f
. e., ""a?jn oipoa rmn ^k-Sk. In spite of the antiquity of the cor-ruption,

it is best to regard the ungrammatical aipsn as a marginal

note to show that the unknown Casiphia was a place; it is employed

like the Bab. determinative. We might easilyimagine that this pas-sage

was originallywritten in Bab. " ivw ^x] CfcBA xpos to""; dedeX?buc
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auT"v twv *A6avt((i;L xal xpoc t. a. a. to"" NaOcvafouc. It suffices to

rd. with Esd. wki. Esd. lacks o^njn, and this may be an error for

M"nn. " loanS]Esd. dcxoorlXat = nSe\
" 3\"n"o] CI ^Sovwc*;** (O'-nrr);

L has dup., XttToup-fodsxal ^dovrac, Esd. UpartfoavToc, in agreement with

its reading in v. "; so 3 Esd. cos qui sacerdotio jungcrentur "= o^nar."

18. iioa^] so Esd.L ^raYov, V and 3 Esd. adduxeruni; Qr. wi3"\ so 9

l[XQooavBA, 4X60^. The first clause is lacking in Esd.B. Kl is pref-erable,

as the Hiph. corresponds to loanS,v. ,T." aatsn] Ead.AL xparniv

= nprnn. "
*?3" ""*] puzzled the translators;CI has dyftp oax"i(x)BA"""

auvrc6cL, doctissivnum V, Esd. 5v5pa e"tar^iovaBL) avdpac foio-rfaAOvas*,

ww peritos3 Esd. There is no good reason for a pi.,as the words

apply only to Sherebiah. " Jvaien] "g xal ipxV fSXOooov8*,iv dpxi 2a-

pouiaL, so Esd.L; apxij is used to translate twenty-four different Heb.

words (Hatch and Redpath, Concord.), but the text was apparently

jwk-o, "at the head, " and that has been corrupted to Sms^-p. That

designation would agree with the statement that Sherebiah was a

prudent man. "
nS p] is wanting in CP-." 19. The text is corrupt. %

requires the slightestchange to make sense: el Hasabiam, d cum to

Isaiam de filiisMcrari, fratrcsqueejus,d filiosejus viginli. "E and Esd.

rd. hk for idk. dBA have ulol aOr"v, L
twv uluv aurou xal tcov cBcXpwv

auTou, transposing in agreement with v. ,$. But in Esd. L has ofauv

in both cases, while B has for the whole v. : ol ix tg"v ul6v xovouvdew*

xal ol ulol aurwv tTxoat 5v5p"i;;3 Esd. Asbiam el Amin ex filiisfiliorun

Chanancti, el filiieorutn viri viginli. Two names are pretty well at-tested,

but there is doubt between Merari and n'un. On the whole,

the reading of the Latin is the simplest,requiring but a single change,

1. e., vm" 20. jnjj=
" appoint,"cf.BDB." o"vn] " ol apxovr*;, Esd.

ol jftouiUvot,3 Esd. principes. Therefore there is no support for

Winckler's emendation, o*mre. " o^rnj
. . .

wjp] is inserted by the Chr.

as an explanatory note. The rel. p never occurs elsw. in Ezr.-Ne.,

but twice in Ch. (Dr.Intr-""" '"). Sieg. regards whole v. as a gL"

M?}] d auWjx0r)aocvBA, c"vo[ji:o6i}aavL,V vocabanlur, Esd. xavtwv fe-

iftiavOi)[6vonaa6TjA]6voiiaroYpa9(aB; oftxot iaiji"avOqaav"v 6vo^arroYpG^(aL;

3 Esd. omnia nomitta significatasunt in scripturis. It is a favourite

phrase of the Chr. (Dr.!0**-**")."22. unryS]" ouoot, Esd. AofoXtfa;.

There is much variety in the rendering of the last clause: "" renders

lit.,but Esd. has: tox"S [r? f"r n'l *o" xupfou fytfiv lorat ixrcd twv

ixtsT}To6vtti"ya"rov "{";xaoov ixavopOuatv; 3 Esd. ttrfitf Domini eril cum

eis qui inquirunleum in omni affedu. This lacks the last clause entirely,

i. e., the threat to those who abandon God. " 23. idtsj]Esd. xAXtv "

nawi." 24. D'jw i-wo] 3 Esd. ex plebisprapositisel sacerdotibus tcm-

pli = Synn ijnDi opn n*e." no-wS], The prep, is supported by "!"*

but not by "L Esd. It is an error, but not, I think, accidental. It

was prob. put in to avoid the statement that Sherebiah and Hashabiah

were pr." 25. nStpew]"g I"mjoot,so w." """, Esd. as CI,but in w.
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"" " mpltaxiv. In my addenda to Guthe (SBOT") I stated that in

Ezr. 8"- M lEapitoxtv stands for hpv. Torrey denies this and insists

that W is represented by orfioas and oro8"v (ES.m). It is true that

lorovat stands for Spe% though very rarely,but in Esd. 8U (= Ezr. 8")t

xapaSoovat does represent Spe". In 8M- ei (= Ezr. 8"- *")we have both Gk.

words, zacp"ciMiev"rrfjaat";,aracOlv mpt86(h); "mfjaa";and oraOfv may there-fore

be complementary vbs. " 26. QinaaS]cannot be connected with

any word as it stands; hkd gives the number of the vessels,not of

talents as RV. The word is lacking in "K V. Mey. suggests that a

number has fallen out, but says that it may be that each vessel averaged

a talent ("*/.")" Guthe omits the word as a gl. On the analogy of

"iSk0'""vwS, v. ", the most natural supposition is that a number fol-lowed,

so that the text originallyrd. : 100 silver vessels [weighing]
. . .

talents. " 27. d*wikS] "B e{";"rijvtoov xoqiavtfn (SpdcxiiMvA,5pd%iia";L).

This is a dup. reading, first *piS and then correcting by adding a

weight. Esd. lacks the word and the numeral following as well. "

nrnj *Sa],Here we have a mpl. followed by a f. adj. The Vrss. vary:

"B oxc6t) xacXxou ot(X(Jovto$"70600 Sta^opa ixtOutMQra iv ["""L]XQvolty,

Esd. "jxc6tj%ak%" dhco gaXxoO xw^oii ar(X{JovTaaxeutj Sfeca [xpuaociSouc

8"xa 86o]L,showing a correction from MT. This would be: new "S:"

"wp o^anso o^Sa naia ne"njD. Sieg.emends naio arum to aw anro, "bet-ter

than gold," and then disposesof nmon as a later gl. In spite of

lack of textual support this is ingenious. Some emendation is neces-sary,

but it is dub. if brass would be considered as desirable as gold,

unless it were of an unusual kind. " 20. lSptrn]Esd. mcpaSoOvat afiri

6yu5t";." SmenS] lacking in CPA, but it is used in placeof a genitive and

denotes the lay order that had a part in the government as well as

the pr. and Lev. " nwSn] "B tlq oxijvdt";BA,etc x" xaoro96pcaL,V in the-

saurutn, 3 Esd. in pastoporio. Doubtless we should rd. a or S for n;

the art. could not be used with st. cstr. " 30. Sjwd lacking in Esd.; it

is certainlyunnecessary.

As our text stands, Ezra discovered that there were no Lev. in his

caravan, and therefore he sent a large embassy, seven or possiblyeleven

men, to Iddo to make good the deficiency,or, as he says, "to bring us

ministers for the house of God." Sherebiab with 18 brethren, Hasha-

biah with 20, and 220 Neth. were brought back. But these two men

are called "leaders of the pr." in v. M, and rightly,for the precious

money and vessels would have been committed to the highest class of

sacred officials. 'lS-fain v. " is lacking in ""*"and may be a gl.to har-monise

with v. ". Esd., indeed, says that both pr. and Lev. were lack-ing,

and that agrees with the mission to bring ministers for the temple.

But it is strange that in the assembly called by the great pr. Ezra,

there was neither pr. nor Lev. Nevertheless it is possible that these

officers were wedded to the old ways and were not in sympathy with the
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new order which Ezra proposed to institute,and only joined the car-avan

after much persuasionand perhaps with liberal promises. Then

we should explain the large number of Neth. as being a subordinate

order of Lev. In regard to the descent of Sherebiah from Mahli and

Hashabiah from Merari, it suffices to say that every pr. was of Levit-

ical descent.

83,'a6= Esd. 860"*4. The caravan goes to Jerusalem.

Upon the arrival of the company the money and vessels were counted

and placed in the temple, sacrifices were offered,and the royal edict

was delivered to the officers of the Syrian province. Only w. " *" are

from E.; the rest is the Chr.'s.

31
.
On the twelfthday of the firstmonth]. On the date, v. f *-.

According to that passage the journey lasted about four months,

Jerusalem being reached in the 5th month of the 7th year of

Artaxerxes. "
And the hand of our God was upon us]. We miss

the usual adjective qualifying "hand," but in Esd. we find

mighty hand. "
And he delivered us from the hand of the enemy and

lier-in-wait on the way], or better with Esd. : from every foe on the

way. So they knew that God had heeded their petition,v. a.

Emphasis is laid upon the safety of their journey, because such

caravans were always exposed to the attacks of plundering

Bedouin; though the caravan comprised upward of 2,000 people

their defensive power was little,v. M; the largeamount of treas-ure

carried,the possessionof which could scarcelybe kept a se-cret,

made an attack especiallyinviting." 32 f
.

And we remained

there three days, and on the fourthday]. This statement is scarcely

natural, as we should expect to continue by saying "they went

to some other place." If we could render "rested," that would

make good sense, but SST1 does not mean that. Therefore we had

better follow Esd. : on the third day of our beingthere,we weighed,

etc., or better with "S placed,since in the house of God shows the

ultimate destination of the treasure, not the mere place of re-

weighing." The final custodians are now named; there were

two priests:Meremoth] io88 Ne. 3*-M io6 12*- 15,not the same

person, though, in every case, and Eliezer],who had been one

of those deputed to fetch temple servants, v. w. Besides there

were two Levites,Jozabad] (io22'" Ne. 87 nM) and Noadiah], a
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name elsewhere only of a prophetess, Ne. 6M. In spite of the

lower office of the Levites they were associated with the priests

in the care of the temple treasures. The peculiar expression

Meremoth
. " "

and with him Eliezer
. . .

and with them], sup-ported

by all the Vrss., means that Meremoth was chief, his

first associate being a fellow-priest,and their associates being

two Levites. " 34. The awkward expression by number and by

weight for everything]shows the hand of the Chronicler, who

dearly loved amplification.It is quite superfluous in view of

the following: and the whole weight was recorded],to tallywith

the listmade at Ahava, and to show for what amount Meremoth

and his associates were responsible. The care of the treasure

reveals at every point a commendable business sagacity. The

writer may have recalled such stories as that in 2 K. 12, where

the priestspurloined money given for the repair of the temple.

" At that time] is better connected with v. n, as in some Greek

texts. " 35. The sons of the captivitywho had come from the exile]

is intended to emphasise the statement that the great sacrifices

were made wholly by Ezra's company and were not participated

in by those already in Jerusalem." Twelve bullocks for all Israel],

i. e., one for each tribe,showing the persistenttheory that the

new Israel comprised the whole nation. The specificnumber of

rams, 96, it is to be noted is a multiple of 12. Note also 12

he-goats, and according to Esd. there were 72 lambs (instead

of 77). Our text has he-goatsof a sin offering](v.on 617),but

Esd. reads 12 he-goatsfor deliverance,making this sacrifice a

thank-offeringfor the safe journey, or it may be a peace-offer-ing.

" 36. And they delivered the kingfsdecree]not decrees,pre-sumably

meaning the edict in 7" ff],to the kingfs satraps, the

governors beyond the River], There should be no "and unto"

before "governors," though the last clause is a gloss. These

were, of course, the Persian officers in the province." And they

supported the people and the house of God] is difficult. We may

take recourse in one Greek text: and they supported the people

and honored the house ofGod, or emend the text slightly,reading :

the people honored the house of God, thus explainingthe large

offerings.The subject of "supported" is usuallyheld to be
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the Persian officials,and that is presumably what the Chronicler

meant, but grammatically it is the same as that of "delivered."

Vv. " f are surely by the Chr. The use of the third p. as well as the

character of the passage shows that (so Fischer, Chr. Fr.1). In the

rest we have the first p. pi. throughout, but it is consistent in w. " f

with Ezra's usage to employ the pi. to describe a corporate act. In

v. " we should surely have fnm, though MT. is supported by all texts.

In v.
"b Esd.B has third p. throughout; and other less, of Esd. and "

have it in places. Yet something is requiredbetween v. M and o*. The

only part of our text which inspiresconfidence is vv. " '-. The rest is

written by the Chr. or edited by him beyond recognition of the orig-inal.

It is plain that,omitting the Chr.'s " after these things," v. n con-nects

well with o!.

31. Kin" vu] Esd. t6*ou OepdB, xoto|aooal. " "] Esd. xarcd xportatftv

X"lpa. We should restore np?n for the superfluous nn*n. " aiun 3mh *\3o]

"" dxb xctp"c taOpou %a\ xoXe(i(ouBA + "vt"p""ovToqL,showing a double

rendering of 3"nk; Esd. has only dxfe xdvroc {gOpou (3wS3d). 3 Esd.

lacks v. b. It isprob. that Sa was corrupted to *p and that 3-o" is an

amplificationby the Chr. or an accidental repetitionof a similar word.

" 32 f.
. . .

awi]. The unrevised Esd. gives merely: -ftvottlvqc (V**)

afc66t fxiipac Tptnjc8, to which Tfj fxUp$ rg tit"ptb has been added

in AL from MT., but without changing the construction,and so making no

sense. 3 Esd. et cum foetusfuissettcrtius dies,quarta auiem die. " Spvj]

iorVoqxev of " goes better with noa." 34.
. . .

-wdds] Esd. xpfcc dtpct-

(ibvxat iXxfy xdtvta." 35. njwi o^3C"] Esd.AL if"oiifcovrot860, rightly,

since every offeringis twelve or a multiple of twelve. " nwon nw] cf.

monS n^M, 61T; "K xti"dpouc %tp\dt\utgx(aq; Esd.BA Tpdcyoucfacftpownpfai,

*. e.t
nSrS onw, or njrwn #s. " 36. ^m] cf.7"; in spite of CI we must id.

sg. m. " yyn vn*] Pers. Khshaltapavon, used also in Est 3" 8* oA 6**

toIc diotxijrartc.Esd. xol"; olxov6(JLot";,3 Esd. dispensatoribus. OP- has a

wholly different text: Jfe governors of the king and the officersbeyond

the River gave the burnt-offeringsof the king."

. . .
mine] is an explanatory

gl." WPj] CPA E*! ttAfcoov, L facfjpovTbv Xatbv xal tt^ooorv -cbv obtov t. I.

EZR. 9, IO. THE MIXED MARRIAGES AND THEIR DISSOLUTION.

In this section we find Ezra dealing with the Jews already in Judah.

This is the only event of his administration recorded in the book called

by his name. The rest of his mission is described in Ne. 8.

Vs =" Esd. 80*"70. The officers report to Ezra that the

Jews had been marrying women of alien races. " 1. New

when these things were completed]. As our text stands the ref-
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erence is to the depositing of the treasure in the temple, the

sacrifices,and the delivery of the edict. But it is far from cer-tain

that we have the whole of the memoirs, and there may be

a gap between 8M and 91,poorly filled by the Chronicler's notes.

These words are certainlya connecting link due to the Chron-icler.

So far as we can see, though, this passage directlyfollows

v. *, and the connection is passable." We dwelt there three days,

[when] there drew near unto me the leaders reporting. "Leaders"

is characteristic of E.; the Chronicler uses "heads." They

cannot be the same as those named in v.
* b

as chief trespassers.

After this the text is bad, but probably ran somewhat as fol-lows:

the magistrates and the priests and the Levites have not

separated themselves from the peoples of the lands]. On peoples

of the lands, v. on 44. The rest of the verse is a gloss,added to

increase the stigma. According to their abominations] has no

place here; for that word refers to the religiouspractices,while

here the only fault is the mixed marriages. Ewald's proposal

to emend and read "from their abominations" (Hist. v. "")

improves the grammatical construction, and should be adopted

if the phrase is accepted." The list of foreignersis based on

Dt. 71,where we find Girgashite and Hivite, but not Ammonite,

Moabite, or Egyptian; in (ftLthese three are at the end of the

list,suggesting a gloss. Esd. omits Ammonite, and reads Edotn-

He for Amorite, a reading accepted by Smend (Listen,u),thus

having seven nations (cf.Acts 13"). Nehemiah found mar-riages

only with the Ashdodites (v. 13*7)." 2. The specific

charge is now made to explain the general accusation in v. l:

they have taken wives of their [peoplesof the lands']daughtersfor

themselves and for their sons]. There is no hint that Jewish

women had married foreignmen. The condition is attributable

to the scarcityof women in the new community. " The result

is that the holy seed is amalgamated with the peoplesof the lands].

Israel is called a "holy seed" in Is. 6W, cf.62" Mai. 214."

Now the hand of the leaders and nobles was chiefin this wrong] is

usually regarded as the conclusion of the accusation; but from

the structure it could only be a note by Ezra or the Chronicler.

3 Esd. preserves what I deem the originaltext: the officerof
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lawlessness has been a participant[in the wrong] from the begin-ning

of his rule. Here is a specificcharge of dereliction on the

part of one of the high Jewish officials. The words then give

the climax of the accusation. " 3. Upon hearing this Ezra ex-hibited

the outward acts of mourning, tearing his clothes, and

pullinghis hair from his head and beard, and sal down appalled].

Esd. forcefullyrenders anxious and very sadf (ftLsilent and won-

dering. It appears that the mourner showed his distress by

his actions, but that all the day he was silent,uttering no

cry until the evening oblation." 4. And there gathered unto me

all that trembled at the word [not words] of the God of Israel],all

that showed any purpose to keep the law. (8 has all that fol-lowed

the word, a rather better sense, though we have a parallel

to the text in Is. 665. " Because of the wrong of the captivity]

is difficult here. Esd. has a better sense : while I was mourning

because of the lawlessness. " 5. And at the evening oblation]used

as a mark of time (cf i K. i829)and to indicate the appropri-ate

moment for prayer. " / rose from my humiliation],a doubtful

sense; the word is only used here. Esd. renders fasting." Even

with my garment and my robe rent]RV., which Ryle prefersto

AV. "having rent my garment and my mantle."

The latter is an accurate rendering; indeed, the text will not allow

RV., which is made to harmonise with the statement of v. * that Ezra

had already rent his garments. Moreover, some such action is required

to explain his getting up and then kneeling down. It may be that he

rent his garments again, though the act would scarcely be appropriate

at the beginning of his prayer. The attitude of prayer is bowing the

knees and spreading forth the hands. So Solomon knelt upon his

knees with his hands spread forth toward heaven, i K. 8". The hands

were extended upward (Ex. 17"), so the supplicant could not have

bowed his face to the ground.

fl6"*8= Esd. 871"87. Ezra's prayer.

The history of Israel is reviewed, showing that the sufferingsof the

people were due to their sins. Just now God had shown a gracious

purpose which was in danger of being thwarted by the violation of

the propheticword forbiddingmingling with aliens. The prayer closes

with a despondent ay that the people cannot stand before an offended

God.
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6. And I said]. In some mss. of Esd. we read: and Ezra said.

" / am ashamed and confounded beforethee],as Esd. lacking to

liftup my face, is better language than MT. If we retain to

liftup my face unto thee we should expect but one preceding

verb. " For our iniquitiesare many above head] is what MT. has,

but this is unintelligible.The idea cannot be "higher than our

head" in parallelismwith our guiltis great unto the heavens];

for the verb rQI means "to be many" not "to be high." EV9.

"our iniquitiesare increased over our head" is obscure, as

above the head is a strange place for the increase of wrongs.

On the basis of Esd. we may read : our iniquitiesare more numer-ous

than the hairs of our head, cf.Ps. 40" 69*." Unto the heavens]

so as to reach the heavens, viewed as a definite place above the

earth.
" 7. From the days of our fathers],as shown by unto this

day, means from the beginning of history." Because of our in-

iquitieswe, our kings, our priests,have been delivered].It is

hard to see why kings and priestsshould be specifiedas the

victims of the sword, captivity,plundering and shame of face].

The Vrss. vary greatly,but I have ventured to restore we all

with our brethren and our sons, and thus we get a characteristic

generaldescriptionso frequent in these books. Esd. has a plus:

our iniquitiesand those of our fathers,showing the idea that the

past sufferingcould not be due to present sins." Into the hands

of the kings of the lands],"lands" as often meaning foreigncoun-tries;

so d plainly,kings of the gentiles." 8. And now [tocome to

the heart of the matter] as for a moment, there was mercy from

Yahweh our God [forwhich "S has only and now our God has re-stored

us]to leave us a root and a name in his holyplace],emending

on the basis of Esd. MT. has to give us a tent-pinin his holy

place,interpreted to mean a secure position. Why a tent-pin

should have such a significanceis not clear, and besides Ezra

regards the position of the people as very insecure. The holy

place covers more than the temple, including the sacred city.

" To lightenour eyes, O our God] occurs in Prov. 29" Ps. 134

19*, but fits poorly here. The real meaning is to give under-standing

or to restore health or to refresh,cf. 1 S. 14". Esd.

has a suggestive text: to uncover our lightin the house of God.
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The idea then would be that God had enabled his people once

more to worship him in his holy temple; they were no longer

constrained to sing Yahweh's songs in a strange land (Ps. 1374).

" Give us a littlerevivingin our bondage],ARV., is scarcely to

be extracted from MT. Making a slightcorrection from Esd.

and translatingcorrectly we have: to give us sustenance in the

time of our bondage. That may seem to refer to the past rather

than the present; but the condition of bondage in a way per-sists,

v. *,and the meaning is that God was supporting them in

their servitude. " 9. The benefits conferred by their God through

the agency of the Persian kings, the plural (kings)showing that

Ezra is not dealing with a single incident, are: (1) to give us

sustenance];but this is a repetition of the statement in v. ";

therefore with Esd.L read to show us mercy, i, e,, by the release

from captivity;(2) to erect the house of our God\, referringto

the rebuilding by Zerubbabel and Joshua; (3) to raise up Us

ruins],so amplifying the preceding; but this is a needless repe-tition,

therefore read with Esd. to raise up the desolation of Zion,

and so we have a more comprehensive statement than building

the temple and referringto the new houses which had certainly

been erected in the city by Nehemiah; (4) to give us a wall in

Judah and Jerusalem]. " Wall " is occasionallyused in a figura-tive

sense, for the divine protection, and Mey. so interprets

here (Ent."); but the preceding statements are literal,and

the natural reference is to the wall built by Nehemiah. As

Ezra would scarcelysay a wall in Judah and Jerusalem, we may

best omit in Judah or read around Jerusalem, as due to the

Chronicler's idea that Ezra preceded Nehemiah. The refer-ence

to the building of the wall is strong support for the true

date of Ezra. " 10. And now what further shall we say? What

follows is best taken as the answer to this question. All that

we can say is that we have forsaken thy commandments], " 11.

These were given by thy servants the prophets].The quotations

are all from Dt., and the prophetstherefore means Moses, On this

conception of the prophetic originof the law, v. OTJC.9*' w.

What follows is the commandment said to be given by the prophets;

I translate it all,putting in quotation-marks that which is traceable:
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"The land which you go in to possess it" (Dt. 7') is a pollutedland,

by the pollutionof the peoples of the lands,by their abominations in that

they have filledit from end to end with their uncleanness. (12) "And

now you shall not giveyour daughters to their sons nor shall you take their

daughters for your sons" (Dt. 7*). "And you shall not seek their peace

and their good forever"(Dt. 23 T)in order that you may be strong and eat

the good of the land and possess itfor your sons forever. All direct quo-tations

are from Dt. We may note the change to the pi. in Ezr., but

that does not tell the whole story, for otherwise the passage abounds

in Deut. phrases. The word rendered "abominations" occurs in Dt.

13 t.,and indicates practices of aliens which are forbidden to Israel.

"Be strong" and "possess it" are frequent in Dt. "The good of the

land" in the sense of its best products occurs in Gn. 45"- M Is. 1".

But nowhere in the Pentateuch is Palestine called a polluted land; on

the contrary, it is called "a land flowing with milk and honey" (Nu.

13" et pass.),"a good land, a land of brooks of water," etc. (Dt. 8T '").

Nevertheless the idea is found in Lv. i8"*M, where the land is called

unclean by reason of the abominations practised by the peoples who

preceded Israel in its occupation. The expression from end to end,

lit.,/rom mouth to mouth, is found in 2 K. ion 21". On the other

hand, peoples of the lands, i. e.,foreigners,is characteristic of the Chr.

The citation is made up of Deut. phrases patched together loosely and

with the insertion of a free adaptation of a passage from Lv. But it

is cited as a divine command given by the prophets. Ezra is thought

to have carried the law-book in his hand and should have been able

to quote literally;and the particular precept which was so flagrantly

disobeyed is quoted lit.enough (against intermarriage),and the state-ment

about the land is made to reinforce the danger of marital alliance.

By marrying foreign women the abominations which have made the

land unclean will adhere to Israel. The whole passage (from saying)

seems to show the Chr.'s hand.

13. And afterall that has befallenus because of our evil deeds

and our great guilt].The sentence is left in the air;the con-nection

with what follows is only made by violence. The

reference is to the exile which resulted from the evil deeds of

pre-exilicIsrael. We must go back to v. 10b to get sense : we have

transgressedthy commandments which thou didst command by thy

servants, the prophets,and all that has come upon us [has come]

because of our evil deeds and our greatguilt,i. e., in the transgres-sion

stated in v. 10b." For thou, 0 our God, reckonest our sins down-

wards]. Determined to extract sense, this is usually interpreted
11 punished less than our iniquitiesdeserve." Esd. reads: for
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thou, O Lord, art he who lightenestour sins; this makes sense,

but requiressome correction of the text. "B has a much longer

passage: /or thou, O our God, hast taken away our sceptre because

of our sins, and it is not like thee;for thou lightenestour sins.

This would connect fairlywell with v.% and with the following,

and givestus a remnant, or with "S deliverance. Good sense is

obtained by two slightemendations: and now thou hast withheld

the rod from our sins, and hast given us deliverance. " 14. Yet we

have again broken thy commandments and intermarried with the

peoplesof these lands]. Yet as (8 is better than the interrogative

of %; for the intermarriagewas an accomplished fact." Wilt thou

not be angry with us to a finish,without residue or remnant ?] This

very awkward passage is much smoother in Esd. : Wilt thou not

be angry [enough]to destroyus until there is leftneither root nor

seed nor name. " 15. Thou art righteous]or innocent, or truthful

(Esd.). The punishment which Israel had endured was not

due to the injusticeof God; for the people had richlydeserved

their woes. Then the supplicant reverts to the present con-dition

: we are left[but]a remnant this day]." The future can be

read from the past which has been in review, and the outlook

is gloomy: behold we are beforethee in our guilt].The same con-ditions

which destroyed early Israel are prevalent now; there-fore

the conclusion is inevitable: it is not possibleto stand before

thee in this matter]. If the guiltof Israel persists,their life will

be short. The future depends upon strict obedience to the law.

This prayer was evidently intended to produce an effect upon the

t

audience rather than upon God, perhaps like many other public prayers.

Ezra waited until a considerable congregation had assembled before

he began to pray. The whole tenor of the prayer shows the desire

to touch the heart of the guilty and to impel them to abandon the

course of life which seemed so evil. Sieg. regards the prayer as "a

verbal extract from Ezra's memoirs." Torrey ascribes the whole to

the Chr. There are some words characteristic of the Chr. even if we

cannot accept all of Torrey's list (Cotnp.19'"). Further, there are sev-eral

awkward phrases and constructions more like the Chr. than E.

It is quite prob. that the passage has suffered in part from doubt about

obscure words and in part from the Chr.'s retouching. Nevertheless,

the substance of the prayer is so appropriate to a pr. zealous for the

law, profoundly believing that the fate of the new Israel depended upon



EZRA 7-10 337

its observance, and shrewd in his devices for securing adherence to it,

that we must admit the great cleverness of the Chr., or hold that we

have substantially the genuine prayer of Ezra. The latter is surely

the simpler alternative. We must, however, excise w. ub- ", which

are due to the Chr.

1-5 in Esd.L is in the third p. throughout, having t$ Et"pa for

'Sk. Other texts of Esd. lack all sf. of the first p." 1. Sman opn] is,

of course, not original. We might explain Sm"n as an explanatory gl.,

or drop the art. " orvmapa] is without construction. ""B* has h uax-

p6{i(09cv, a word used only here and y. " in 6. Esd. renders prep.

dhc6; the latter offers a variant: ofc IxApioacvxal ol opxovrts xal ol

Icpcltxal ol AtutKat xal aXXoytyfJ Wvtj tfis f^g (orb) dxoOapoCa? ofc"v.

al show a correction from % inserting to Wvos tou 'IaporfjXafter xaP.

L has "th Twv aXXoftv"v tOvuv, while A has orb twv 46v6v in place of

afcuv. 3 Esd. has a still further amplification: non segregaverunt genus

Israel et principes et sacerdotes et Levita e% alienigeme gentes e% naiiones

terra immundUias suas a Ckananarts, etc. The evidence is very strong

in favour of reading Q'pmn or some word of similar mng. instead of uyn

w"\" nDKn] Esd. I8ou(iatu"v."2. lanpnn] ""ba xapfcth) " W" aowi*C'pQt,

ixtplfTiEsd. All Vrss. have a sg. vb. with "seed" as subj. BDB.

gives six roots, but wrongly translates here "have fellowshipwith";

Ges.B is correct, #. e., "mix." " tiJ om. Esd. The circumstantial

clause of MT. suggests a note by the writer rather than a part of the

charge. V. b in Esd. runs : xal (urtixov [[trcfoxovL]ol xpOTjfo6iitvotxal

ol tu-jfioravtc Tfji;dvoptac to6ti)c orb Tijc dprffc toO xpdrruaroc. 3 Esd.

has a startlingtext : et participeserant et magistratus iniquitatusejus

ab initio ipsiusregni. The peculiar construction in these texts shows

that we should rd. niconn po, corrupted into lnvi D'UDn, and mng. "the

officer of lawlessness,"the one whose duty was to restrain all kinds of

wrong-doing. Then Esd. shows iniaSo ppmo, the last word a corrup-tion

of nrn Sj?d. How onrn t became participeserant, originallypar-

ticipserat, is not clear. ?JO is from As. Saknu. The word occurs in

the Eleph. pap. in connection -with "judges," "'.e.t pii po (Pap.**- u,

v. Sachau,*^)." 3. iS^di]txaXXotuQv ""**, leap, a word only here in

"K, but in Gn. 3i"- M we have o*Sj?n,mng. leaped. Esd. -rfjvItpdv ia-

(Hjra,so v. '." odwd] " ^pct"dt^v8,ipcuaWv*, 4p*P"v xal 8au(ial"i"vL,

Esd. a6wouc xal xtp{Xuxo";." 4. *nn] "E 8ta"tc"vBA,fvrpou.oc xal Ixt-

dufad"vL, showing originally6 and a correction from MT. Esd. fet-

xtvouvroBL (a.X. in LXX), to which * prefixesIjjXaratxaC. " "nai] X6fov

6, Maori15"1
,

so rd. iai." nSwi SjraSjr]Esd. IuaG ["6toOl]"tv9o0vto"
iirt td ovotifa,so SjjdV37Sanno "w (Guthe)." 5.

. .
*jnj"aijEsd. ditp-

pijfliivaIxwv tA liidrnaxal "rijvlcpdv IdHrra. " a*yn nruoai] om. Esd."

"rvtfno]Esd. h. tfc vijortfas" otid. " ona-Sp njnam] Esd. xou4a"; t*

76vorra." viSic]om. Esd.
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6. *""ok]tlxov 4H-, Esd. clxtv^, IXc-pvB\ but 3 Esd. dicebam." ^nta]

om. "fB,so Esd. xOpw^L. " o^ns] 0m. Esd. " 'aSi'lom. B Esd." t1**ub]

Esd. xarcdk xp6owx^v aou " "po-Sp." *m nSjnsS]an expression occur-ring

nowhere else. "K uxk? xcpaXffcffcifcv8*,"x*p dta***,Esd. x*pa)Jc";B\

6xfcp Tdkg Tp(x""; tfa xtfaXffc 4(a"vl. The evidence is convincing for

wm. The presence of Tp*x"" * "V* in L is interesting;by modify-ing

a little more we get good sense, i. e., wm nnpro, cf. Ps. 69*,

vrm nnjrco u\ No one seems to have noticed the important text of

L, though every one sees the difficulty.Torrey rendered nSpoS,"ex-ceedingly"

(cf.1 Ch. 23") and explains B"m as due to dittog. (Comp.",

ES.m). " 7. irjna] "g ol ulol Vwv3*, ol Uptls V*v **l ol xdvnc ipju^-;

Esd. a6v toTs dtSeX^oic;"fyjuuv,auv toTs pacaiXtuaivfftA"v,xatl aOv to!s Upcu-

atv fywiv. unjM] is here rd. as trnK, 3 Esd. cwm frairibus nostris,d

sum socerdotibus nostris. By an eclectic process I would restore the

text thus : wjai iwro irSa unj. u*Sa became iraSn,utw became wun,

and trja became u^na. " -va] lacking in Esd.; " *v x"P*f 0"^). "

nw-wn] "g twv iOvuv, Esd. tt)";"pj";." 00c] lacking in Esd., "K xpooctaoo

"fcifiv=" wjd. " nrn ovna] Esd. iiixP*Tfc "riRtfpovV*P"";" a better sense

and prob. from ovna. " 8. "K offers variant for the awkward begin-ning

of MT. : xatl vuv teaxtudworro fyilv o 8eb"; V"v" ". "., uS pm n.njn

ipnSn. i* adds 6k ["pax6. B reads: et nunc quasi parum et ad momen-tum

facta est deprecationostra apud Dominum Deum nostrum; 3 Esd. d

nunc quantum est hoc, quod contigitnobis misericordia abs te Domine

Deus. " wip . . .
"vKenS]. Esd. xarotXti^OfjvatfJii.lv"l"av xal ovot*a h t$

t6t"4"tou [to6tci"b]cVftAtyurKx;[-f-aurooL]. " relinque nobis radicum d

nomen in locum sanctificationistua. We must, at all events, get rid

of the inappropriate"|n\ "E has aTf)pf]f[a]na,which elsw. stands for

noD. Esd. may have rd. "OJ "posterity."" \h nnS] would scarcely be

used here in view of unnS, v.
b irnS*

. . .
-vmS] "K lacks uvtSk,the

least possible emendation. Esd. has : too dvaxaX6"|"ifoarijpac -fou^ fr

t$ oTx"i"too xupfou V"v " umSh no 3 miND niSA. " opo mno] "K """-

xofqaiv (iixpdcv8,xcptxo(i]oavLt Esd. Tpof^v iv Tcp xaip$ tljs douXtCa?

4(jl6v;" c"ttm m cwwh tempore servitentis nostra. " ppn] cannot be an

adj. as "K and EV*. render; "a little sustenance" would be n"riD epo.

Therefore substitute with Esd. npa. " n^no] can scarcely mean rent-ing,

RV. 8D8. It indicates that which supports life,so food, as Ju.

6' 17". " 0. " h rfixapafttoccV^v ^v { xapi^Txav V^" connecting

unjK onap ^a with umaya of v. a. This reading avoids the monotonous

repetitionof "in our servitude." Esd. has iv t$ 8ouXi6etv *""";,read-ing

mapa, and lacking unnapai. " map] is rd. as Pu. in Esd. tpuro-

Xi(f6i)("tv." wnS""]preceded in (J by x6pco";}Esd xupfou fjjuiv; Gk.

and ^ often disagree in the use of the divine names; Esd. is the work

of a pretty consistent Yahwist. "

. . .
B"] Esd. ixohptv fyuSc h x^pen *"

pa u^vpi. " n^no uS nnS] Esd.L 8ouvac fHilv*^"ov (^on)." oonS] "K w"

64"6ook afco6";,mistaking Polel for Qal with sf.; Esd. xaA doSdbon Upkt
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frfiv." rnamj, Esd. xty IpTftiovZfov, 3 Esd. adificarcdeserta Sion "

tvx nain. " t"J "K ^pa-jf^y***,Ttixo";L,orepi"iHAaE"d-(ppi), 3 Esd. sta*

Initiate*. " '31 nwa| is supported by all Vrss., yet we might better

rd. *S 3*303, ". s. " 10. nnjn] lacking in ""bak# " nm nnN] "sd. feovrtc

Tafrra,"E ("rrdto6to. " U3tjj]Esd. xotp"$7jaavB,xaptffh]iMvAL,". "., insp.

" 11. nrrni]ftoxa? "K and Esd. " V^v] om. ii1-."
. . .

jicd]to end of

v. is lacking in Esd. " 13. mm] om. Esd. " wSj?]"K If*"i*"";B,and con-sistently

second p. in v.*. V. b is amplified in (J1-: 6rt 06 " 8eb";fti"v,

xxrtacuoac t6 oxijicTpov fftA"v8tdk xdk";Aputprfas fftA"v,xact oux loxtv 2"c ad,

Sxi 6xo69"ttr";xd"; dvoiilat fxurfv,xal I"i"xa";^xtv "x6Xst(A(ut. Esd. has:

ou -]fdcp,x6pte, " xouffaas xi"; d^ap-ctac ^juov SSuxac fyitvxota6TTjv "{"av.

6 has rd. ngg naefrifor rocS rorn, a very slightchange. Esd. shows

men, but not nooS. "" therefore shows a dup., but "S*A represents an

approximation to Esd. : ofa lortv "!"";6 6eb"; fxiuv, Stc fcofifioa?fywiv xd";

dvotilac xal Buxae; ^xtv aumjpfov (#'.*., njnr*). It is possible that one

of two similar passages has been lost. This text is entirely ignored

by Guthe. " 14. srcjn] better with (6 ^ for n interrogative."'n ^Djra]

"" "cot"; Xao?";BK -f- twv fatttvA -f-to6t"ovl, Esd. tjj dbtafapat? t"v iOvwv

"riteTfo *" """ riayna. "
""sKn rwim *dj?].For consistency we find ixt-

tM-pjvzc = (3"wnn") in Esd., where "E has Yoqippcucat (= innnn)." -ny

. . .
nSo] Esd. dhcoXfoact fyux";"K *"G p.^ xaraXixtiv ^{^oevxal axipiia xal

8vo(ia f"*"iv= -wen r-*S tj; uniba." 15. ujh] om. "fB. " pnx] Esd. 4Xij-

8tv6";." ovro] Esd. iv "rfj"rfc"pov = oivi3. " ~kd*Sd)may be construed as

an ace. or as appos. with the subj. of the vb. (Ges.*"").

10"8 = Esd. ^-9*. The people agree to divorce the for-eign

wives.

Ezra's praying and loud weeping attracts a very large crowd. Shek-

aniah admits that Israel has done wrong and proposes that the offend-ers

shall be put under oath to cast out their foreign wives and the chil-dren

born from them. Ezra accepts the plan and a decree is issued

ordering all Israel to convene within three days under penalty of con-fiscation

and excommunication. The narrative is now in the third p.

as in 71-*. This form continues in the rest of the Ezra story.

1. And while Ezra was praying and while he was making con-fession,

weeping and prostratinghimselfbeforethe house of God\.

The language is exhausted to show Ezra's deep distress. Here

for the firsttime a place is indicated; the priestoffered his public

prayer in the open space before the temple." From Israelior

more appropriately with Esd., from Jerusalem, since the crowd

could hardly come from all Judah. " Men and women and chil-
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dren), or boys and girls,or children and slaves,as some Greek

texts have in place of children. (On the place of the assembly in

postexilicIsrael v. Smith, Jer. i,c. x.)." For the peoplewept with a

great weeping is scarcelyintelligibleas a reason for the vast as-sembly.

We have heard only of Ezra's weeping heretofore. It

is a loose construction: the writer apparently meant that Ezra's

tears were contagious,and that the multitude began to weep as

it gathered. This verse quite ignores the assembly already col-lected,

94; the terms are different here,the crowd being of a more

generalcomposition." 2
.

Then answered Shekaniah], " Answer "

is used idiomaticallyin Hebrew to introduce a statement made,

not as a reply to a spoken word, but with reference to an act

upon which the answer is a comment. Shekaniah is classed here

among the sons of Elam, and there was such a clan in Ezra's

company, 87. This may be a man of royal descent, a son of Je-

hoiakim, i Ch. 3*1f-." There is hope for Israel in regard to this],

i. e., something can be done to rectify the wrong. " By the

counsel of the Lord], The plan is Shekaniah's, for there was no

law ordering a divorce in such cases. The Vrss. vary greatly;

Esd. has: as it seemeth good to thee,making far better sense. "

And they who tremble at the command of our God\ is quite with-out

connection.

The ordinary rendering is secured by changing "the Lord" to "my

lord," and thus getting: at the counsel of my lord [i.e., Ezra] and of those

who tremble at the command of God. In o' there gathered about Ezra

at the beginning "all who trembled at the words of the God of Israel/'

The rendering cited would make them a party to the pr.' plan, and

would put the proposal for divorce in his mouth. In his prayer he had

suggested no drastic remedy ;ain fact, it seems that he left it entirely

to others to advise the heroic course to be followed. If this reading

were accepted, two slight changes should be made so as to get: ace.

to the counsel of my lord
. . .

and ace. to the law of Moses, reading rnro

for ne"?\ There are several variants for "those who tremble," etc;

"K reads: stand up and make them tremble at the command of our God;

Esd.L: and as many as obeyed the law of the Lord, standing up, said to

Ezra, rise,act. Though this breaks off Shekaniah's speech suddenly,

it is prob. the best text we have. Let it be done according to the law],but

while the law forbade the mixed marriages, it did not, unless by in-ference,

provide for their dissolution.
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4. The matter is upon thee]or belongs to thee, a recognition

of Ezra's leadership in the matter. " And we cure with thee]a

pledge of the speaker's support in the righting of the wrong.

" Take courage and ad] an appeal to Ezra as if he needed urg-ing.

" 5. And Ezra rose and adjured]but whom? The text has

the leaders of the priests,Levites and of all Israel,making the Le-

vites equivalent to priests,d has : the leaders
,
the Levites and all

Israel;the leaders of the Judean priestsand of the Levites and all

Israel1,
.

By a singlechange we get the best text: the leaders of

the priestsand of the Levites and of all Israel. The leaders alone

were required to take the oath to carry out Shekaniah's plan."

And they took the oath]fi. e., the leaders just named, thus be-coming

a party to the solemn covenant with God, v. *." 6.

And Ezra arose from beforethe house of God] where he had been

prostrating himself, v. *, and where this verse presupposes

that he is still,ignoring v.
5 altogether,evidence of disorder in

the text. " And he went to the room of Jehohanan], one of the

quarters in the temple cloisters in which the temple officers

lived. For Jehohanan v. Ne. i2X0f-. Our text gives no hint as

to the reason for Ezra's going to those quarters. In Esd. we

find the rightreading; instead of the repeated and he went there,

we have: and he spent the night there. Ezra's prayer had been

offered at the time of the evening oblation, 9B. The events

which had taken place meanwhile carry us down to nightfall,

and next we are told of Ezra's temporary lodging-place. The

business was urgent and he remained upon the ground until its

completion." Bread he did not eat and water he did not drink, i. e.,

overnight; fasting enters largely into the religiouslife of the

people of this period (Sta.124),and becomes more prominent

later (cf.Est.)." For he was mourning for the sins ofthe captivity]

cf.Dt 918; in place of "the sins of the captivity,"cf.94, Esd.

has the great sins of the exalted ones, or of the multitude. Sieg.

by a slightchange reads: "for the great sin." If MT. is right,

"captivity" designatesthe new community, conceived as wholly

composed of returned exiles. The phrase betrays the Chron-icler,

to whom the Judeans and the golah are one. " 7. And they

[theleaders and elders of v. *]issued a proclamationin Judah and
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Jerusalem to all the sons of the captivityto gather at Jerusalem],

The assembly was to be general and was to cany out the agree-ment

subscribed by the oath of the leaders. " 8. And all who did

not arrive within three days]. The short time allowed shows the

narrow bounds of the new community (Berth.)." According

to the command of the leaders and elders].This supplies the

missing subject in v. 7. Ezra himself was much in the back-ground.

He was impelling the rulers to act. " A severe penalty

was to be imposed upon those who did not comply with the

edict; the punishment would be twofold: all his property should

be confiscatedand he should be separated from the assembly of the

captivity]
,
L e., excommunicated. The word rendered "confis-cated"

means put under a religiousban, devote,and property so

devoted was to be destroyed, Jos. 621 Dt. 2016. But the word

here probably means confiscatedto sacred uses, as for the support

of the temple.

The authority for the edict,and which undertook to punish heavily

those who disobeyed it, was not that of Ezra, but of the oligarchy,

"the leaders and elders," v. '. Indeed, in the whole passage, barring

the single expression "the matter is upon thee," there is no hint of

any authority vested in Ezra. He does not even evolve a plan to right

the wrong which distresses him, and he administers an oath to bind

the leaders to execute the plan proposed by Shekaniah. Ezra shows

fervent zeal, a passion for the law, an eloquence in prayer, but not a

shred of authority to enforce his ideas.

1. ?ojpdi] "E "pootux6i"tvo";BK,thus repeating SScpd.
" D*nSKn-jva]

Esd. here as often elsw. toG lepou." Sm-wd] Esd. dxb 'IspouoaXfc."

hap] "" ixxXrjfffet,Esd. 5x^o";,v. on v. *." onS"] (fr and Esd.L watv(oR

xal xat"pta = on;ji onS\
" n:s

. . .
"o]"" Zxt ExXauocv " Xab"; xal ttyuocv

xXafov"A**, fct xXao6(j.q"[Uf"X^ IxXauocv " Xa6";L, Esd. xXaruty"c 7"P

fjv(itfatciv t$ xkifiti,3 Esd. fletusenim erot tnagnus in ipsa muUitu-

dine." 2. oSip]Esd. 'Iapa^X." aw] "* fcuzOfaatuvBA(=" 2v\
"

to dwell"),

iX6$oi"tvNL, Esd. xorrtpx.TjaavB,auvtoxfaaqitv*,xarcqnc(oaiitvL. The mng.

marry is peculiarto Ezr.-Ne., but the usage is so frequent (7 t.) that

the text can scarcely be distrusted. This mng. is derived from the

idea of giving a house in connection with marriage. But in Esd. 9*

("" Ezr. zo10)we have ovvocx^ootrtfuvat^v. The idea,therefore,may be

"cohabit," the prep, which would naturally follow being dropped idio-matically."

rope] "K 6xopiovtBAM, l\*liL, Esd. fafcvu t""; 'Io."a " nSjm

"r'-Sa," 3, nnj] Esd. fepxanioafo." otj] Yuvartxat? t*"; dXXorpfatc 0L,
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Esd. Yuvocfxac 4(aOv tAs h. t""v dXXoftvuv MvOv, a necessary qualifica-tion.

" ono iSjni]Esd. "xOv tixvols ofrcfiv " pnS*3. "

. . .
nxpa] "K "c "v

0o6Xd dh"4"rnj8txal ^ofiiptaova6ro6gBA, Esd. "c ixpflh)aot xal Sooc xtt-

Sapx^Q^uatv. "K shows oyvvi, Esd. ij?db"; Esd.L has a noteworthy vari-ant:

xal Saoc vttOapxouat Tq" v6("u xupfou 4va"rcdtvrt";tlxov xpb"; "Etpav

Avdwra, IxrcfXtt. This reading is accepted by Guthe; v. his text. "

pud] "K tvroXatt, Esd. v6"xoo,c/.9'"." """37" nnina] d 4^ i v6|io";ytvij-

(tycu8*,om. Esd.BA. " 4. nai] ""bak ^llfltĵ v# i; X6y""l, but JijH*f

v. *; Esd. xpftrpa, om. v. f. In v. * the mng. is general, e. g.f matter,

but specificin v. ", plan." pin] ifr, 4v8p("ou, act like a man. " 6. "|Sn

or] is an impossible redundancy. "" omits perhaps from a critical

motive. Esd. has the true text : otuXto6"t";h.%1 = or jSm,so most mod-ern

scholars. "
riSun Spo] Esd. t. dfcvoiitAvt. (uy"Xciiv tou xXipou? "

o^S"un a-vi *S?c. Sieg. translates wegen des grossen Vergebens " Spon

rrrun. " 7. ""*A om. SaS to end of v. " 8. o^prm onrn] Esd. t. xpo-

xoOixiivbiv [a word peculiarto Esd.] xptafJuriptav;3 Esd. assidentium

seniorum.

10T*7 = Esd. 95"17. The putting away of the foreign wives

and of their children.

Agreeably to the call,the people of Judah and Benj. assembled on

the 20th day of the 9th month in the open space before the temple.

Ezra would proceed at once in spite of the magnitude of the task and

the storm that was raging. The people, however, asked that officers

be appointed from each city to whom the execution of the plan should

be committed. Ezra acceded to this plea, the business was taken in

hand, and completed at the end of the year. The source is different

from w. *-*,as other terms are used for the same ideas.

9. And all the men of Judah and Benjamin assembled]. The

proclamation was issued in Judah and Jerusalem according to

v. 7. The difference of terms is one of the numerous signs of a

different source in this section. It appears that the threat in

v.
"

was effective,as the response is declared to be general,the

whole people gathering without exception." On the 20th day ofthe

gth month]t i. e.f Kislev, so in the early part of December. Ezra

had been in Jerusalem, therefore,more than four months; but,

as the material has come down to us, there was nothing done in

this time. " And all the peoplesat in the plaza of the house ofGod\.

The plaza of the temple, badly rendered "street" in AV., was
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the open space before the water gate, Ne. 3* 81, a favourite

place for assemblies. The number of people was not as great

as v.* would imply, for there could not have been a large space

there. " Trembling for the matter and because of the rain] is a

dubious conjunction of ideas. The Vrss. show enough discrep-ancy

to make the text questionable. Esd. reads: shiveringon

account of the persistentstorm. That may be modified slightly

so as to get shiveringbecause of standing in the rain. " 10. Ezra

the priest]previously called the priest the scribe, 7U f- a, cf.

Ne. i2M; but the duties he is now performing are not scribal,

and so that title does not appear; "priest" is wanting in Esd.,

and it may be a gloss." To add to the guiltof Israel]. Esd. to

add guiltto Israel. By the violation of the law the present gen-eration

was increasing the already large record of national sin.

" 11. Give praiseto Yahweh the God of our fathers]
,
not "your"

fathers as MT. "Our" is found in "S and Esd. The ground for

praise is not very apparent, at least from the people's stand-point.

The rendering of EV*., based on H, "make confession"

is impossible. The same appeal is made to Achan, Jos. 7",

where as a parallelwe have "give glory." The author of this

passage seems to have drawn from that story. The idea may

be that praisewas due to God because the culpritswere brought

to a state of amendment. " The double demand is made: sep-arate

yourselvesfrom the nations of the land and from the foreign

women]. This is in agreement with 91 f-,cf. Dt 71 f-. The

clauses are practicallysynonymous, the former being somewhat

broader. The Israelites were called upon to cut off all associa-tion

with the aliens. " 12. Why should the assembly answer in a

loud voice? and why should that be emphasised? It may be

explained as a Hebrew usage to express earnestness, cf. 3"

2 S. 15* 1 K. 8" 2 Ch. 15" 2o" Ez. 8" Lv. 17". But 6

preserves an interestingvariant: and all the assembly answered

and saidf great is thy demand for us to do, i. e.9 you have laid a

heavy burden upon us. " 13. But the people are many and the

season is stormy]. The assembly was ready to meet the leaders'

demands, but the conditions made it impossible;there were too

many cases and the weather was too bad. "A time of much
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rain" (EV.) is based on H and gives a wrong idea,viz.,that

the day was too wet. The people say rather, "it is the rainy

season/' and the rains therefore will persist. It was the period

of the winter rains, called "the former rain" in Dt. nM, see

Nowack, Arch. i,4ff\ " We are not able to stand without]is based

on the rendering of the ancient Vrss.,especiallyEsd. But "we"

does not appear in % and the idea is: it is not fitto stand out-side,

on account of the rain. Ezra's zeal was not dependent

upon the weather. " For we have transgressedvery much in this

respect],corresponding to "the people are many"; the number

who had married foreignerswas relativelyvery large.

14. This v. contains the counter-proposal of the people, but the text

is very troublesome; we may render : Let now our leaders stand for the

whole assembly, and let all who are in our cities that have married foreign

women come at appointedtimes; and with them elders of each cityand its

judges, unto the avertingfrom us of the fury of the wrath of our God in re-gard

to this matter]. In the latter part esp. we find obscurityand bad

constructions,greater in the originalthan in this translation. "K varies

considerably in detail. Esd. runs: and let the leaders of the assembly

stand, and let allfrom our homes who have foreignwives be at hand when

opportunityserves; and the elders and judges of each place until,etc.

3 Esd. gives a connection for the last clause : and letthe elders and judges

from each place assist,but it lacks a pred. for all who have foreignwives*

We get little help from these sources; the ancients were puzzled by the

passage, and their difficulties appear in their translation. The mug.

apparently is that (i) leaders should take charge of the business for

the whole assembly; (a) to this tribunal all transgressors should come

at appointed times (cf.Ne. 10"); (3) with the guilty should appear

the local elders and judges. The function of the local officers is left to

conjecture; it is natural to suppose, however, that their office was to

see that the decrees of the tribunal were carried out. From the emph.

laid on these officers Sm. argues that most of the offenders were in-habitants

of the country districts (Listen,*).It appears that the di-vorce

court sat in Jems, and that all proceedings took place there.

For "until/' etc., we should rd.: in order to turn away from us the

fury of the wrath of our God. " 15. Thb v. contains a sore puzzle.

But by an emendation of the text on the basis of "K we discover a frag-ment

of E. and evidence of decided opposition to the divorce. As it

stands in MT. two opposing constructions have been put upon the

v.: (1) We may translate: But Jonathan the son of Asahel and Jo-

haziah the son of Tikvah stood over this,and MeshuUam and Shabbethai
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the Lev. aided them, so AV. Esd. Michaelis, Kue. and many of the older

interpreters. The mng. would then be that the four men named con-stituted

the divorce tribunal. But that rendering must be pronounced

impossible. For (a) v. " connects directly with v. "; (jb)the appoint-ment

of the court is described in v. ""; (c) the introductory in has a

restrictive not a continuative sense; (d) the circumstantial clause shows

that this v. cannot describe the execution of the plan previously pro-posed,

but must be an attendant circumstance. (2) Instead of "stood

over" we may render idj? stood against, a late usage found in Lv.

ioM 1 Ch. 2i" 2 Ch. 2o" Dn. 8" ij" (see Moore's Judges,19*). The

mng. then is that these four men stood in opposition to the ruthless

proceedings. This idea we find in RV. Lightfoot, B.-Rys. Ryle, Sieg.

Berth. Ges.B, BDB. The construction fits in finely with this idea;

but we find id? used in opposite senses in two successive w. It is

plain,therefore,that if this is the right mng. the two w. are not from

the same hand. To express his mng. the author would have used a

common and unmistakable word, Dip. The authorities have quite dis-regarded

the reading of "K: only Jonathan et al. were with me in tins

matter. This text requires but an infinitesimal change in % But can

we get any sense out of that? With me would, of course, mean with

Ezra.

Now it is a commonly accepted theory that c. zo is the Chr.'s re-vision

of E. In most places the originalhas been revised beyond recog-nition.

But here we may have a scrap which escaped the blue pencil,

a genuine fragment of E. The brief passage then becomes of great

significance. The question naturally arises why E. was so thoroughly
revised here. It is surprising that the whole community submitted

like tame sheep to the breaking up of their homes. Now the Chr. was

pretty certain to make the path of the enforcer of law easy; but ap-parently

historic facts were of a different mind. At some stage of

the story of his efforts Ezra cries out pathetically:"only Jonathan and

Johaziah were with me in this matter and Meshullam and Shabbethai

the Lev. aided them." Perhaps the actual divorce was not such a

sweeping success as the Chr. makes out; or it may be that with the aid

of the four originalsupporters the great zealot did succeed in bearing

down all opposition.

16. And the sons of the captivitydid so]naturallywould refer

to the carrying out of the plan for divorce. But the sons of the

captivity had proposed the plan; what we should expect is a

statement that Ezra accepted the proposal, t. g.y and Ezra did

so. The text is apparently disarranged by the Chronicler and

the true connection is obscured. " And Ezra the priest selected
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for him men], so we must read after Esd. supported in part by "8.

The rendering of RV. disregards the text and makes Ezra the

head of the divorce tribunal. Torrey renders: "Ezra the priest

and certain chief men
. . .

were set apart" (ES.*71'")." The

heads of the fathersfor the house of their fathersand all of them

with names] is not a very satisfactorydescription. "The heads

of the fathers" are the clan leaders called "our leaders" by the

people, v. u. The Vrss. show that the text is overloaded; Esd.

has: heads of their fathers all of them according to names, and

that is quite sufficient. " And tlteysat on the 1st day of the 10th

month to investigatethe matter]. One text of Esd. has and they

were convened, which is a better expression. The 10th month

corresponds to December- January. Some Vrss. have "12th

month"; but that would make the session of the court one

month instead of three; and it would convene two and one-third

months after the assembly, v. 9,instead of ten days. Esd. offers

for the last clause to transact the business, and the greater defi-

niteness commends this reading, for investigationwas not re-quired.

The tribunal was charged with executive rather than

judicialfunctions. "8L has a somewhat different reading of a

part of this verse: Ezra the priestset apart the leaders of their

fathers7houses; and all being called togetherby name on the 1st

day of the 12th month they sat down to investigatethe matter. This

reading is certainlyless awkward than MT.

0. Berth, thinks iSoa]has dropped out before inn, so Guthe before

him, but iSd^ enna would be required,and then the correction is more

prob. I suspect that the date is a note by the Chr. After CI Esd. too

|uqv6";,we should rd. vnrk for cnna. "

. . .
on*jno] CI dbcb 8op6poo au-rtiv

wpl toG frfyjurrosxat dtxb too xtt(j*"vo";BAK,Iv Tpopup dhcb t. p^xaToc; x.

dxb t. xetiA"vo";L;Esd. Tp^ovre? [dtdL]tbv iveowTat xteiiuva. The first

reading is interesting,explaining the assembly in the open as due to

the large number and to the storm; but the two ideas harmonise no

better than in MT. The important reading in Esd., the only one that

makes good sense, has escaped the attention of the commentators.

Instead of the meaningless i:nn-Sj?,it had, perhaps, oncpn. id? means

persistin Ecd. 8* (BDB.), and is representedby ivtorfivon in 2 K. i$9\

"persistentrains" would do well here. This, however, requires a trans-position

of words, and I hazard a conjecture, "2 oncjrne, skivering

because of standing in the rain. " 11. n-nr] CI aTveatv xotl I?oiioX6y,")givl,
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Esd. igoiioXoYiptvxal d6$avL, o^oX. 86"zvba. Prob. we should add

1133, cf.7". " 03'rn3K] with CI and Esd. rd. irnisn. " wi] "g to dpeorbv

ivoVxtov auTou, which may be paraphrastic as in Ne. 9s4. Esd. to

QlXijpbaoeOtou. " 12. urn] Esd.BA xal IfcfoQaav,a rendering found in v. "

" impn. "

. . .

Sip]CI ui-fa toGto to frtjiiaoouBA; CP* has ^wvd \uf6tkt

with "answered" and continues: uiya touto to ^(as "$'Vac, xal xara

toCk; X6f ou"; aou o8";l^ijc,o"tcik xorJpoujv, a double reading with varia-tions;

Esd. outcix; ox; eTpiptac xotfpoujv; " jttxfo verbum tuum ad nos sic

fiat,3 Esd. sicut dixisti faciemus. Certainly we must rd. 11313 (v.

Moore's Judges ,"*),inf. and prob. npju, though CI may be a free ren-dering;

itis incumbent upon us to do is not, however, as strong as we will

do. " 13. Ssk] in late Heb. is strongly adversative. " npn] CP " T6xo?

xatp6cAKL, "paE"d-. The mng. is season
,

not day." D'DPj] has an ad-jectival

force corresponding to 31, so CI and Esd., but " tempus

pluvia, 3 Esd. tempus hybernum, is perpetuated in EV*. The lexicons

ignore this use. It is impossibleto render "a time of rain" without

unnecessarily emending the text. " pns . . .
\w] Esd. xal o6x Cax6[aJo*

u*v arfjvat aTOpcot [xalo"x eCpo(Ltv],bracketed parts in B only. ATBpiot;

elsw. stands fcr inoo, "threshold," or ood, but it would serve as well

for f vis. We note here a neat idiomatic rendering instead of the sla-vish

literalism of CI. Bs plus is difficult to understand unless we get kid

out of ronSo,though the latter is represented by (pfov, followed, it

may be noted, by 4ti6vL fyuv8*. " 14. nop] is here given the mng.

among rare uses, "be appointed," 8DB. This would require Snpn-Sp,

and the subj. would be onr; unp shows that existing officials are

meant. Ges.B proposes die Gemeinde vertreten. The idea seems to

be: let our officersstand for [orrepresent]the whole assembly. " Snp SsS]

om. ifr8,iv *aanL, Esd. ol xpoi}*]fo6uxvoctoo xVJ)8ouc = Snpn *""""." unps]

Esd. "x t"v xaroexc"v V"v = irsenDD, 3 Esd. qui vobiscum inhabitant.

" O^dtd D^npS]Ne. 10" 13", CI tlq xafpo"";dhco ouvafwffiv8 [auvraYav**]

fab xaip6vL; Esd. Xa(J6vrt";xp6vov; 3 Esd. accepto tempore. B has rd.

nnpD, al onjnDD, and Esd. perhaps onjno np. " np] is of obscure origin,

but in early use is construed as f
.

Later, as in this passage, it is treated

as m. in accordance with the rule that expressionsof time are m. (ZAW.

1 896,")." "^P] om. CP-. Esd. lacks this and also oriDp. " "jk p-vi]op-rt*

"* Esd." nm -onS ip] 1 5"^r ""*a/o foe. For *S ip rd. Sp as Sieg.

" 15. ik] CI xXV" om. Esd.BA, " igitur,3 Esd. autem. The mng. is

important; it never represents a continuation like "and so," but has a

restrictive or adversative sense. The construction,vb. following subj.,

indicates a circumstantial clause,another fact having significancefor

the exegesis." nop] d tier' i[iou- ^eg, Esd. fwMfcvro, V sUterunt

susceperunt. " onip]CI (JotjG"va6Tot?BAK, dvrtAajjL(Javovto o6t"vL, Esd.

cuve(ipd(Jeuaavauro?";. " 16. p] more emph. in Esd.: xara xdvca Taura.

" iSi3*]is grammatically impossible. "SPA StearaATjaav,thus making all

the nouns the subj.; ""LH StlorttXev,having the nouns in ace.; Esd.
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ticcX"rro otfrrq)
. . .

dfv"potsx. t. X. "
^S S w ace. to Guthe, Berth- et al.

But *na is used always with a bad association, as in "separate yourself

from people of land"; IxeXiyetvnever stands for Sia,but for ina or, by

confusion of gutturals,-i?a. Therefore rd. iS -ma*. " mow o^jk]. ""bak

om. " ornate], Esd. dfv8pa";f)?cuiiivou";T**v fcorcpt"v a"r"v xrftrcag xorc'

8vo(ia,so lacking moS maun. " mcca oSa]cf.8". where "pj intervenes.

""*" puts this after ias" and renders: xdevrec ol xXt}6{vci";Iv 6v6uoocv =

*a Nipm ^3. It is tempting to see a confusion of iapj and mw, and we

may have the true text in a reading ignored by all scholars so far as

I know. " ias"i]is not easy. "E has fat fjclorpa"lwtvBAK,xotl IxdcOtaav -f-

xAvteg ot xXi)6{vct";L,Esd. xacl auvexXe JaOijaav8,auvcxdcOcaavAL,3 Esd.

considerunt. Esd.B must be an error for auvexXfjOtjoov,c/.(J1-,and then

we have the best sense: they were convened for business,etc. " '"wpn]

8w8txdpcou (fc*1-,Esd.*-." wmk] must be pointed tfmS, but the word

is inappropriate; we should expect a word like "begin" or as Esd.

fedoat, to transact (the business)." 17. ompjk Saa V?a*i]% ct consummati

sunt omnes viri,Esd. xal fa"tj"xl x"pa" xa xorrd tod? "v8pac = -Sy Son

swwKn; Sa is explainedby dittog." "ip]is well supported,and has here

the unusual sense al, or on; but we should expect oro.

10,8"44= Esd. 91*"36. The list of the divorced." The names

are arranged in two classes,clerical and lay; in the clerical sec-tion

we find four orders, priests,Levites, singers,and porters.

The laity are grouped under clan-names. The scheme is the

same as in c. 2 and other lists.

18-22. The pr. are grouped by clans, of which there were four,

the sons of Jes. Immer, Harim, and Pashhur. These are the same

priestlyclans found in 2M-", but the order in the latter passage is

Jes.,Immer, Passhur, Harim. " 18. Jes. the son of Jozadak] a full notice

so as to identify this person with the associate of Zer. " And his

brethren]implies that the descendants of Jes.'sbrothers were classed

under the more celebrated name. The Chr., however, thrusts in

"sons" and "brothers" rather recklesslywhen writing about pr. or

Lev. " 10. And they gave their hand to put away their wives]. "Give

the hand" as a symbol of swearing is old usage, a K. 10". " And guilty,

a ram of the flockfor their guilt]requires some editing. RV. inserts

"they offered"; Kue. emends to read: "and their guilt-offeringwas a

ram of the flock for their guilt." Torrey renders: "they were fined a

ram of the flock." A slightchange yields: and I appointed a ram of the

flockfor their guilt
,

with the startlingresult that we have another frag-ment

of E., which the Chr. disguised but imperfectly. It is difficult

to see why this is said of the clan of Jes. and not of the other pr.

Ryle supposes this requirement to be imposed upon all the offenders,
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but the positionof the clause forbids such a wide application.Other

scholars are discreetly silent. The natural explanation lies in the

greater prominence of the Jes. guild. They were of the chief pr., and

so were required to take an oath and pay a penalty. It is not unlikely

that the whole v. is out of place. It might belong after v. ", or betfr

after v. "", which connects poorly with v. ,,b,but very well with v. "".

The passage would then rd. : and there were found some of the pr. who

had married foreign wives, and they gave their hand to put away their

wives; and I appointed a ram of the flockfor their guilt. Of the sons of

Jes.,etc. This is a great improvement on MT. " 23. And of the Lev.]

of whom six are named as offenders. " 24. We find but one singer and

three porters, but Esd. has two in each class. In contrast with the 17

pr. and 6 Lev., we note the absence of the Neth.; it appears that the

humbler officialswere the stricter observers of the law, but perhaps they

were foreignersand their marriage with foreign women was permitted.

26-43. The laity are grouped under the clans of Parosh, Elam,

Zattu, Bebai, Bani, Pahath-Moab, Harim, Hashum, Bani, and Nebo.

These are all found in c. 2, cxc. one of the Banis, but in quite a different

order. Four of the names are included in the list of Ezra's company:

Parosh, Elam, Bebai, and Pahath-Moab. " 30. Esd. lacks Pahath-Moab,

making Addin (= Adnah) the clan-name. There was such a clan which

was representedin Ezra's caravan, 8*, but not found in c 2. " 34. For

Bani, which is already found in v. ", we may possibly rd. Binoui. " 38.

Instead of Bani and Binnui on basis of "E we should introduce another

clan : and of the sons of Bigvai or some other name. The text in this

part is so corrupt that the originalnames can no longer be determined.

44. All these had taken foreignwives,and they had wives of them, and they

" sons). The omitted vb. of last clause means to place,but it cannot

be translated so as to make sense. The text is doubtless corrupt. "E

offers: all these had taken foreign wives and had begottensons of them.

This would mean either that all who had foreign wives had children

also,or that only those who had children were requiredto put away

their wives. This reminds us of the ground of Neh.'s divorce proceed-ings,

Ne. 13". Esd. reads stilldifferently:all these had married foreign
wives and they put them away with their children. A pretty radical

emendation is necessary, and I would rd. : all these put away foreign

wives,and some of them had children,and they restored the children (to

their mothers). The children in divorce proceedings are always the

bone of contention. In a sparsely settled Jewish community the chil-dren

would be esp. prized. The mng. is that the reform was radical

and the children were sent with their mothers to their old homes among

their own people. Being of mixed blood, they would be deemed unde-sirable

in a community seeking to eliminate all foreign influences.

18. wson] so we should rd. with ifr**1-Esd. instead of sg. of MT.

-"19. un'i] Esd. MfaCkw." 3"v] "g xttpot; a"xwv, Esd. ""*"; xtlpx;. "
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D'HPk] 01 xtpl xkrxwATjilaq,Esd. tlq {"tXaou,6v," pro delicto suo, 3

Esd. ad litandum in exoraticnem. Kue. proposes own, "their guilt-

offering" (Abk.ut). It is natural,though, to expect a vb. here, and I

suggest Q'fcw, "and I appointed."" oddcm] Esd. invokes ocfc"v,3 Esd.

ignorantia sua. " 23. dmSi] t6v uUSv twv Atucxuv "H" Esd.L. "

. . .
n*Sp]

"K KcaXitd afrcfc";KwXtt6, Esd. ofeoc " mvi] is to identifythis Lev. with

ru*S,-"of Ne. 8* 10" (JBL. i898,"")." 24. 3tSkJ Esd. EXtaotJo?,Bax-

Xoopo? (Saxxoop1-)."nw] lacking in Esd.BA, "K Q8ou6B, QJoutA, Oupta^.

"-37. wjJ'i]""bak ^1 ixo^Tjaav. It is lacking in Esd. and (J1-;1 /"wt.

Qr. reads *"p, to which we may add n. " 38.
. . .

*J3i]"Jbah 0i "i0i

Bacvoul xal ulol Stiul, (J1- Bowatl xat ulol Bow". We might rd. as

Guthe, ^J3 "j3Di. But we have already had two Bani clans,and Banui

(the name is really identical)is embarrassing. It is little more than

guessing, but we might rd. 'U3 in v.14 as above and substitute *ua

or some other clan in this passage. " 44. Nearly every scholar has

tried his hand at this impossible text, but there is no agreement about

results. Curiously the first part of the v. is passed without notice.

But why should we have here the statement that these men had taken

foreignwives, a fact already sufficientlyemphasised? Moreover, we

find here npj for marry, while in the body of this story a*' is always

used, w. "" """ """ "" lt. We do find "w in of, but it is followed by ?o.

The point here is the putting away, and that is expressed in this

story by w (w. "" ""),not rbv, as Guthe has it. Rd. therefore hoot

for 'kpi: all these put away foreign wives. To clear up the rest of the

v., substitute cos for dmm (repeatedfrom v. ")"thus: and some ofthem

[themen] had children. What must have been done with these children

appears from v. '. We may rd. umbmi in place of the impossible idwi:

and they restored the children (to their mothers).

The ethics of the great divorce. " Sta. has pointed out the evil conse-quences

of the mixed marriages, in that they tended to threaten the

imperfectly established solidarityof the community and the develop-ment
of the religiouslife (BT. $"*"). But actions cannot always be

judged from a consideration of their consequences. Moreover, it must

be noted that the record is that of mixed marriages in one direction

only. There is nothing here of the marriage of Jewish women to

foreign men, but only of Jewish men to foreign women. Incidentally,
this would suggest that the offenders belonged chiefly to the golah.

A large number of unmarried men might well have come back from

exile,and the provision of wives for them may have been as serious a

problem as that of the Benj. centuries before (Ju. 19-21). In spiteof

the classic story of Solomon's downfall (1 K. 11 Ne. 13**),the position

of a Jewish wife was not such as to make her a very influential factor

in the religiouslifeof the nation. The number of offenders looks pretty

big,but after all there are only 103 names in the list,an inconsiderable

number for the whole Judean province.
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Ezra's act must not be judged from the highest standards of our

day, but from the ethical conceptions of his own time and people.

Divorce was a very simple process in Israel,and there was no stigma

attached to it. A public hearing was not necessary, and no official

sanction was required. A man who wanted to get rid of a wife for any

cause whatever had only to give her a bill of divorce of his own mak-ing

and send her away. Neh. had made short work of several such al-liances

a generation earlier,and no one opposed him then or criticised

him since. The possiblehardshipsto the women are easilyexaggerated

from sentimental considerations,but such an idea would hardly enter

the mind of Ezra or his contemporaries. The law had long forbidden

such marriages, and the law was meant to be obeyed.

One may well doubt, though, whether any great good resulted from

such a drastic course, and rejoicein the development of more humane

methods of dealing with social problems, even if these reforms came

slowly.

NE. 8-IO. THE READING OF THE LAW. THE LEVITES* PRAYER.

THE SUPPORT OF THE TEMPLE.

It is usual to group c. 8-10 together as a description of the closing

part of Ezra's administration. It is shown in the intr. to c xo that

that c. reallybelongs to Neh.'s second administration. C. 9 also con-tains

no evidence of Ezra's presence. This name in v. " in "5 is a late

interpolation,and contradicts w. "-". As certain Lev. are the only

officialswho have any part in the proceedings, Ezra is reallyexcluded,

for he was not likelyever to be an idle spectator. The c. reallydescribes

the wailing and praying on a great fast day, such as is described in Jo.,

and the statement about the reading of the law, v. ",is the only connec-tion

with c. 8, as if there never had been a publicreading of the law

in postex. Israel exc. under the guidance of Ezra. Indeed, v. * is so

disjointedthat it may well be an addition by the Chr. to make an ar-tificial

connection between two unrelated passages.

We have left then only c. 8 as a part of Ezra's story. In regard to

vv. *-" there is no room for doubt, but the case is not quite so dear

for w. "-". In the first place,the passage contains a detailed descrip-tion
of the keeping of the Feast of Booths, which is not particularly

happy in an account of the promulgation of the law. Again, we note

that Esd. ends with v. ", for the one word of v. u, which is found in

Esd., being the same word essentiallyas found in 6, is decidedly sus-picious.

It is true that in v. " we are told that "the heads of the

fathers the pr. and the Lev. were gathered unto Ezra the scribe." But

as they assembled "
to give attention to the words of the law," and as

the assembly then directed the keeping of the Feast of Booths, it is
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certainly prob. that "unto Ezra the scribe" is another of the Chr.'s

ingenious connecting links. The v. loses nothing, but rather gains,by

the omission of these words, and without them there is no hint of Ezra's

presence. Still the reinstitution of an ancient feast is more in harmony

with Ezra's chief purpose "to glorifythe house of God/' Ezr. 7", than

the reading of the law.

It is impossible to trace c. 9 to its origin. It may be from the pen

of the Chr., but such narratives as this might be written by almost any-body.

The Chr. may have had scores of documents that we know noth-ing

about. Surely writings of various sorts were numerous enough in

this period without ascribing everything to the Chr., unless we know

positivelyto the contrary. It is very likelythat the Chr. found this

story of the keeping of a fast,and incorporatedit in his book, adding

some of his characteristic editorial annotations. In its originalform

the story certainlyhad nothing to do with Ezra's mission.

8. The promulgation of the law, and the Feast of Booths.

The story properly begins as in Esd. with 7", for notes on which v.

Ezr. 2 w. Connecting the text of MT. after Esd. we find this prelimi-nary

notice: and the pr. and the Lev. and some of the peopledwelt in

Jerus., and all Israel in their cities. And the ith month approached,

and all the people with one accord assembled in the plazaat the east gate

of the temple. This is part of the long deuterograph (Ezr. 2*-3" =

Ne. 7*-8'*);the section is used in Ezr. as the intr. to the buildingof

the altar,in Ne. as the intr. to the issue of the law. Mey. dates this c

in the 1st year of Neh., but that is much too early,9. Intr. " M.

lb-12 - Esd. 9*"". The public reading of the law." All

the people being gathered, Ezra reads the law of Moses. "
lb.

And they said to Ezra], It is assumed that the people knew

that Ezra had the law and had gathered for the purpose of

hearing it. As in Ezr. 10* % the leader does not act on his own

initiative,but in response to the suggestionsof others. " Which

Yahweh commanded Israel]is preserved better in Esd. : which was

given by Yahweh the God of Israel." 2. Before the congregation].

Esd. uses the less technical term multitude. The assembly was

composed of men, women, and children, a condition emphasised

in this section because it was unusual in Jewish practice." And

all understanding to hear] is a literal rendering of an obscure
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phrase. Esd. has all the prieststo hear the law. This is clear,

but does not suit the context. The words reallymean children

old enough to understand what was read.

This is clear from a comparative study. In v. * there are three con-stituents

in the assembly, men, women, and all able to hear under-

standingly. In 10s* besides the men in the assembly there are
" their

wives, their sons and their daughters, all knowing how to understand."

The last clause qualifies"sons and daughters." The mng. is then that

all the children old enough to comprehend the business were a part

of the gathering, and that is the sense here, the children being a third

element in the congregation.

On the 1st day of the 7th month] in the early autumn. This

date is probably originalin the body of the story, and may be

the ground of the connection with c. 7. That passage leads up

to an assembly in the 7th month, and here we have an assembly

of the 7th month, and on that slender basis some rather obtuse

editor has made the two assemblies identical. " 3. And he read

in it
. . .

from daylightuntil the middle of the day]. " is more

specific: from the hour the sun gives light. V was not satisfied

with a half-day'sreading of the law, and so has until evening in-stead

of until noon. In "sd.L we have and I read, suggesting

a trace of ". " Before the men and the women and the children].

The same components of the assembly are named in v. *,but the

last word is lacking in Esd. " And the ears of all the people were

towards the book of the law], Esd. has a reading here which is

clearer than MT. : and they gave their whole attention to the law.

The people not only remained during this long reading, but

were attentive to what they heard. The fact is noteworthy

because of the length of the session. " 4. The narrative comes

back now to describe with minuteness the conditions under

which Ezra was reading. Evidently the author considered

this an important occasion. " And Ezra the scribe stood upon a

wooden platform]. The word properly means tower; it is very

common, and nowhere else has any other sense. But a tower

here indicates a high platform, large enough for Ezra and his

companions to stand upon, so that the reader could be heard

by the large audience. " Which they had made for the Purpose],
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indicatingthat the platform was newly erected in view of this

anticipatedreading of the law. "Purpose" is not too broad a

meaning for the comprehensive ^21, though the strict meaning

is word. It is tempting with some ancient texts to read for

speaking. In that case Ezra uses a platform which had already

been long in use by those like Nehemiah (cf,e. g., Ne. 5) who

addressed the assembled people. Esd., however, has' merely:

upon the wooden platform which had been made. " And there stood

by his side],and then follows a list of six men on his rightand

seven on his left.

The list of names is regarded by Mey. as quite worthless (Ent.

1794). Torrey regards these men as laymen (ES.*")" There must

originallyhave been but twelve, six on each side. Meshullam is lacking

in " and Esd., and, as Torrey suggests, may be a variant of SitDrD,on

the kft. Sm. thinks with much plausibilitythat the readers of the law

were Lev. (Listen,*).

85~". Another story of the reading of the law." As the text

stands, we make little,if any, advance over w. l-4. The only

thing new is the effect upon the people." 5. And Ezra opened

the book in the sightof all the people]. As he had already been

reading the law for a half -day, v. s, this must be a duplicate.

d has beforethe people,but our text is better,for it means that

Ezra stood so that all the people saw him. " For he was above all

the people],certainly unnecessary after v. 4, and another evi-dence

of a duplicate account. Esd. gives a less physical sense,

reading:for he sat in gloryin the sightof all." And as he opened

it all the people stood up]. The standing was a mark of recogni-tion

of the divine source of the law; so King Eglon rose from

his seat when Ehud told him he had a message from God

(Ju. 3")." 6. And Ezra blessed Yahweh tlte great God]. Before

beginning to read, Ezra, holding the open roll in his hands,

blessed or praised God, probably for giving the people the law,

v. l." With a raisingof their hands] in token of adoration, the

attitude of prayer. So Moses held up his hands in prayer

while Joshua fought with Amalek (Ex. 1711). BDB. interprets

this passage as equivalentto taking an oath, but it is not easy
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to see what place an oath has here. " And they bowed dawn and

prostratedthemselves to Yahweh with the face to the ground], an

Oriental posture of homage, universal to-day among the Mo-hammedans,

and supporting the interpretationgiven to the pre-ceding

clause.

7. In this list of 13 names, not one is found among those of the men

who stood on the platform with Ezra. With Esd. we must on), "and"

before "the Lev.," which stands in app. with the names. Then, un-fortunately,

we reach obscurity abundantly witnessed in the Vrss.

The furthest removal from our text, and yet the best sense is found in

V: caused silence among the peoplefor the hearing of the law, a function

of the Lev. ace. to v.". The people had been crying "amen," and

were prostrating themselves, perhaps with loud cries. While this

commotion lasted, the reading of the law was out of the question.

The usual rendering, caused the peopleto understand the law, is impos-sible,

for that puts the cart before the horse with a vengeance, as it

makes the interpretation of the law precede its reading, which in this

section first comes in v. '. The last clause is lit. and the people upon

their standing],which is rendered in EV*. after V " the people stood in

their place." The words are best connected with v. ", and out of the

corruption we may extract and when the people rose again, from the

prostration described in v. ",for the reading would not begin until the

people stood up.

8. They read in the book of the law of God], The plural verb

is evidently a mistake, for Ezra alone was the lector. " The rest

is so obscure that we cannot be sure what word stood here.

The ordinaryrendering is: distinctly
,
and theygave the sense, and

the people understood the reading],but this is a doubtful trans-lation

of a loosely constructed passage. The first clause is

lacking in Esd. (t renders: and he taughtand instructed them in

the knowledge of Yahweh, and the peopleunderstood at the reading,

3 Esd. has: and individuallythey singledout those who under-

stood the reading.

On the basis of Ezr. 4" the word for "distinctly"may be rendered

in translation. The last clause is clear,and they understood what was

read, cnoo must define the means by which the people understood.

The obscure clause may mean: and the translator set forththe meaning.

The office of translating is given to the Lev. who were teachers, and

who certainlystood by Ezra while he rd. The law was in Heb., and
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this interpretationassumes that most of the people no longer under-stood

that tongue. Ne. 13s4 shows the beginning of the decadence of

Heb. as a living tongue. This event was surely later and may have

been very much later.

The alternative is to suppose the word really to mean with a loud

voice. The point then would be that Ezra reads a sentence, which is

repeated by the Lev., famous for their high, far-carryingtones, so that

it could be heard by all the assembly.

8Tl*. The keeping of a feast-" The effect of hearing the

law was to produce mourning and weeping among the peo-ple.

They are cheered with the assurance that the day is holy

and are bade to keep a joyfulfeast." 9. The speakers named in

our text are Nehemiah, that is the governor, and Ezra, the priest,

the scribe,and the Levites who taught the people]. Nehetniah the

governor has been interpolatedinto the text by the Chronicler

to justifyhis wrong chronology,making Ezra and Nehemiah

contemporaries (so Mey.194). Torrey considers only "Nehe-miah"

as the interpolation (ES.269). Esd. has an interesting

text: the governor said to Ezra and to the Levites. It would have

been unseemly to the Chronicler that a civil governor should

inform the priestabout holy days." To-day is holy to Yakweh

our God], Our of "" is preferableto your of % The 1st day

of the 7th month (Tisri,v. *) was set apart for the Feast of

Trumpets, Lv. 23*-" Nu. 291-6. But the observance of the day

as described here does not conform to the law. Ryle thinks

the day became holy because the law was read, since the peo-ple

would not yet know anything about this festival. The

people did not know that it was a holy day until they were told,

and certainlyEzra could not have been ignorant about the re-quirements

for the Feast of Trumpets. " Do not mourn and do

not weep, for all the people were weeping as they heard the words

of the law]. The law produced an undesired effect,for the peo-ple

broke out into weeping. Why did they shed tears? We

have at least a strikingparallel,for King Josiah rent his clothes

when the new law of Dt. was read to him (2 K. 2211). We

know further that the cause of his distress was the expected

execution of the threats in a law which had never been obeyed
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(#. v. u). The same reasons might explain the mourning of

the people now, cf.Ezr. io1. " 10. Directions are given by Ezra

for the people's observance of the holy day : come, eat the fat

piecesand drink sweet drinks]. The fat pieces,from the Oriental

point of view, are the most dainty morsels of the meat. The

sweet drink is presumably the new sweet wine. " And send par-

tians to those for whom nothing is prepared],or better with "8

who have nothing, i. e., the poor. There is no law enjoining

this distribution except the general law of charity.

The words taken altogether imply that a feast was held and sacri-fices

made, from which the people were to eat as in the early times.

The words sound like an invitation to a meal. The reading had pro-ceeded

from dawn tillnoon. The people were hungry. Animals may

already have been slain and now the invitation b given to feast. The

last sentence is obscure on account of corruption; the text may be

rendered : and do not grieve,for the joy of Yakweh is your stronghcU[.

This word for "joy" is found elsw. only i Ch. i6tT; "stronghold" as

a place of shelter is often found as a pred. of God, e. g., Ps. 271 31*

Is. 25*. But how could the joy of Yahweh be a shelter? We might

t

possibly suppose a very refined sense: you will find your refuge from

the dire threats of the law by fillingyourselves now with a divine joy.

The Vrss. show that the text was hard to rd. or to understand, Esd.,

e. g., reading for Yakweh will give you glory. " has merely: for he is

our strength. The trouble is not so much the words themselves as their

unsuitableness to the context. The sentence is designed to give rea-son

why the people should cease to mourn.

11. This verse is in a way parenthetical,describingmore par-ticularly

the method by which the people were quieted." And

the Lewies were quietingall the people saying,Be still,for to-day

is holy,and do not grieve. This repeats what has been already

said in preceding places." 12. The people did as enjoined in

v. 10,the writer adding and to make a great rejoicing].The rea-son

for the joyful feastingis then given in words hard to com-prehend:

for they understood the words which had been taught

them]. Here again the statement is clear in itself,but it serves

poorly as a ground for the feasting.

We would naturally refer the statement to their comprehension of

the law, but that had produced mourning and lamentation and woe.
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The only other possiblereference is to the words of w. M '
,
about the

holy day and the feast. But it would seem superfluous to explain

that the people understood such simple directions as to eat and drink.

It may be that the meaning is : theyperceivedthe duty to feastin the wards

ofthe law which had been taught them. As we cannot find a hint of such

a duty in the passage, the understanding of the people was noteworthy.

3 Esd. shows an alternative,though not a very hopeful one: they were

greatlyexalted by the wards which they had been taught.

1. opn ho] Esd. xftv to xXi)6o";= hnp as v. V" irot]OP- adds t(" lt-

pouaaX^n, thus completing the sentence as Ezr. 31." 3'on
. . .

*wk]

Esd. too xp"{ ovoroXdc lepou xuX"ovo";." TflDn]Esd. *r"p lepcl xal ova?-

vci"rq)- mpi pyi. "

. . .
ph nvn] om. OP; Esd.AL fco xupfou 6tou 'Ia-

parijX,B om. xupfou." 2. pan] OP adds 6 Yfwwwrct6";, Esd.BA 6 dpxtfpt6c,

which A has in v. " also." pao -Sai]OP xal xavrbq dxo6ovro"; auvttvat, Esd.

xal xftatv toi"; leptuatBA, showing pa for pao, eloquent witness of the il-legibility

of MSS. L adds xal xavrl axo6ovrc tou auvttfvac,showing the

common correcting dup. " pd"S] Esd.BA, dxouoac tov vopov. " S. mp"i]

Esd.L dvlyvu." o*dh *jdS]lacking in 0PAK, Esd. ev t$" xpo tou lepou

xuX"voc "0puxwpouBA, h T"j"eupoxc!"p"i"tou xpcfcou lepou xb"X6vocL. " ~|D

iwn] Esd. dxo BpGpou,OF ix6 Tij";"oaq Stafoyrfoactov JJXtov= Tgn njjg

rDrn " minn
. . .

o^odi] Esd. xal exitaxav xdvra [xftvto xXij8o?AL]tov

vouv e(";t6v vopov. This text lacks win and noo and construes otsd

as pred. of o?n or Snpn." 4. noon] Esd. 6 leptuq xal dtvotYvaxmjq toO

vottou. "
natS

. . .
"vwtj om. 0PAM, L has 6 exofojatvt(";to o'lHUQYopifcai "

"^iS nry irit; Esd. tou xaraoxeuaaOevToq. " uwSp] OF Esd. tot. Of

the last four names OP has only Zechariah. " 5. nwi] Esd. xal dva-

Xa0"v, dvlXaPtvL = kiwi or np*n."-won] Esd a
To fUflXtovtoO vojjlou."

wjh] 05 and Esd. ivcfciov = ^sh.
" apn Sa]Esd. too xXf)Gou";." run

. . .
*a]

Esd. xpoexdOirco yap exio^^t*; evc"xtov xavruv. 3 Esd. pmsidebat enitn

in gloria in conspectu omnium, showing "rpS here." 6. mrp] lacking

in OP, Esd.B has Afcptac, one of those on Ezra's right hand in v. 4.

"

. . .
nw] Esd. xup("p 8e"J"xcp u"?(ar"|"6e"p oaftaubO IlavToxpaTopfAL."

upi] Esd. i^vnoatvBA, IgefcZmjae1*." idm"]OF xal elxav = noirn. " |sk"]

om. Esd.AL. Esd. lacks d^bm and puts nx-in directly after npn, thus

xpooxco6vT"q ixl T%v Yijv xpootxOvijaav t$ 0e$." 7. *J3i]OP* and Esd.L

xal ol ulol a"rou xal Bavata?. "
o^iSm

. . .
vd*] lacking in 0PA*, perhaps

accidentally skipping a line. " onSni], The conj. is lacking in Esd. "

minS
. . .

vv2q] V silentium faciebantin populo ad audiendatn legem,

showing O'Pno for ouaD. Esd. has ia"aoxov*, but "teaching" an-ticipates

v. ', and teaching could not precede reading. For the whole

clause 3 Esd. has: et praferebantsinguli cos qui inteUigebantlectionemt

and they each one chose those who understood the reading." otDjrSj?o?m]

Esd. xal xpbs to xXfjfox; (connecting with mp'i v. ") = oyn-Sp. MT.

may be due to careless dittog." 8. wnp^] OP* xal My** "E"pas. "
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Sar
. . .

enae] "$ xal iSteaaxtv rEapou?*1-*"]xotl 8t*anXX*v "v frtarfoiB

Kupfou; the words are lacking in Esd., rd. Satf ow "ncDi, and the trans-lator

gave the rung. " mpsa iranj " xal auv^xtv h Xatbq h tjj dtarptiott;

Esd. i(JL9Uotouvrtqapa rJjvdvdYvuotv; V ef inteUexerunt,cum legeretur."

9. *nn Kin n'Dni] 0PAM Nittifc*;.Esd. has xal tlxtv 'ArcaporHj"Eapa

t"x. t. X. One Gk. version lacks "Neh.," the other the title. Esd.

did not understand this title and transliterates it. It appears that

this title was put into the text first,and that "Neh." was added in a

new recension in which Ne. 1-7 was placed in the midst of the Ezra

narrative. The title may in the originalhave been applied to Ezra,

though itisgiven to him nowhere else." oynSitJlacking in Esd. "$*** t$

fa$ tlifivcorrectly." wan
. . .

S"]lacking in Esd. " nai] lackingin Esd.

" 10. onS iokm] lacking in Esd.BA, 3 Esd. et dixit Esdras. " o^pnoo manj

lacking in Esd.B. " nun] Esd. dxooroXa? " o"mSr.
"

iS yoi r"S] " and

Esd. Tolq (i^ Igouatv." 03?po . . .
*o]"$ 8tc iorlv Cox"t fJiA"v8*(bpftv*);

Esd. b ?ap x6pto";8o"dcatt fcpuSc." 11. owns] v. on v. T; Esd. Ix"tuov,

only used in Apocr., but mng. "make an announcement"; so 3 Esd.

denutUiebant. " ion] lacking in Esd.8*; transposed and placed after n?

in L, t. e.y otY"rt xal (i.f)XuxtlaOt. " won '3] Esd. Srt xal fcefuou"Oipav;

3 Esd. magnifice enitn sunt exaltati,where we may note nSru lacking

in its proper place,and on has been rd. for pa.

gu-is jfoe Feast 0f Booths," Continuing the reading of

the law, the command to keep the Feast of Booths, or Taber-nacles,

as it is wrongly called,is found and the people go to the

mountain for branches to build booths. The reading of the law

is continued daily for the seven days." 13. On the 2d day of the

7th month, and so directlyafter the events described in w. uu9

all of which are assumed to have taken place in one day, cf.v. *.

The assembly is now described as composed of the heads of the

fathersof all the people,a favourite term of the Chronicler,the

priestsand the Levites]. The mass of the people, who had par-ticipated

in the first day's proceedings, are not mentioned, and

were probably not present. Unto Ezra the scribe]is probably a

gloss,v. s. " The object of this assembly was not the reading

of the law, but its study, to get an insightinto [orgive heed to]

the words of the law]. The clan leaders and the ecclesiastics

were gathered now to put the law into effect." 14. And they

found written in the law which Yakweh commanded by the hand of

Moses that the sons of Israel should dwell in booths on the feast

of the ?th month. RV. "how that Yahweh had commanded"
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is wrong. The first "IBM is a relative and the second a con-junction.

The law referred to is found in Dt. i6"-" Lv. 23" *". The time

prescribedin Dt is after the gathering of the harvest, and the festival

corresponds with the ingathering of the earlier code (Ex. 23" b 34* b).

The Levitical code gives the 15th of the 7th month as the appointed

time, but connects the feast with the gathering of the harvest. Ace.

to our dates the feast was kept on the 2d day of the month. This

story is based on the Lev. code, where alone a specificdate isprescribed,

and where the making of booths is ordered. It is inconceivable that

Ezra should have held the feast on the wrong day. We may suppose

that either the 1st day of v. " is an error, "2d" in v. " mng. the next

day, or, more prob., 13 days had elapsed between the assembly of stu-dents

in v. " and the actual keeping of the festival. In 91 we are

transported to the 24th day, just right if the seven-day feast began

on the 15th. We must remember, though, that the two sections are

loosely joined and may have no originalconnection at all.

15. And they commanded and issued a proclamation]. So we

must read by a slightcorrection, for here we have the orders

given to the people, and not a continuation of the law. On

"issuing a proclamation" v. on Ezr. i1." In all their cities and

in Jerusalem. As the message convening all the people to the

feast was sent all over Judah, a period of seven days would be

required before the orders could be complied with, and so we

can account for the 13 days between v.
M and v. I7." Go to the

mountain], referringprobably to the hill country of Judah gen-erally

and not to any one mountain. " And bring in leaves],

here meaning the leaves attached to the twigs and so used for

branches. There follows the catalogue of trees, the most exten-sive

in the Bible, except Is. 4119: olive,oil-tree (oleaster),myrtle*

falm, and thick trees (with heavy foliage,perhaps evergreens).

In Lv. 23* we find "palm, thick trees and willows," only two

trees common in the two passages. Perhaps the Chronicler has

amplified the passage according to the usage in his own day, or

the leaders may have named all the trees which might easily

be found, thinking rightlythat it was not material what kind

of trees the branches were from. " 16. The people obeyed the

"Once common in Palestine, and stillfound, though rarely (GAS. Twdve Prophets,il*").



362 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

proclamation and built the booths each one upon his roof,*and

in their courts],for those who had residences in Jerusalem, and

in the courts of the house of God], for the priests,Levites, and

other temple officials,and in the open place of the water gate],

where the first assembly had been held, v. l,and therefore pre-sumably

the largestopen space in the city,and in the open place

of the gate of Ephraim], for those who lived outside of Jerusalem.

The gate of Ephraim is named in 2 K. 14" = 2 Ch. 25* Ne.

i2M. See Guthe, ZDPV. viii,110*-. It was presumably the

main outlet to the north country.

17. And all the congregationwho had returned from the cap-tivity]

shows a note of the Chronicler, who assumed that all the

people who were in Judah in Ezra's time were returned exiles.

" For the sons of Israel had not done so from the days of Joshua

the son of Nun until that day]. The reference is not to some

keeping of this feast by Joshua, for we know of no other cele-bration,

but the meaning is that in all Hebrew historythe fes-tival

had not been kept. Ryle argues that the meaning is not

that no feast was kept, but that it had not been kept in the

strict way required by Ezra, and this big conclusion is based

on the words "done so." "So" or "thus" is indeed an in-definite

word, but here it can only refer to the particularfes-tival

described. The feast had been kept by Solomon, 2 Ch.

78 8M, by Zerubbabel and Jeshua, Ezr. 34, cf Zc. I41S~18. Hos.

129 shows that the feast was generally kept in his time. But

the author ignoresthis evidence. The law was new, and every

institution appears to be new." -And there was a very peat

rejoicing].This was but complying with the law for the feast

according to Dt. 16" Lv. 23*. " 18. With a Greek text we

must read: and Ezra read in the book of the law of God dailyfrom

the 1st day [ofthe Feast of Booths, as we find in a Greek us.]

until the last day],i. e., the 7th day of the feast " And on the

8th day there was an assembly according to the ordinance]. This

word for "assembly" is found in Lv. 23* to define holy convoca-tion.

The law forbade any work on that day; perhaps thus we

may explain the abrupt stop of the narrative at this point

9 Simple tents were often set up -on- the root* for transfent gueets (Kittal,KSmif$tmf.
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The narrative assumes that the people were absolutelyignorant of

the law prescribing the Feast of Booths. As it had been celebrated

already in the postex. period, this section cannot have originated with

the Chr. He would not have been guilty of such a stupid blunder as

to contradict Ezr. 3'. Some other writer might easilyhave displayed

such ignorance, for many Jews may have been uneducated in the his-tory

of Israel.

13-18. At this point the book of Esd. ends, though we find in BA

%a\ ixiOTjyfcOrpov corresponding to iddmj in v. u. In L we have the

whole of v. ", but it agrees so exactly with ""*"that the broken sentence

of Esd. must have been completed from 6, perhaps by Lucian himself.

Material for textual criticism,therefore,is sadly deficient for the rest of

the book." 14. *va]lacking in "i." 15. Siprvajn] "i oAXtiy"v = ."nswn,

"clarion," a word found often in P (v.BDB. and Benz. Arch."1)."

idkS]"$ xal tlxsv "Eapac. This is prob. an original reading, as may

be determined by the disinclination of the Gk. translators to depart

from the text in the interest of intelligibility,but the Heb. has the

better text nevertheless. " 16. avrai O'on -ye"]"Jbak ^ xfau*; xal

lox; s -ip vpn. l has this and then adds full text of MT., showing

the frequent correction by addition. " 17. *wa] lacking in ""***. " 13
1

mp*ij + "EWp""L." " rwrmn] + rfiv oxi)vfivL."Ofiroa] lacking in 4P.

9. The great confession. " A great fast is kept and on the

day of its observance a long confession is said. The two things

are but loosely connected, and the confession reveals clearly

conditions later than the Persian period.

1-5. The fast." 1. And on the 24th day of this month]. The

day but one after the completion of the Feast of Booths by all

the people of Judah, 818. For so the Chronicler connects the

events. " Our text has: and earth was upon them]. This is not

found in the best Greek texts, and where it does occur it is

correctlyspecifiedupon their head. This was a common sign

of deep distress (v.,e. g.9 1 S. 4" 2 S. i2 15* Jb. 2")." 2.

And the seed of Israel separated themselves from all the sons of

foreigners. This shows the priestlyspirit. The pure-blooded

son of Abraham was alone a fit subject for Yahweh's favour.

The presence of an alien was a disturbing influence. Just how

the separation was made it is hard to say. Perhaps foreigners

were not hard to exclude from a service characterised by fast-ing,

sackcloth, and earth. Sta. says we do not know who these
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foreigners were nor their relation to the Jewish community

(BT.ni). They must include all that could not prove their

Israelite blood (Err. a*-9; see further Mey. E$U"m). This

statement is inconceivable after Ezr. 9/. The separation had

already taken place according to that story." And theystood and

made confessionof their sins and of the iniquityof their fathers].

The sin of themselves and of their fathers was the failure to

observe the law. " 3. And they stood upon their place and read\.

The subject strictlyis the seed of Israel, v. *. Probably the

Levites of v.
4

are really meant. " The fourth of the day and a

fourththey made confessionand prostratedthemselves to Yakwek

their God\. The assembly was apparently held only in the morn-ing,

as that was the duration of Ezra's reading,8s. Half of the

morning was spent in reading the law and the other half in

bemoaning its long neglect."4. And there stood upon the stairs

of the Levites]cannot be right;for we know of no such stairs,

though of course ignorance is not equivalent to knowledge.

But the place of the assembly is the same as in c. 8, and Levites

is the body whose names are recited. We may easilytranslate:

and there stood upon the elevation,the wooden platform already

described, 84. Eight Levites are named, three common with

87, Jeshua, Bani, and Sherebiah; two Banis and a Buni (for

all of which "" has son or sons) make the list suspicious." And

they cried with a loud voice unto Yahweh their God], The Levites

were characterised by their loud voices,doubtless the result of

cultivation. They wanted to be heard by the whole assembly.

So they had silenced the crowd by their high voices penetrating

even through the loud wailing of the people, 8n. It looks as

if we should have "unto the people" instead of "
unto Yahweh,"

for in v.
6 the Levites address the assembly. It may be that

the Levites led the people in chanting some psalm." 6. And Ik

Levites said],this time to the assembled people. There follows

a list of eight names of Levites, the same number as in v. 4,

and surely we should expect the same names. Our text, how-ever,

has but five in common. This is an unmistakable signof

corruption." The direction to the people is rise,bless Yakwek

OUR [as ""] God from everlastingto everlasting].The call is for



NEHEMIAH 8-IO 365

the people to rise from their prostration,v. ', in order to praise

Yahweh and to be ready to listen." The people obeyed, doubt-less

followingthe Levites in some ritual,and theyblessed the name

of thy glory and exalted above all blessingand praise].For this

jumble dL has tried to make sense by rendering: bless the name

of the glory exalted above all with joy and with praise. V makes

"exalted" a predicate of "name" and thus helps to determine

the true meaning: and they blessed his gloriousname exaltingit

above all blessingand praise. A slightchange in the text is re-quired,

but some correction is essential.

fl6"39.The confession.

This is much like many other prayers, exhortations, and addresses

found in the Bible, the NT. parallelbeing the speech of Stephen (Acts

7). It is quite unlike the confession of Ezra (Ezr. 9), and if that be

genuine, as I doubt not, this one is a production from another source

incorporated by the Chr. The state of the Gk. text shows a passage

so well preserved that it may be well regarded as a late insertion. It

is in substance a review of Israel's history, dealing with events well

known to us. The purpose is to show God's goodness to Israel and

Israel's failure to respond. The spirit of the passage is prophetic

rather than priestly. It clearly belongs to the Gk. age, v. i.tw. * '"

On the character of the prayer, v. further Kost.M "-,Sta.M1.

In MT. the confession is anonymous, and it is natural to assume that

it is a continuation of the Lev. call to prayer preceding. The prayer

must come from an individual, and "E has a prefatory note, and Ezra

said. From this note the c. has been associated wrongly with Ezra.

6. Thou alone art Yahweh] is obviously not original,God

being the proper word. The change was presumably due to

an illogicalYahwist. " As usual, the history goes back to the

creation as told in Gn. Yahweh had created not only the

heavens, but also the heaven of heavens],an expressionfound in

Dt. io14 and elsewhere. It would naturally be the heavens

par excellence,somewhat as we say the seventh heaven. " 7.

The historyjumps to Abraham as the real father of the Hebrew

people. The historical points are the migration from Ur-

Kasdim and the change of name, both events from P. " 8.

Thou didst find his heart faithfulbeforethee]might be a reference
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to Abraham's whole lifeof fidelity,but the author had especially

in mind the great act of obedience (Gn. 22)." The land of ike

Canaanite]. In the ". story of this covenant ten nations are

mentioned (Gn. 1519"*1),of which we find but six here. This

same list is found in Ex. 23* Jos. 2411." And thou didst es-tablish

thy wordSy for thou art righteous],God, though foreseeing

the poor use which would be made of his boon, nevertheless

from his own righteousness,which includes truthfulness,must

make good his promise." 9. We plunge into the midst of the

Egyptian bondage, for the author is recitingthe most con-spicuous

of God's gracious acts toward his people." Thou didst

hear their cry at the Red Sea]. This refers to the cry when the

pursuing Egyptians overtook the fleeingIsraelites (Ex. 1410).

" 10. And thou didst give signs and wonders]. We naturally

think of the plagues, but these long preceded the wonders at

the Red Sea, which in themselves would be sufficient. The

author does not keep strictlyto chronologicalorder, and the

plagues were doubtless in his mind. " The reason for interven-tion

is now given: for thou [Yahweh] knowest that they [the

Egyptians] acted presumptuously against them]. The same ex-pression

occurs in a speech of Jethro'sreviewing this deliverance,

Ex. 1 8". The presumption consisted in the pursuit of a people

to whom libertyhad been accorded. " And thou didst make for

thyselfa name as this day]. Name is here and frequentlyin the

OT. nearly equivalent to reputation." 11. Into the depths like

a stone]is a quotation from the Song of the Sea, Ex. 15*; thou

didst cast replaces "they sank" in Ex., showing the speaker's

conception of God's intervention. " 12. The pillarof cloud by

day and pillarof fire by night are described in Ex. 13", where

it is said that Yahweh himself was in the pillarsor columns.

Our passage refines the earlier theology of J. Yahweh leads

the people by the pillars,but is not himself in them. " 13. Here,

too, the later ideas are revealed; though Yahweh is said to

descend upon Mt. Sinai,he spoke with the people from heaven].

In Ex. 19* Yahweh actually descended to the top of the moun-tain

and spoke to Moses face to face (Dt. 54 3410)." 14. One

part of the law is emphasised: thy holy sabbath thou didst make
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known to them],indicatinga supremacy for this law such as we

find in NT. times (Mk. 2" "" Lu. 1310*" Ju. 518)."15. Bread

from heaven thou gavest them for their hunger]. The story of the

giving of the manna is found in Ex. 164 ff* The supposed

miraculous character of this bread makes its gift one of the

great acts of God. " And water from the rock thou broughtestout

to them for their thirst],v. Ex. 17*,and a longer account in Nu.

207-". " To go in to take possessionof the land] as we find com-manded

in Dt. i8; which I raised my hand to givethem]. We

find Yahweh swore to give Israel the land of Canaan (v.Gn.

26* Ex. 331 Nu. 14* 3211). Raising the hand is the gesture

accompanying the oath and is here its equivalent, so Ex. 6s

Nu. 14* Ez. 2o"8- " 47" Ps. 106* v. on 88." 16. The list of

Yahweh's gracious acts ends and the speaker turns to the at-titude

of the people toward God. They and our fathersacted

presumptuously]. They are the people of Moses' time; our

fathers the later generations. Yahweh kept his compact, but

the people did not. " Hardened their neck] is quoted from Dt.

io16,and v. Je. 7* 17* 19" and w.
n- 29. The repetitionin

v.
" is probably a copyist'serror. " 17. The rebellious spiritof

Israel is elaborated after the manner of some of the prophets

to impress the hearers: and theyrefusedto listen [obey],nor did

they remember thy wonders which thou didst with' them]. Then

we come again to a specificact of insubordination : and theyap-pointed

a leader to return to their servitude in Egypt], By the

accidental dropping of a letter,MT. has in their rebellion,v.

Nu. 14. " But the salvation of Israel was assured from the

character of God. Our text runs: thou art a God offorgiveness,

graciousand merciful,slow to anger and abundant in lovingkind-ness].

With the exception of of forgivenessthese are conven-tional

attributes of God and are found verbatim in Ex. 34*

Jon. 4*." 18. Nevertheless [with reference to the preceding]

thou didst not abandon them]. In spite of God's overlooking

their wrong in resolvingto choose a leader of their own in place

of the one appointed by him, they proceed to a further act of

gross apostasy. EV*. render yea, when (so BDB.) and con-nect

with v. ", but the above-named connection is better. "
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And they committed great blasphemies].This may refer to the

idolatryjust described,but it is more natural to refer it to the

general faithless attitude of early Israel toward God. " 19.

And thou by reason ofthy abundant compassion didst not abandon

them in the desert]9evidence of the long sufferingof God as de-scribed

in v. ". " 20. Thy good spiritthou gavest to make them

wise], A Greek text has the more common holyspirit.There

is no reference to this giftin the Pentateuch, for Nu. n17 deals

with quite another matter, but it is in harmony with the later

conception,as we find the same idea in Is. 6311." 21. This

verse is a free quotation of passages in Dt. 84- 9, v. Dr. Dt.

The common rendering"swell" is not so good as "blister" as

a descriptionof the trouble caused to the feet by long marches.

The actual hunger, thirst,and other privationsof the desert

were decidedlyminimised by those who looked back to them

from a later period of time. " 22. The narrative jumps now to

the time when Israel emerged from the desert and began the

permanent conquest of the land. The kingdoms and peoplesare

explainedto be the two districts conquered on the east of the

Jordan, while still under Moses' leadership. Thou didst allot

them [the kingdoms and peoples]to a corner]is interpretedto

mean "into every corner" (BDB), i. e., the land was divided

to its utmost extent. The renderingof EV*. "after their por-tion"

is un justifiable.But the sense is vague at best, and the

phrase needless; therefore it is better to read with (t allot to

them. " The text is badly confused in the following:and they

took possessionof the land of Sihon [and the land of]the king of

Beshbon]. The bracketed words are an accidental repetition.

For the historyv. Nu. 21. " 23. And their sons thou didst multiply

like the stars ofheaven]is a reference to the promiseto Abraham,

Gn. is6 2217 264. But this passage may come from Dt. iM.

With v.
b

we are brought to the conquest of Canaan and so to

the period after Moses. " 24. Their kings and the peoplesof the

lands to do with them accordingto their [Israel's]pleasure].The

theory that Joshua exterminated the whole body of Canaan-

ites (Jos.1-12) finds no reflection here. " 25. The expressions

are for the most part taken from Dt. : fortifiedcities
y
3*, houses

k
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fullof everythinggood,cisterns [already]hewn, vineyards-and olive-

yards, is condensed from 611; fat land occurs in Nu. 13* with

a different word for "land." " 26. And have cast thy law behind

their back]. We find references to disobedient persons casting

God behind the back, 1 K. 14' "z. 23". The phrase is

equivalent to turning the back to the law (cf.Je. 2"), and so

disregarding it. It is interestingto note the late conception

which puts the law where earlier writers put God. " Thy proph-ets

[standingfirst for emphasis]who testifiedagainstthem to turn

them back to thee,they have slain]. Elsewhere in OT. this crime

is cited only by Elijah,1 K. 1910; it is an offence emphasised in

NT., Mt. s1223" ,7 Lu. iiw 13" Acts 7M Rom. 11* Rev. 166 18".

The slaying of the prophets was a peculiarlyobnoxious crime,

because they were executing the will of Yahweh (Je. 26")."

27. God's efforts being thwarted, punishment was inflicted:

thou didst give them into the hand [power]of their tormentors, and

they tormented them, ahd in the time of their torment they cried

unto thee],so we may reproduce the word-play of the original.

The reference is not to any specificinvasion, but is a general

survey of the early period as portrayed in Ju. The moralising

here is very like that of the editor of Ju. 211 *-,et pass. " And

thou didst hear from heaven]. Emphasis is laid upon the fact,

as the speaker reads the history,that whenever Israel cried in

distress God gave relief." And according to thy abundant com'

passions as [v."] thou didst give saviours]. The saviours are

called "judges" (Ju. 216"); they were the warlike heroes

Ehud, Jerubbaal, et al." 28. But when they had a respite],as

soon as the punishment was withdrawn and conditions were fa-vourable,

they again did evil beforethee,and thou didst abandon

them in the hand of their enemies]. The idea is that Israel was

held up by God's hand, and as soon as he let go, settingthe

enemy free to act, then Israel was no match for the foe. There

follows a repetitionof the story of the people's distressful cry

and Yahweh's resumed intervention. " Thou didst deliver them

according to thy compassions many times], "Many times," as

EV*., is impossible on any just principlesof Hebrew syntax.

"Many" or "abundant" must qualify "compassions" as in
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yy
i". 27 "Times" is lacking in most Greek texts, and where

it occurs it introduces v. lf. "Many times" does not fit in with

the idea. The point is that each time when the people cried Yah-

weh delivered them. What we should rather expect isfrom their

enemies. " 29. And thou didst testifyagainstthem] by the mouth

of the prophets, as v.
* Here the object is to bring them back

to thy law],but in v.
* to thee. God and the law are practically

identified in respect to Israel's obedience. " Which a man shall

do and live by them] is a quotation from Lv. i86 with the usual

slightinaccuracies. " SO. The first clause is difficult;EV*. have:

"Many years thou didst bear with them" as in "fcL. The other

Vrss. render literally.Ryle supposes an object, "mercy," to

be omitted, "prolong" being equivalent to "prolong mercy."

But in Ps. 3610 ioi" the object is found. Such a sense is suit-able.

The passage may be rendered : thou didst draw many years

unto them, i. e.t a long-sufferingGod gave them many years of

grace. " And thou didst give them into the hand of the peoples of

the lands] refers to the final catastrophes resultingfrom long-

continued infidelity,therefore the peoples are the Babylonians.

32. And now]. The speaker leaps from historic retrospect

to the present consequences of the facts stated above. " Our

God, the great, the mighty and the terrible God, keeping covenant

and mercy]. A good instance of the late usage showing a fond-ness

for a long list of divine attributes. " Let not all the hardship

which has found [befallen]us seem littlebeforethee]. The word

hardship is almost technical like "the exile,"referringespe-cially

to the bondage in Egypt, Nu. 2014. The plea is that God

would not minimise the humiliation which his people endured.

These hardships had befallen us, our kings,our princes,and our

priests,and our prophets,and our fathers,and all thy people].
The long catalogue is made to emphasise the extent of the hard-ships

which God is asked not to underestimate.
" 33. But thou

art innocent [literally,righteous]in regardto all that has come upon

us]. Great as the degradation of Israel,this prophet does not

charge God with injustice. Indeed, the whole passage is meant

to show the singularforbearance of God. " 34. This wickedness

is described now as disobedience of the laws, commandments,
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and testimonies,in which wrong the higher classes, kings,

princes,priests,and fathers, were involved as well as the lowly.

" 35. And they in their kingdom and in thy greatgood which thou

gavest to them and in the wide and fat land which thou gavest

beforethem have not served thee]. This literal rendering brings

out the extreme awkwardness of an accumulation of phrases

such as some of these late writers loved. " And have not turned

from their evil deeds]. The purpose of God in bestowing his

giftswas to make the people righteous as well as prosperous.

" 36. The writer now comes to the clearest descriptionof the

present plight, a description which points insistentlyto the

miseries of the Greek period. And behold,we are to-day bond-men;

and the land, which thou gavest to our fathersto eat its fruit

and Us good, behold we are bondmen upon it]. The good refers

to the general abundant products of the land "flowing with

milk and honey." Israel was familiar with bondage from the

experience in Egypt and in Babylon. Now they are suffering

bondage in the holy land itself. The condition is different

from that of the Persian period, which was regarded as a re-lief

from the bondage in Babylon. " 37. And Us abundant yield

goes to the kings whom thou hast placed over us on account of our

sins]. The land is still fruitful,but its wealth enriches only

the foreignkings." And over our bodies they rule]. Words could

scarcelybe found which would make Israel's humiliation deeper.

The word for bodies also means corpse. The bodies of these

bondmen are virtuallydead bodies,for the people are the mere

tools of foreign tyrants. " And with our cattle they do according

to their pleasure]. That is,the foreign rulers take what they

want and the nominal owners get what is left. A man might

have great herds, but he could never tell how much benefit

would accrue to him.
" And we are in great distress].Since the

oppressors took Israel's property at will,the yield both of the

soil and of the herd, we may regard the distress as including

dire poverty, though the term also includes the anguish of soul

endured by a liberty-lovingpeople,bearing a gallingservitude

on the land which was theirs by divine gift. Yet there is no

murmur against the ways of a mysterious Providence. In all
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their bitterness there is only self-reproach. God's hand is plain

in the people's degradation, but his course is abundantly jus-tified

by Israel's sins.

1. on"Spnonm] lacking in "bam; $l has xal x6vt" fart t^ xefoXfc

afcav - owm-Sjf "*." 2. jn"l Of ol ulo(." *:a] 01 uloG. " 3. nw] lack-ing

in 0PAK. " jvram ovn n"j?an]lacking in 0PAK. "$l ]uia T" titoprov

Tfj? fripac in both clauses. " anino] "ft adds t$" xup(^"." nwS] lacking

in OP. " 4. Sm'sip *jai]01 xal ulol Kad{i.ti)X." *:ja *:a] lacking in OP,

olol XovovtAK, Xc*vcvta";L" rnj". " 5. Of the names 0PA" has only

'ItjooOsxal KadyLt^X. L has all the names exc. the two Bonis. " wnSit]

05 xfcv Otbv -fojL"v." oono) nans] OP Tfj";56^rj";tow ""tpu"|wu(iivou; id.

naa. " ocnc] is a Polal ptc, the only case of its use. rcno, exalting

if, would be better. " nana] 6 afaXXiaott = .njjn. " 6. 01 prefaces to

MT. xal tlxtv "Eapac = m?p noun." o'dbw] lacking in OP*." oitas]

0PAK -rifcvorajcv afc"v " onnp. " 7. nw] lacking in OP. " onan] Of*1

Appaop. as in v. b." nw] 01 x"totc " H*. " "" np,?ll* adds ""*$"; "**"

adds Euatuv to the list of peoples." nnS*] lacking in OP**. " For nnn

*rS]rd. ljrvSiiS.
" 9. "iid]ipudpov, as always exc. Is. 63*, when it stands

for cpk." 10. cnooi] "ft adds h Alf(tTTv."15. npK] 01 Ap* fr." 17.

onna] OP *v AtfOxnp = omoa. " 90. naien] OP aytov. " 21. non kS]

OP xal o"x im"W)Oi)0av Mnaro";, reading nan 1312a." 22. hhbS] "*bak

afrrotc " D"S, OP "k xp"juxov = o^dS." 23f
.

n*n
. . .

maS] OP** has

only xal ixXi)pov6(iT)oavdbrfjv." 'yi f"wn] Ofc y%v twv Xavavafov. " 25.

ruse? nonm] lacking in 0PAN. " 25. 00 wn] OP adds 08c ofe l"tXar6-

(uqoov = laxn kS irn as Dt. 6". " 28. o^np] lacking in 0PAK. OP has

xal iv xatpot? as beginning of v. ". For n"an] we should rd. o^ann, as

w. ". "?. m# " Q^ny] mav he a corruption of onnxo. There is no possible

legitimate construction of the text as it stands. " 29. m?n ncm] lack-ing

in 0PAH." 31. Vk] 01 fax"pA";fso Sun in v.M."35. oruaSoc]01 (Ja-

atXtfa cou." " 36 f
.

nana
. . .

naw-nm] lacking in OP**.

10 (EV. S^-IO"). A list of names on a sealed tablet and

an agreement to provide supplies for the

The c. is written in the first p. pi. The expression "our princes,

our Lev., our pr." is striking,and the ending is in perfect accord: "we

did not neglect the house of our God." This construction is lost oc-casionally.

V. " begins with third p., but the text shades off into the

firstp. again in v. " b; so again in v. ", the originalform being resumed

at the end. The passage is therefore neither from N. nor the Chr.

To any one carefullystudying the characteristics of N. no argument

is needed to show that the governor had no part in this composition.

We miss altogetherhis sharp, brief,and clear expressions. I am per-



NEHEMIAH 8-IO 373

suaded that the Chr. never used the first p. exc occasionallyin the

expansion of N. or E., and very littlethen. Neither is the c. from E.,

for it was not written by a pr. This may be made clear from a single

expression: "We brought the best of our coarse meal
...

to the pr.

. . .

and the tithe of our land to the Lev." v. ". The conclusion is

therefore apparent that the c. is from the pen of a layman of the period,

possiblya prophet, who was a most zealous supporter of the temple-

worship.

The passage has nothing to do with the time of Ezra. In words

there is,indeed, much about the law; but the inevitable result of a care-ful

study shows that the measures taken for the support of the temple

were not the consequence of legalenactment, but of mutual agreement.

It is prob.,therefore,that the phrases referringto the law are inter-polated

or to be interpreted in a general sense.

The measures agreed upon are : (1) not to intermarry with foreigners;

(2) not to purchase from those who sold merchandise on the Sabbath

day; (3) to keep the seventh year; (4) to impose a cash tax upon them-selves

for the support of the temple; (5) to provide wood for burning

upon the altar;(6) to offer the first fruits;and (7) to pay the tithes.

Now four of these matters (1, 2, 5, 7) are identical with the reforms

of Neh.'s second administration, c. 13. Indeed, all exc. (3) are prac-tically

covered by those reforms. The most fittingplace for this c,

therefore,is found by placing it as a sequel to c. 13. Neh.'s habit

was to put the people under a solemn pledge to continue the right

course instituted by him, 5" 13*'. We have here a story, by one of

the participants,of the measures taken by the people to perpetuate

Neh.'s reforms. The lists of names in their present forms are all sus-picious.

It is easy to see how the c. came to be misplaced. By its structure,

being in first p. pi.,it has an external association with the long prayer

in c 9. By its devotion to the cult, and by the measures taken to

maintain it,which could easily be connected with the keeping of the

law, it afforded an easy sequel to the story of Ezra's promulgation of

the law. In the originalform this c. follows the Deut. law, which was,

of course, well known before Ezra; indeed, it is the basis of Neh.'s

reforms. The law-book of Ezra was not Dt.. but either the priestly

law or the whole Pentateuch.

On the character of these regulations,esp. in relation to the Priest

Code, v. Kost."*, GAS. Jer. i,""-, Schttrer,Jewish People, div. ii,

vol. i,""f
.

10s"98. A list of priests,Levites, and chiefs upon a sealed

record. "
1. And in all this]is inserted by the Chronicler to

make a connection with the preceding, cf. 13*, "and in all this
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time9'; but the connection will scarcelyhold here. The usual

conception is that the phrase means in view of this,i. c, the

condition described in 9*-*7.

We make a sure covenant] RV. The phrase is difficult,but it is

hard to get this meaning, as "covenant" is lacking in % The words

literallymean we are cuttingsupport, and "cut" is not- equivalent to

"make a covenant"; hjdk occurs elsw. only in n", where it is a txt.

err. By changing the pointing the word would mean truly or accu-rately.

But a conception like "pledging faith" (BDB.) does not fit

in here at all. We should render,we are engraving correctly,referring

to the listof names, and thus the word nj2K is removed from the Heb.

lexicon. Thus understood, the phrase prepares the way for what

follows,and writing upon the sealed (record)]. This is very different

from the usual translation. "Seal unto it,"RV., or "are at the seal-ing,"

RV.m in v. *, cannot be wrung from the text. The idea of at-testing

an agreement to obey the law which had been rd. is as early

as "ft,but it comes from wresting an impossible mng. from misunder-stood

words. Indeed, this conception may be as old as the Chr.'s

editing. The conj. "and" must be omitted before "upon." As in

Je. 32" own is the part of a clay cylinderor tablet which is sealed up

or covered with an outer envelope. The writer gives the list of names

which they wrote upon the inner part of the cylinder. For what pur-pose

the record was made we are not informed, but the character and

size of the list forbid our thinking of a catalogue of people who were

inspired by Ezra to subscribe to an agreement to obey the law.

Our princes,our Levties,our priests]is made the subject of

a non-existent verb in the Vrss., ancient and modern. The

words may possibly be interpreted as appositives to "me,"

but are more likelymere headings to the list of names which

follows. The words describe the composition of that list,

though in reverse order.

2-9. The list of priests."At the head stands in our text Nek. Ike

governor the son of Hackaliah. The doubled specificationidentifies him

with the wall-builder,but his name does not fit in a catalogue of pr.,

and may be an interpolation here. The official title is not found in

the best Gk. Vrss., evidence of a growth. There is a list of 22 priestly

names, many of which are common to other catalogues. The absence

of Eliashib's name has caused much discussion (Ryle, Canon*). It

is either an accidental omission or the event belongs to the high priest-
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hood of his successor. 10-14. The list of Levites." There are 17

names, but there are grave uncertainties about the text. " 10. Jes. the

son ofAzaniah] is thus differentiated from the contemporary of Zer.,but

it is the same Jes. as in other groups of Lev. " Of the sons of Henadad],

v. Ezr. 3*." 11. And their brethren]often recurs in Levitical lists,and

generallyis interjectedawkwardly as here. The implication seems to

be that the names which follow are the brethren of Jes. Binuni, and

Kadmiel. It is not clear whether the relationship is of blood or of

office. 15-28. The list of princes." They are called here heads of the

People, a title equivalent to the more common heads of the fathers,

Ezr. is. Many of these names recur in the list,Ezr. 2. On the names

v. Gray, Heb. Pr. N."* "", Sm. Listen,**.

1. nit]6 to6toi";." mnnn-SpJ " toctcfporffSouotv" lonroi. But as this

is the only occurrence of this compound in tt (save that ""- has it in

v. *),and as we find in v. f lid t"v aippafi^vtuv, it is easy to find in the

prefixixl an attestation of the Sp of MT. That is the correct reading,

onn might mean "to attest by seal," as given in BDB., but how that

can be worked into a pass, with a prep, is incomprehensible, v. s. "

does, however, attest the pi. in both cases (D'Oinn as v. *). The same

form must belong to*both places,and the sg. is preferable." 2. Mncnnn]

lacking in CPAK. In L it is an obvious insertion,as we find a conj.

b xal fA6apaao6dc" 11. orvnn] 6 ol JfttXfol afrroo. " W"hp] OP* Kavra.

The five names following this are wanting in OP. " 14. U":a "iz] CpK

ulol Bcvtopetv (BavouatatA, BavouwtL)." 15 f. ^ "ja] OP ulol Bavt. L

has only ulbt. Here the names in tt are confused in division as in

v. ". B has Bavt aq Tab gij"ott1 Aavta. " 20. 'au) Qr. o:, "KBK Buvai

Oya), NwPatAi'." 22. pw] lacking in "P, Iitooux*." 25 f
.
As in w. * '"

11 '" there is confusion here. CP has $ada tic aw Brpc paou(u oa Bona

("aeAoata.

29 f
"
The compact to obey certain requirementsof the law. The

whole of v.
*9 is the subject of the verb in v. "". To get the

sense the whole must be taken together: the rest of the people,

the priests,the Levites,the porters, the singers,the Nethinim and

every one who had separatedhimselffrom the peoples of the lands

unto the law of God, their wives, their sons and their daughters,

every one knowing how to understand (30)adhering to their breth-ren,

their chiefs,and coming under a curse and an oath to walk in

the law of God, which was given by the hand of Moses the servant

of God, and to observe and do all the commandments of Yahweh

our God and his judgments and his statutes].This long state-
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ment in ^ lacks a finite verb, and can therefore hardly be in

its originalform, unless it was a part of a still longer sentence

the rest of which does not appear here. It is like much other

work from the pen of the Chronicler. Kost. notes that the

people accept not a new law, but an old one (Wied.91)." Every

one knowing how to understand] is an appositive to sons and

daughters(v.8*)." SO. Adhering unto their brethren]implies that

this large group were following the lead of others in taking

an oath to obey the law. But it is singular to find the whole

body of temple officers among the last ones to subscribe to the

law. The words may equally well be rendered prevailingupon

their brethren^ and thus the situation would be reversed and

this list would give the leaders in the oath of subscription a

more natural situation. " Their chiefs]stands in opposition to

their brethren and limits the meaning too closely,especiallyif

the sense above given is correct. "
Yahweh our Lord] is an error.

The passage is Elohistic,God occurring three times; it is written

in the third person throughout, and we should have here simply

God. Yahweh is wanting in two Greek mss.

1031"40. The regulations agreed upon." This is in the

first person and represents the people's point of view, as the

priestsand Levites are spoken of in the third person. It is a

different source from w.
*" f*." 31. And that we will not give

our daughters].This shows that we are dealing with the specific

forms of an agreement, and that the proper introduction has

been lost in the Chronicler's arrangement. " 32. And the peoples

of the land who are bringing wares and all grains on the sabbath

day to sdly we will not take from them on the sabbath nor on a

holy day]. This also connects with 13" *-. Here only for-eigners

are violatingthe Sabbath, while in 13" B- Judeans are

guilty, though only Tyrians are named as selling wares in

Jerusalem on the Sabbath. But the point here is the agreement

not to buy on the Sabbath. " And we will foregothe yth year ami

every debt]. The law that no harvest should be gathered in the

7th year is found in the earliest code, Ex. 23*"'-,a law greatly

elaborated in the later codes, Dt. is1"" Lv. 2s1-7. The remis-sion

of the debts is the one obligationof the 7th year in Dt.,
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hence the remission of the 7th year may here refer to debts and

not to land. " In the passage followingwe come into a different

atmosphere. " 33. And we established over us commandments].

The plain inference is rather startlingthat the people them-selves

made ordinances to do the things prescribed in the law.

It seems a necessary implication that we are here dealing with

the originof these laws. " To placeupon ourselves the third of a

shekel yearlyfor the service of the house of our God], The temple

tax according to the law was a half-shekel,Ex. 30" 36s6 Mt.

iyu Jos. BJ. vii,6, 6. The provision made at this time by

the people was afterward apparently raised, a further evidence

that we are here dealing with origins." 34 is a statement of

the purposes for which the temple tax was to be employed.

It looks like an elaboration by the Chronicler. " For the show-

bread],literally,the bread of the row, because this bread was ar-ranged

in two rows of six cakes each, Lv. 24' f
". The keeping

of bread at the sanctuary is at least as old as David, 1 S. 21s-7.

The term show-bread is due to Tindale's rendering D^B DrA,Ex.

2 S"* "bread of presence,""bread to show Yahweh," v. DB. s. v.

" For the continual meal-offering],a vegetable offeringin con-tradistinction

to the common animal sacrifices. The reference

must be to the morning and evening sacrifices of a lamb, a

meal-offeringaccompanying it,Ex. 29*' ff- Nu. 28* *-." And all

the work of the house of our God]. This use of the temple tax has

already been specifiedin v. w, but with service in place of work.

The latter term in our books usually refers to the building,the

term service to the ritual. The phrase scarcely belongs here.

In 2 Ch. 24*-"
we have a reference to this tax as collected for

the restoration of the temple under King Joash. Is it possible

that we have here a fragment of the temple-buildingstory

which has been misplaced?" 35. And we cast the lots with respect

to the wood^ojfering].The purpose of the lots must have been

to determine the order in which certain ones should supply the

wood required to burn upon the altar of Yahweh. Those who

joined in the lot were the priests,the Levites and the people].The

order of the words makes the text suspicious,and the classing

of the priestsas wood-carriers is a further indication that these
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words do not belong to the text. But the Chronicler cannot

be credited with this phrase, for he certainlywould not have

assigned such work to priests." At appointed times yearly].

From this it would appear that the lots determined who were

to perform the duty for a year, bringing the wood at such times

as it was needed. " As it is written in the law]. The only place

in the law to which this can refer is Lv. 6", providing that the

priestshall burn wood on the fire every morning and never let

the fire go out. The wood was brought to the temple to burn

upon the altar of Yakweh our God as it is written in the law. "

36 f. And to bring in]. The infinitive requires us to connect

this with the casting of lots,v. ". But manifestly the people

could not cast lots to determine who was to do what the law

required every man to do. A better connection would be with

v. ", where the people took an oath to obey the law. The con-nection

is broken by the insertion of alien fragments. The

specificationcovers the firstfruits of the land, of the fruit of

every tree [as v. M, q. v.],of the sons and of the cattle,of the herds

and of the flocks].The fruits of the ground and of the trees

were to be brought in yearly, the others, of course, whenever

a first birth occurred. The vegetable offeringswere to be

brought in for the house of Yahweh] the only place where

Yahweh occurs in this passage " presumably for the meal or

vegetable offering. The animal offeringswere to be brought

to the house of our God to the priestswho minister in the house of

our God]. The law of the first fruits of the ground is old, Ex.

2219, cf.Dt. 26* B\ For the fruits of the tree Ryle refers to

Nu. i8" '-,but that passage deals with the products of the land,

which there belong to the priest." As it is written in the law] is

out of place as the passage stands. But the words which fol-low,

" herds and flocks/' are included in cattle and are doubt-less

a marginal gloss which has crept into the text. The law

then embraces all the offeringsof the first-born. " 38. And the

best [orfirstfruits]of our coarse meal, and our offerings,and the

fruit of every tree,wine and oil,we brought in for the prieststo

the chambers of the house of our God], These offeringsare not

different in kind from those enumerated above, w.
u *\ The
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first fruits are enumerated there as well as here, but in this

case the offeringsare for the use of the priests,and so were

brought to the store chambers of the temple, whereas those

above were brought to the temple, presumably for sacrificial

purposes. In the oldest times there was a somewhat vague

line dividing what the priestmight have for his own use from

what belonged to the temple, v, i S. 2" *". The coarse meal is

prescribedin Nu. 15s0in the same words as here, but it was to

be lifted up (as a so-called heave-offering)to Yahweh. " And

the tithe of our land [we brought] to the Levites]. The tithe both

of the land and tree is declared to be Yahweh's in Lv. 27*." And

they are the Levites who are collectingthe tithes in all the cities of

our labour], "Cities of our tillage,"RV., is not very happy.

The city is scarcely the place for collectingthe tithes of the

land. The meaning may be the hamlets in the midst of the

agriculturaldistricts." 39. The priestthe son of Aaron] is a

definition which sharply marks the division of priests and

Levites as belonging to separate classes. " Was with the Levites,

when the Levites collected [or levied]the tithes].If the Levites

went about the country collectingtithes,as we may infer from

v. ,6,a priest went with them, not for the purpose of seeing

that the full collections were made, but to make sure that a

tenth of the tithe was brought to the temple and placed at the

disposal of the priests. This part of the tithes was brought

to the chambers of the house of the treasury],according to MT.

But it is better to follow a Greek text and read house of God,

The chambers were the store-rooms at the temple. There was

no separate building used as a sacred treasury; the rooms all

around the holy edifice sufficed for that purpose. " 40. The

offeringof the corn, the wine and the oil],which here is brought

to the temple by both Levites and laymen, is the tithe described

in the preceding verses. " There were the vessels of the sanctuary],

the receptaclesused for the storage of the contributions brought

in for sacred use. " The priestswho minister],or the officiating

priestswho resided in the temple chambers during their term

of service,or, in militaryparlance,tour of duty." And we did

not neglectthe house of our God] is the ending of the original
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document which described the plans adopted by the people to

furnish the temple with supplies needed for the sacrifices.

29. pac] " xctl auvfov.
"

30. onnmi] 6 xarnQp"racvro ctfrco"c
= onnn.

On the basis of this text Houtsma
proposes nnitca and renders the

passage: "they bound themselves for their brethren through a
curse"

(ZAW. 1007,")." jw n"D] "*b ivroXdk? fjjjUiiv. This must be
an ac-cidental

abr. of xupfou tou
Ocou ^id"v as

found in ".
"

i*pm] lacking in

CIB.
"

31
.

pj
hS "rem] "f xal

tou n^ Souvat and
so making this

a part

of the subscription beginning, ace. to "ft, with naSS. The rendering

is interpretative rather than
a

witness of
a txt. err.

"

32. ne"c] C^has

a dup. :
xal %pio" ['"itttoDt. 15* '"] xal dhcafaQotv. wro occurs only sT- M,

where it has the
mng.

of
usury or

interest. "Usury of
every

hand" is

improbable unless t means
kind. In Dt. 15* we

have m nsm Spa Sa,

"every possessor
of

a
loan of his hand," i.

e.,
"creditor." The law

re-quired

not merely the remission of interest but of the debt, and perhaps

kb"d is everywhere to be interpreted as
the equivalent of ne?o, so

here

"loan of
every

hand" would be naturally borrowed from Dt.
"

33.

mopnij OP, %a\ xot^oopev, "rH)"jopwvKA.
"

34. nanSc] "ft IpT", but map,

v.", BooXetevBAK^ X(rcpe(avL.
"

35. D*jFi ?3V^P] " xepl xXtjpou "0X0-

fopfa?.
"

mina] "|3 iv fhpXCfp.
"

pvl 13" elsw. always ?a-ij\ The point-ing

here must be
an error.

Two words
are not required for the

same

thing.
"

36. no
Sa], Sa is lacking in """**, as

MT. in
v. ".

"

w"] lack-ing

in (PK.
"

38. wnonj?] "" o(twv fjtxwv always = pi in Ne.
"

wnDnri]

lacking in (Jbak^ "$xapX"fc? fywav1-.
"

39. Point nirjja] BDB.
or after

v."
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INDEXES.

L ENGLISH.

ACHMETHA, 141.

Adar, 149.

Ahava, 320.

Amen, 244.

Answer, 340.

Aramaic sources, 18 Jf.

Artaxerxes I, 41 Jf.

Artaxerxes II, 47 Jf.

Ashdodite, 299/.

Asnappar, 166, 172.

Assembly, 353 /.

Associates, 165.

Barzillai, 93.

Benjamin, 65.

Beth-hakkarem, 214.

Bondage, 371.

Booths, 109/., 359/.

Brethren, 276.

Casiphia, 321.

Cup-bearer, 190.

Cymbals, 121.

Cyrus, 33/., 56/.

Darius I, 37/.

Daughters, 213/.

David, 277.
,

Dibon, 273.

Divorce, 351 /.

Edict of Artaxerxes, 307 Jf.

of Cyrus, 60/.

Elephantine papyri, 26.

Eliashib, 208.

Elul, 259.

En-rimmon, 273.

Ezra's mission, 48.

Ezra's prayer, 336.

Fasting, 341.

Fields, 273.

Foreigners, 363/.

Gates of Jerusalem, 207.

Glorify, 317.

Hair, 300.

Hakkos, 93.

Hallohesh, 213.

Harumaph, 212.

Hazor, 274.

Hebrew, 300.

Howorth, 9.

Impalement, 147.

Jerusalem, 184/.

Jeshua, 107.

Josephus, 10 Jf.,39.

Kosters, 33/., 163/.

Levttes, 83 /., 292.

as singers, 121.

as workmen, 216/.
Lost part of Ezra, 103 jf.

Maasai, 270.

Manna, 367.

Mattaniah, 271.

Memoirs of Ezra, 15 Jf.
of Nehemiah, 14/.

Memorial, 204/.

Name, 366.
Nehemiah's Davidic descent, 186,

192.

Nehemiah's prayer, 188/.

Nethinim, 86 Jf.,89, 322.

Netophah, 280.

Noadiah, 258.

Nobles, 295.

383
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Offices of lawlessness,337.
Ono, 250.

People of the land, 157.

Plagues, 366.

Plain, 218.

Plaza, 343 /.
Porters, 85/., 271.

Prayer, 332.

Return from exile,33 /. "

Sabbath, 294/., 376.
Salt of the palace, 174.

Sanballat, 26, 198.

Scribe,304.
Second portion, 212/.
Seraiah, 269.
Servants of Solomon, 90 /.
Shemaiah, 255.

Sheshbazzar, 67, 69 fl.
Show-bread, 377.

Singers,84/., 98, 272.

Solomon, 301.

Susa, 182.

INDEX

Tattenai, 131, 133.

Temple tax, 377.

Tithe, 292/.
Tobiah, 198.

Trees, 361.

Trumpet, 121.

Trumpets, feast of,357.
Tunic, 100.

Tyrians, 295.

Urim and Thummim, 94/., 97.

Usury, 241.

Vessels, 312.

Wall, 334.

Wine-press, 294, 298.

Wisdom, 313.

Xerxes, 42.

Yekabseel, 273.

Zabdtel, 270.

Zerubbabel, 112.

H. HEBREW AND ARAMAIC.



He International Critical Commentary

ARRANGEMENT OF VOLUMES AND AUTHORS

THE OLD TESTAMENT

GENESIS. The Rev. John Skinner, D.D., Principal and Professor of

Old Testament Language and Literature, College of Presbyterian Chureh

of England, Cambridge, England. [Now toady.

EXODUS. The Rev. A. R. S. Kennedy, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,

University of Edinburgh.

LEVITICUS. J. F. Stenning, M.A., Fellow of Wadham College, Oxford.

NUM BERS. The Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,

Mansfield College, Oxford. [Now Ready.

DEUTERONOMY. The Rev. S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius Pro-fessor

of Hebrew, Oxford. ["** Heady.

JOSHUA. The Rev. George Adam Smith, D.D., LL.D., Principal of tht

University of Aberdeen.

JUDGES. The Rev. George Moore, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Theol-ogy,

Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. [Now Ready.

SAMUEL. The Rev. H. P. Smith, D.D., Professor of Old Testament

literature and History of Religion, Meadville, Pa. [Now Ready.

KINGS. The Rev. Francis Brown, D.D., D.Litt, LL.D., President

and Professor of Hebrew and Cognate Languages, Union Theological

Seminary, New York City.

CHRONICLES. The Rev. Edward L. Curtis, D.D., Professor of

Hebrew, Yale University, New Haven, Conn. [Now Ready.

EZRA AND NEHEMIAH. The Rev. L. W. Batten, Ph.D., D.D., Pro-fessor

of Old Testament Literature, General Theological Seminary, New

York City. [Now Ready.

PSALMS. The Rev. Chas. A. Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., sometime Graduate

Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics, Union Theological

Seminary, New York. [2 vols. Now Ready.

PROVERBS. The Rev. C. H. Toy, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Hebrew,

Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. [Now Ready*

JOB. The Rev. S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius Professor of Hi

brew* Oxford.



The International Critical Commentary

ISAIAH. Chaps. I-XXVn. The Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, DJX, Pro-

feasor of Hebrew, Mansfield College, Oxford. [Now Ready.

ISAIAH. Chaps. XXVm-XXXIX. The Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, D JX

Chaps. LX-LXVL The Rev. A. S. Peake, M.A., D.D., Dean of the Theo-logical

Faculty of the Victoria University and Professor of Biblical Exegesis

in the University of Manchester, England.

JEREMIAH. The Rev. A. F. Kirkpatrick, D.D., Dean of Ely, sometime

Regius Professor of Hebrew, Cambridge, England.

EZEKIEL. The Rev. G. A. Cooke, M.A., Oriel Professor of the Interpre-tation
of Holy Scripture, University of Oxford, and the Rev. Charles F.

Burney, DJLitt, Fellow and Lecturer in Hebrew, St John's College,
Oxford.

DANIEL. The Rev. John P. Peters, Ph.D., D.D., sometime Professor

of Hebrew, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia, now Rector of St. Michael's

Church, New York City.

AMOS AND HOSEA. W. R. Harper, Ph.D., LL.D., sometime President

of the University of Chicago, Illinois. [Now Ready,

MICAH, ZEPHANIAH, NAHUM, HAfcAKKUK. OBADIAH AND JOEL

Prof. John M. P. Smith, University of Chicago; W. Hayes Ward, D.D.,

LL.D., Editor of The Independent, New York; Prof. Julius A. Bewer,
Union Theological Seminary, New York. [Now Ready.

HAQQAI, ZECHARIAri, MALACHI AND JONAH. Prof. H. G. MITCHELL,

D.D.; Prof. John M. P. Smith, PhJ)., and Prof. J. A. Bewer. Ph.D.

[Now Ready.

ESTHER. The Rev. L. B. Paton, Ph.D., Professor of Hebrew, Hart-ford

Theological Seminary. [Now Reaay

ECCLE8IA8TE8. Prof. George A. Barton, Ph.D., Professor of Bibli-cal

Literature, Bryn Mawr College, Pa. [New Ready

RUTH, SONG OF SONGS AND LAMENTATIONS. Rev. CHARLES A.

Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., sometime Graduate Professor of Theological Ency-clopaedia
and Symbolics, Union Theological Seminary, New York.

THE NEW TESTAMENT

ST. MATTHEW. The Rev. Willoughby C. Allen, M.A., Fellow and

Lecturer in Theology and Hebrew, Exeter College, Oxford. [New Ready.

ST. MARK. Rev. E. P. Gould. D.D., sometime Professor of New Testa-ment

Literature, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia. [New Ready.

ST. LUKE. The Rev. Alfred Plummer, D.D., sometime Master %i

University College, Durham. [Nuw Ready.



The International Critical Commentary

ST. JOHN. The Right Rev. John Henry Bernard, D.D., Bishop "{

Ossory, Ireland.

HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS. The Rev. WILLIAM Sanday, D.D.,

LL.D., Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford, and the Rev. Wil-

louohby C. Allen, MA, Fellow and Lecturer in Divinity and Hebrew,
Exeter College,Oxford.

ACTS. The Rev. C. H. Turner, D.D., Fellow of Magdalen College,
Oxford, and the Rev. H. N. Bate, MA., Examining Chaplain to the

Bishop of London.

ROMANS. The Rev. William Sanday, D.D., LL.D., Lady Margaret
Professor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, and the Rev.

A. C. Headlam, M.A., D.D., Principalof King's College,London.

[Now Ready.

I. CORINTHIANS. The Right Rev. Arch Robertson, D.D., LL.D..

Lord Bishop of Exeter, and Rev. Alfred Plummer, D J)., late Master of

University College,Durham. [Now Ready.

II. CORINTHIANS. The Rev. Dawson Walker, D.D., TheologicalTutor
in the University of Durham.

QALATIANS. The Rev. Ernest D. Burton, D.D., Professor of New

Testament Literature,University of Chicago.

EPHESIANS AND COLOSSIANS. The Rev. T. E. Abbott, B.D.,
D.Litt., sometime Professor of Biblical Greek, Trinity College, Dublin,
now Librarian of the same. ffiowReady.

PHILIPPIANS AND PHILEMON. The Rev. MARVIN R Vincent,
D.D., Professor of Biblical Literature,Union Theological Seminary, New

York City. [Now Ready.

THESSALONIANS. The Rev. Tames E. Frame, MA., Professor of

Biblical Theology, Union TheologicalSeminary, New York City.

[Now Ready.
THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. The Rev. Walter Lock, D.D., Warden

of Keble College and Professor of Exegesis,Oxford.

HEBREWS. The Rev. James Moffatt, D.D., Minister United Free

Church, Broughty Ferry, Scotland.

ST. JAMES. The Rev. James H. Ropes, D.D., Bussey Professor of New

Testament Criticism in Harvard University.

PETER AND JUDE. The Rev. CHARLES Bioo, D.D., sometime Regius
Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.

[Now Ready.

THE JOHANNINE EPISTLES. The Rev. E. A. Brooee, B.D., Fellow
and Divinity Lecturer in King's College,Cambridge. [Now Ready.

REVELATION. The Rev. Robert H. Cbarlss, M.A., D.D., sometime
Professor of Biblical Greek in the University of Dublin.
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The International

Theological Library

ARRANGEMENT OF VOLUMES AND AUTHORS

THEOLOGICAL ENCYCLOPAEDIA. By CHARLES A. BRIGGS, D.D.,

D.Litt., sometime Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics,

Union Theological Seminary, New York.

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE LITERATURE OF THE OLD TESTA-

MENT. By S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius Professor of Hebrew

and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford. [Revised and Enlarged Edition.

CANON AND TEXT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. By the Rev. JOHN

Skinner, D.D., Principal and Professor of Old Testament Language and Lit-erature,

College of the Presbyterian Church of England, Cambridge, England,

and the Rev. Owen Whttehouse, B.A., Principal and Professor of Hebrew,

Chestnut College, Cambridge, England.

OLD TESTAMENT HISTORY. By Henry Preserved Smith, D.D.,
Professor of Old Testament Literature, Meadville, Pa. [Now Ready.

CONTEMPORARY HISTORY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. By

Francis Brown, D.D., LL.D., D.Litt., President and Professor of

Hebrew, Union Theological Seminary, New York.

THEOLOGY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. By A. B. DAVIDSON, D.D.,

LL.D., sometime Professor of Hebrew, New College, Edinburgh.

[Now Ready.

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE LITERATURE OF THE NEW TESTA-

MENT. By Rev. James Moffatt, B.D., Minister United Free Church,

Broughty Ferry, Scotland. [Now Ready.

CANON AND TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. By CASPAR Ren"

Gregory, D.D., LL.D., Professor of New Testament Exegesis in the

University of Leipzig. [Now Ready.

THE LIFE OF CHRIST. By WiLiiAif Sanday, D.D., LL.D., Lady

Margaret Professor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.
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A HISTORY OF CHRISTIANITY IN THE APOSTOLIC AGE. By
Arthur C. McGiffert, D.D., Professor of Church History, Union Theo-logical

Seminary, New York. [Now Ready.

CONTEMPORARY HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. By
Frank C. Porter, D.D., Professor of Biblical Theology, Yale University,
New Haven, Conn.

THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. By GEORGE B. STEVENS,

D.D., sometime Professor of Systematic Theology, Yale University, New

Haven, Conn. [Now Ready.

BIBLICAL ARCHJEOLOGY. By G. Buchanan Gray, D.D., Professor

of Hebrew, Mansfield College, Oxford.

THE ANCIENT CATHOLIC CHURCH. By ROBERT RatNEY, D.D.,

LL.D., sometime Principal of New College, Edinburgh. [Now Ready.

THE LATIN CHURCH FROM GREGORY THE GREAT TO THE

COUNCIL OF TRENT. [Author to be announced later.

THE GREEK AND EASTERN CHURCHES. By W. F. ADENEY, D.D.,

Principal of Independent College, Manchester. [Now Ready.

THE REFORMATION. By T. M. Lindsay, D.D., Principal of the United

Free College, Glasgow. [2 vols. Now Ready.

CHRISTIANITY IN LATIN COUNTRIES SINCE THE COUNCIL OF

TRENT. By Paul Sabatier, D.Litt, Drome, France.

SYMBOLICS. By Charles A. Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., sometime Pro-fessor

of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics, Union Theological

Seminary, New York.

HISTORY OF CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE. By G. P. FlSHER, D.D.,
LL.D., sometime Professor of Ecclesiastical History, Yale University,
New Haven, Conn. [Revised and Enlarged Edition*

CHRISTIAN INSTITUTIONS. By A. V. G. AlXEN, D.D., sometime

Professor of Ecclesiastical History, Protestant Episcopal Divinity School,

Cambridge, Mass. [Now Ready.

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION. By George Gallaway, D.D., Minister

of United Free Church, Castle Douglas, Scotland.

THE HISTORY OF RELIGIONS. By GEORGE F. MOORE, D.D., LL.D.,
Professor in Harvard University. [In Press.

APOLOGETICS. By A. B. Bruce, D.D., sometime Professor of New

Testament Exegesis, Free Church College, Glasgow.

[Revisedand Enlarged Edition.

THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF GOD. By WILLIAM N. CLARKE, D JX,
Professor of Systematic Theology, Hamilton Theological Seminary.

[Now Ready.
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THE DOCTRINE OF MAN. By WlLLIAM P. PATERSON, D.D., Professor

of Divinity, University of Edinburgh.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE PERSON OF JESUS CHRIST. By H. R.

Mackintosh, Ph.D., D.D., Professor of Theology, New College, Edinburgh.

[Now Ready.

THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF SALVATION. By GEORGE B. STE-VENS,

D.D., sometime Professor of Systematic Theology, Yale University.

[Now Ready.

THE DOCTRINE OF THE CHRISTIAN LIFE. By WlLLIAM ADAMS

Brown, D.D., Professor of Systematic Theology, Union Theological

Seminary, New York.

CHRISTIAN ETHICS. By Newman Smyth, D.D., Pastor of Congrega-tional

Church, New Haven. [Revised and Enlarged Edition.

THE CHRISTIAN PASTOR AND THE WORKING CHURCH. By

Washington Gladden, D.D., Pastor of Congregational Church. Columbus,

Ohio. [Now Ready,

THE CHRISTIAN PREACHER. By A. E. Garvte, D.D., Principal of

New College, London, England.
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