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PREFACE.

NE 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. 1am 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 T 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
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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 o 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. Willlam R. Harper, president of the
University of Chicago.

LORING W. BATTEN.

TaE GENERAL THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY,
NEw Yorx, June 28, 1913.



CONTENTS.

PREFACE . . . . . . . . . .« « « .
ABBREVIATIONS . . . . . . . . . . .
INTRODUCTION
§ 1. TrE OricINAL ForM oF THE Books . ,
§ 2 TegeDATE . . . . . . . . .
§ 3. Tue CONTENTS OF THE Books . . .
§ 4. THE CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER .
§ 5. TaE Two EpITIONS OF EZRA-NEHEMIAH
§ 0. 1 IisDRAS . .
§ 7. THE SEmiTic TEXT .
§ 8. THESOURCES . . . . . . . .
§ o. THE SAMARITAN OPPOSITION
§ 10. TBE DatE oF Ezra’s Misston . . .
§ 11. Tue History oF THE PERrsSIAN PERIOD
§ 12. CHAPTER AND VERSE DIvIsioNs
§ 13, LITERATURE . . . . . . .
COMMENTARY ON
Ezra:t . . . . . . 0 0 00
Ezra 2*® . . . .
Ezra2™4* . . . . . . . .
Ezrag¥-6® . . . . ., . . . . .
Ezgao®™2 . . . . . . . . . . .
Ezra 4% .
Ezra4™= . . . . . . . . . . .
NEHEMIAH I, 2 . . . .« .+« .+ « .+
NEBEMIAH 31-32 e e e e e e e
NEHEMIAH 3847 . . . . . .
NEHEMIAH 5 e e e e
NEREMIAH 6 P
NEREMIAER 7% . . . . . . . . .
NEHEMIAHIE . o + « « + « s 4

PAGE
vii

xi

(= = R S S

13
14
24
28
30
52
52

55

71
103
128
151
155
160
182
206
224
237
249
202

266



NEHEMIAH 12!-2
NEHEMIAH 12%7-8
NEBEMIAH 1244
NEHEMIAH 13
Ezra 7-10

NEHEMIAR 8-10 .

INDEX

.

.

CONTENTS

PAGE
273
279
283
286
303
352
381



ABBREVIATIONS.

I. TEXTS AND VERSIONS.

ARV. = American Revised Ver-
sion.

AV, = Authorised Version.

BD. = Baer and Delitzsch, Ie-
brew text.

Chr, = The Chronicler, author
of Ch.-Ezr.-Ne.

E. = Memoirs of Ezra.

Esd. = The Greek text known
as 1 Esdras.

Esd.BAoL = The Vatican, Alexan-
drian, or Lucian text
of the same. The let-
ters standing alone re-
fer to the same texts.

3 Esd. = The Latin text of 1 Es-

dras.

EVs, = English Versions,

@ = Greek Septuagint Ver-
sion. In Ezr.-Ne. this
always means 2 Esdras
as distinguished from
1 Esdras.

®r = The Alexandrine text.

®B = Vatican text of Swete.

B = The Sinaitic text.

®L
%5

3
J
Et.

MT.

NT.
oT.

Qr.

RV.
RV.™

Vrss.

= The Lucian text; ed. La-
garde.

= Hebrew consonantal text.

Latin Version of Jerome.
Judaic sources of the
Hezxateuch.

I

Kethib, the Hebrew text
as written.

1

The Massoretic pointed
text.

= Memoirs of Nehemiah.
= The New Testament.

= The Old Testament.

= The priestly sources of
the Hexateuch.

= Qeré. the Hebrew text as
read.

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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ABBREVIATIONS

II. BOOKS OF THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS.

Am, = Amos.

Apocr. = Apocrypha, Apocry-
phal.

1, 2 Ch. = 1, 2 Chronicles.

Dn = Daniel.

Dt. = Deuteronomy.

Est. = Esther.

Ex. = Exodus.

Ez. = Ezekiel.

Ezr. = Ezra.

Gn. = Genesis.

Hg. = Haggai.

Is. = early parts of Isaiah.

Is.2 = exilic parts of Isajah.

Isa = postexilic parts of Isaiah.

III. AUTHORS

BDB. = Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the OT.,
edited by F. Brown,
S. R. Drver, C. A,
Briggs.

Berth. = Bertholet, Esra u. Ne-
hemia.

B.-Rys. = Bertheau-Ryssel, Esra,
Neh. u. Esther.

Br?» = Psalms, ICC.

Bud. = K. Budde.

Che. = T. K. Cheyne.

Curt. = Curtis, Chron. ICC.
DB. = Hastings’ Dictionary of
the Bible,

De, = Friederic Delitzsch.

Je.
In.
Jo.
Jos.
Ju
1, 2 K.
Lv.

1, 2 Mac.
Mal.

Jeremiah.
John.

= Joel.

= Joshua.
Judges.

1

1, 2 Kings.
Leviticus.

= 1, 2 Maccabees.
= Malachi.

= Nahum.
= Nehemiah.
= Numbers.

Psalms.

1, 2 Samuel,

Zechariah.
Zephaniah.

I

AND WRITINGS.

Dr_Intr
Du.
EB.
ES.
Ew.

Ges.B

Ges.}

ICC.

JBL.

Introduction to Litera-
ture of OT.
B. Dubhm.

Encydopzdia Biblica.
= Ezra Studies (Torrey).
= H. Ewald.

Gesenius, Heb. Lex. ed.
Buhl.

his Heb. Gram. ed.
Kautzsch.

International Critical
Commentary.

Journal of Biblical Lit-
erature.



Jer.

Jos.

Kost.

Kue.
Lag.

Mar.
Mey.

PSBA.

Ryle
RS,

Sachau

abr.

acc.

acc. cog.
acc. to
act.

adj.

adv.

@A,

app.
Ar.
Aram.
art.
As.

Bab.
Benj.
B. Aram.

[

ABBREVIATIONS
= Jerome. Seis.
= Fl. Josephus.

Sieg.
= Kosters, Wiederker-

stellung. Sm.

= A. Kuenen. Sta.
= P. de Lagarde. Str.
= Marti, Bib-Aram. Gram.
= Meyer, Enistehung. We.
= Proc. Soc. Bib. Arch.

ZAW.
= Ezr.-Neh, Camb. Bible.
= W. Robertson Smith. ZMG.
= Aram. Pap. u. Ost. aus | ZPV.

Elephantine.

xiii

= Seisenberger, Esd. Neh.
. Est.

= Siegiried, Esr., Neh. u.
Est.

= R. Smend.

= B. Stade, Bib. Theol. des
A.T.

= Strack, Gram. d Bibl.-
Aram.

= J. Wellhausen.

= Zeitschrift f.alltest.
Wissenschaft.

= Z. d. deutsch. Morgen-
land. Gesellschaft.

= Z. d. dewisch. Pal. Ve-
reins.

IV. GENERAL, ESPECIALLY GRAMMATICAL.

= abbreviation.
= accusative.
= cognate acc.
= according to.
= active,.

= adjective.

= adverb.

= &mal Aeybpevoy, word or

phrase used once.
= apposition.
= Arabic.
= Aramaic.
= article.
= Assyrian.

= Babylon, Babylonian.
= Benjamin, Benjamite,
= Biblical Aramaic.

with.

circa, about; also cum,

. = chapter, chapters.

chron. = chronological.

cod., codd. = codex, codices.

of. = confer, compare.

COg. = cognate.

comm. = commentary, commen-
taries.

conj. = conjunction.

consec. = consecutive.

cstr. = construct.

del. = dele, strike out.

Deut. = Deuteronomic.

dittog. = dittography.

dub. = dubious, doubtful.

dup. = duplicate.

elsw. = elsewhere.

emph. = empbhasis, emphatic.

esp. = especially.

equiv. = equivalent,
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e al.

¢ pass.

€XxcC.
exil.

fig.
fpl.
freq.
fs.

gent.
Gk.

Heb.
Hiph.
Hithp.

ib.

i.e
implf.
imv.
inf.
intr.

Jerus,
juss.

Lev.
lit.

m.
mng.
mpl.
ms.

n.
n. p.

ABBREVIATIONS

and others, esp. associ-
ates.

el passim, and here and
there.

except.

exilic.

feminine.
figurative.
feminine plural.
frequentative.
feminine singular.

gentilic.
gloss, glossator.
Greek.

Hebrew.
Hiphil of verb.
Hithpael of verb.

ibidem, in the same
place.

14 est, that is.

imperfect.

imperative.

infinitive.

introduction.

Jerusalem.
jussive.

line.
Levite, Levites.
literal, literally.

masculine.
meaning.
masculine plural.
masculine singular.

houn.
proper name.

n. pr. loc. = proper noun of place.

Neth.
Niph.

Nethinim.
Niphal of verb.

obj.
op. cil.
opp.

pap.
parall.
part.
pass.
Pers.
pl.

Pi.

pl.

postex.

prL.
pred.

pre-ex.

prep.
prob.
pron.
pte.
Pu.

qu.

rd.

rel.

Sam.
sf.
Sg.
sq.

subj.
subst.
5. .
syl.
syn.

tr.

object.

work quoted.

opposite, as opposed to
or contrasted with.

person.
papyrus.
parallel with.
particle.

passive.

Persia, Persian.
perfect.

Piel of verh.
plural.

postexilic.

priest, priests.
predicate.
pre-exilic.
preposition.
probable, probably.
pronoun.
participle.

Pua!l of verh.

question.
guod vide.

read.
relative.

Samaria, Samaritans.
suffix, suffixes.
singular.

followed by.

stetus, state, stative.
subject.

substantive.

sub voce.

syllable.
Synonymaous.

times (following a num-
ber).
transfer.



ABBREVIATIONS Xxv

trans. = transitive. 2. = wide, see.
txt. err. = textual error. vb. = verb.

. . = vide infra, see below.
V., VV. = Verse, verses. . 5. = vide supra, see above.

V. OTHER SIGNS.

t prefixed indicates all passages | + plus denotes that other passages

cited. might be cited.
I parallel, of words or clauses [ * = sign of abbreviation in He-
chiefly synonymous. brew words.

= equivalent, equals.

VI. NAMES RECURRING FREQUENTLY.

Art. = Artaxerxes I Longi- | Neh. = Nehemiah.

manus. Sanb. = Sanballat.
Art. II. = Artaxerxes II Mnemon. | Shes. = Sheshbazzar.
Cy. = Cyrus. To. = Tobiah.
Dar. = Darijus 1. Zer. = Zerubbabel.
Jes. = Jeshua or Joshua.

VII. REMARKS.

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

Numerals raised above the line (x) after numerals designating chapters
indicate verses (Gn. 63); (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
teally to be so combined now. The evidence of this is over-
whelming. Two points suffice for a demonstration: (1) The
story of Ezr. is partly in one book, Ezr. 7-10, and partly in
the other, Ne. 77°-82* 1In 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 hoth
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 hook 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 6. 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 difficultics. 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 literary basis,

*The grounds for this Ymitation are given below in the treatment of the history under
the reign of Art. 1L
t See further my art. * Ezr.-Ne.,” in DB. i %8>,

L I
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putting all the historical books together. When the transposition was
made on this basis, Ch. was put before Ezr.-Ne. from chron. consid-
erations.

When the disjuncture was made, there appears to have been an acci-
dent, for the severed parts overlap, Ezr. 1'-%= being identical with =z
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. 1gor,?).

It is indisputable that Ch. and Ezr.-Ne. come from the same hand.
There is no book in the OT. which has more marked peculiarities than
Ch. These cover both literary features, favourite words and expres-
sions, peculiar style, etc. (for a list of which, see Curt.”), 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 scarcely one of these
peculiarities that 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 is given by Curt. Inir, § 2,

§ 2. THE DATE.

It is difficult to deal satisfactorily with 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%¢ is made up
chiefly of 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, certainly not 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 (v. Intr. §3). Certainly our books go down to the
Greek age, and it is quite impossible to 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.

21-69, A list of residents of the province of Judah.

2™-48, The Hebrew story of the rebuilding of the temple un-
der the leadership of Zerubbabel and Jeshua.

4%, A fragment, descriptive of the opposition of the Gentile
neighbours of the Jews.

47-%2 (Aram.). The complaint to Artaxerxes and his order
to stop the building operations.

4%b—618 (Aram.). The Aramaic version of the history of the
rebuilding of the temple; parallel to 2743,

61222, The keeping of the Passover.

#-10. The principal part of Ezra’s history, containing the
letter of Artaxerxes 71-% (Aram.), a description of the gather-
ing of his caravan, the discovery of the marriages with for-
eigners, and the dissolution of these marriages.

Nehemiah 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 successfully to the people to start the restoration
of the walls.

332, A list of the forces engaged in the rebuilding of the walls
and the portion restored by each body.

338417 (EV®, 43), The efforts of Sanballat, Tobiah, and
others to prevent the restoration of the walls.

s. The distress of the impoverished Jews and Nehemiah’s
measures for their relief.

6'-75. Further efforts of Sanballat and his associates to wreck
Nehemiah’s projects; the completion of the walls, and the care
for the protection of the city.
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7512, A duplicate of Ezr. 21-%.

812, Resumption of the history of Ezra describing the prom-
ulgation of the law.

8115, The observance of the Feast of Booths.

9. The prayer of the Levites.

1028, A list of names on a sealed record.

1029, Measures taken to maintain a pure race and to sup-
port the worship of the temple.

11. The drafting of a population for Jerusalem, a list of those
who dwelt in the holy city, and a record of the towns of Judah
and Benjamin. A sequel to 7%

12!, Lists of priests and Levites of the various parts of the
Persian period.

12%7-45, The dedication of the walls.

124-47, 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 single exception Ezr. 1—4%» is in its true order. C. 1 belongs
to the time of Cy.; 27045 to the reign of Dar.; 44-¢ to Xerxes, and 47-4a
to Art.; 2'- 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. 1-75, exc. c. 3'-%2, which is late, 11 12?79 and 13. There is left in
the book of Ezr. three sections, 4246-618 61922 and 7-10. 4%b-61¢ be-
longs to the time of Dar. and should directly follow 2743, the Heb.
version of the same story, the place it practically has in Esd., where
it follows 4% It is a story apparently late in its origin and not of very
great value. Torrey holds that 4™-618 was incorporated bodily by the
Chr. (ES.1), and that the temple was chiefly in mind in the complaint
of the Sam. But his reasoning is not convincing (2. 42¢). The two
passages 47-#s and 42v-61% 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 (27-4%), 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 47-#= a cause of failure. The original
sequence was, therefore, 1 2143 4%b-618 44-4a, Where 610-2 belongs,
it is hard to say. By its subject it connects with another fragment
(Ne. 8u-18), or it may be very early (r. comm.). 7-10 belongs to a
period after Neh.

Another possibility cannot be ignored. We note that Ezr. 1 belongs
to the time of Cy., 24 to that of Dar., 4¢¢ to that of Xerxes*
and 47-#= 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.
48 and Ne. 1 we have, first, the story of Ezra (7—10}, which should
follow Neh.’s story; second (42v-61¢), a late and practically valueless
document; and third (6'°-%), also prob. late. It is, therefore, per-
fectly possible that the original order was 1 27242, Ne. The Aram.
version of the temple-building story should have been put in directly
after 43, as it practically is 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 33-
75 11 12%7-4 31- 5 13 and 10, which is a sequel to c. 13. There follows
the story of Ezra’s administration (Ezr. 7-10, Ne. 8-17), 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; (b) Ear. 2™-4° 425-613; {c) Ezr, 445 47-#» Ne. 1 2 39497
6175 11 12¥1-4 31-2 5 13 1o 124+47; (d) Ezr. 7-1o Ne. 8-12 Ezr. 619-2
Ne. 81-15; {¢} Ne. g 121-2 7¢-2 = Ezr, 2t-¢ and perhaps Ne. ri3-,

That under (¢) belongs to the reign of Cy., () to Dar., (¢) to Art.
(exc. 4+, (d) to Art. II, and (¢) 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. g, 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 chronological order. To rearrange the whole of
Ezr.—Ne. would be needlessly confusing; but it is deemed best
in a few particulars to undo the mischief of R. Therefore in

® At least that is certaln 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-*= 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. 47-2¢2) 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.

§ §. 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 originally in & (1 S. 1723 155%-18%).
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 @ follows MT. very closely, but the
so-called Apocryphal book of Esd. constitutes really a 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 B ; 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. 1 ESDRAS.

In Greek this edition of the history, as the title Esd? shows,
has the priority; the Greek translation of the whole of Ezr.—Ne.
is known as 2 Esd. or Esd.® In Lagarde’s edition of Codex Luci-
anus this order is reversed, an evidence of an effort, manifested



I ESDRAS 7

on every page of this nevertheless valuable text, to conform to
the MT. more closely than other Greek texts. But the evidence
is overwhelmingly in favour of the priority of 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 really the
Apocryphal book.,

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

parison with MT.
ESD. MT.
c 1 = 2 Ch. 35, 36

21-18 = Ezr. 1

218-30 = & 47-2:
350 = not in MT.
57-73 = Ezr. 2148
6,7 = ‘s 6
Bi-g = “  7-10
957-55 = Ne_ 711_811

It will be noted that there is one long addition (31-g¢). This is
the only element in the book which acc. 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. (41%), casily suggested by 3¢, acc. 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 4" we reach a new section, doubtless originally quite indepen-
dent of the preceding. Torrey has sufficiently demonstrated 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 single v. (4%), but only a very small section of Ne. There
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is not a word about Neh.s great work, nor is there anything of Ne.
8110, 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,
Ear. 47-¢ = Esd. 24-%, 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 following this 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;
i.c., Ne. 77281 follows Ezr. 7-1o.

The latter of these variant arrangements undoubtedly preserves the
original order. If one could maintain that Ezra went to Jerus. in the
7th year of Art., a date shown later to be impossible, it would still be
out of the question for Ezra to begin publishing the 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. 47-#4) 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 original part 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 original Esd.
edition of the history knows 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 directly after 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 likely to change the name of a
king, and that here he actually followed his source. If that is the case
there are some interesting considerations to be noted. The author of
Esd. was pretty well informed, and may easily have 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 transposcd the pas-
sage and substituted the name Cambyses for Art.

In MT. the name of Xerxes also appears before that of Dar. (Ezr.
4%), 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
interruption of 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 {344}, as Torrey has shown
(ES.#9), has nothing to do with Heb. history, but the rest {44-35¢) 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 certainly does 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 certainly a historical section between Ezr. 1
and 3. The Chr. or some later editor cut out the passage because it
spoiled his 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 ¢. 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. 274 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 47-#a. The
appeal is made to Esd. 37 = Ezr. 4%, where the Jews say they will
build the temple as King Cy. commanded them (so Thackeray, DB.
art. “r 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 intcresting articles about this
book.* One of the points upon which he is most insistent is that
Esd. is the original &, while the Gk. 2 Esd., usually known 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 official fextus receptus. 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; 2z Esd. is a
slavishly literal rendering of our present MT.

* Academy, 1803, Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archeology, 1001-2,
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It follows from this indisputable fact that Esd. is of vastly greater
value to the OT. student than & 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 sclved.

An interesting question about Esd. concerns its original form. 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. 813, xat émouviydnoay = wori. Torrey
believes that the surviving fragment came from a Gk. not a Semitic
Ms., as Ne. 8@ begins wwn ona (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 iscontended
by Howorth and Torrey that Jos. uses Ne. 812 ., 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. 8112 =
Esd. ¢37-55 (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 (Axt.
xi, 5, 6-8), whom, as well as Ezra, he places in the reign of Xerxes.
His treatment is most full in that which corresponds to 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. 12*"-%, and then
takes up the peopling of the city as in Ne. 7t-%2 r11f. and finally he
describes the provisions for the pr. and Lev. (Ne. 13%12).* Now the
amazing fact is that Jos. shows a knowledge of every part of N.
exc. C. §, and that he uses nothing else from the book of Ne. save 8112,
a part of Ezra’s story. It is clear, therefore, that if Esd. ever went

* This statement differs somewhat from Torrey’s (ES.1), but is, [ believe, as accuratea
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 list of 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 originally published 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 certainly he 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 47 #- after c. 1, and he
incorporates the story of the Three Guardsmen. But he unmistakably
puts the events described in 31-45 in the reign of Dar., making 3¢-13 an
actual completion of the temple (Ani. xi, 4, 2; see further under the
reign of Dar.). He is quite consistent, making s, 6 a sort of sequel to
the preceding story, omitting entirely 4xb-51. His date for zi—4% is
the only possible one to be derived from Esd., and his use of 3913 =
Esd. 5%-65 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., 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. 35-3. It is also
probable that Cambyses was in the text of Esd. which Jos. uscd
instead of Art. The cause of this revising is 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 special reason why
that correcting process should be marked in this particular book. 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
politic enough 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.p. 394—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 original is pretty
well erased. But in Cod."- the changes were often made simply by
adding a translation of MT. to the original Esd., so that it is still
possible in places to recover the primitive text.

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, Infr. §%, and need not be repeated
here. The Vrss. really serve little purpose, with the single ex-
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.#f.), Tt 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 is inevitable that there were two editions of
this book in Semitic, of which the one finally adopted in the Heb.
canon is the longer and the worse. On these two editions, see further
ES.u8.

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 B, and urges great caution in the use of . 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. especially there is as a rule very little trouble once the
interpolations are recognised. But on the whole MT. is in
decidedly bad shape. At times the confusion is so great that
the work of the critic is most difficult. In some places there
is a wholesale corruption of 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 surprising and 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 possible in the light of a thorough-going criticism of the
text. This needs to go much further than Guthe’s in Haupt’s
SBOT. T myself worked for years on the supposition that 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 original sources where
previously a 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 original form 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 diminished.
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§ 8. THE SOURCES.

In the bock 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. Intr2 2.). Tt is
true that some scholars, as Torrey, deny that these sources were
genuine, insisting that the Chronicler pretends to quote to add
plausibility to 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 parallels for 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 Nehemioh = N.

Beginning with a source about the presence of which there
is no difference of opinion, there is certainly incorporated 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 (2. 54,
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 originally written 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. practically agree that N. covers
Ne. 1-7 12t¢ 13+, Berth. and Sieg. exc. r227-».3-% hut Sieg.
adds 1r'f. and Dr. adds 13+, Torrey, on the other extreme, finds
N. only in 11-27 2%b-2 41615, All agree that 7¢"* 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 3! 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 (v. notes on Ne. 3). I have shown in the notes reasons which
are sufficient to reject 27-%», I can see no satisfactory evidence against
3%-38 G119 g1-ba p36-81s exc, v, 22, The Jast 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 1813, the major por-
tion of Neh.’s prayer, which is too close to a type to be composed by
Neh. (». notes), one point in which I go beyond Torrey, who only
goes so far as to assume editorial revision. I believe it a plece of
editorial composition. In the passage describing the dedication of the
walls (1227-#), there are unmistakable traces of N., e. g., in = I- . b,
but a story like this was too tempting to the Chr., and he has s0 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 z10b g -
4' 2. repeat one another rather awkwardly, an awkwardness much in-
creased by the elimination of 3:-* (ES.»6). 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,
Jl-4 T11b—g7 29b-20 333_7“ 130-31‘

(2) The Memoirs of Ezra = E.

It has been the practically unanimous opinion of Biblical
scholars that another important and trustworthy source is
found in E. This, it is claimed, includes Ezr. 727-8% gi-15;
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 8-+, the
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list of the heads of the fathers who went up with Ezra. There is noth-
ing to suggest E. in the whole passage save the *“ with me” *2y 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 722, or else that we should read by a very slight change * with
him.” The passage is out of place here, as it gives a list of his company
before Ezra makes his inspection (v. 13}. It would come better after
71, as 7-@ 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
liberally supplied in 77. 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 wvv. f. 3.3.35 for reasons given in the
notes. Also gib-1? are to be excluded, so that for E. we have 727t
815-19. 21-25. 28 1. 31 f. 36 gl-lie. 18-15, though &3¢ is dub.

Now if these 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, insisting that 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. 7710 are fiction pure and simple (ES.»s-2; ¢f, Comp.
w5783 A part of this radical opinion will be examined later. Here
we are concerned with the memoirs only. Torrey’s conclusion rests
essentially on linguistic material. He gives a list of some thirty words
from the parts which are assigned to E. and which he declares to be
characteristic of the Chr. (¢f. Comp.s 8.). 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
literary peculiarities are more strongly marked, more abundant, more
evenly and continuously distributed, and more easily recognisable than
in the Heb. narrative of Ezr. 7-10 and Ne. §-10” (ES.21),

The use of the first p. is easily explained 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, 84 f- in Esd.B,
¢*-5in Esd.l.

But we note that the first p. occurs in Esd. where N. is not found,
and where it may never have existed. The Ezra story may have been
once published quite 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 precisely those which raise no suspicion on the ground of credibility.

But the most decisive argument is the relation of the various parts
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of the narrative to each other. It is incredible that Ezr. 7-1o was all
written by the same person, the Chr. or any one else whatsoever. In
7% Ezra’s whole company arrives in Jerus., and the members of the
company arc cnumerated in 8-, while in 7# and its direct sequel, 8¢,
Ezra is beginning to gather a caravan at Ahava. Then, in the letter
of Art., Ezrais 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. Nech.
acts as governor and uses his authority, but Ezra can only appeal to
the people to obey the law. Surely a single author would have aimed
at greater consistency.

It has been conceded by several scholars, esp. since the publica-
tion of Torrey’s Composition (18¢6), that E. has beea worked over a
great deal, and that the numecrous marks of the Chr. which Torrey
has pointed out are due to his revision. But Torrey in his later
work (ES. 1910) asscrts that the Chr. does not revise his material,
that he either incorporates bodily or composes entirely. Torrey cites
as an instance the parallel N. 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 (r Ch. 212 =2 8. 24%). (See further evidence in
Curt. I'ngro14 1), But the testimony of our own books is decisive.
The Chr. has liberally revised 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 description of 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 perfectly at home, and on a subject in which he had a profound
interest. He revised the story, which certainly existed 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 asserting that Ezra was the Chr.’s hero. The
editor found the work of a kindred spirit in 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
2
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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 (1%-11s); 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 (7¢); and finally in c. 13,
where Neh. approaches closely to the editor’s own field, the Chr.’s
hand has crept in so conspicuously that Torrey gives him the credit
of the whole.

There is one more argument for the existence of E., 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 (7'-1}, 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
diligent students of the story of Ezra, and with all regard to his un-
doubted scholarship and industry, I find myself among the number
who must still take the Ezra story setiously.

(3) The Aramaic Documents.

There are three sections of the book of Ezr, which are writ-
ten in Aramaic: (1) The correspondence with Artaxerxes, 47-242,
(2) The history of the rebuilding of the temple, Ezr. 426618
(3) The edict of Artaxerxes authorising Ezra’s mission, 712-%,
As 61%-22 s a late insertion and 7' is the Chronicler’s introduc-
tion to Ezr., we have practically a long continuous section in
Aramaic, 47-7%. It may be, therefore, that before the Chron-
icler there was an Aramaic history of 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 {7') 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.*m). He emends the text of Ezr. 47, reading “the despatch was
written in Pers. and translated into Aram.,” so that originally there
was here one of the polylingual inscriptions which 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 interpretation of 47 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. originals and in the authenticity of the letters.
But it does not seem possible to group the documents and formulate
a single conclusion which wilt cover them all. They must be treated
separately.

(1) There can be no doubt that the Chr. incorporated the Art.
correspondence in 47-#» 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 nccessary to explain
Nch.’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. (ES.15¢), certainly does not apply here, for in this source
the Sam. triumph over the Jews, and leave Jerus. in the worst state
it had known since 586, a state which nearly broke Neh.’s heart when
he heard of it.

(2) T 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 Jerus. 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 5! -, 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-construction is 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 therc is an original and authentic sub-
stratum. Torrey really jeers at this conclusion, saying of a quota-
tion from Dr.=t: “The documents are not genuine, but in substance
are thoroughly trustworthy” (ES.). Now, as a matter of fact, the
text of this document has been liberally edited 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 creeping in. 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 Jerus, 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 original decree 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 authority of 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 difficulty is the inconsistency with the story in
Esd. 4% 7 that Zer. came to Jerus. in the reign of Dar. carrying with him
permission to rebuild the temple, and the silence of Hg. and Zc. about
interference from any source whatever. There is further the state-
ment in Ezr. 41-3 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 35* the
temple is begun under Zer., but in s the building has been going on
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ever since the time of Shes. in the 1st year of Cy. and was still incom-
plete. Now this last passage is the basis of the Chr.’s construction
of all his 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. IT (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 original stories which have been
woven together and worked over by the Chr. or an earlier compiler. This
dissection leaves in one part, A, gi-10 6s-15 (exc. b which with ¢-1* he
ascribes to the Chr.), and in the other, B, 5117 61-2-3 (Wied.22 7). But the
grave difficulties of this piece cannot be solved in this way. There are
no linguistic or 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, really plead the cause of the
Jews, and Dar. goes even beyond Cy. in his generosity toward the
temple.

Torrey holds now that 47-6'* was incorporated bodily by the Chr.,
though he formerly held that 42t was the Chr.’s connecting link (ES.s2 ¢ ;
of. Comp.70). T am unable to follow Torrey in his change of opinion.
Had one author written the whole piece, he would hardly have been
entirely silent in two whole c. about the important letters in 47-%, 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, living very 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%17 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% little need 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 first part of the letter (vv, 12-»), and
the rest is an amplification by one who exaggerated Ezra’s mission
more than even the Chr. did.

But there is no suficient reason to doubt that the Chr. really found 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.21-1¢), 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, Drei. Aram. Pap. 1907, 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. 1911. 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 1, e. g., would easily become the
common ", 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 Jerus.,
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 liberally in the criticism of the Pentateuch, and fall
back on a Chronicler, Chronicler!, Chronicler?, 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. 2743, for, as
shown in detail in the notes, this piece has been subjected to such sweep-
ing revision that its original purport 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 original Heb. 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 vv.1-+ 7. 1b, These vv,
make a complete and consistent story in themselves, and the other
vv. have all the earmarks of the embellishments which the Chr. loved
to interject into 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 certainly possible that he composed the whole, esp.
as the Ezra story so far as we know ends with Ne. 812 or e,

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 specific things 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,



24 INTRODUCTION

(5) The Lists.

There is little left but the lists of names. These occupy a
liberal space; Ezr. 2 (= Ne. 75-72) 81-1¢ 01848 Ne, 3182 1o2-i8
1143 121-% are practically nothing 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 (x Ch. 1-g)
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 lists of Jewish names from Egypt (Sachau, Tafeln,7-#), Tt ishard
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 list of Ezra’s company (Ezr. 81-14).
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 acc. 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 living as 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. 44-5) 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 Eazr. 3%, when properly corrected (v. notes),
shows an entirely friendly disposition on the part of the Jews’ neigh-
bours. In Ezr, 41 the Sam., so far from desiring to impede the build-
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ing of the temple, sincerely offer their aid in the work. Even if we
accept Ezr. 5 f., there is still no opposition. Tattenai and his asso-
ciates betray no hostility and 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 distinctly allowed them to continue
(59), while their report and inquiry went to the Pers. court.

There is, indeed, the perplexing passage 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 is plenty of material to show
that this hostility was very marked. The sources of our information
are two, and both unquestionably authentic: the Art. correspondence
(Ezr. 47-13) and N. The complainants against the Jews in the former
document were certainly the Sam. They describe themselves as the
colonists whom Asnappar—certainly some Assyrian king—had brought
to Sam. The hostility of 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
spells disaster 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,
opposition breaks out. Naturally, for the building of the temple had
no political significance. The Pers. officials kept their hands off as
long as the Jews were dealing with purely religious institutions. 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 Interpretation of this passage (Ezr.
47%.). Torrey puts a strange construction on the complaint, alleging
that Rehum ef of. 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 interpretation of this passage is fixed
beyond reasonable doubt

Neh.’s story of the building of the walls is contained in Ne, 21-2s 33—
417 6-71s,  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. 61%, where To. is prob. a gl., Sanb. stands
first, and while in some sections Geshem is not named (2% 4t), and in
another To. fails (6?), Sanb. always occurs, twice alone (3% 65). 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.
xi, 8) about 335 B.c. If Neh.’s date were the reign of Art. IT, 404—358
B.C., then in 384, when Neh. would come to Jerus. fifty years before,
Sanb. might have been a young man, provided he was sufficiently aged
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 period required
we need waste no time in vague possibilities.

In Pap. 1 from Elephantine, 1.3, 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, detailing all the information
contained in the letter to Bagohi about the temple in Jeb. Sachau
believes that Sanb. was still living, though Buhl asserts that he was
certainly dead (dram. Paep.at). 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
spite of his Bab. name, was a Hebrew. With this position Torrey is
agreed, but deems it probable that the name is Heb. as well as the
man (ES.“" un)_ .

Neh. never calls him the governor of Sam., but still that 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.*5), 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 Jerus. 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 of
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 appellative with
Horonaim (Is. 15¢) 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. 16t s;
¢f. Montgomery, Samariians,’), 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 rebuilding of 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 Jerus. Jehohanan, the high
priest in 407, or one of his brothers, had married a daughter of Sanb,
(Ne. 13?%); correspondence was conducted between To. and the nobles
of Judah (617); 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 Jerus. 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 intrigues against
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 political supremacy of the north. But the building
of the walls was another matter. Once let Jerus. 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 irightened the weak Art. and
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cowed the Jews who under some unknown inspiration and leadership
had started the work. Their second attempt failed, and the cause of
their failure was the presence of a personality against whom their
utmost struggles were in vain.

§ 10. 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—ro 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. 8-2) 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. 12%), but it is
a manifest gloss. In spite of the dissimilarity of their work,
these two leaders could not be contemporaries.

For Art. would scarcely send two men to Judah at the same time,
both clothed with similar powers. It would be strange, were Ezra such
a prominent figure in Jerus., that there is no genuire 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, g f. 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-priest with ample authority
to enforce the law. Moreover, the Jerus. 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. 772-812 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 (4nf. xi, 5, 6~8). Before
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he takes up the story of Neh. he describes the death of Ezra at an ad-
vanced age (¢b. § 5). Jos. follows Esd. as his authority, so that the
testimony is 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. 12), and he might
have ruled in the time of Xerxes, but he could hardly survive till the
reign of Art. As Jos. followed his sources pretty closely, it is perfectly
possible that the date of Ezra in the original text of Esd. was the reign
of Xerxes, and that Art. is one of the many modifications in that text
based on MT. As thc version of Esd. lost favour largely owing to
Jer’s great influence (¢f. ES.13), there was an evident effort to re-
cover its lost prestige by eliminating its varfations from MT. Such
a date for Ezra is not impossible, esp. when the scope of his mission
is properly limited. He must bc separated from 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 giving of a wall [in Judah
and] in Jerus.” (Ezr. ¢%). 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.
10%). The succession of high pr. in Ne. 1222 shows that Jehohanan
is identical with Jonathan (r2%) and that he was the grandson of
Eliashib (so Sta. Gesch. ii,#). Now as Lliashib was a contempo-
rary of Neh., Ezra is two generations later, or exactly where he be-
lIongs, in the reign of Art. II. Neh.’s administration began in 444,
and Ezra’s in 397 or later. Finally in Ne. 122 we have the order  Neh.
the governor and Tzra 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. 77, as proposed by We. (Gesch.1z),
reading 27th instead of 7th. Indeed, that would make matters worse,
for as Neh. was governor of Judah from the 20th to the 32d years of
Art., we should then have Ezra coming up in the very midst of Neh.’s
rule. It is certainly simpler to suppose that the reference is to Art. IL.

These considerations fix the date of Neh. as that of the reign of
Art. I (Longimanus), 464—424. Torrey insists that “the tradition rep-
resented by the Aram. document and the Chr.” places Neh.’s work in
the reign of Art. IT (Mnemon), 404-358 B.C., and says that we have
no means of determining which Art. was the benefactor of Neh.
(Comp.ss, ES.3). This conclusion comes from taking Chr.’s arrange-
ment too seriously, Ezra could hardly have been later than Art. II,
and T 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, toi &i\houw Apraiépyou (dmt. Ed. Niese,
iii,®ef-, quoted by Sachau,’).

This date has received strong confirmation from the Eleph. pap.
Jehohanan was high pr. at Jerus. in 407 B.c. As he was the grand-
son of Eliashib, a contemporary of Neh. (s. s.), Neh. must have
preceded this time. This argument has been elaborated by Sachau
(*1). 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 fairly old 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. 1g12,%).

Taking all the evidence there is no longer room for the slightest doubt
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.""' 226, aaa)'

§ II. THE HISTORY OF THE PERSIAN PERIOD.

Outside of some prophetic passages and Psalms, which can-
not always be positively dated, our books contain all the infor-
mation we have about the historical events of the important
Persian period, 538-332 B.C., and so slightly more than two
centuries. If every word of Ezr.-Ne. were authentic, our
knowledge would be meagre, for we have practically nothing
until we reach the reign of Darius I, 521485, 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-quarters of a century, about the
history of which we have but slight knowledge.

A characteristic of our books is that they give us information about
a very few specific events, each of which occupies but a short time, and
then a great gap is left. Thus Ezr. 3-6 (exc. 4+%) contains the story
of the rebuilding of the temple, Ne. 1—6 the story of the building of the
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walls, Ezt. 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,
o0 that for some scholars the Pers. period is essentially a 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.s7). With
this statement every one will heartily agree. 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
indiscriminate 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 is immediately ascribed to him as a whole; it is a fundamen-
tal principle that 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 desperate by 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 pericd may be stated briefly
thus. He puts all the events described in Ezr, 1-45 in the reign of
Cy. The statement in 4° 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 possible construction to be placed on
the position of the Art. letters in 47-#. The Chr. then held that Cy.
allowed the Jews to go from Bab. and that the large company described
in 21% 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’s approval 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
flatly contradicted in the Aram. document, where Zer. built the temple
of which Shes. had laid the foundations long before (51). 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 (32-1%), and it was he
whose work was interfered with by the foreigners (41-%). Moreover,
the passage in 47-# 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 § 1o.

It is possible to 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 cvents 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 satisfactory reconstruction 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 history can best be considered under four periods, indi-
cated by the reigns of the Persian kings.

(1) The Reign of Cyrus—350-529 B.C.

There is a wide departure at the outset from current opiniou
in the limitations set for the material bearing on this reign (for
further demonstration, #. 7. on the reign of 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,
vy, 56 ®1a which really furnish no historical information,
we learn from vv.1-% 7% 1b 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 startling of 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 first begun under Dar., and the silence of
Hg. and Zc¢. (Wied. ). 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. 351 is held to assert that the building was started under Cy.,
this passage is unhistorical. Then he proceeds to demolish Ezr. 317,
and c. 1 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 Eazr. 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. 75 that this record is designated as a list of 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 evidencz of Esd., in which text it is sufficiently plain that
Ezr. 2 is an interpolation, and really belongs 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 peoplc to
restore the temple, not with the birthplace of their audiences. There

* We may note the wise caution of Kue., and realise that even the rejection of the authen-
ticity of either form of Cy.'s decree (Ezr, 124 6%%) does not prove that there was no return
of the Jews at this time {Abk.21%),

3
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is a tradition going back to Dorotheus, Epiphanius, and others that
Hg. was born in Bab. (Hg. in ICC.r). Mitchell assumes that Zc.
came from Bab., with his father Iddo (op. cit.®, and see note on Ne.
11%). 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 really tell 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 2d 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 nearly seventy
years. On Kost.’s theory the work of rebuilding might 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 Jerus. with mercies” (Zc. 11¢). 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 inspiration of 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 Yahweh's house to be built (Hg. 19). On what ground
should people say that who had lived undisturbed in Judah all their
lives? Ii the leading figures had -returned recently from Bab., their
cbjection 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 1 Ch. 3! f- 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 probability born in Bab.

The return of exiles in the time of Cy. is certainly not improbable in
itseli. By the help of some of the people of the land, disaffected Bab.,
and possibly foreign 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.»¢), Cy.
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was a Zoroastrian, and the seeming devotion to Marduk in his inscrip-
tion was contributed for political effect (Jastrow, Relig. Ar. and Bab.+s).
The policy by which he proposed to rule these vast new dominions is
clearly shown in his own words. On the cylinder inscription he 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 Iong life for me, may they
speak a gracious word for me” (Prince’s translation in Mene Mene
Tekel Upharsin, 1893). Inl.® there is a passage which Prince renders:
“I caused their troubles to cease,” but which Sayce translates: “I
delivered their prisoners” (H.C.M.®). Rogers renders: “I cleared
out their ruins” (Cun. Par.s2),

This passage leaves no reason for doubt that (1) any foreign people
colonised in Bab. could easily have 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
trophies in the temple at Bab., would have been freely given back by
Cy. Hammurabi similarly orders the return of certain Elamite god-
desses to the shrines from which they had been taken (Clay, Light
jrom Babel,%0). 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 (v. Barton, Semitic Origins,
54, sm).

Long before Cy. approached the empire of Nabonidus, but after his
conquests foreshadowed the fall of Bab. (Rogers, Cun. Par.s7), 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. 442
437). His glowing utterances continue until the conqueror enters
Bab., at which time bhe 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 bhas
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redeemed his servant Jacob” (¢b. 48%). This fine prophecy is too
well known to need any elaboration. Long ago I showed that we
could fetlow the prophet through the period of Cy.’s approach to the
actual return to Jerus. (The Hist. Movement Traceable in Is. 40-66, in
And. Rev. Aug. 1888). It is true that some scholars, apparently
possessed with 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., Kent, in Makers and Teachers of Judaisms1t),
One of Kent’s arguments is that the prophet is concerned primarily
with Jerus. This does not seem to me true of c. 4048, but if it were,
it is only necessary to say that on this ground one could prove that
Ez. spoke in Jerus., 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 true 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 Jerus. 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. 322¢-4, 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 singular per-
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 single day
once the road to Jerus. 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, Isracl. The men who restored Jerus.
were not wholly nor even chiefly those 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 deportations of 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 interesting information
has come to light, Jews were still abundant in every part of Judah
exc. the ancient capital. The people who came in from the Judean
towns to help Neh. build the walls, and doubtless the same class who
werc 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 list of 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 things the prophecy
of the good and bad figs (Je. 24). From the land of exile must
come those who would arouse the sluggish spirits of 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 Hyslaspis—s21-485 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. 51, 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
setting up 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 inspired by the same high purpose, and espe-
cially a royal grant 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 necessarily be compelled to devote their attention
to the pressing problem 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 likely there 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 is expedient at this point to gather up the evidence that Ezr. 31—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.” (4nl. xi, 4, 1). He speaks of the work
beginning in the 2d year of the coming of Zer. and his company to
Jerus., and adds that it was finished sooner than any one would have
expected. He then tells the story of the disappointment of the clder
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people (Ezr. 3'%), but this was after the completion of the building.
In the account of the interview with the Sam. (Ezr. 41-%), he makes
Zer. and the others say they had been appointed to build that temple
at first by Cy. and now by Dar. (4al. xi, 4, 3). In other words, Jos.
gives a clear 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 § 6, Jos. follows Esd., not
MT. Tt is clear 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.
54711 (= Ezr. 3-4?) is 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. 21¢-% = Ear.
47-1), This passage ends with the statement that “the building of the
temple in Jerus. ceased until the second year of the reign of Dar., king
of the Pers.;,” showing conclusively 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. 31-5¢), which is certainly dated in
the reign of Dar., and that is followed by a list of those who came up
with Zer. and other leaders (57-¢ = Ezr. 21-%%): and then the story of
the rebuilding of the altar and of the temple (541 = Ear. 3:-47).
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 reign of 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 spite of all its editing to make it tell a differ-
ent story, lends itself but 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 Eazr. 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. e/ ¢f. The only date in the whole passage, other
than of the month, is  in the second year of their coming to Jerus.” (39,
and to assume that that means Shes.’s return is purely gratuitous and
plainly contradictory to Ezr. 2. Then in the whole passage there is
not a word about any halt in the building of the temple, for T have
shown in the notes on the passage that Ezr. 44+ is from a different
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source, and has nothing to do with 412, The Sam. show no purpose
of interfering in this passage any more than they do in Hg. and Zc,,
where any serious interruption is excluded.

Tortunately we have a final witness whose testimony is decisive,
No one can rd. Ezr. 33-¢ without recognising the deep corruption.
It has been my good fortune to recover the original on 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 reign of Dar. is Ezr.
27043 44618 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 actually happened, without being trammelled by the
theory of the Chr.

The first step was the restoration of the altar on its ancient
site (Ezr. 31-%), even this small undertaking being accomplished
by the aid of friendly foreigners, perhaps Samaritans (v. cor-
rected text of Ezr. 3%).

Now Kost. rejects this passage, and makes merry over the noticn
that the Jews had offered no sacrifices from 586 to 520 (Wied.1s),
apparently one of the chief grounds for its rejection. But the passage
implies only 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 persisted none 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 terribly incomplete without a suitable sanctuary,
making possible the 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 gth month of the 2d year of Darius, 520 B.Cc. (Hg. 1! 218).

The Jews had accepted the aid of foreigners in the setting
up of the altar, and now the Samaritans proffer assistance in
the larger task of rebuilding the temple (Ezr. 4'-%). But they
couple their request with a claim to be essentially the same peo-
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ple and to have the same religion. Had their aid been accepted,
it would have carried with it a sort of recognition of this claim.
Now there was doubtless a good deal of looseness in the relig-
ious practices of even the Judeans, who were inclined to mingle
pretty freely with their foreign neighbours, certainly to the ex-
tent of intermarriage, and it is difficult to go much further with-
out complete amalgamation. Jeshua the high priest may have
been especially anxious to see the temple restored as an effect-
ive move toward the preservation of a pure religion and conse-
quently a pure blood. He could hardly look with favour upon
as mixed a population as the Samaritans certainly were, and
doubtless it was largely owing to his influence that the offer
was declined.

It is stated in Eazr. 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. 23), considering the force and
resources of the people, this is a surprisingly short time. Now Solomon
had no lack of either men or money, and yet it required seven years
to put up his temple {1 K. 67¢.), As T have shown, the Aram, account
of the rebuilding of the temple in Ezr. 56 is not very trustworthy.
At several points it is certainly wrong, and yet this single statement is
all that we have to support that date. Eazr, 6%-1¢ is quite generally
regarded as the work of the Chr. The mention of Art. in 64 is certainly
his doing. He is very fond of specific dates, 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. 3-35% 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 Ariaxerxes I Longimanus—a64-424 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
enclosing of the city of Jerusalem with walls.

There is a wide gap in the history before this event. The temple
had been finished certainly before so0 B.c. For more than fifty years
after that the records are silent, save for the obscure Ezr. 444, 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 inactivity during 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 Jerus.” (Ezr. 4*), would
tend to prevent Xerxes from doing anything in their favour. The
book of Est. has its setting in 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 hostility to the Jews on the
part of the Pers. officials. It may be, if my surmise is right regarding
Ezr. 445, that the completion of the temple and the re-establishment
of the cult in Jerus. had provoked the hostility of the foreign peoples
in the province, and that enmity would be a decided check upon any
further achievements.

But the condition described in the vv. named above creates an urgent
demand for the great enterprise of the Pers. period. The vv. 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 Jerus., with its few houses and
sparse population, and do what they listed with temple, pr., and peo-
ple. Jerus. could not possibly maintain its place, or advance to a po-
sition worthy of its temple, and of its being the religious centre 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 Jerus. (Ezr. 41?), 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 ¢ 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 e al. took the matter seriously indicates 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% t EV. 42 1.},

Rehum, Shimshai, and others at once write a letter to Art., relating
their discovery of the operations at Jerus., 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 ef al., 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 perceived the large size of the company of workmen who were
evidently preparing to make Jerus. 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, finding on 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 (7. on 4%), the complainants go to Jerus. 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 easily be said of their depre-
dations: “The walls of the city are breached and its gates burned with
fire” (Ne. 13). Tor if Neh. completed the walls in fifty-two days, as
said in Ne. 613, there could have been little left to build after work
which may have continued for a much longer time than fifty-two days.
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 possibility of completing the walls secretly,

Soon after this, certainly within twenty years, Neh. comes to Jerus.
with an appointment as governor of Judah, and with permission to
build the city of his fathers’ sepulchres (Ne. 25). His commission
seems to have been purposely left somewhat vague; it is quite certain
that he said nothing specifically about the city walls.

Neh.is thoroughly 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” (zv). 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
enterprise facilitated 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 Jerus. backed by an armed guard, so
that a force mustered from the peoples of the lands would not be a
scrious 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. 82f.); 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 (z°), 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 (43-17).

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 (62 7). The wooden gates of the city, acc. 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 little use, save as a check, exc.
as they were guarded by troops, a guard established by Neh. as soon
as the gates were in place (721-). 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 Nehemizh
succeeded where others had failed, and that in spite of 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 struggle by 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. (11f),
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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sage is of great importance in the light it 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
2oth to the 32d 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 [leave of absence] from
the king and I came to Jerus.” But the text is much at fault, as the
notes show, and in his memoirs there is no hint about the time when
he returncd to Jerus. 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 (x31-%); 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 Jerus.
went on unguestioned and unhindered (13!%-2); marriages had been
contracted with the Philistines, and the speech was becoming corrupt
(132-27); one of the members of the high pr.’s family had married
the daughter of Sanb. the Horonite {132#-®). All these things pre-
suppose that Neh.’s absence from Jerus. 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 Jerus. 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-
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sence by relating to the king the evil conditions about which he had
heard and his desire to remedy them.

But if we lack a ferminus o guo we are more fortunate in the recent
discovery of data which provide a reliable terminus ad quem. For the
letter from the Jewish garrison at Elephantine was addressed ‘‘to
Bagohi the governor of Judah” (am™ mmp shuz), the very same title
which Neh. applies to himself (s54). 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 scparated the two administrations,
and therefore the second leave must fall very near the end of the
period of 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%-# fall between
432 and 424 B.C., and most likely close to the latter date.

The historicity of the second administration of Neh. depends upon
the conclusion reached above that 13°-3 is a genuine part of N., though
in a less pure form than ¢. 1-6. Those who, like Torrey, assign ¢. 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 (i. e., the Chr.),
under another name” (ES.2). 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 f. To suppose one person to be
the author of both passages seems to me impossible. Then the ani-
mus against To. and Sanb. is certainly characteristic 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. ¢2); Neh. also plucks out hair,
but from the head of the wrong-doers (1325). It is impossible to think
of Ezra saying to the traders: “if you do it again, I will lay my hand
upon you’ (132). If 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.t. He had been travelling along 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. 8135
open to suspicion, and then suddenly put the closing section 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 135-# was not a sep-
arate composition, but a part of the story found in 1-6. And yet a
section is lacking, for 13¢ presupposes information which we do not
possess, 7. ., the occasion of Neh.’s return to Jerus.; 13!-5 suggests
what the material was like. Just as Neh. had heard of the bad con-
dition of the people and of the walls (1?), that report being the occasion
of his first visit, so now there had been brought to him reports of other
evil 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.osd 7—and expanded in others, as best accorded with the edi-
tor’s views.

(4) The Reign of Artaxerxes IT Mnemon—404—358 B.C.

We have seen good reason to place the mission of Ezra after
that of Nehemiah (v. 5. § 10), but the grounds for fixing the
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 certainly is 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. 4!-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 7%7 requires some antecedent, and there may have
been in the genuine E. the original decree, of which we have
only an amazing elaboration. Certainly we dare not follow
Kosters and give Ezra’s date as 308 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 first quarter of the fourth
century.

For the history of Ezra we have two sources, his own memoirs,
7371, RUs-19. 21-25. 28 1. 31 1. 36 gl-1a. m-15, and the rest of Ezr. 710, and Ne.
8t-11or 18 partly if not wholly due to the Chr.
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We turn first to sure ground in E. As said above, 7?7 shows that we
are forced to begin in medias res. E. must have contained some ac-
count of the favour of the king, a parallel to Ne. 2t-%. The outburst
of praise is due to the fact that the Pers. king had given Ezra permis-
sion to go up to Jerus. at the head of a caravan. That is exactly what
we have in the beginning of the dccree, 7%, and therefore we cannot
deny the possibility that there is a germ of an original element here,
of which clement 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 ¢. 8. Upon his arrival in Jerus. 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 2ll there is in c. g.

How much dependence is to be placed on the rest of the story about
Ezra is certainly open 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 Jerus.” (727). The word
“glorify” is found elsw. only in Is. 555 o™ o ®# 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 unti! he
had brought from Casiphia a sufficient number of “ministers for the
house of God” (8:7). 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’s purpose “to glorify the house of God which is in Jerus.”

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
Jerus. the offerings made 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 712-®, 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. IT.

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. 77°-812 is open to grave
suspicion, while the later portions of that c., the account of the Feast
of Booths (813-1%) is in better state.

It may seem that Ezr. g, which is mostly from E., would have to be
rejected on 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 glorify the 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 really scanty 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 (Gesch. ii,*#.2-2), 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 conncction with the law was slight and
incidental. Our idea of Ezra’s part in the law must depend largely
upon our opinion of the credibility of the decree (712 ).

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. 1o. He argues that inc. 8 a new law is intro-
duced, and the only new law must be the pr. code. He analyses
¢. 9, 10 and finds no reference to this code. In this way he thinks he
finds a suitable place for the troublescme list, 7%, for after Ne. g, 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, ke places the whole section, 7-815, as the direct sequel
to Ne. g, 10 (Wied.-57).

Torrey with equal confidence places this section, 77818, between
Ezr. 8 and 9. He gives the following reasons for the transposition
(ES.»28.): (1) To quote his own words: “here is a clear and consist-
ent story, the only clear and consistent story dealing with Ezra that

4



50

INTRODUCTION

has ever been told by any one.” (2) “The dates given in such pro-
fusion throughout the narrative are now all intelligible for the first
time.” (3) He sees an incongruity between c. § and the c. following,
finding nothing to account for the sackcloth and ashes in ¢!, 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 foreign wives (Ezr. g f.) 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 part
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 indcfinite to enable us to make a chron.
sequence that is convincing. (3) Ezr. g is certainly not very closely
connected with Ezr. 8. But after ¢. 8 we must advance to some report
of the first thing Ezra did after establishing himsclf 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. 1o%. 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. g 4}, Asshowa
above in his own description of 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 {rom
his own people (Gn. 24 J); Samson’s parents are disturbed at the
plea of the hero for a Philistine wife (Ju. 14?); and finally the prohi-
bition of foreign marriages is in * the little book of the covenant” and in
Dt. only (Ex. 341 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 surprising fact. 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 largely upon the language of the
Chr., which he deems esp. abundant in the Ezra story. Again, he
urges that Ezra “was a man precisely like 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 Jerus.; 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 Israel!
There is not a garment in all Eera’s wardrobe that does not fit the
Chr. exactly” (ES.2%).

A large part of this description does not fit the Ezra we know in
the memoirs, e. g., there is not a single reference to singers in 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 4co
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 spirit to the Chr.—and there must have beer 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 really was.

Another reason urged by Torrey is the silence of Sirach (Comp.e11.).
Sirach writing apparently ¢. 180 B.Cc., 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 (49%-%), 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 that 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 proceedings described in Ezr. 1o as the Chr. was.
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If Sirach was silent, other writers made up for the delect by the
exaltation of the pricst-scribe. In several prophetic lists, e. g., Iren.
Ag. Her. 1. xxx. 11, Ezra appears in the list of prophets in place of
Mal. (v. Nestle, ZAW. 1907,19).

§ I2. CHAPTER AND VERSE DIVISIONS.

Tt is unfortunate that in several books of the OT. the EV®.
follow M and in places have a different arrangement of chapters
from those in MT. It is necessary in a critical commentary to
follow the original text. 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.

MT. Eng. MT. Eng. MT. Eng.
II1, 33 IV, 3 9 11 17
34 2 4 10 12 18
35 3 5 11 13 19
36 4 6 12 14 20
37 3 7 13 13 21
38 6 8 14 6 22
IV, 1 7 9 I3 I7 23
2 8 10 16

The only other variation is in Ne. 10, where MT. 10! = Eng. ¢,
10? = 10!, etc., the number of the vv. 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 special works
on Ezr.—Ne. are named here.

Commentaries,

Rabbi Saadiah, Ezr. end Nek. ed. by H. J. Mathews, 1882, E.
Bertheau, Die Biicker, Esra, Neck. u. Ester, 2d ed. by V. Ryssel, 1887.
S. Oettli u. J. Meinhold, Die Gesch. Hagiographen, 188g. H. E.
Ryle, Ezr. and Nekh. in Camb. Bib. 18¢3. W. F. Adeney, Fzr.—Neh.—
Est. Exp. Bible, 1893. H. Guthe and L. W. Batten, Ezr, and Neh.
in SBOT. 1go1. M. Seisenberger, Diec Biicher Isd., Nek. u. Est. in
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Kurzgef. wissensch. Com. 2.d. H. S. des A. T. 1901, D. C. Siegiried,
Esr., Nek. w. Est. in Haondkom. des A. T. 19o1. A. Bertholet, Die
Biicher Esr. u. Nek. in Kurzer Handkom. des A. T. 1902. G. Holscher,
H.S5. A.T. 1g10.

Monographs.

Kleincrt, On the Origin, Elements and Antiquity of the Books of Far.
and Nch. 1832. R. Smend, Die Listen d. Biicher Esr. u. Neh. 1881.
A. H. Sayce, Int. to Ezr. Neh. and Est. 1885. J. Imbert, Le Temple
Reconstruit par Zorob. 1889, G. Rawlinson, Ezr. and Nek. (Men of the
Bible), 1890. P. H. Hunter, After the Exile, 18go. A.van Hoonacker,
Neh. el Esd. 18go; Zorob. et le Second Temple, 1892; Nouvelles Etudes sur
le Restaur. Juive, 1896. W. . Kosters, Die Wiederherstellung Israels
in der persischen Period (from the Dutch Ierstel van Israel in ket
Persische Tijdoak), by A. Basedow, 18¢5. E. Meyer, Die Enistehung
ces Judenthums, 18¢6. Bertholet, Die Stellung der Israeliten u. d.
Juden z. d. Fremden, 1806. E. Sellin, Serubbabel, 1898; Studien z.
Entstehungsgeschichte der jud. Gemeinde, 1go1. T. K. Cheymne, Jewish
Religious Life After the Exile, 1898. J. Geissler, Die liter. Bezichungen
der Esra Mcemoiren, 18g9. Rosenzwelg, Einl. in d. Biicher Esr. u.
Nek. ]J. Nikel, Dic Wiederherstellung d. jid. Gemcinwesens nach d.
babyl. Exil, 1goo. C. Holzhey, Die Biicher Ezr. u. Neh. 1902, S.
Gelbhaus, Esra u. seine reformatorischen Bestrebungen, 19o3. J. Fischer,
Dic Chron. Frage in d. Bickern Esr—Neh. 1903. J. Theis, Gesch. u.
literarkritik Fragen in Esr. 1-6 (in Nikel's Alttest. Abkandl. 11, 3),
1910. C. C. Torrey, Comp. and Hisl. Value of Esr.-Neh. (Bethefte sur
ZAW.), 18¢6; Ezra Studies, 1g91o. Apparaius for Texi. Cril. of Chr—

zr—Neh. (Harper Studies).

Articles.

H. Winckler, “Die Zeit der Herstellung Judas”; “Nehemias Reform.”
All. Forsch. 11, ii, 1; “Die Zeit v. Ezras Ankunft in Jerus.” ¢b. I, ii,
2; “Die doppelte Darstellung in Ezr.-Neh.” ib. II,ili, 2. E. Schrader,
“Die Dauer d. zweiten Tempelbaues,” Siud. u. Kril. 1867. E. Nestle,
“Marginalien u. Materilien,” =31, 18¢3; Real-Ency.? V. J. Wellhau-
sen, “Die Riickkehr d. Juden a. d. Babyl. Exil,” G. G. N. 18¢s.
T. F. Wright, “Nehemiah’s Night Ride,” JBL. 18¢6; “The Stairs
of the City of David,” ib. 18¢97. C. C. Torrey, “Old Testament
Notes,” JBL. 18¢7. W. J. Moulton, “{Uber die Uberlicferung u. d.
text-krit. Werth des dritten Esrabuchs,” ZAW. 189g,»o-2:8, 1900,!-%.
Fraenkel, “Zum Buch Ezra,” ZAW. 1899. T. K. Cheyne, “From
Isaiah to Ezra,” AJT. 1gor; “The Times of Neh. and Ezra,” Bib.
Werld, 1899. H. Howorth, PSBA. 1901, 1902. II. G. Mitchell, “The
Wall of Jerus. Acc. to the Book of Neh.” JBL. 1go3. L. W. Batten,
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“Ezr.~Neh.”; “ Ezr.”; *“ Neh.” Hast. DB. Kosters, “Ezr.~Neh.” EB.
J. V. Pragek, “ 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,” Hom. Rev. April, 1913.

General.

A. Kuenen, Gesammelte Abhandlungen,”?®\ 1894, B. Stade, Bibl.
Theologie des A.T.31-38 1905, Addis, Ezra and the Issue of the Law,
Documents of the Hexateuch, 11,'s+ 8.  Robertson, Poeiry and Religion
of the Psalms, c. 5. Marquart, Fundamente israel. u. jiid. Geschichle,
1896. C. F. Kent, Israel’s Hist. and Biog. Narratives##°-5%, 1910,

Biblical Aramaic.

Powell, The Supposed Hebraisms in Biblical Aramaic, 1907. S.
Baer, Chaldaismi Biblici Adwmbratio, in the Baer-Delitzsch ed. of
MT. vol. Dn.—Ezr.-Ne.=iii-lx, H. L. Strack, Grammalik des B. Aram.+,
1905. K. Marti, Kurzgef. Gram. der B.-Aram. Spracke, 1896. E.
Kautzsch, Grammatik des B. Aram., 1884. Sachau, Aramdiische Papyri
und Ostraka aus Elephantine, 1911. C. R, Brown, An Aremaic Method,
1884. Schulthess, Miscellen zum Bibl. Aram. ZAW. 1902, £.

Some I'mportant Dales.
B.C.
550-521 Cyrus.
521—485 Darius I Hystaspis.
520 Rebuilding of the temple.
485-464 Xerxces.
464—424 Artaxerzes I Longimanus.
444-432 Nehemiah governor of Judah.
424—404 Darius 11 Nothus.
404-359 Artaxerxes II Mnemon.
Mission of Ezra.



A COMMENTARY ON EZRA-NEHEMIAH.

EZR. T = ESD. 2114, THE END OF THE BABYLONIAN EXILE.

Bab. was conguered 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 (¢f. Is. 4611). 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 Babh. as a redeemer rather than a
congueror. In accordance with this general programme we have the
statement that a special decree was issued in favour of the Jews (.
Intr. §1-1). Vv 1478 10 are from a Heb. source, the rest by the Chr.
(Intr. §1).

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 Achazmenes 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 Persial. 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 inscription of Nabonidus, 546 B.C., the same title is em-
ployed.—To fulfil the word of ¥Ychweh]. Here we have a con-
ception of history which abounds in the Gospels, especially in
Matthew. The idea of the evangelist is that the acts of Jesus
are determined by the predictions which 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 fulfil the
prediction. In the pre-exilic period the apologetic appeal 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 special proof
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 Jeremiak]. In 2 Ch. 367 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. 36 there 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 referring to 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
referring to such an event, but the required prophecy is found in Is.?
(7. 417 1 5 44® 45"). ‘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 (¢f. Cy.’s Inscription, Rogers, Cus. Paral ),
In Is. Cy. is called Yahweh’s shepherd, having responsible care of
his people, and even by the Messianic title “ his anointed.” This
prophet certainly had great expectations from Cy., and he watches his
conquering career with keen anticipations of good for his own people.
Jos. regards Is. as the prophet who influenced Cy., saying that Cy. rd.
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the book written by Is. one hundred and forty years before the temple
was destroyed (Antig. xi, 1, 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. (3. Duhm, Jer.ix). Berth. and Ryle refer
the passage to Je., but wrongly. If a txt. err., itis 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.

Yahweh moved the spirit]. (See v.5) This expression shows
the more refined theological ideas of the later times. The
prophet makes Yahweh address Cyrus directly. Now we find
a spirit in 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. 22)..—Adnd
he issued a proclamation), literally, coused a wvoice 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, especially if 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 Scriptures sadly, recurring hundreds of times, and
proving a stumbling-block in reading aloud.—2. Al 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 cylinder inscription he calls himself ““the king of the four
quarters of the earth,” 4. ¢., of the whole world—Has Yahweh
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given me]. Here we have the reflection of the prophetic utter-
ance in Is, 45! . In his own inscription Cyrus attributes his
conquest of Babylon to Marduk, its chief deity. But he may
have become acquainted with the prophecies above 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 certainly claimed to placate the Babylonians.
—The God of heaven] is an expression not found in pre-exilic
writings. The common terms are God of Israel, of hosts, or of
our fathers.* Nehemiah, however, regularly uses the expres-
sion (1% 2% %), 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 regards the ex-
pression as the equivalent of the “high God,” or “God of the
height,” in Mi. 6° and thinks it portrays the transcendence of
God (Dodekapropheton®®). The expression was never com-
mon among the Hebrews. Stade explains it as an adaptation
to the religious terms of the governing peoples (BT .%%),

To build a house for him in Jerusalem]. In Is. 44% we have
a prediction that Cyrus would direct the rebuilding of Jeru-
salem and of the temple. If Cyrus had been made familiar
with this prophecy, as Josephus says, he might easily see 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 justification of 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 building of the temple to the God to whom he here as-

* Tt is a curious fact, mention of which has not been observed by the present writer, that
in Ch. “God of Israel” is used with great regularity up to II 7%, and after that almost in-
vauriably “ God of {our) fathers.”

{ J. A. Montgomery, Mus. Jour. U. P. Dec, 1910.
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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 reaim;
but the edict primarily concerns all kis (Yahweh’s) people. As
the text stands, the edict enjoins all Jews to return to Jerusalem
to build the temple; whereas in v. ? 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 Yakweh the God of Israel, he is the God who dwells in Jerusalem,
now let him go up lo Jerusalem and build the house of Yahwek
his God.

The statement that Yahweh is the God who dwells in Jerus. 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.5. The amended text shows clearly that Cy.’s main
object was the rcbuilding 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. Al that survive covers the whole body of
Jews in Babylonia, and as they are to be supporied by the men
of kis place these can be no other than the Babylonians. Cyrus
did all in his power to placate the conquered peoples, and he
was too politic to demand from them subscriptions to 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.®) thus:
and oll that 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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gifts for the temple. The wealthiest people would be most
likely to remain for commercial reasons, and they are the ones
able to contribute most.—With silver and gold, geods and catlle,
besides the free-will offerings for the house of Ged] implies dona-
tions for the caravan of pilgrims as 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
things added by wows for the temple of the Lord, implying that
all the gifts were for the temple. Goods and cattle is probably
a gloss.—Which is in Jerusalem] is the translation of ®, but
Iisd. has who, requiring God as antecedent instead of kouse.
It is not possible to differentiate in Hebrew. The rendering
whkich 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. %, ke is the God who is in Jerusalem.

The edict of Cyrus.—There is another version of this edict in 6%-3,
claiming to be a copy of an original found at Ecbatana. The two
Vrss. differ materially. In the Aram. version there is nothing about
Yahwel’s aid in Cy.’s conquests, the permission to return to Jerus., 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 expressly enjoined.

Both Vrss. profess to be original, but one or both must be wrong.
Few defend the Heb. version, though Dr., Ryle, ¢f 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 incorporate an authentic edict, and
then himsell compose one so at variance with his source, though he
might easily insert two different forms which he found in the docu-
ments he used. Mey. starts with the hypothesis that all the letters
and edicts in Ezr. are Aram. Vrss. of the Pers. originals (v. 4. on 47).
Tbis position has been widely accepted, apparently without much
critical siiting. Torrey has shown its weakness (ES.1% %.); indeed, it
seems to rest on little more foundation than bare assumption. We
are, therefore, really driven to purely internal evidence. From this
point of view the Aram. edict does not commend itself. For Cy. would
not be chiefly concerned with the dimensions of the temple, and the
figures given are altogether improbable. Nor would he be likely to
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’s inability in material things (Hg. 12 1),

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 (s. 5.). The original
very likely enjoined 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 originally issued
in Heb. As to the Jewish conceptions, they do not seem to be any
more marked than we should expect. To pacily the Bab., Cy. writes
in his inscription with pronounced Bab. religious ideas; 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.4 it does not seem to have any of his peculiar characteristics. If
he had invented it, he certainly would 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
Lo 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.57). The Chr. would not have said “ he is the
God who is in Jerus.,” nor would he have explained that Jerus. 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 asserting that 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-
cerncd 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. 1 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.—ni2] st. cstr. before a prep. (¢f.
Ges.Y #0),—wz] Pers. Kiirud, Bab. Kura3, whence Rawlinson would
point w2, —We must rd. m%2%] since 727 is the obj. The mng. fo
Julfil a prediction is not found elsw., but the context requires that sense
here; ¢f. 2 Ch. 36%, where w45 has the same mng.—»nz] 2 Ch. 362
has '3, preferred by Guthe, Torrey, ef al. Esd. & ortépar, but &
supports MT, Both forms are common, but *on is better when utter-
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ance is implied (so Ryle}.—mn =pn]; only in late writers, v.¢, Ha.
1% 1 Ch. 5% 2 Ch. 21'%; but vb. alone has same mng. in Is. 412 25 45%,
all referring to Cy., and influencing our author (¢f. Mar. Jes. on 419%).
—bp=nap] lit. ke caused ¢ voice to pass over, an oral proclamation,
Ex. 36¢ (P); f. ““ he caused a trumpet to pass over,” 4. ¢., to be blown.
Lv. 25°. That is the sense here as we note from the added and alse
in writing. In 2 Ch. 30° the term is used where runners carry letters
from Hezekiah.~—aran3a] would mean here in a written form, as GBL
(in 2 Ch. 36%) & Abyoic ypaghs, but this sense is not found elsw.
As the words are unnecessary and as “oxb goes back to the proclama-
tion we suspect a gl.

2. °5 ;7 mobon] Obj. first for emph. GesStet Esd. &ud dvéSedey
Baotida, 3 Esd. me consifiuit regem, RV. “hath made me king,” better
proclaimed me king. After Esd. 1137 = 2 Ch. 364 this expression
would represent u»bn3, lacking Y3 and 3. 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.2—awwn wbe mm] Esd. wbptog [+ 8 Oebsl, xbprogh]
vl lopafh wbpwos & Uptatog. This suggests omp wbx as in Mi. 66
Guthe follows this text, but it may well be a Jewish amplification—
xwm].  The use of the pron. emphasises the fact of Yahweh’s directing
Cy. to build the house.—%p "] usually means fo bring upon, or visit
upon, i. e., punishment; there are, however, several passages, mostly
late, in which the scnse required herc is found, 7. e., assigned to me.
Esd. renders éofiunvév pot, ke has given me a sign, prob. by the word
of his prophet, showing again a closer dependence upon Is.2; Zofiumvey,
however, usually represents 17, shout. In Is. 442 Cy. is called *pn,
and in view of the close relationship of that passage to our text, it is
tempting to propose here 3y7, ke has made me shepherd.

3. This v. is obscure and difficult. 233 barely admits of interpre-
tation. The sf. in wy and »5x refer, one to Yahweh and the other to
'», a dub. construction; the phrase may his God be with him is in an
awkward place; the Chr. has mm for »; the last clause is superiuous
where it stands; and whick is in Judak Is tautologous after v.2. Turn-
ing to the Vrss. we find in modern editions of & that the first clause is
an interrogative, Who is there among you of all his people? For *m & has
vl Zotar; Sy is dvaBhosta®A, dvafitwl. @B ends with obenmb, A
lacks M after m3.  @% adds pér’ advos at end of v. In Esd. we find
Uuewy for o33 instead of év biv as 6. vox appears as xbptog xlTod in
B, showing an original mm™; in 4 xfptog is repeated; in L we have
x0prog without the pron. following. The last clause is rendered odvtdg
b xbptog & rataontyvdaag & 'lepoucaify. This clause is lacking in T,
but most of it appears earlier in the v. L= is quite divergent in the
first part thus: s oly fothv Lpdv &x <o ¥Ovoug adtol Bs wpoBupeizar
t60 mopeulfivar; Eotw & wliptog pet’ altol & xataownvdeas &v "lepou-
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sxhh, xa &vaBds x. . A. Here we note a part. ogv (B2 et . . . olv),
really necessary to the sense, and the verbs wpofupeitat and xazos-
xqvidoas, which are not in Heb. 3 Esd. has also a peculiar and brief
text, viz., st quis esi ex genere vestro, Dominus ipsius ascendal cum
eo in Jerus. Among vou is lacking, but there is a faint reflection
in the your people instead of kis. The superfluous whick is in Judah
fails here as in Esd.B, which appears in - only as an adj. tv "Teudalay.
The commentators mostly ignore the difficulty, though Berth. after
Guthe favours restoration of wpofupstta: as 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 place in Esd.l. He wrongly says in G also,
for @' has the clause in same place as MT. with pet’ altod added.
Tor mpobupeitar Tob mopeudiivae Guthe proposes n3%% amnon (or aum),
and mpoBupedtar invariably represents 21:nP; 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 \n3
suits the sense, and might easily be corrupted to 933. Wy is cbviously
impossible, but the moment we make the necessary changes of sm to
m, it follows that we must rd. oy, or possibly oy. In the first case
we have only the common change of ¥ to ¥; in the latter v was attached
to the vb. when mn* was changed to *™ (v. @, cited above), and was
moved back to the n. If tbe pl. was original the mng. was prac-
tically iribes or clams. Perhaps there was enough discord among the
Bab. Jews to make Cy. think that many peoples worshipped Yahweh.
Then to get a suitable text we must presume that two lincs were
transposed: rd. people of Y. the G. of Is., he is the God wko dwells
in Jerus., a change supported by Esd... 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. = is corrected after Esd. to pown.
Amm2 R is prob. an accidental repetition from the preceding v.; it
is certainly unnecessary here. wnbx fits admirably after = nea,
The whole v. then I would restore thus: b mm op=5zn 33 job w
n A maenw a0 gy b oheiea 1o ovdbyn mm Seee,

It is granted that this result requires considerable changes, but the
Vrss. show that correction is necessary. As frequently happens in
these books, - preserves some original features, which, as usual, are
obscured by corrections to conform to MT., corrections fortunately
mostly by addition, so that the original may still be picked out.—
4, 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 fidelity to their
original. @ proper shows mostly the surviving MT. But Esd.l has
some good material. That text has xal 8sot xat& véwous olxalagr
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Bonfefrwoay altd mpobupeicluoay =@ nuply &v 16 Témw adtel &v ypusly
x. 7. A. 3 Esd. quoiquot ergo circe loca habilan! adjuvent eos qui sunt
in loco ipso. We note that the perplexing ~ww1 is lacking and that
21 becomes the leading vb.; in this respect BA agree. ‘wix is lack-
ing while '™pn has a new connection. A new vb. is introduced. This
may represent @wna Mk wTIN vwe» moway oo-5p. This s
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 ®'- has 3dpwv for NN, tof &xouatauBA, 2139 = &y Bboe-
ow peb’ ixmoy xal xtyvév in Esd., so 3 Esd.  This would, perhaps, be
Apnay w0y 21ov3. Guthe corrects wwo te 23, but ignores déoeauy.
n3a-ty is in @ petd Sdewv = =0y, and more fully in Esd. olv
toic &AAoig Toig xat elyds mpooteberpévors. This is found in 3 Esd.
too, and may be a priestly amplification, though it more likely shows
a different text. =¥ is rendered in B with ov1°xn as antecedent, but
in Esd. with m3. With the ecmendations proposed above, based on
Esd., the edict as a whole runs thus: Al the kingdoms of the world has
Yahweh the God of heaven given me, and he has charged me to build him
a house in Jerus. whick is in Judah : therefore whoever wills of all the
people of YVahwek ithe God of Israel, he is the God whose abode is in Jerus.,
now let kim go up and build the house of Yahweh his God. And all that
dwell in the places lel them support him, and make free-will offerings o
Yalhweh, with silver and gold and with the free-will offerings for the house
of God who is in Jerus.

If the above be the original form, many of the objections urged against
the edict are removed, although the emendations were not made with
that end in view. Esd.l ccrtainly had 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. fifty years after the fall of Jerus. must have been comparatively
insignificant. There would be no use of a national proclamation to
authorise their release.

aw2)7] might easily mean those who are left behind, i. e., in Bab. (cf.
Ex. 1o Nu. 11%); but it means also those who survive, ¢ remnant, being
equivalent to mw® (¢f. Ne. 121).—"1] always refers to a temporary
rather than a permanent residence and shows that the Jews regarded
their stay in exile as transient.—nwxw»] from lift or carry the mng.
support or assist is naturally derived, a sense found also in 8% Est. g3
1 K. gi.—21] 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 impossible to say.
The word occurs only in P and other late sources, and is prob. a loan-
word from Bab, rukudu. It occurs curiously 5 t. in Gn. 14, the story
of Abraham’s campaign against the kings of the East.
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b-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
vv. which come from his hand, 5- & #-11s, really add nothing in the way
of historical information.

5. And arose fo go up]. TP 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 expression occurring 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 Judak and
Benjamin]. These two tribes are named as the elements out of
which postexilic Israel is composed (¢f. 4' Ne. 11%). In other
books we find the same combination (r K. 122 1 Ch. 121 2 Ch,
112}, 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 spirit God stirred wp]. This is inter-
preted in exactly opposite senses. B.-Rys. finds a fourth class
of Jews, as if it read “and all others whose spirit God 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 limiting the 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
5
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build the temple (so Sieg.). In v.!it was Yahwek who stirred
the spirit of Cyrus; here God moves the people. The former
name may be due to the influence of Is.?; 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 referring to the Jews whose spirit was not moved
to go to Jerusalem. The use of all indicates that every neigh-
bour of the returning exiles made an offering for the temple.
—Strengthened their hands), literally, put sirength in their hands,
is a common expression in Hebrew for “encourage,” Ju. ¢*
Is. 35% Ezr. 62 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 gifts should 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 certainly an er-
ror creeping in from v. ".—7. Now King Cyrus had brought out).
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 (6%) the surrender of
these vessels was a part of Cyrus’s original order.—Vessels]. L)
means vessels or implements. The list shows that both are
meant here, English has no single word 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. 241) and 386 B.C. (3. 258 %.).—And
placed them in the house of his God), as trophies of victory and as
tokens of the superiority of his god. Similarly the ark had been
placed in the temple of Dagon (1 S. 5?). The temple in Jerusa-
lem probably had such treasures from the shrines of conquered

* G.A. Smith notes that in Ch.-Ezr.-Ne. “Sion” is not found, but the phrase *‘ house
of God which is in Jerus.” occurs often to describe the temple site (Jer. i,1%).
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nations. “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 kis house
of idols, showing the narrower Jewish conception of the Baby-
lonian temple.—8. By the hand of Mithredath the treasurer].
Mithredath, or, as it is better known in the Greek form,
Mithredates, is a Persian name. In the time of Xerxes 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 disposition of the property of the sanctuary.—And ke 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, ke counted them as ke 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 (5%-19) 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.

9f. 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 in all, a surprisingly large
number, yet in v. ¥ 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 figures agree
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 list of articles taken from the temple in 536 B.C. (2 K. 2514 ),
but no numbers are given. Some of the words used here do not occur
elsw., and it is difficult to identify the objects confidently. Doubtless
the Solomonic temple contained many votive offerings of gold and
silver which were of little use.
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11. The whole Sheshbazzar took up]l. He was not only the
receiver of the temple treasures, but the leader of an expedition,
known as the golek, which went from Babylon to Jerusalem.
—Golah properly means exile, but it has also a figurative sense,
a company of exiles, and that is the meaning here. It is used
constantly in these books as a national name (Kue. Abk.20 ),
and that use is responsible for the erroneous idea that the post-
exilic community was made up entirely of those who had come
from Babylonia.

The c. ends abruptly and the story is incomplete. Torrey professes
to have restored the missing section (ES.3#8.), Asa matter of fact, the
recovered material serves far better as an intr. to c. 3, and is fully dis-
cussed in that connection. Pretty nearly all the stories in these books
end abruptly.

5. maxn sexn] is a technical term occurring often in P and Ch, The
full but less frequent form (see Dn. on Ex. 614 25) is "sn nva ™, keads of
the fatkers’ house, and therefore chiefs of clans.—53] The prep. is ex-
plained by Haupt as an emph. part. like the Ar. and Bab. use (Johns
Hopkins circulars, XIIT, No. 114, Ges.}®), Such a foreign influence
is unlikely in Ch. and a nearer explanation is possible since the writer
may have been influenced by the % with amm. Torrey explains in
sense of “namely,” calling it a characteristic of Ch. (ES.2t=2-1), The
clause is rel., wox being omitted as it frequently is {(¢f. Dav. Svn.
§uer8) —6, o'nad] properly means surrounding places, but in both
m. and f. there are cases where surrounding people is the true sense, m.
Ps. 7612 898 Je. 4817 59; f. Ps. 4414 Ez. 1657 28% Dn, gt,—oma] 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’s error.—n03 *233] cannot be right; sessels
would be appropriate below in connection with the temple, and this
list must originally have agreed exactly with that in v.+ Esd. reads
dv maow & dpyupley = nd32 Y33, putting Y in app. with the rest of
v. This text is accepted by Guthe, Kittel, ef al. The mng. would
then be: supported them with everything [named in the above decree,
viz.] with silver, etc—w1m1] Esd. 2* {wwotg = vy —mmna] Esd.Ba
xal edyatc g whelorag moARGY by & voic fyéply, Esd.l edyalc wA. Ov
#yépbn & voic €08Gg. 3% has been rd. as 33% not %% as Guthe sug-
gests. Torrey calls Guthe’s change indispensable (ES.2.3.0), The
passage is pretty corrupt, but the sense of this text is good, with the
numerous volive offerings of many whose heart was stirred.—7. ¥ @
Hrafey, Esd. petfiyarevt pevhveyxerl, both texts testifying to a different
word from xswL—Guthe and Kittel suggest “pn on basis of Fsd.
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Torrey with greater probability proposes #33.—8. Before +=by] BL
has #Bewrev, Esd. wapédwxev, and Sieg. accordingly adds oirm. In
8 = we have -5y 9pw, a better expression, but our text may be in-
terpreted as a pregnant expression, and @ may be only an effort at
clearness. The equiv. of 7% occurs in Tell-Amarna Tablet No. 72.
7*3 has same sense in Gn. 3217.—231n] & did not understand the word
and transliterates as a n. p., TacBapyyeid® Daplapnved?, yavlaPoaloul;
Esd. ©p txuted valopihaxt. @ is apparently influenced by Bab. form
ganzabaru (Peiser, ZAW. xvii,»#), The word occurs elsw. only in B.
Aram. 7%; it is originally Pers., though occurring also in Bab. (see
Mey. Ent., and other references in Ges.).
, 9 *bvman] occurs only in this v. The mng. and derivation are both
unknown (v. Sta. Heb. G.§>¢.8). & has JuxtiipzcAl, a word not elsw.
found in 6. The mng. winecoolers, or cool places, is impossible here.
Esd. reads axovdeia. This is &’s word for nwp, Ex. 2522 371 Nu. 47 1 Ch.
28'7, which means some vessel for holding liguid, and in those cases
was made of gold; flagor may therefore be the right mng. Torrey de-
rives *Soux from Gk. xpatne, bowl.—opbne] @ A. The mng. usually
given here is Enives, based on derivation from 7n, but A%n 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 mzbn means
knives. Esd. has bulona: dpyupat, silver pans. @uloxy is the regular Gk.
rendering of f3, which is in the list of vessels carried from the temple
in 586 (2 K. 25%), and elsw. of temple vessels. Torrey proposes pnphn
“ snuffers.””—10. ™3] elsw. only in 1 Ch. 2817, but 6 t. in this v. and
Ezr. 8%7; the mng. is plainly dowl.—2nmen] RV. of @ 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 2,410 (3,4104). These silver bowls would
naturally be very numerous, and therefore o125 should prob. be sub-
stituted. Torrey reads 0w owby, but there is no other case of the
dual 0:2%% with a numeral.—11. %—5] like As. lu—Iu = both—and (p.
Gested)—nbun . . Son] Esd. dvivéyfn 3¢ Omb epavaccdeos Eua
Toig &x The alymaiwsizs. So Guthe emends in part to 3wnp obyn,
The mng. is the same, but Esd.’s expression is better, these were carried
from Bab. to Jerus. by Shes. logether with those from the captivity. Esd.l-
has a different reading of whole v.: & 5 mévra aneby ypucd xa! dpyupd
gxowlofy bxd %. ©. A, 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 t& 3¢ wévta oxedn éxopladn and then adds gold and silver and a
number. Having done this another vb. must be introduced, as ovgyéy 0.
Esd. then originally had merely all the vessels were carried from Bab.
to Jerus. by Skes. and those from the captivity.

Shes. 18 1t g 1wb§, The Heb. form of the name is always the same
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=330y, But the Vrss. show great diversity. M has Sassebasar in
Ezr., and Salmenaserus in Esd. ® has these forms: (1) BayxsapB
54, (2) ZapPayap® 51, (3) Zafavasee® 1* (B lacks the name in 1),
(4) DaPacapncl always in Ear., (5) Zafavassapes? Esd. 61, (6) Taca-
Bahaaoapoch always in Esd., (7) Zacafacsxpec? always in Eer., (8)
Savapascapoc? Esd. 21, (9) Zapavasoxpac® Esd. 214, (10) Zavafacacposh
Esd. 6124 always in Esd.

It is clear that (1) and (2) are the same, sar being in one case initial,
in the other final; and that (8) and (g) are the same, the w and v being
transposed. In fact, the forms (3), (8), (9), (10} are easily reducible
to one, and that should prob. be ZavaBassapos. It will be noted also
that AL, have only two forms, one in Ear., the other in Esd. By
transposition of letters these texts agree with the Heb. in Ezr,, 7. e.,
Sassabasar, but they disagree in Esd. It is generally held that the
name is Bab., and may be Semad-bil-uztr or Sin-bal-uzur (v, Selbie, DB.
art. ““Shes.” KAT.% =), The question is therefore one of reading sug
as Skemesk, or oay for Sin. It is difficult to identify Sin-bal-uzur with
=332, 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 73230, 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
(¢f. B-Rys. Kue. Abk2%). He was almost certainly a Jew. Bab.
names were often given to Jewish children in Bab. (¢f. Clay, Light fr.
Babel @, Daiches, Jews tn Bab.). Cy. would not have sent a Pers.
in charge of the sacred wvessels, 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 (54), a task really performed by Zer. (Zc.
4%); on the titlz “‘governor” (5%), which really belonged to Zer.; and
on his appointment by Cy. Zer. is called “governor of Judah” only
in Hg, 1t 4 22 2. Cy. prob. appointed Shes. as governor because he
was already a Judean prince, and therefore his rule would please the
Jews.

With {ar 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 2, Winckler, KAT.» ). In that case he must have heen
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 rejects this identification, ES.us),
®'w) 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. 11%), to Zedekiah (Ez. 7%7), to a future Davidic king
(ib. 34% e pass.), and to foreign princes (b, 26; Smith, Jer. i3,
BDB.). The Chr. applies the term to tribal chiefs. The most that
we can infer {rom 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
significant in this connection (¢f. Mey. Ent.’s1.).

Winckler maintains that Shes. continued his rule through the reign
of Cambyses (529—322), and that the opposition of the foreigners in
Ezr. 44-¢ was directed against him, as he regards Cambyses, not Xerxes,
as the right name of the king (KAT.»2:8.), Kue. holds that he is
the Tirshotha of Ezr. z#, and that he was superior in authority to
Zer. and Jes, (4bk.2»). 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. 51 iIs certainly
unhistorical.

EZR. 2" == NE, 7571, THE CENSUS OF RETURNED EXILES.

The passage falls into the following divisions: (1) A census
of the people of Israel, vv.>% = Ne.t-# = Esd. 57-%, (2) A
list of laity who could not show their stock, and of priests who
could not prove their official status, vv. 3-8 = Ne.®1-68 = Egd,
53-0_ (3} The total figures of the census and the number of
slaves and animals, vv. -7 = Ne.%-6 = Esd. s, (4) A list
of contributions, vv. ¢ . = Ne.™ . = Esd. 5945,

There are really but three separate parts to the passage, for (1) and
(3) belong together, and the other two sections are independent. The
figures in (3) seem to be the totals of those catalogued in (1). In (2)
there is a figure given for the laity, which is prob. a gl., as there is no
figure for the suspended pr. (4) is the only section which in part is
duplicated in Esd.. for Esd. does not contain Ne. 75-7. It is the part
which has been most liberally edited 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 original in Ne., though
Ezr.® seems to be an original part of the temple-building story, and
this was probably amplified from Ne.

Acc. to Ne, 7* this list is 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 Jerus. In the note on 75 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 original in that
place, but Kue. regards the list as older than Ne. (454.21%). Then the
narrative runs right on into the time of Ezra (81), It is evident that
the Chr. uses the list as a record of those who came with Zer. and Jes., a
disposition still clearer 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 suspiciously large. (z) The place-names suggest a time when
the people were already settled in Judah (¢f. Ne. zi £.), (3} The
term “sons of the province” in v. 1 presupposes a time when Syria was
a regularly instituted 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.®s shows that the original was
later than the building of the temple. (7) The term “all the congre-
gation” (v.#), a term inappropriate to a caravan, suggests a census of
the whole nation. {v. further We, Isr. Jud. Ges.*ss). If we accept Tor-
rey’s view of Esd. 4#-5¢ (v. 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.; 57 virtually repeats the statement, showing that while the Esd.
text originally had a list, this is not the original list, but a substitute
prob. from a later Heb. source. Moreover, Ezr. 3 (or 2°) seems to me
to join directly to Esd. 5%, though Torrey sees no difficulty in the pres-
ent arrangement.

It is easy to dismiss the matter as a mere invention of the Chr., Tor-
rey saying that it was “deliberately repeated by him (to add as much
as possible to its importance)” (ES.#%). Against this view, see Berth.s,
The mere catalogue of names does, indeed, seem like the Chr.; but
many others cared for genealogies besides the oft-abused Chr. and there
are integral parts of the c. which are not due to his pen. There are
some positive results which may be deemed reascnable. Ne. certainly
contained a list of those who tock up residence in the newly walled
city, bare of inhabitants (Ne. x1). Esd. shows clearly that 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 largest of all the caravans of
Teturning exiles may have been that which came with Zer. But on
the face of it this list is 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 original title of the list,
‘“‘the number of the men of the people of Israel” (v.*) would suggest
that the list is a census of all the Israelites in Judah, for Mey.’s inter-
pretation of the term Isrgel as meaning those who came back from
captivity is exceedingly doubtful (Enf.18. n.2), 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. 122 £), 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 spite of
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
Israclites must have a hand (Ezr. 41%). 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 interjected the reading
of the law into the history of Neh., he took the whole document Ne.
7%-813, By changing the purpose of Neh.’s assembly 732, and adding
7%, 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.” T'rom that point
of view the section vv.s*% 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 lisis.—The numbers vary greatly in the two Vrss.
In the list of laity Ezr. and Ne. differ in half the cases, and there is
not a single figure in which all the texts agree. On the other hand,
there is but little variation in the lists of temple officers, pr. Lev. etc.,
suggesting a 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 figure to be correct. That total is far in excess
of the sum of the various figures scattered through the lists and from
which it presumably is derived. This has been explained by 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 lists of such large numbers
as would be necessary to make the totals agree. Mey. supposes that
the numbers were not originally written in alphabetic characters, but
in cipher like the Pheenician (Ent.#%). The variation is a good illus-
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tration of the extent of textual corruption in the OT., though it is
likely that 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. 51 (B}, we get a total of 43,761, not far from the correct
figure. But no conclusion can safely be 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 list and not
in another (Esd.-Ne.-E. ¢n loc.). These reasons presuppose 2 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 living individuals 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. 11 = 1 Ch. g, the laity are named first. Sm. explains the
precedence of the laity as due to the fact that in the first century 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 E.

1-2° = Ne. 7°7* Esd. 6. The introduction to the list.
—1. And these are the sons of the province who came up from the
captivity of 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 province points 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.—FEack lo 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,1%; Kue. Abh.20; Sm. Listen,7). It
is claimed that hints of such an official body are found in ¢
67- 4, Tt is more likely that 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). Neke-
miah would then be the well-known wall-builder.

1. npon wa] of. Ps. 1492 “sons of Zion,” Ez. 2315, “sons of Bab-
ylon,” though text is dub. ™o 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. 1% it certainly means Judah, and it has
the same mng. here.—nbun v3%] is redundant and is found only in
parall,, Ne. 7%; elsw. 22 alone is used in the same sense. In the
earlier books *2% means “‘prisoners,” but in Ch.-Ezr.~Ne. it has the ab-
stract sense. In 8% we have “the captivity the sons of the exile”;
nbum 13 may be a gl., or %23 may have dropped out of our text.~53a%]
lacking in Ne. but found in all texts of Esd. The omission in Ne.
was prob. accidental on account of the preceding %33, The error is
early, as the Vrss. testify. The word means Babylonia, the country,
not Babylon, the city.—nmm%] as Ne.t is the more correct form.—2.
w3 awr]. Ne.” owan a difference shown also in . Esd., however,
has ot ZAfovteg, supporting Ne. B lacks the expression in Ne. Eazr.
has 11 names, Ne. 12, Esd.- 13, Mawgap being added; &P in Ne. has 14,
adding "Espx and Maggap. FEzra’s name properly belongs in the list;
the latter may be a repetition of "won.—ywen] is regarded as a late form
of ;2,1 becoming w and v becoming ~y (v. Gray,'s). In the con-
temporary Hg. and Zc. this name appears as yvw», from which it
would appear that the shortened name was later than this period and
may be due to the influence of ®&, which usually renders: "Incois =
pen,—mw] Nes oy, Esd. 59 Zapafos® Zapafog, Since *ApaiogB
is an evident error for TapaiagAl, 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.—mbyn] Ne. mooyn.  ‘Peédpa? (in Ne.) gives
slight support to Ezr, Neither name occurs elsw. After this Ne. has
a name non: which E. lacks. The name is supported by Esd. "Evijvog
and even in Ezr. Nepéwtl. This person is not mentioned elsw.—>7n,
This can scarcely refer to Est.’s kinsmnan, and the name does not occur
otherwise.—o0z] Ne. mpon. The Vrss. support their texts exc. that
Fsd. (Acgapdang) suggests the latter form, and this is accepted by
Guthe., Marquart suggests Aspadal, a Pers. name (SBOT.*). Nei-
ther name occurs elsw.—»11] & Bayouva, Bayoutm®, Bayovark, Barovat,
BarosiB. The name may have been mm3, but that form does not
hLelp in its explanation. Halévy reads: = ax, rejected by Gray (Pr.
N.»), and really without any support.—owma] Ne. ow: Esd.B Poesg,
Naovpl, The former is a well-known name in the postex. period, the
latter does not occur elsw.
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2°-85 = Ne. 7% Esd. 5. The list of the laity.—
These are enumerated under two classes: (1) 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 mewn 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, 2 (r19-29; (3) a short list of personal names, %032 (1)
place-names,  f; (5) and a single personal name, 35. There are two
cases where the order in Ne, differs from that in Ezr., vv.17 1o, Tt
is very prob. that in its original form all the personal names 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. agrees through-
out with MT. so far as the names are concerned, but BA lacks Hashum,
v.1%, Gibbar, v.®, Al, v.%, Nebo, v.%, the other Elam, v.3, and
Harim, v.?2. On the other hand, B4 contain the following names
not found in MT. v. % Kehdw xal "Alntés (P nbyp) "Aldpou (N
Ne. 105} v. 18, “Awels ("Awlachd), (mpn Ne. 1o%), *Apbu (20 v.3);
v. V", Barmpois; v. 2, ot yadidaat xad “AppiSicr. It will appear, there-
fore, tbat Esd. follows Heb. in vv. 1-16 n1-28a. 3:3-35 hyt 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
(after v. 1), while four of the lacking Heb. names are virtually continu-
ous. Thisis the place where Ezr. and Ne. have a different order. Fol-
lowing Guthe’s identifications we get easily a new and prob. place-name,
the men of Keilah and Aszckak sixty-seven, and two new clan-names,
Azzur and Hemaniak, Batwnpels is certainly a place-name; Guthe
reads a2 and substitutes this for Gibbar, v.*; but Esd. has the in-
credible number, 3,005, while Gibbar has but g5. A more prob. expla-
nation is found in 1 Ch. 25 =ma=m3 'ax qn,  The first word is a name
in Ne, (= Jorah v.18). 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
locality to connect with Bethlehem; in fact, these two places are
connected in 1. Ch, 2., Each name is preceded by 2 or swax. Here
again there is considerable diversity in use. In Ezr. we find sons exc.
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before Netophah, Anathoth, Michmas, Bethel, and Ai; but in @& before
the last three only. In Ne. we find men before the names Bethlehem
to Nebo, with which ® agrees exc. in having “men” before ike other
Elam, and 1A having “sons” before Bethlehem, Netophah, Anathoth,
and Azmaweth, these places not occurring in B. Esd.BA agree with
Ne., since of éx = &8, but T has “sons” exc. in two places, with
Michmash and with Bethel and Ai, and here we find &®pzg, a word
not occurring in BA, Tt 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” heing 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 (z) contains the
clan-names, and then the individuals belonging to the clan. Of the
12 clans there are but 2, Shekaniah® and Shelomiths, which are not
found in our list. Butin 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, Arah, 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.—OI 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. Lod,
Hadid, and One are place-names in Ne. 11%{ and located in Benj.
Hadid does not occur elsw. Onoc and Lod are named as Benj. towns
in r Ch. 89, and the same Ono may be intended in Ne. 62. 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.2€)
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 slightly in error and identify with Nob, a Benj. city
(Is. o Ne. 11%%), There are thus several names concerning which
we cannot positively determine whether they are personal or geograph-
fcal. These are Magbish, Harim, Senach, Azmaweth, and Nebo.

In Ne, 1125-#6 there is an important geographical list of 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 1o are in this list,
and of these ¢ are continuous. As our list is later than that in Ne.,
it would appear that the localities on the north of Jerus. remained
stationary, while those on the south changed almost completely with
the course of time. The Judean towns of our list are all near Jerus.;
some of them in Ne. 11 are more remote; it would appear, therefore,
that the pilgrims for the most part settled near Jerus., or else that the
census taken did not cover much ground. There are several place-names
in the list of 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 designated by towns
from those indicated by clans on the theory that these are the poor
people (Eni.1s?), who were not reckoned by families. The conclusion
seems to me fanciful. In other lists the people are grouped by towns
to distinguish them from the Jerusalemites (z. esp. Ne. r1}; the same
course is followed here.

2%, The number of the men of the people of Israel] is 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 living individuals are not given.—3. Tke
sons of Parosh] meaning the members of the clan of which Parosh
was the head. It was a large body, having 2,172 individuals.
The clan appears often in Ezr-Ne. 8 10%* Ne. 3% 10'%.—8.
The sons of Arah, 775], Ne. 652.—6. The scheme of the list
fails here, MT. reading, the sons of Pahath-Moab: of the sons of
Jeshua, Joab, 2,812]. Ne reads Jeskua and Joob. The text
is corrupt, as the departure from the mechanical system of the
list shows (. .).—7. Elam is well known as the country over
which Cyrus ruled. The name recurs in v. ® with the distin-
guishing adjective ofher; otherwise the verses are the same.
This is a case of accidental repetition, and “other’” was added
to cover up the error.—Zatin] 10% Ne, 10'%; g45 Ne. 845.—9.
Zakkai] only here, but he may be the same as Zabbai Ne. 32
(so Qr.).—10. Bani] Ne.'* Binnwi. Both forms recur; indeed,
there are numerous forms from the root 113. 642 Ne. 648.—
12. Asgad] 82 Ne. 10 explained by 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.#5), But these chiefs may have lived long before the
exile, as the list deals with their posterity. Gad may, therefore,
be David’s prophet (r S. 22%), or the tribe across the Jordan,
representatives of which may have been in the postexilic com-
munity.—14, Bigvai] is also the name of one of the leaders,
v. 2; also 8% Ne. 10'7.—18. Tke sons of Ater of Hezekiah)] ¢f. Ne.
10'8, where Hezekiak follows Afer as a separate name. It is
possible that Ater was a descendant of King Hezekiah.—18.
Jorah) Ne# Hariph.—20. Gibbar] Ne.2* Gibeon, a place-name.
Probably the correct form is Beth-Giddar (v. 5.).—22. Neio-
phak] the home of two of David’s heroes {2 S. 23%). Identified
with Beit Nettif at the entrance to the vale of Elah (DB.). Ne.
groups the Bethlehemites and Netophites together with 188
for the two; the figures in Ezr. are 123 and 56, 179 in all.—
23. Anathoth] was but three miles from Jerusalem, and was
Jeremiah’s home.—24. Azmaweth] Ne.?® Belh-Azmaweth, a form
found nowhere else. Azmaweth is a personal name (2 S. 123
1 Ch. 11 129), and a place-name in Ne. 12%%, the home of the
singers near Jerusalem. As it is among the place-names, this
town may be meant.—29. The sons of Nebo] Ne.® 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 consecreled and
is a good priestly name.—35. Senaak] is the name of a wall-
builder (Ne. 33) and is probably personal (2. .).

2b, bz op sean veon] BB &vdeav &pfuds |4 Axedd] "Tapafih, an
evident transposition, as L has &ptfuds av. In Ne. & has Maogpdp
Svdpes ulol “Topafh, Monghp @3pec Amol "IopafAl. Esd. 5% has a
different text <év mponyoupdvwy aldt@yv, dptuds tav dxd tod Ebvoug
nod ol wponyoluever alrdy, Here we have an equiv. of omwr~ 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. omwx™ for sun] oyn 2wbn and is less awkward
than MT. 3 Esd. has a still different text, Emonie unus de principi-
bus eorum, Ei numerus a gentilibus eorum ex preposilis eorum. Seis.
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holds that Israel is used advisedly rather than Judah, for the twelve
leaders indicate representatives of all the tribes. There may have been
men from the ten tribes in the later Judean province, but certainly the
use of the name Israel does not even suggest such a conclusion. The
Heb. phrase would make a good title for the list which follows, indicat-
ing a census of the whole nation, such as was taken in David’s time
(2 8. 24). It is the Chr's theory that these all returned from cap-
tivity.—5. 9322 non] units preceding tens shows txt. err. Rd. as
Ne. o oveen.—6. axp nnp] 8¢ 1o% Ne. 3t 1ote. (BB has Paiad-
B, Esd.B ®faiewwdB, but, otherwise Paafuwdp as . The lexicons
derive from nno, e pif = pit of Moab; but governor of Moab is prefer-
able (B.-Rys. Ryle), an interpretation supported by a dup. in L: ®axd
Hyoupévou MwaB. 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 family to have been rulers of
part of Moab, and the official has displaced the family name. B.-Rys.
explained as a Judean ruler in Moab and held that nns was a late sub-
stitution for an older word of the same meaning. He cites 1 Ch. 42,
where we find 38w% 'by3. The name might have been axw-by3, 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
Jerus. (Hist. v,%), a view from which Sm. dissents. All that we can
say surely is that an official title has become a common clan-name.

ann pw»] 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 &* and Esd., a ren-
dering adopted by Guthe. There is no other case in the personal names
where clans are grouped together or where genealogical information
is added. The most prob. explanation is that a number has dropped
out after Pahath-Moab, that Jes. has crept in by accident, and *““ the
sons of Joab” is an independent clan. Otherwise we must regard of
the sons of Jes.: Joab as agl—10. 23] &, Bavol, Bavout, Bavei, Bavaua,
Bovatou. Perhaps both Ezr. and Ne. (™12) are corrupt. We might
get "2 “built,” or ny2 “ Yahweh has built,” comparable to the Bab.
Bantia. Names from this root are very common (z. forms in Ne.
1o% 113 1 Ch. 2?8).—11. '33] is found in Bab. as Bibd.—16. There
is a 4 in Esd.BA 515, the sons of Azer, of Hezekiah, the sons of Keilan and
Azetas, 67; the sons of Azaru, 432; the sons of Anneis, 101; the sons
of Arom. Twice a number is wanting, and once both “sons of” and a
number fail.—18. n7] Ne, a*n G- has Iwpne in Ezr. and Ne., but
Esd.- reads Qpat, Esd.BA Apaeigoupetl, showing both names in a cor-
rupt form. m W has rather the better support.—20. 721 may be an
error for py2), as Ne. Esd.I has I'aBawy, and Gibbar is not found
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elsw. Gibeon is north of Jerus. The list begins with southern places
and later gives those in the north; therefore, if Gibeon is right the v. is
misplaced.—21. In Ne. P lacks Bethlehem, Netophah, and Anathoth,
—24. moy] is the correct pointing, as all the varied forms of & cnd
in pwd.—26. Esd. has + of yadidout xal “Aupiliot (422).—27. pnar]
so Ne., but #non is the form in 1 S. 132 - Is. 1078 Ne, 1121

29. 133] + nx in Ne., a form supported by P alone, the other Gk,
texts following Ezr. Guthe holds that ¢he sons of Nebo must be a clan,
comparing Ne. 1o®, ‘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.—30-32. Magbish, Elam, and Harim are usually
treated as place-names (Sieg. Seis. B.-Rys.). The evidence points to
personal names. Maghish, 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 wy'51n
in Ne. 102 which might be the same. We know of no Judean town
named Elam, still less can we find two of that name. Harim recurs
pass. v.® 10%-3 Ne, 31 73542 108-28 1215 and always is a person.
Ha-ri-im-ma-’ is a personal name on the contract tablets (Clay, Mu-
rashu Sons, x,%).—35. nxib] Ne. 32 is deemed a place-name by many.
The number in this group is 3,030, 3,30 in Ne., about one-twelfth of
the whole. This big number could not belong te an unknown place,
nor to an otherwise unknown clan. The number may, of course, be
wrong, esp. as ®® in Ne. has g30. In 1 Ch. g7 there is mubn=12 a
Benj., the same person as muon={2 in Ne. r1° (2. Benz. and Curt. on
1 Ch. 97). Theart.isfound in Ne. J. D. Michaelis explained as “the
sons of the unloved wife” (msui), Mey. notes (Is. 60t¢) Jerus. shall
be no longer ““ abandoned and hated,” but a pride and joy. He holds
that “abandoned and hated” covers these people, so that the name
indicates neither a place nor 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. ¢ Ne, 11, Guthe notes that in
the Mishna nzib is a Benj. clan.

36-58.=Ne.>”*™ Esd. 5°*%5. The temple officers.—These

are arranged in six groups: (1) Priests. (2) Levites. (3) Singers.
(4) Porters. (3) Nethinim. (6) Sons of Solomon’s servants.

(1) Tke priests, vv, 36-39 Ne.#-4 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. Itis
very likely that pr. would be interested above all others in the rebuild-
6
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ing of the temple, as that would be a necessary step in their resto.ation
to office. Nevertheless, it would be difficult to conceive of such a vast
number returning at one time; and still more difficult to comprehend
the delay in the rebuilding of the temple if more than 4,000 pr. were
on the ground from the first.

It is noteworthy that in the Iist of pr. Ezr. and Ne. agree in both
names and numbers, and even & offers no important variation. It is
natural to infer from this harmony that the list belongs 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. 1ot f- r1e ff. 121 f.), The heads of the priestly houses
here are the same as those in the list of divorced pr. (Ezr. 10t82),
exc. 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
list Harim 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 priestly clans which came up with Ezra (82£): the sons
of Phinchas, Ithamar, David, and Sheckenieh. Thesc would naturally
not have foreign wives, being fresh arrivals, while those in our list must
have been for some time in Judah, In Ne. 12!'#. we have the Chr.’s
list of the priestly chiefs 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 gives a total of 2,588 pr. as against 4,289 of MT. The large
numbers and the few names may be due to the necessary grouping in
large divisions, because pr. were, indeed, very plentiful when the list
was made. Yet the number seems to be exaggerated. Smith con-
siders the 1,500 of the pseudo-Aristeas the maximum for any period
(]er_ i’m r.)'

We. notes that the first priestly clan appears to be composed of the
descendants of Jes., the contemporary of Zer., and that the list, there-
fore, belongs to a much later period than that of Cy. or Dar. (GGN.
1895,17"); but Mey. questions, I think wrongly, the conclusion and
the identification (Ent. ),

Jedaiak] recurs in the other lists of priests, and also in 1 Ch.
o 247; in the last passage a priest of the second class. @&
shows a great variety of forms, but the Hebrew pointing is cor-
rect.—Of the house of Jeshua)] means that the family of Jedaiah
is traceable to an earlier Jeshua.—37. Immier] recurs in the lists
and in 1 Ch. g% 247. There was a priest of this name in Jere-
miah’s time (Je. 20'). The name has accidentally dropped
from @5 in Ne. 7%9.—38. Passhur] is the name of the priest who
was the son of Immer and whe 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 peculiarly appropriate for a priest.
Mey. suggests that there might be lay elements in a priestly
clan (Ent.!"), but we must not make too much out of a name.

36. Esd.” begins “the sons of pr.,” but this is an error. B4 contain
an additional name, and a slightly different construction: the soms of
Jeddon of the son of Jesus, for the sons of Sanabeis, 872 (A Anaseib, by
metathesis). This does not afford much help. 1t is barely possible that
Esd.’s name is Sanb. and the omission from the lists would be due to
hatred of Neh.’s bitter opponent. & suggests another name: "Teoud4B,
*Teddobarl, i, €., Jaddua (Ne. 12t %), who was high pr. in the time
of Alexander the Great (v. Mey.®#). But Jaddua and Jedaiah are
not necessarily the same, for % makes sad havoc of Heb. names. The
question arises whether this Jes. is the high pr. and the companion of
Zer. 1f so, We.’s contention is correct, that we are here far removed
from the time in which Jes. lived (quoted by Mey. op. ¢it.). 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.’s name unless it were well
known, It is not unlikely that we should correct the text here on the
basis of Ezr. 10*f.  Among those divorced were four priestly families,
the sons of Jes. of Immer, of Harim, and of Passhur; the best result
would be obtained by regarding ma% mpw as an explanatory gl.

{2) The Levites, v.® Ne.* Esd.®s.—Two facts engage our attention
in connection with this list, the small number of the Lev. and their
scparation into 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 diligent search through the coun-
try Ezra secured 38 Lev. (81¢f.). It appears that the trouble was due
to the fact that in this period there were not many Lev. apart from the
priestly order. 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 original list 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 Jerus. the pr. of the local shrines either came to Jerus.
and acted in a subordinate capacity or were left without occupation
and support. Ez. knows the identification, but he declares that only
the sons of Zadok, who are nevertheless Lev., shall serve in the priest-
hood (40% 44%); 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 (48121},

It is apparent that now the Lev. is no longer a pr. in his own right.
The priesthood had 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 sccular life {cf. Ne.
13%), 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 dutics 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. 352 Ne. 87 9); they went about begging
money for the temple {2 Ch. 245 .).

40. MT. runs: the sons of Jes. and Kadmiel: of the sons of Hodaviak].
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 indcpendent guilds, Jes. Kadmiel,
Judah (= Hodaviah). Among the Lev. sealed we find Jes. Kadmiel,
and Hodiah (Hodaviah); in Ne. g%, another list of eight Lev. “who
went up with Zer.,” we find Jes. Kadmiel, and Judah; while in Ne.
12% 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 5) 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: tke sons of Jes. Kadmiel, Bani, and Hodavigh, so that
this record names four small Levitical guilds. 3 Esd. has an extraor-
dinary text: Levile filii Jesu in Cadukel et Baneis, et Serebias et Edias
septuaginia qualiuor; omnis numerns a duodecimo anno: triginta millia
quadrigenti sexaginta duo, filii ef filie et uxores: omnis compuiatis: quad-
ragints millia ducenti quadraginta duo. No lack of Lev. acc. to this
source.

(3) The singers, v. Ne. 7% Esd. 52.—These are treated as
a distinct class like the Levites. There may have been such
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a body in tic pre-exilic age (OTJC.»%). Their office would
n:turally be that of choristers in the temple service, and they
playzd their own accompaniment (1 Ch. 15%); they were ap-
pointed by the king for service in the temple and received reg-
ular pay (Ne. 11221); their dwellings were in the environs of
Jerusalem (zb. 12%); Nehemiah found them scattered in the
fizlds on account of non-support {zb. 131).—Tke sons of Asaph]
the only name, indicating but a single guild. 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 (¢f. Br.Fs kvif),

(4) The poriers, v. 2 Ne. 7% Esd. 52.—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 virtually the porter of the temple at
Shiloh (1 S. 31%). According to Ne. 1225 they were the guardians
of the storehouses of the gates, but this must have been a
special function.

There are six names as heads of the guilds of porters.—
Shallum) 1s a name given to many Hebrews. It is interesting
to note that Maaseiah the son of Shallum 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 (:b.
522 #.), —Aer] occurs also as the head of a lay clan, v. 5. We
know nothing further about him.—A4%%ubd] is named among the
Levites who interpreted the law (Ne. 87).—Hafifa and Skobai)
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.
841, “I had rather be a doorkeeper in the house of my God
than to dwell in the tents of wickedness,” the office must have
been rather a humble one. Br. gives quite a different render-
ing (Ps. in loc.).

Singers and porters are mentioned many times in Ezr.-Ne. and in
Ch., but rarely elsw. (singers not 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,2?), Torrey, on the other hand,
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holds that there is no such distinction (Comg.22t). In most of the cases
where they are named in Ezr.~Ne. they are distinguished from the Lev.
as a class (Ezr. 2% 77 Ne. 102 @ 135 the porters usually named first).
But in Ne. 12%" the Lev. were brought to Jerus. to sing at the dedication
of the wall, though it is apparently said in 12 that the singers per-
formed this office. In 13 the singers and Lev. are classed together as
doing the same work and sharing the same hard fate. In 1 Ch. g%
certain singers are called heads of Lev. clans, and they are called the
brethren of the Lev. b, 15%. On the other hand, the singers and porters
are distinguished from the Lev. in 2 Ch. 35! as sharply as in any
place in Ezr.~Ne. The mention of these classes in our books is due
chiefly to the Chr., and he knows nothing of a development in religion.
In the pre-ex. temple, little as we know about its rites, we may be
sure there were porters and prob. singers. But guilds like 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 naturally fall to the Lev. The Chr. knows certain famous
names belonging to these guilds, and he uses them wherever the oc-
casion demands. In Ezr., 3 Ne. 1122 the Lev. are identified with the
sons of Asaph. Singing and playing were certainly functions of the
Lev. This list does not pretend to give the name of a singer of this
period nor do we find such a list in our sources. The Lev. are frequently
named also as doorkeepers (Ne. 122 13% 1 Ch. 9% 2 Ch. 816 231 34 1),

41, omwon] Esd.L viet Acag ol ¢¥of. 3 Esd. fil# sacredotum qui psal-
lebant tn templo, an explanatory gl.—42. wa] del. as Ne., though B in
Ne. supports text of Ezr. 3 is correct enough, uiol t@v wuhiv, reading
aywn, gales, instead of gatekeepers; this may be the original Ezr, text.
Esd.BA reads differently from MT., viz., the poriers, 400; those of Ishmael,
the sons of Lakoubalos, 1,000; the sons of Tobeis, all 139. The total has
been made to agree with Heb. without reference to the other figures.

In other lists of porters, Ne. 112* has Akkub and Talmon; Ne. 12
Meshullam (= Shallum), Talmon, and Akkub; 1 Ch. ¢! Shallum,
Akkub, Talmon, and Ahiman, Shallum being designated as the chief.
Ahiman is apparently a misreading of oy, 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.—%2] want-
ing in Ne., but supported by Gk. texts of Ezr.

(5) The Nethinim, vy, 8-# Ne, 7%-% Esd, 52-%2,—Noteworthy
is the unusually long list of this class. There are 35 names in
Ezr, Ne. having 3 less. But Esd. has a longer list, 38 names
in B, 39 in *; * 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 Neth. occurs but once elsw. than Ezr.—Ne. (1 Ch. g%,
but many times in our books, Ezr, 24 5. 70 472 gir. 20 (i) Ne, 3w
g4 ®. 7 yore 118 m G4, Torrey holds that all these passages are from
the Chr, Of most of them that statement is true; when we find an insti-
tution like this traced back to David (Ezr. 8%), it is good evidence of
the hand of the Chr. But the reference to the house of the Neth, in Ne.
3% 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 living in Ophel (Ne. 32 112t). The site of the house
opposite the water gate has been supposed to connect them with the
drawers of water (Jos. g) (Ryle, DB.), but that is fanciful. Acc. to
Ezr. 8 they were given for the service of the Lev. They are gener-
ally regarded as temple slaves (Schiirer, Jewisk People, i, 23, BT.%13),
They are called tepédoudot by Jos. (dniig. xi, 5, 1 and Esd.B4). Kue.
holds that they were mere foreigners held as slaves and finds a refer-
ence to them in Zc. 14%, “and in that day there shall no more be a
Canaanite in the house of Yahweh” (Einl. ii,#). Mitchell supposes
Canaanite to mean * trader” (Z¢. ICC., so Mar. Dodekapr.).

Tt is held that they were descendants of prisoners of war, as the
Gibeonites were made hewers of wood and drawers of water (Jos. g2),
and support for this contention is found in the presence of foreign
names in the list (Berth. OTJC.#5). This view is scarcely tenable;
for this term is applied to the Lev. in Esd. 13, since lepé3oulor standing
there for the Lev. is given to the Neth. in 52, If they were forcign
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 1 Ch. g2, or with pr. Lev. and sons of Solomon’s servants
{(Ne. 11?). The leaders of this body were Siha and Gishpa (Ne. 112),
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 religious de-
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 1> Apd 2w 2oy, rendered in RV.
“they are wholly given to him” (Aaron), a rendering accepted by Gray
(Nu.). The repetition recurs in Nu. 8, but written defectively (22am3).
We should, perhaps, rd. onns 2y “ 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 extraordinary thing about this list is the large number of names
which are not found elsw. Of the 35 there are only ¢ which recur. One
of these, Siha, may be disregarded, as its repetition is in the same con-
nection; two others are names of foreign kings, 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 list of peculiar
names. It is highly prob. that this list was not made up by the Chr., for
he uses the same names over and over again. Another peculiarity of
the list is the considerable number with the ending ¥—, of which there
are 14 (reading sadw, v, %, and taking Nc.’s forms). This apparently is
due to an Aram. influence. Many of the names are explicable as Heb.,
but the list seems to have been written by one whose tongue was Aram,

Che. has a characteristic interpretation: like Nathan, Nathanel,
Nethanim is a disguise of Ethani. Ethan the Ezrahite was a Jewish
Jerachmeelite, since bene Neako!l (x K. g% 51) = bene Jerackmeel (AT T.
igor,*). Similarly he holds that for the sons of Solomon’s servants
(v. %) we should rd. mpbi 3y 23] “ the people of Salmaean Arabia.”

Still the foreign element in the names is a serious difficulty, The fact
is we have very little information about this class of officers. The
designation in 3 Esd. sacerdotes servientes in templo would indicate that
the Neth. were considered a branch of the pr.

48. Siha] was cnz of the leaders of the Nethinim (Ne. 1121).
It is singular that the name of the other leader, Gispah, is not
found in this list.—46. Hanaen] occurs in 1 Ch. 11% as a warrior
of David’s time. The sons of Hanan (Bab. Xanand) had a
chamber in the temple in Jeremiah’s day (Je. 35%), and they may
have performed similar functions to the later Nethinim. The
name is also Levitical (Ne. 87 1o'! 13%).—47. Giddel] recurs as
cne of the servants of Solomon (v. %).—Reaiah] also in 1 Ch.
4* (a Judahite) 55 (a Reubenite).—48, Rezin] is found else-
where only as the name of the king of Aram, who joined Pekah
against Ahaz (Is. 71).—49. Usza] was the name of the man who
was slain in moving the ark (2 S. 6%).—Pareak] (“lame®) is
found in 1 Ch. 4 and in Ne. 3% as the father of Joiada, one of
the wall-builders.—5Q, Meunim] is a gentilic noun (& Ch. 4%
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2 Ch. 20! 267), a people in Arabia (Benz. Chr. KAT 3. 108 (¢
whom it is held that these Nethinim are descendants; frcoa
this conclusion Taylor argues that tk: *Jethinim were foreign
slaves (DB.). But the names in this list azc personal, and there
can scarcely be two exceptions in the midu:> of the list. It is
probable that a personal name i+ disguised under this form, but
it is not possible to tell what it is. In Esd. we find Manei and
Maani, but little dependence can be placed on its testimony.
—Nephisim) is interpreted by Taylor (DB. iii,"*<) as “repre-
sentatives of the race menticned in Gn. 25'%”; in this passage
Naphis (2D2) is given as a descendant of Ishmael (so 1 Ch. 1#),
but apparently a different pecple is meant in 1 Ch. 5'5. There
is no other mention of this people, and it is scarcely likely that
their descendants would turn up in the postexilic period among
a Levitical order. Moreover, a personal name is required here.
—b8. Barkos] is unusually well attested by . There is a
Babylonian name which closely corresponds, Bergdsu.—Siserag]
also well attested by & (though ® lacks it in Ezr. and ¥ in Ne.),
was the name of the king whose defeat is celebrated in the song
of Deborah. On the name, see Moore, Ju. 42, and PAOS., xix,1w;
Moore holds that Sisera was a Hittite.

43. orma]. We find the word without the article (Ezr. 8%), and in
Nu. if my emendation is correct (2.s5.). Inone place we find the regular
participial form o'nm (Kt. Ezr. 8+, but the text is corrupt; % bears
abundant testimony to the Heb. form, and it is therefore to be regarded
as a n. formation from the root in1. 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 Yahwch all the days of his life.” Samuel
may therefore be regarded as onc of the Neth.—nmx] Ne. xm¢ but 112
as Fzr. & ZoubeB, Zouvaat, ZouvZdaetl; Ne. ZnaB4, Zovhoel; Esd.
HoawB4 Zovdasil. 6 suggests that the first syl. should be 1} itishard to
tell about the rest.—&mwn] Ne. xpwn BB in Ne, Ao, but 4in Ne. and
Esd. has Aceiga (xovwn), but Ezr. is supported by & Acouge.—44. 0p]
Ne. omp B always Kopeg = regular pte. b, B has Kudng (Ezr.) Kerpa
(Ne.) Kypac (Esd.); * has Knpaog (Ezr.).—&m30] Ne. sp0 G- Iusiou,
Iwaiz (Esd.),® Zond (Ezr.), Acouws®, Zimat, Iacouia® (Ne.), Toua,
Touvoa* (Esd.). @ therefore gives little support to either Heb. form.—
45. mab] Ne. #3b G- AoPvz. Other Gk. forms attest MT. Prob.
Ne. is right, with its Aramaijsed cnding.—n2an] Ne. s2an; latter prob.
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right.~23%wy] lacking in Ne., but found in Gk. exc. ® and Esd.l. The
name is suspicious in the list, because of its recurrence elsw. (¢f. v. 15.—
48. 2n] also lacking in Ne., though found in ® (exc. B); it is prob. a
repetition of xan v, 5.—bpw] Ne. sobe P (Ezr.) Sapaxy; otherwise
& supports Ne. Berth. cites 0% as evidence of the foreign origin
of the Neth. In NH the name *nb¥ occurs (BDB.), corresponding to
® Zehapet. Esd. 52 adds two names, Outa, KqtaB, so BA® in Ne.ss,
—47. ] Esd. Koug, KeBova®; otherwise % is attested, though in Ne.
the form Fadnd coccurs in BL.—48. svp2] ¢f. Bab. Nigddu.—49. ‘03]
Baoepl, Beooep (Esd.); otherwise & attests MT.—50. mpx] lacking
in Ne. but supported by BBA¥, Agewal. Perhaps we should write
wox, “thorn bush” (¢f. BDB.).—ow'0i] Qr. oo, Ne. 2wovws] Qr.
vovn). The form in Ne. is explained as a mixture of two variants; it
is certainly a corrupt form, but the corruption is older than &, where
we have Neguoaoe®¥, Neguwoazipt. &2 in Ezr. has Nagetowy (j0233), or
perhaps since p and v final are often confused (o0'01), which under the
influence of >nyr has been pointed as a pl.; Esd. has Nagetser. It is
not possible to tell what the original name was.~52. mbya] Ne.s Kt,
ros3,  There is much variation in &, but most of the forms show that
they rd. the last syl. mb,—xw=n] & offers great variety: Lzr. ApnoaBA,
APacal; Ne. Adaoa(v) (0 being rd. as =); Esd, AedbaB, Meeddah,
Baasa-—01p13] a south Ar. name (Euting), ¢f. Bab. Berkusu. The
second element is regarded as the Edomite deity Kos (KAT .42, Mu-
rasku Sons, ix,*7, Gray, Pr. N.%8). Hilprecht and Clay explain the first
syl. as the deity Bir, but Gray with greater probability suggests bar,
o SOII.”

(6) The sons of Solomon’s servanis, vv. -5 Ne, 757-80 Esd, 5335,
—This body is named elsewhere only in the corresponding
passage in Ne. and in Ne. 11% There is no other light on this
class, and we have no sure indication of their origin or func-
tions. As they are grouped so closely with 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. 11* as dwelling in their own cities. The Bible
throws no further light on them. Torrey regards the name as evidence
of the Chr.’s habit of tracing temple institutions back to the great kings
who established the temple ritual (0p. ¢if.). Baudissin notes that Sol-
omon put the surviving Canaanites to forced service (1 K. g® &) and
presumes this postex. body to be a survival from that time (DB.
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iv,v).  Taylor also regards them as foreigners like the Neth., and for
the same reason, viz., the presence of forcign names. All that we can
say with any great degree of probability is 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 does,
that in such cases they are included with the Neth., It is, however,
prob. that they are mentioned in the Aram. section (Ez. 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 elsw. (Shephatiah),
and there is the same tendency to Aram. terminations that was noted
in the case of the Neth.

56. nzbw »35).  The Gk. translators were as much perplexed about
this title as their modern followers. B gives here a partial translitera-
tion, AR3noe); in v. 58 Acednoshpa, but A has A@¥neehpme: 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 & gives 3olhwv Zahwuwy, or mafdwy Z. (PA in
Esd. g=.35),—wp] Ne. ww & offers every variety of vocalisation Zatst
(Bin Ezr.) = ', Zoutet (BA in Ne.) = ‘o, and Zotar (4 in Ezr, and -
always). The name is lacking in Esd.BA,—n-popn] Ne. nmod. @& sup-
ports Ezr., for though BA® agree with Ne. in that passage, I has Acopeped,
and a similar form is found in Ezr. and Esd. in all texts.—sv=s] Ne.
~p supported by 6 in Ne. 6 ®Padoupa in Ezr. and L in each case
= w5, On the basis of this evidence any one of the three forms is
possible: Perudah, Pereidah, or Pedurah.—66. n%p] Ne. sby. In Ezr.
we find IeghaB, Ieda?, Iedhaal; in Ne. [eAnAB, IeandA®, Iedahaal-; in
Esd. TemheB, [engact) Iedhaal. It is difficult to see what name could
have been at the bottom of all these variants.—%1] occurs elsw. only
among the Neth., v.+. & has Zad3a:, Esd.BA* Isdanh. As the re-
currence of a single name is doubtful, prob. MT. has lost the original
name which might have been .

57. meow] (“Yahweh judges”) is a good Heb. name, and well at-
tested by 8, though in Esd. we find ZaguetB, Zagufid, The name
occurs as one of David’s sons (2 S. 34); one of the enemies of Jer. (Je.
381); ome of the lay chiefs, v.4; and of various other persons, 1 Ch.
g8 126 2718 2 Ch. 212 Ezr. 88 Ne. 11, On account of the familiarity of
this name, it is suspicious in this list.—2337 nmp] (Ne. ovasn) “the
binder of the gazelles” (BDB.). In spite of the peculiarity of the name
and its anomalous character in this list, the Gk. texts afford no real help.
Esd.BA 51 has eight additional names at this peint, each preceded by
viol: Tapwder, Mawoatag, g, A3Boug, ZouBas, Ageppa, Bapwdels, Zagav,
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These names were scarcely invented by a translator, but where he got
them it is not possible to say.—x] Ne. pox. & supports Ezr.; © has
Aupeet in every case; BA Hyet (Ezr.) Hpeys (Esd.). Perhaps the original
was pow, changed in Ne. to the more familiar j198.—58, BB in Ezr.
and Esd. has 372 instead of 392. I agrees with Heb.

59-63. = Ne. 7% Esd. 5°°*°. A supplementary list of
those whose genealogy could not be accurately traced.

There is first a list of the laity, v. %, an appendix to vv.3-35; then of
pr., v. %, an appendix to vv.®-%, As these pr. were unable to find a
record of their genealogy, they were deprived of the emoluments of their
office by 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.]. Tt
is assumed that the places are in Babylonia, but not one of
them occurs elsewhere, and two are quite suspicious, Kerzb and
Immer. Tt is likely from the inability of these people to trace
their connections, that they were from small places in Baby-
lonia, and our ignorance of the names, therefore, should not im-
pugn their accuracy.—Tke house of their fathers and their stock
whether they were of Israel]. The first words would imply that
a very exact genealogy was required, but the following qualify-
ing expression shows that the purpose was simply to determine
the question of nationality. Meyer infers that these men had
the position of proselytes (Ext.1%). They may have come from
the mixed marriages which figure in the history of the period
(Ezr. g f. 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,®). Stock or seed is used very frequently of
descendants, rarely as here of ancestors. ‘‘Seed of Abraham?”
is often used in a national sense, being equivalent to Israel
(Ps. 105%); and seed alone is apparently used with the same
meaning in Est. 16%. That would give a good sense here, so
that we might render fheir genealogy and their rece.—60. Since
the heads of the clans are given, Delaiah, Tobiak, and Nekodak,
the question must 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 priest of David’s time (1 Ch.
24'%), by one of the princes before whom Jeremiah was tried (Je.
301), and by a descendant of Zerubbabel (1 Ch. 3%; ¢f. Ne. 6%).
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.%, Ne. has 642 instead of 652 in Ezr.; ® agrees with Ezr.
—81. 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 priests are
given as belonging to this class, but the number is not given in
any text. Habaiah does not occur elsewhere. Hakkos occurs
in Ne. 3* %, as grandfather of one of the wall-builders. Bertho-
let notes that this clan is deemed legitimate in Ne. 32, whence
he argues for the priority of this list (Es. Nek.f). Meyer iden-
tifies Hakkos with a guild of Ezra’s time (Ezr. 8%, Enf.1),
Without the article (Kos) it is given as the name of a Judean
(1 Ch. 4%). 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. 17" ¢t pass.).

A Barzillal is also mentioned in 2 S. 21% 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. (. Smith, Bud. on 2 S. 1727). This Bar-
zillai, head of a priestly guild, 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. Daughiers, 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 (A, xi, 3, 10).

82. These sought their register among those that were reckoned
by genealogy, but they were not found]. So ARV. But this is
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taking liberty with the text in an effort to get sense; even so,
the result at the end is not satisfactory. BDB. renders: ““ Tkese
sought their writing, namely, the envolled,” i. e., “ their genealog-
ical record.” But the text requires a slight correction and then
we get good sense: These searched for their record, but their enrol-
ment was not found.—And they were barred (literally, desecrated)
Jrom the priesthood], because they could find no record showing
priestly descent. This is evidently a different matter from the
question of nationality (v. %), for there is no question of 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 entirely different peri-
ods, though both incidents seem to be authentic.—63. And ife
governor said] (or perhaps ‘“his Excellency”). The case was
settled by a decree of the civil ruler, not by a high priest. Who
the governor was we do not know; it is generally assumed to
be Sheshbazzar,* but this thing happened long after Sheshbaz-
zar’s time. If the name had been known to the writer of the
underlying original it would surely have been given here. Esd.
5% supplies the name Nehemiah, perhaps because this unusual
word for governor is elsewhere applied to him (Ne. 8% 10?); but
Nehemiah seems to have concerned himself very little with the
affairs of the priesthood. The conjecture of the Greek writer
warns us that the identification is far from assured.—Unio them]
cannot be right, unless we regard the construction as a loose
one, changing to the indirect discourse; we should expect, ve
shall not eat, instead of that they should not eaf. But & supports
the text as it is, and it may pass.—From the holy of holies]. But
“holy of holies” means the inner part of the temple in the
earlier literature, though in P and Ez. it applies also to sac-
rificial food. Gray has shown that “holy” and “holy of
holies” are used rather indifferently (N#.22). Esd. 5@ has
from the holy things. That is preferred by XKittel.—Uniid a
priest stood for Urim and Thummim]. The meaning is clearly
that the unrecorded priests must refrain from exercising their
functions until there should be one qualified to give a divinely

*E. g, Ene. Abh.», Mey. Ent%; but Zer. B.-Rys.
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guided decision. The decision was to come from a priest using
the Urim and Thummim.

In 1 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 cracles 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 naturally ask why this could not be done now,
since pr. abounded. Mey. explains this difficulty by 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.'*, so
Smith on 1 S. 144). 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 peculiar priestly appa-
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.” 1t is possible that the loss was due to the absence
of Lev. or their deterioration. From Dt. 33% it would appear that
this method of divination was practised by 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,8). The sacred lot was used, he says, in later times
(¢f. Jos. Ant. iii, 8, g, Sirach 36%).

There is an elaborate treatment of Urim and Thummim in AJSL,
161% . 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.
w’uru, “command,” and fummu, “oracle”” If a signification is to be
invented, it would be well to seek something more appropriate, such
as ““favourable” and “unfavourable.” Cn the use 7. 7.

§9. br] is As., “hill of ruins,” and applied to mounds which are
sites of ancient cities. As part of n. p. in OT. only in Tel-Abib (Ez.
3%, a place in Bab,—2v"1] is the name of a spiritual being, common in
pl, cherubim. As a n. pr. loc. it is dub. Esd. joins with the word
following: yapaafahayB, xspoufda™, It might be a metathesis for
a5 (Ez. 11), identified by Hilprecht as a canal near Nippur, Kabaru
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(Murashu Sons, ix,").—138] Ne. pwx 6 Hiay favours Ezr., though in Ne.
B has Hpwv.—x] Ne. "ox is a common priestly name, but improb.
as a Bab. n, pr. loc.—Kerub, Addan and Immer] have been explained as
n. p., the preceding n. pr. loc. being marked by the prefixed fel, which
is not found with these three; but the n. p. are given in vv.% f, and
could not belong here unless text is disarranged. Esd. 5% yields bet-
ter results than MT.: their leaders were Charathalan and Allar. Guthe
emends on this basis, thus: from Tel-Meleh and from Tel-Harsha : Kerub-
Addan and Immer were their leaders. “Hyobpevog adtdy (Esd.) = ownn,
and this could easily be corrupted to xwnn. 3 Esd. shows same text:
principes eorum. This reading suggests that the people described in
vv, 89-8 constituted an independent caravan.—60. &® has a fourth
name, Boua. Esd.BA has but two names, Asav, Basvay,

61, Esd.PA 539 has an explanatory -} these laid claim to the priest-
hood, and did not obiain 1t—m3an] Ne. man a reading adopted by Bacr
but not by Kittel. @ gives various forms, among which are A@(e)iwx
(*L in Ne.) and Opggez?, Ogdtat (in Esd.) and Q3oua™ (in Ezr. and
Esd.). The variants make Heb. suspicious, but do not afford matzrial
for a restoration.—ywn) is unusually well attested in &, the only sig-
nificant variation being Axfws (Esd.B), but there is doubt about the
pointing, as we find Ax(x)oug in Ezr. and in Nel (7. e., pp).—5ma]
Esd. 5% reads Jaddous (Jaddua) who took to wife Augia of the daughiers
of Phaezeldaius and he was celled by his name, an evident confusion of a
simple passage. The interesting point is the name of the wife. What
havoc is made of names by metathesis is shown by B: ZapBeAdet in
the first occurrence, but Bepleiiast in the second,—arw]. With Guthe
rd. w¥ as antecedent is Barzillai—62. Some correction of the text
is required. Those who are enrolled by genealogy camnot he in app.
with their register, and in fact there is no grammatical construction
at all. & offers great wvariety; B4 transliterates ot pefuwecefn; L ot
yevexhoyalvres (so in Ne)); NeBA has their writing of the caravan
(or company). Esd. 53¢ renders év tp natahoriong: Esd. yields: the
genealogical writing of these being sought in the register, and nol being
found, they were restrained from their office. 'This makes good sense, but
it shows merely a free handling of the same text. By a slight transpo-
sition we can restore the text, putting the inf. before the ptc., and read-
ing sg. as Ne.: xyp1 owrnn &9, these searched for their record, but their
enrolment was nol found. The ptec. 22wmnen does not occur elsw., and
inf. is used regularly in late Heb. mng. genealogy or enrolment (Ne.
75 1 Ch. 4% 57 75 ef pass.). We then have a suitable subj. for found.
The rendering “they [the pr.] were not found ” does not give the right
idea, for the mng. is that the pedigrees could not be found.—xm)
means defile (ARV.® “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 Mal.
1™ 1 (only other use of Pu.) where the defiling is not actual. There
was no formal deposition or desecration from office, but only a sus-
pension,

63. xnwnnn] is found elsw. in Ne. 755 89 8¢ 107, in the last two pas-
sages prob. interpolated. ® takes it as a n. p. ‘Afcpoax, *Acepoada,
but Esd. 5 Nayuas xal AtfapagB, Neewiag 8 nal Avapaalacl. The
word is Pers., Turdate, but the exact definition is not clear. Moss

. regards it as referring to a royal commissioner (DB. iv,b), Mey.
holds that it is not the name of an office like governor, but rather a
title, “his Excellency” (Ent.1) or “his Reverence,” as Moss suggests.
—wn] 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.—bax¢] Esd. 59 petéyew “share in.”” This text also ren-
ders last part of v. a high priest [priest®] clothed with the manifesta-
tion and the Iruth—n3] Ne.#s jnon a reading preferred by Kittel, but
Esd. supports Ezr. Urim and Thummim are found here only without
the art, The words are usually (Ex. 28w Lv. 8 Dt. 33%), but not
always (1 S. 28% Nu. 27%) joined. The best explanation of the usage
is found in the restored text of 1 S. 144, “and Saul said unto Yahweh
the God of Israel, why dost thou not answer thy servant to-day: if
this guilt be 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. historically in the
postex. age (¢f. Bud. on 1 S, 144, DB, and BDB., wherec other refer-
ences are given).

6467 = Ne. 7% Esd. 5, 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 logether (literally, as one)]. The word 5-‘1[3
means communily, 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 (B® in Ne.). Esd. 5 contains a
limiting clause, reading: The whole Israel from ten vyears and
upward besides slaves and women (L): from twelve vears besides
male and female slaves (BA). 'The latter is the better text, and
accepted by Guthe, for if slaves and women had been men-

7
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tioned we should have expected to find a further statement
about women as well as about slaves. 65. And they had 245
(200 in Eazr.) singers and songsiresses]. These are not the tem-
ple singers, for they have been already enumerated in v. %, and
women were excluded from the temple service.

Therefore the reading n» 2 “songstresses” of the temple in Am. 8,
though adopted by We., is scarcely possible. The form nmwn occurs
only here, and the m. without the art. occurs elsw. only in 2 Ch. zo%,
All the & texts have the words, and therefore such an emendation as
“bulls and cows’ has no support.

The true explanation is not far to seek. In 2 S. 19%, where
curiously Barzillai is the speaker, there is named among the
pleasures of the court ““the voice of singers and songstresses.”
In Eccl. 2% we have the same singers and songstresses mentioned
among the various pleasures which Koheleth had sought. They
were men and women employed by kings and nobles for enter-
tainment. A#nd they hed, is lacking in Esd. and may be a gloss
added here to serve as a connecting link. Siegiried argues that
the number should be 245, as Ne. 757, so Zillessen, ZAW. 1904,'%.
67. Four hundred and thirty-five camels] seems a large number
for a company as poor as these exiles were. ®® in Ne. mentions
2,700 asses and omits the other animals altogether. The best
mss. of MT. lack the horses and mules of our text (. Kittel and
Berth.). The text has been changed to agree with Ezr.

64. 1mx3]. In early Heb. nx eox0 is used to express joint action,
e. g., “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 ywm. The word Is unnecessary and is stricken out by Guthe,
—65. mnwp o], As these words are followed directly by the list
of animals, it has been proposed to rd. nms o “bulls and cows.”
This is rejected by Halévy on the ground that these animals could
not live in the journey across the desert (JA. Nov.-Dec. 1899,").
We should prob. rd. as 2 S. 18% 2 Ch. 352 Eccl. 28 mw ovw as
the same class of professional singers is meant. The writer has mis-
taken the word to mean femple singers and 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,®).—67. omaon] must be
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rd. as we have their horses, etc., so B34 in Ezr., 8L in both. ®&B in
Ne. mentions no other animals than the asses.—%37] “myriad,” ‘““ten
thousand,” is commeon in postex. Heb., but is not found earlier; for
Et. 137 (Hos. 81) is better rd. as Qr. *37; though Harper accepts former
(ICC.).—ambni] is preferable to @9r1 of Ne.

This last part of the list (vv.%-¢) offers peculiar difficulty to 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
singers for 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 resulting from additions. The priestly part
esp. bears traces of lateness in the close agreement of all the texts.

68 f. = Ne. 7% Esd. 5", A list of contributions.—As
shown below, in Ne. the gifts come from the governor, the chiefs,
and the people. Ne. says nothing about the temple, but only
says the gifts are for the workers. Here the temple is the ob-
ject for which the contributions are made.—68. When they came
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, fo set it upon ils 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-will offerings for the house of God).
The purpose is plainly indicated by what follows, fo set i upon
its site, 1. e., 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 figures of the re-
turned literally (v. ), the ability of these people would not
explain the vast total of perhaps a half-million dollars (2. Mey.
Ent194 £),  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.—Priests’ 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. 2221). On this garment, ». DB. i, Benz. Arch.f, Now.
Arch. i1, The pr.’s tunic was made of linen (Lv. 164) and was
embroidered (Ex. 28¢). In shape it was like that worn by laymen. In
Zc. 3% 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 interpreters have scarcely improved on
Ew. In the postex. period pr.” garments would naturally be scarce
and therefore suitable for gifts.

68. munn] Esd, 5% effavro = vunn though the Hithp. of 71 is
not found. Qur 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.).—w] means freasure, 1w ma Ne. 10%, lreasury, but
1 is often omitted as here.—69. naxbon)l. Mey. holds that this word
means here worship (Goliesdiensi) (Ent.1%-195), The word applies to
many kinds of work, but the term is always general. In 1 K g5®itis the
work of temple-building, and that sense is meant by the Chr. here; in 2
Ch. 29% the work is killing animals preparatory to sacrifice; in Ne. it is
used many times of the wall-building. When it means religious work
it is usually qualified as “service of the house of our God” (Ne. 10%).
The passages esp. cited by Mey. are Ne. 21 3%, 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 gifts shows
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 gifts show that the passage followed the
rebuilding of the temple, though R. has made it seem otherwise in Ezr.
—oup3m] @ pyaiB JpaypagAl, The authorities are divided, some con-
necting with Pers. daric, others with Gk. drackma, itself of foreign
origin (v. BDB., DB. iii,#). 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 really early (Listen,'8).—ovn]. This is a Heb.
weight used often in OT. The value in silver is ¢. $30. If we take the
drackma instead of the daric, the total sum given, according to Ear., is
about $300,000; or taking the daric, about $450,000. The figures show
the hand of the Chr., whose fondness for large numbers is apparent
in all his work.—~nin3} peywvd® NeB xo0wydd4®, xobwvel Ezr.B yir@p-
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vagh. L always has etéhdc, which is also found in Esd. The word
means fumic. 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 (including Esd.):

NE. Some of the heads of the fathers gave for the work., The Tirshatha
Ezr.
Esp.

NE. gave to the ireasury: gold, 1,000 darics, 5o bowis, 530 pr.”
Ezr.
Esp.

NE. tunics. And some of the heads of the fathers

Ezr. And some of the heads of the fathers, when they came to the

Esp. And some of the leaders according o their family, when
they came lo the

NE.
Ezr. house of Yakweh, which is in Terus. gave free-will offerings for
EsD. temple of God,  whick is in Jerus. made o vow

NE.
Ezr. the house of God, to set it wpon its site. According to their ability
Esp. to set the house upon ils site, according to their

ability

NE. gave (BP Ebnnovy, placed) to the treasury of the work (BB
<ol Evoug, yearly) : gold, 20,000 darics, and

Ezr. they gave to the treasury of the work : gold, 61,000 darics, and

Esp. and io give to the holy treasury of the work : gold, 1,000 mine, and

NE. stlver, 2,200 mine. And what the rest
Ezr. stlver, 5,000 mine, and 100 pr. tunics.
Esp. silver, 5,000 mine, and 100 pr.’ tunics.

NE. of the people gave was: gold, 20,000 darics, and silver, 2,000 mine
Ezr.
Esp.

NE. (BBA lacks the passage so agreeing with Ezr.), ond 67 pr. tunics.
Ezr.
Esp.

The longer text is very systematic: the gifts come from three sources,
the governor, the chief, and the people, while in Ear. they are all cred-
ited to the chiefs. The table makes this clear:
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GOLD SILVER ROBES BOWLS
Ne. Governor 1,000 [5]30* 50
(® 30 B 33)
Chiefs 20,000 2,200
People 20,000 2,000 67
Total 41,000 4,200 o7
(roo in B-)
Ezr. 61,000 5,000 100
Esd. 1,000 5,000 100

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 expressly given for the re-
building of the temple, which in Esd. was the result of a vow made
after their arrival in Jerus., a statement irreconcilable with Hg. Ne.
has not a word about the rebuilding of the temple, saying simply that
the offerings were ““for the work,” and that they were paid into a
treasury. Each text conforms to its setting, as Eazr. precedes the
temple-building while in Ne. we are getting close to the promulgation
of the law by Ezra.

Ne. bears unmistakable signs of a composite origin, for we have the
unusual maxn wx nspo {Dn. 12 being the only parallel) in one place,
v. %, and Mmax wxaey as Lzr. in another, v.™; in v.¢* we have they
gave for the work, in v. " lkey gave lo the treasury of the work, and again
ke gave to the treasury, v. %, Wefind man s, v, 7, directly followed by
#37 nw, v. . We notice further that the passage is very disjointed.
The first statement, “some of the heads of the fathers gave for the
work,” v. ¢, is suspended without any conclusion, but it is repeated
in v. " 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 offerings for 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 directly joined, as they must be; therefore we
may pronounce positively that 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 rebuilding of 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. prefers it as it stands,

*® has 30, and as the sco follows the 3o in the text, it is an obvious error.
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an. evidence of the insufficiency of the text criticism upon which con-
clusions have been drawn (Ent.1%¢ £), It is difficult to think that an
editor would have systematically distributed the gifts among the three
classes, the governor, the chiefs, and the rest of the people. If we
eliminate the part that is common and two prob. glosses we get a sur-
prisingly good text: and some of the heads of the fathers gave for the work
[the Tirshatha gave into the treasury] 1,000 gold darics, 50 bowls, [5]30
pr. tunics.  And the rest of the people gave 20,000 gold darics, 2,000 sil-
ver mine, and &7 pr. tunics. When the passage from Fzr. was pushed
in, the clause bracketed was added of necessity. ® evidently has some
clew to the mystery when it rd. “to Neh.” The figures are, 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
sr5. The time of Ezra is, on the whole, most suitable. Under his
rule gifts for the temple would be sought diligently, and from the great-
ness of his influence prob. large sums would be obtained.

EZR. 243 THE HEBREW STORY OF THE REBUILDING OF
THE TEMPLE.

A section recovered.—In MT. the period of Cy. and Shes. ends with
c. 1; 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 original story 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 rcstore 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.:sf. usf.)
Torrey believes that the story of the Three Youths ends at 4%, that
44-47e. 6781 are interpolations, so that the recovered narrative consists
of 447b-s¢ 4055, 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. 1 and the hero is Shes., though Zer. is named in 5¢. This
event is placed in the 2d year of Cy., and so in 3t 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 Jerus., taking the temple vessels with them.
This whole passage would be a mere amplification of that statement.
A more serious difficulty is found in the fact, as shown in intr., that
¢. 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. z, though it is a necessary intr.
toc. 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 424

A suitable intr. of so conspicuous a figure as Zer. is too valuable to
ignore. Therelfore it seems wise to give a part of the Esd. story, fol-
lowing in a measure Torrey’s translation (ES,= t.)

C. 4. (47) Then King Dar.( arose and wrote(® letters for him to all
the satraps and governors and captains and deputies to the effect that
they should help along him and all with him who were going up to build
Jerus.® (48) And Dar.® wrote letters to all the governors in the
province Beyond the River and to those in Lebanon to bring cedar
timbers from Lebanon to Jerus. so that they might build the city with
them.(® (49) And he wrote concerning [reedom 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 possessed should be free from tribute; and that the Edomites®
should give up the villages which they had wrested from the Judeans,
(31) And for the building of the temple twenty talents of silver(m should
be paid annually until it was built; (52) and for offering daily 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.® 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@9 and rejoiced. C. 6. (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 thousandan
horsemen to bring them safely to Jerus. (3) And they madeC® . | |
for them to go up with them. (4) And these are the names of the
men who went up acc. 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 arcse(t 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
in Gk.

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. 4, as that was the purpose of
the cedar timbers {cf. 37).

4. The name is found in © here and in v. 7, and is correct.

5. After 3 Esd. cum eis. The antecedent is cedar timbers. The
whole construction is improved by this slight correction.

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 §3f.. Torrey tries to
straighten the matter out by a smaller transposition and 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 straining of the text.

11. This number is doubtless an exaggeration, though some escort
would be prob. Neh. had such a guard (2°), and Ezra implies that kis
dispensing with an escort was unusual (8).

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
provision of the guard.
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13. Seeing op* in the meaningless name Iwoxers seems to me one
of Torrey’s most brilliant suggestions.

Vv. 4+t 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.ss after v.s. If we place Torrey’s
discovered op*t 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. 32», then v.+ 52 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 vv.1-* paves the way for the statement of the settlement
in the province in Ezr. 27, ¢f. Ezr. 3%

The dates in the section 27°-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 3. In the same year in the
6th month, as the text should be (¢f. on 3°-1), 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.

2" Ne. T°= Esd. 5, 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 original was: And
the priests and the Levites and the singers and the poriers and
some of the people were living in Jerusalem and oll Isrgel [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 Tsrael (in contrast with the temple officers) sought
a refuge and z livelihood in the towns of the province, for Jeru-
salem was a desolation and offered no means of procuring a
living.

3'"°*=Esd. 5. The building of the altar.—1. When
the seventh month was come]. This is the original date in Ne.,
but this assembly is fixed in the first month. The year is the
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second of Darius (Hg. 1%%), not of the return under Cyrus.—
The sons of Israel were in cities]. These words have no place
here. Esd. has a fitting connection rendering, the sons of Israel
being each occupied in 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
accidentally repeated {rom the preceding verse.—Tke people].
Read with Ne. ol 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 before the waler gate, to which B prefixes Jerusalem.
Esd. brings the assembly to the temple: unto the broad place of
the first porch towards the east. (The simpler text of Ear. is
preferable here.) But the temple was not yet built.

At this point the deuterograph ends, each narrative now going its
own way, Eazr, to the temple-building, and Ne. to the reading of the
law,

2. Joshua] (or Jeshua) is named the high priest, or the great
priest. It is the same person mentioned in 22, and he was a
prominent figure in the temple-building and the restoration of
the cult.

He is the first high priest in the list going down to ‘he time of
Alexander the Great (Ne. 129 £), Jes. is named first here, but in 2?
3% 47 52 Ne. 12! and throughout Hg., Zer. stands first. It is interesting
to note that in Hg. Zer. is evidently the more important of the two
(7. esp. 22-%), 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 bis father,
as Hg. does, though Zc. calls Jes. the son of Jehozadak. Jes. here
comes before us for the first time in action. We know nothing about
his forebears except the name of his father. He joined Zer. in a com-
pany returning from Bab. (22 Ne. 121), and it may have been the second
large company. At all events, it was later than the return under Shes.

And his brethren the priesis]. Joshua is here put as one of the
priests, while the contemporary Haggai calls him high priest.
The Chronicler has not exalted the priesthood as much as we
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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. 2425). The pur-
pose for which the altar was built is {0 offer sacrifices upon iil.
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.—T%e law of Moses] probably refers
only to Dt. here, not to the priest code, 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. 33! Jos. 14° 1 Ch.
2314 2 Ch. 30%; to an angel, Ju. 13%; to Samuel, 1 S. ¢f; to Elijah,
1 K. 17%%; to Elisha, 2 K. 4"; to David, 2 Ch. 8 Ne. 12% 3;
it is therefore a prophetic title. In the NT. it is applied to
Timothy, the disciple of Paul, 1 Tim. 6" 2z Tim. 3.

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-offerings thereon unto Jeho-
vah, even burnt-offerings morning 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. 55: And certain men
gathered unto them out of the other nations of the land, and they erected
the altar upon ils own place, because all the nations of the land were at
enmity with them, and oppressed them; and they offered sacrifices accord-
ing to the time, and burnt-offerings to 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. ¥). The point is, therefore, that the returned Israel-
ites succeeded in building the altar in spite of the hostility of their

* Jos. quotes Hecatezus’s statement that the altar was 20 cubits square and 10 cubits high
(Smith, Jer, ii,®=).
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neighbours. This emendation I formerly accepted (SBOT.%); but it
does not touch the real difficulties, which are two: (1) The altar was
already built, v. * no one has attempted to explain the repetition of the
altar-building; the words are slightly different in Heb., it is true, wsm
for w3, 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
¢. 4 these people come with a sincere and friendly proposition 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
mng. from any text whatever, the Jews were scarcely in a position to
inspire much terror among the neighbouring peocples.

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 unio
them some from other nations of ihe land; and they were well disposed
lowards the aliar, and they aided them, and they offered sacrifices at the
proper season and burni-offerings to ¥ ahwek 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 recobstructions are removed, and we have a most welcome
light on 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,” ». on 44

4, And they kept the Feast of Booths]. “Booths” is better
than “tabernacles” of our versions. The latter term comes from
® through M, tabernaculum, which means fenf. The booth was
made of branches from the trees (Lv. 23%).

This feast was of Canaanite origin, as it was observed by the Shech-
emites (Ju. 9?"). 1In theearliest 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.
231). 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 Jerus. 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 offering of sacrifices to Yahweh (Lv, 2334
Nu. 2g12-40),

As it is written]. Esd. adds in the law. The rest of the verse,
as Esd. shows, consists mostly of the Chronicler’s amplification of
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. 1v,582), The original said no more than that sac-
rifices were offered according to the custom (not ““ordinance,”
as RV.). Sacrifices were offered at this feast in pre-exilic days
(1 K. 8 12%).—As the duty of every day required; literally, the re-
guiremnent of each day in ifs day]. This is a gloss to make this
celebration agree with Nu. 2¢'2-%, where detailed offerings are
prescribed for each of the eight days. The Chronicler, how-
ever, happily overlooked the fact that the text he worked over
so carefully had 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 afterwards the continual burnt-offering).
This rule is first found in P (Ex. 2¢* 7.). Two yearling lambs
were offered, one in the morning, the other at evening. Tt
is the sacrifice called in v.* the offerings of the morning and
evening, and like that is due to the Chronicler—And for the
new moons) 1. e., offerings for the feasts of the New Moon. This
was an ancient festival, as we know from its observance by
the prophets (¢f. 1 S. 20° 2 K. 4¥). On that day no business
was transacted (Am. 8%), In the law it finds place only in P,
where there are abundant regulations (Ex. 40% 17 Nu. 1ol 281115
208).—And for all the holy seasons of Vahweh]. 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. 8%). To these are added “the sacred
seasons”’ in Is. 14 as the general name for feasts other than New
Moon and Sabbath. The passage, therefore, is in harmony
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with pre-exilic usage. 5°-6. And of every one that willingly
offered a frec-will offering unto ¥ahweh. In T this passage is
without antecedent or consequent. As it stands we should
have to translate and for every ome, 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 first month, he began fo offer sacrifices to 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
possible to discharge these obligations. That is, we have here
underneath the confusion of the Chronicler a clear trace of the
re-establishment of the religious life 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. s stands in Heb. it is a restrospective statement. The people began
the routine of the regular offerings on the 1st day of the 7th month.
As that statement requires us to suppose that the assembly gathered,
the altar was rebuilt, and offerings made 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.
Lzr. And the pr. and the Lev. and some of the people
Esp. And the pr. and the Lev. and some of the people

NE. and the porlers and the singers and some of the
LEzr. and the singers and the poriers
Esb. were living in Jerus. and in the country, but the

NEe. people and the Neth. and all Israel were living
Ezr. and the Neth.
Esp. singers and the porters and all Israel in

NE. in their cities
Ezr. in their cities, and all Israel in their_cilies
Esp. their villages.

The Heb. texts are both impossible. Sense could be secured by
omitting oyn=m, 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 xa} f) xdez is a gl., prob. inserted from % omy2 (3 Esd. has
region in both places), we get excellent sense and the very statement
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To demonstrate in the usual way how this grew out of our present
text by slight changes 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 spirit of 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 intelligible but entirely wrong.
It is possible to put the substance of the passage in still closer con-
formity to MTT.: oy oyupm pamn=b yawm raxasn sopn omby Ann wa .
We might go a little further in our reconstruction, reading Kt. Sy
(supported by B84}, Connecting then with v. 2 we get this clear sense:
And Jes. . . . got ready and they built the altar of the God of Israd to
offer burni-offerings upon it . . . for there were gathered unio them some of
the peoples of the lands, and they were well disposed towards the altar, and
they helped them, and he [Jes.] offered upon it,etc. Comparing emended
text (1) with MT. (2) we have:

LS by vhy Sym omby naen aw Mg o omby ndR w13 O
b by whp Sy anon by naron weom nsxn wopn omby  neeeg o @

This reconstruction is as near to the original as 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 original writer would not have repeated mby. 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 offering is described in v. 4

4. r%]. So we should rd. with all texts of &; Esd. lacks =spn2
and w3 0w 39, T further lacks ov2 or, having only vown3 nby. Since
“offerings” lacks a governing vb. it may be that the whole clause was
lacking in the original text. At all events, the clumsy hand of the Chr.
is apparent in the glosses.—5. 7>5]. With @& rd. pl. as in v. ¢—nna2h]
a word added in Esd. 5. The Chr. is fond of combining sabbaths,
new moons, and holy seasons (1 Ch. 23% 2 Ch. 2% 81 31% Ne. 10%, s0 Ez.
451).—m™] is lacking in P4, It is better to om. the redundant
ow ot Elsw. we find M vipw, Ly, 23 (4t.) 2 Ch. 23, or o™ alone.
—en} 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 original and the substitution.—n33 270020 $5%] Esd. 58
xal Boor effavta edyfy = 73 un~by a far better text.—wanb 9mx ovp
wawn] Esd. 4w wiis vournviag o0 mpdtou unvbg (AL &B34wou) =
Inxn nY, 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
1st day of that month, his chronology is impossible.
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6b-42 is a pretty complete parallel to 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 neighhours came with an offer of assistance, while in the other they
came for investigation. There is a striking parallel in the fact that in
both cases the Jews appealed to the edict of Cy. (4* 5%). The recon-
structed text shows that the original was a true parallel. But the Chr.
made sad havoc of his sources. He had a conviction, which may have
been based on a tradition explaining the 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
cffective 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 5% ikey began o 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 significance of the story. The recognition of
the original character of the passage disposes of Kost.’s assertion that
vv, &1 are unhistorical.

6°—10°. The temple is rebuilt.—6°. Now the temple of
Yahweh 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 vv.-¢=, and they lead us
to expect another step, and we are not disappointed.—7. And
they paid money lo the quarrymen and stomecutlers).. G reads,
he paid, 1. 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 z Ch. 2° Solomon agreed to give to the Pheenician car-
penters who prepared the timber for the first temple wheat, bar-
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ley, wine, and oil; but in 1 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 Pheenicians were famous
for dressing timber (zr K. §%).—To bring cedar timbers from the
Lebanon unto the sea at Joppe]. This follows closely the Chron-
icler’s story also (2 Ch. 215). In 1 K. 5% 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
Pheenicians were to bring the timbers down the coast, the Jews
naturally being inexpert in that kind of service. Hg. probably
refers to Lebanon in 18 (Mitchell, i loc.). Marti thinks refer-
ence to the hills of Judah (Dodekapr.).—According to the per-
mil of Cyrus, king of Persia, in their faver]. Happily para-
phrased in ¥: “as Cyrus . . . had directed them.” This would
naturally imply 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 121 nothing is said of timber, but in 6* this material
is named, though only in connection with the specifications for build-
ing. Therefore we are driven to a {reer 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 possibility is that the Chr. substituted
Cy. for Dar. for the latter gave such a decree (¢f. 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. Iran. ),

8-10*. The text in part is scarcely intelligible; it runs (8)
And in the 2d vyear of their coming lo 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 captivity lo Jerusa-
lem began—and they appointed the Levites from twenty years old
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and upward fo superintend the work of the house of Yahwek. (g)
And Jeshua, his sons and his brethren, Kadmiel and his sons the
sons of Judah, stood up with one accord lo superintend the work-
men al the house of God, the sons of Henadad, their sons and their
brethren the Levites. (10) And the builders began the temple of
Yahwek. In this text we notice a sentence that is never fin-
ished, v. *; Zerubbabel ef 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 ef al. laid the founda-
tion of the temple in the zd 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 4! the Samaritans heard that the Jews were
building a temple. Torrey sees that Esd. has the true reading
(Comp.®), 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 surprising and clear story of the work on the tem-
ple, advanced to completion, or certainly beyond anything sug-
gested in MT. The revised text, which in its essential features
is justified in the notes, is rendered thus: And in the 2d year
of Darius, in the 6th month, Zerubbabel the som 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 appoinied the Levites of twenty
years and upward for the work on the house of Yahwekh; then arose
Jeshua and Bani and Ahijah and Kodmiel, 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
erecting the temple of ¥ akweh,
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Unto the house of God in v. ®is a gl. of the Chr. showing his tendency
to anachronism; the sequence to their coming is “to Jerus.” The im-
portant date, the 2d year of Dar., is found in Esd.- 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
indirectly disclosed that there was a large migration to Judah in the
1st year of the reign of Dar., a fact inferred from Esd. 5. The dates
are given with the particularity characteristic of the time, as in Hg.,
first by the king’s reign, and then by the sojourn in Jerus. That two
dates were in the original is 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. 43 #- . 35 but twenty-five years in
82), The Chr. has both thirty years (1 Ch. 23°) and twenty (i8. 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 TFsd., but in spite of its significance
it has gencrally 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.12 If nothing had been done
but laying the foundation, such a comparison with the Solomonic tem-
ple would have been impossible. Tt is true that the celebration (v. 1)
might have come after the foundations were laid, at Icast arguing from
the modern ceremonious laying of comecr-stones; but it wculd surely
be morec suitable at a time when the temple was well under way. The
“builders” are identified with the Pheenicians (Berth. ¢f @l.), but that
can scarcely be 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.7, 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 naxtn 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. 114,
“(hey 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 fit his theory.
There is no good reason though to doubt that the pr. and the Lev. did
much of the building. Certain classes of skilled labourers were en-
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gaged in cutting timber and stones (v. 7). 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 (. 7. 3%); and he has presumably
done the same thing here.

&b, bn].  As. ekallu, “palace” or “temple,” prob. from Accadian
e-gal, “big house.” In Heb. it means ‘“‘palace” or, oftener, “temple.”
As a rule, it stapds alone for “temple,” and is equiv. to m™ M2, which
@ reads here olxog xuplou. Subj. precedes vb. to mark a circumstantial
clause (Har. Syn. § +5).—0°] means “lay a foundation” in 1 K 5%, but
“repair” or “restore” in 2 Ch. 247 Is. 442, The latter is completely
parall. our passage: “saying to Jerus., thou shalt be rebuilt, and to the
temple (reading as Kt. 52" thou shalt be restored.” Laying the
foundation as EVs, is not the idea of our passage; “begun” is the
right sense, and that use is found, e. g., in Hg. 21# Zc. 4° 8%. Esd. ren-
ders ¢xodbunro, “built.”—T. ov331] means kewers. 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. g5, “sepulchre” Is. 221¢, “wine-fat” Is.
s, In 1 K. 52 (EV. 55) "n2 33n = “digging stone in the mountain;
so here the proper mng. is “quarrymen.”—own] = cutters of wood,
metal, or stone, generally with a genitive to define exactly. In 1
Ch. 2215 there is yp 128 won, “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.—mw] Esd.B 55
xépa = Mnw, which might stand for whatever they pleased to ask. ¥
cum gaudio. Esd. 555 adds after Lebanon lo transport it by rafts, a
reflection of the older story, 1 K. 5%.—2] Tsd. Aiuéva and so o the
harbor of Joppa.—ireon] a. X, @B dmydpnery, yviuns’ (decree), Esd.
b wpbotarpa T papdy, “the written order.” M decretum guod scriptum
ergt. This may represent an33 oW (¢f. Dn. 10%), The mng. of e
“permit” is established by the Vrss., the context and by the cog.
languages.

8-10¢. The textua! problem in this passage is one of the most dif-
ficult in even this perplexing bock. We note first that ns:b, a favourite
word of the Chr., is lacking in B2 v. #and in $5 v. %; as it is wanting in
Esd.BA) it may safely be discarded from the original. =nx> v.9 is not
found in BF4 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. 8, 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 containg
all 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.? and c. 4. Combining
the two texts where necessary, the following is proposed: men mwmn
onbn BYNIM DAY PRER=13 e ponbaw=13 Y33 nn wwn pans enb
nnawn M N N5 AnR B1a 5ARGNA MAAROR 10 D5enG D Ran=bn
=ma Paxbp=by nbym M oy 1 ovbnenx o obervn amb oxab
onbn=ba orm £ YT A M 123 SR R 0 e o

v S3mmrx 03 uan oabed phas navbon wy

’Ext Aapetou is from Esd.l 5. This year agrees with Hg. 11.—wwn]
both MT. and & in all texts rd. >wn. I have ventured to substitute
“sixth” from Hg. 1. 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.”
—bnA] 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 Ch. 202 and Dt. 2%: “begin, pos-
sess.” So here they began and laid the foundation, 7. e., laid the foun-
dation as the first step.—Esd.BA g% has a longer list of Levitical work-
men, adding to those in Heb. ol vlot 'Incot *Huaxdzfoly, unless this
stands for 77 %32, which I suspect to be the case. There is also Efit-
adouy (= prvbx, “El judges”). It seems quite necessary to convert
RNy 133 into n. p., for the final “their sons and their brothers” refers
comprehensively to all the names in the list.—2] occurs frequently in
the Levitical lists.—The double date is explicable on 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 =nx oM
onbxn ma. But MT. has ‘a=m3 in v. s, where it does not belong,
and it has v v. 9, where uan is required by the connection and by
the Esd. text. T suspect that the required word is concealed in ovan,
where of ofxo3éuot of Esd. may be a correction. MT. first suffered
from dropping out a clause bodily, easily explained 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 & mere matter of con-
jecture, but the following is a fairly safe hazard: “And in the zd 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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2d month of their coming to Jerus. they put the Lev. from twenty years
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 laying of the foundations and the partial completion of the build-
ing. Jos. says specifically that the celebration described in 10b-13
occurred when “the temple was finished” (Ani. xi, 4, 2).

10°-13. The celebration.—This passage originally contained
an account of the dedication of the temple.—10°. Not they
“set the priests” (EV™), but the priests stood. Nor is it right
to render “in their apparel,” though supported by BDB. and
Ges.®, meaning in their vestments, but furnished with trum-
pets. The trumpet or clarion is the straight trumpet (Br.
Ps.=viil) in distinction from the crooked ram’s horn. It is
described as ‘‘a long, straight, slender metal tube with flaring
end” (BDB. Benz. Arch.27, DB. iii,*?, where there is a cut
from the arch of Titus). This was particularly the instru-
ment of the priest (Ne. 10%) and was used to call an assembly
(Ne. 10?), to sound an alarm (2 Ch. 13> ), and to celebrate
any joyful occasion (1 Ch. 16%).—The Levites the sons of Asaph).
In 2% 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 expression proba-
bly shows a different source from 2%.—With cymbals]. This is
parallel with the preceding clause, a word being understood,
i. e., the Levites furnished with cymbals. Cymbals only in Ch.-
Ezr.—Ne. and 2 S. 6° Ps. 1505 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
distinctly as the trumpet was for the priests. They are often
coupled with psalteries and harps, and are used to accompany
the singers. They seemed to have been esteemed for the loud
noise they made (1 Ch. 15'%).—After the order of David (literally,
by the hands of David)]l. This is a characteristic note of the
Chronicler. He naturally ascribes the Levitical use of musical
instruments to David {2 Ch. 2¢%* ©-).—11. And they answered in
their praise]. That is, they sang responsively. The words which



122 EZRA—NEHEMIAH

follow are not, however, the praise song 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 certainly read:
Give thanks to Yahweh, for he is good;
For his mercy is for everlasting.

This chorus is found in Ps. 106! 136! 1 Ch. 163 2 Ch. 5% 73—
Towards Israel] would then have to be regarded as a gloss added
by one who did not see the poetical quotation and who deemed
it necessary to point the application. In any case the connec-
tion is awkward. Esd. felt the difficulty and rendered freely:
Jfor kis goodness and glory are eternal fowards all Israel —Now all
the people shouted with o greot shout]. The unusual order, the
subject preceding the verb, marks a concomitant circumstance.
While the priests were blowing the trumpets and the Levites
were playing the cymbals and singing, the mass of the people
broke out with triumphant cries.—DBecause the house of ¥ahweh
was begun]. Better with Esd. because the house of Yahweh was
buitlding. The Jews were not wont to celebrate the beginning
of a building operation, but its completion.

Acc. to the text we have judged to be the most original (2. s.), the
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 original story 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 priests and Levites]. Esd. here as in other
places omits the conjunction and thus preserves the deutero-
nomic expression the priests the Levites. This is an important
reading, and it is quite possible that the sharp distinction be-
tween priest and 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 keads
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of clans, but in @ 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
unintelligible text. The Heb, will not yield that mng. by any possible
straining. The words “when its foundations were laid” refer not to
the new temple, but to the temple of Solomon! Manifestly no one liv-
ing could have survived from Sclomon’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. 23 throws important light on the passage both
for interpretation and 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 (¢f. Halévy, Rev. Sem. xv,29), 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.'”). Esd. has a somewhat confused text, but
it easily yields an intelligible mng.: Some of the pr. et al., having scen
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 ils 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 ¢ shout with jov to raise the voice. RV., “many shouted
aloud for joy,” is paraphrastic and unmindful of original text. The n.
‘“shout” must be changed to a vh., 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 distinguish the sound of the joyful
shouting from the sound of weepingl. Of the people follows in the
text, but after B® 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. 5% reads: so that the people
could not hear the sound of the trumpels on account of the weeping
of the people. That makes very good sense and paves the way
for the following clause, therefore (not for) the multitude trum-
peted loudly so that it was heard afer], 4. e., they redoubled their
efforts to silence the wailers, so that the noise was heard at a
great distance. On the whole, the celebration was decidedly
unique. The priests blew the trumpets, the Levites played the
cymbals and sang; the old people wept and the younger ones
shouted joyfully and trumpeted loudly, so that the noise of the
tumult of sounds carried to a great distance.

10b. Following % we should rd. 1™, a reading found in some Heb.
MSS., as it is better to take pr. ef al. as subj. rather than obj.—owabn
nm33na] is to be rendered “equipped with clarions.” 1% does mean
pul on clothing, but it is an easy transition to “furnish’” or “equip.”
Esd.BA has petd povaxoy xal cxdrwiyywy, 3 Esd. kabentes stolas cum
tubis.—onb3pa] lacking in ®B. FEsd. has &xovreg & x0pBaiz. This
word is used only in Ch~FEzr.-Ne. Another form is o%sbs (2 S. 68
Ps. 130%). It is scarcely correct to say that one form is earlier than
the other (BDB.), as the evidence is too scanty.—] Esd. 557 reads
elhoyudvres (MmnY) and connects by with 1\, praising according to
David the king of Israel, unless, indeed, they rd. ¥ as a vb. in Qal with
a sense assigned only to the Hiph.—11. wym] Esd. épdvnoay, 3 Esd. e
cantabant canticun Domine—"3v13] Esd. 5% 8te 4 ypnovérng altol
xat ) 86E; also wavel [opahh = bxen=535. The passage is plainly a
corruption of a favourite refrain found in Ps. 106! 136! 1 Ch, 16% 2z Ch.
51 73, 4. €., ORI DAY 93 233 My v —apa~ba].  The subj. precedes
vb. to mark the circumstantial clause.—wn] @B dafpavoy, L HAdhatay,
Esd. éadimioay xoi éBénoay, 3 Esd. tuba cecinerunt et proclamerunt.—n;07]
B owvhy or vl = 51, —n] BBA fGepehedost = 0. But Esd. has
évépasy = 2pn, 3 Esd. in suscitaiione—12. nvan ay v2] Sieg. explains
the sf. as anticipatory of man, very dub. Ges.i1# regards ‘an ™ as
a txt. err. for mna man, Van Hoonacker dismisses the clause as an
Aramaism (Zorob. ), On the basis of Esd., Guthe adjudges rman a
gl. to which Haupt adds m (SBOT. in loc.). But olxodopfy in Esd.
may stand for 3, The word surely wanting in Esd. is anwypa, It is
prob. that Esd. understood 70" here, as in previous cases, as having the
sense of M3, The rest of the passage also is quite different in Iisd., xal
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woAAot Btd axAmbyywy xal yaeed peydiy TN ey, 3 Esd., of mulic 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 ™ as an enclitic: when this house was building before
their eyes.

Vet that result is not entirely satisfactory. 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 onwya 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 ®ym> in the sense of Ps.
10% for v0*3 we get the required sense as indicated above, but the
emendation is purely conjectural. Another possibility is to let the text
stand with a slight change of pointing, %1013, taking the n. in the sense
of “base” or “place,” and referring to the temple of Sclomon, We
should expect by rather than 3, it is true, but some demands will fail in
this passage. We may compare Hg. 23, pekan ymasa o nvan, “this
house in its former glory.” 11 may be an error for 11233 due to the
Chr.’s insistence that the temple was not advanced beyond the foun-
dations at this period. Hg. has &> before oouwpa. We should get
good sense, therefore, by reading whe saw ike former house in its glory,
now the house was as nothing in their eyes.—3137) BB §yAag, other texts,
goAhol,—y1mna] BEA &y orpadly, BT & dhedaynd. Esd. 5k (petdl)
csahwiyywv. 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. awmp asinv. 5. Following Esd. many would rd. fmoern,
but that is due to a misunderstanding. The mng. is that in contrast
to the loud wailing many others raised a cry of joy.—"p omn%]. The
Gk. translators were puzzled by this expression. In A we find 7od
Oddaon G3fy, vel udedy Ty puviyl, Esd. peydry ©f ewvi). The inf. clause
expresses purpose, and is not to be treated adverbially as RV. “aloud.”
—13. oyn?] is lacking in &8 and does not belong here (so Guthe). Esd.
here offers a quite different text: &ove tby hady p) dxobewy Td@v cahnlyywy
[riv guviyl] Btd Tol wAaubpdy 1ol Aaol. It is doubtful if this is any
improvement.—3] must be taken in the sense of “therefore,” and oyn®
thus means the same ones that could not separate the joyful cries
from the wailing. Esd. shows a different text: & yap ¥xhog fv & ok~
oy peydhwe dote panpbbey duoleabar. GBA lacks mywmn and rep-
resents 5mn 902 (pwvi petdhy), placing 9 in a different connection
from Heb.

473 = Esd. 5%%, 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
flatly rejected by 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 style which
precludes common 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.4 The prevalent use of participles in vv.¢f
betrays a different hand. In vv.+¢¢ we find “building,” 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 opcrations. The opposition of the nations is, in Briggs’s opinion,
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. #f- 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 Yahwch” (v. ) has its proper
place, while vv.1b-13 finds its best cxplanation 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. 2 to
be the Samaritans.—The sons of the golah] or the ceptivity indi-
cates the writer’s theory that the temple was rebuilt by those
who had come back from Babylonia.—Were building the tem-
ple]l.  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 closely with 3%:
and the enemies of the tribe of Judah end Benjamin hearing,
came to ascerlain what the sound of the trumpets [meant), and they
perceived that those from the captivity were 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 Jeshua and the rest as in v.3, a read-
ing supported by several texts, and required by the sense, since
the offer was rejected by the same ones to whom it was made.
Associated with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, the prince and the
priest in the government, were chiefs of clans, making a sort of
informal assembly.—We will build witk 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 inquiries of God by prophets or oracles. In Ch. it is
used in what Driver calls a weakened sense (Ini#r.5), seeking
God in any religious way. Esd. renders “obey.” These peo-
ple acknowledge their foreign characters by saying “your God.”
—To kim we have offered sacrifices] MT. reads: We have not of-
fered sacrifices. ‘The purpose of the corruption is to show that
the foreigners had 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], referring to the story of
their transportation from 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
priest who was sent back from exile for that purpose (v, 2 K.
172 ﬁ.)'

Tisarhaddon 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 deportation of these particular people 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. deliberately put the wrong name here to make the heathen origin
of the Sam. more apparent (ES.»%), We know alimost nothing about
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conditions in Sam. after 722, and must draw conclusions cautiously
(v. further, Smith 0TH.»0, Mar, Jes.™, GAS. Jer. ii,1s5).

3. 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) referring to
the edict in 124 (¢f. 37). ‘The impetus for the building opera-
tions is here derived from the royal order. It is possible to
interpret the statement as the ground of the Jews’ refusal of the
Samaritan offer, King 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 feelings against the
peaple of the north would be intensified by the addition of for-
eign elements. (See Rogers, Hist. Bab. and Assy. ii,1%%.) :

1. ] @ ol Bi{Bovreg, Esd. 5% ol éxbpol.  Esd. adds =5 euiiis (Mon).
—527] B olxov, Esd. vaov. Esd. adds #ilocav émyvase: we & govi
Toy cohniyywv, mng. that the attention to the temple was attracted
by the noise of the trumpets.—n>un] & &rowag = M od as 2. Esd.
ot &x Tig alypahwolzg = 13wn also in 21,—2, Ya3w]. We should add
y2=5x in harmony with v.s3, as Esd. and &L —2370xb] BB < 9sip
fudy, B & < O Opiv. MT. is right though; Y is found in this
connection only in Ch.—x%] as Qr. and all Vrss. we must rd.
o —mox] elsw. only 2 K. 1997 (=1Is. 37%%). As. Abur-ap-iddina.
Most of the Gk. texts make sad havoc of this name; thus we find
AcBaxagal Esd.B, Nayopdavl. A preserves correct form Aoczpadduv.
—3. ] is lacking in Esd. both here and in v.? (it is best omitted);
@ has a curlous dup. in v. 2: Zer, and Jes. and the rest of the chiefs and
to the chiefs of the clans.—u] is lacking in Esd.B.— ] @ éxd b adré.
Tsd. pévor = 'l;L;, a better reading, since 7™ means fogetker and would
rather imply the acceptance of the offer. But see BDB., 5. v.—wbx
L] @BA 15 0ed Hpdv, Esd. i xplyp vo0 *Topafik.

420—08, THE ARAMAIC ACCOUNT OF THE REBUILDING OF THE
TEMPLE.

In its present form this story cannot be authentic. We find in the
letter to Dar. some incorrect information, esp. the statcment 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. 5¢ f-); 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 practically quoted 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. vv. & The story of the dedication
(vv. 11-18) also excites suspicion in part.

It seems plain that the underlying thcory 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
4* indicates, and with which 5 is not inconsistent, esp. if the ces-
sation had only lasted for two years, as is stated in Esd. 57, 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 vet 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 {4#—3%). These officers write a letter
to King Dar., relating their discovery of the Jews’ building operations,
the claim of the latter to authority from Cy., and asking for instruc-
tions (557). A search is made by order of Dar., and the original
decree of Cy. is discovered (6:-5). Dar. thereupon replies to Tattenai
¢l al., upholding the decree of Cy. and bestowing liberal gifts upon
the Jews (6%12). The temple is then finished in the 6th year of Dar.,
and dedicated with a fcstival accompanied by appropriate sacrifices
(613—15)_

It appears from the above outline that here, as in 47-#=, we have
chiefly some corrcspondence with the Pers. court. But the proportion
of narrative is very much greater than in 47 -, as the letters occupy
but half of the passage. There is a striking parallel between the two
documents. In both cases the Jews are engaged in building, the
Pers. officials write 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 47-%s the attitude of the Pers. officials is hostile, while in this
section it is neutral. In 47 # the complainants put their own construc-

9
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tion upon the actions of the Jews, while in 42 - the Jews are invited
to plead their cause, and their plea is forwarded to the Pers. court.

4***-p° = Esd. 5°-6°. The temple is begun.

The text is in bad condition, esp. in the latter part of the section; we
find a question without an answer, and an answer without a question.
The letter to Dar. which follows, however, supplies the material that
is lacking here,

24°, And the cessation was until the second year of the reign
of Darius the king of Persia). Esd. §™ has the more specific
statement, and they were restrained from the building two years
until the reign of Darius. Tt is possible that 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 4**.—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. 112 2. 10),
According to Zc. 1t Zechariah was the grandson of Iddo, an
instance of the untrustworthiness of our genealogies.—I% the
name of the God of Israel unito 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” certainly is connected with
‘“prophesy,” either as it stands at the beginning of the verse,
in which case “unto them” is an error (it is not found in W),
or else we must supply the verb as ARV. By a slight change
we might get “their God” for “unto them” (¢f. Hg. 1 “the
house of Yahweh of hosts their God”).

2. Zerubbabel comes before Jeshua here as Hg. 1, and con-
trary to 3? where Jeshua precedes.—And began o build ihe house
of God]. 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.1#%). 1In Esd. 3' 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. 14 4% —And with them were the prophets of God helping
them). Tt is generally assumed 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-exilic times (». my
Heb. Prop. c. 4). We note the prophetic tone in this story and
the lack of prominence for the priests as in ¢. 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. 7., the satrap of the province beyond 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-bozenai]. The real name was probably Shethar, as
Est. 114, and bozenai is the unknown or corrupted title of his
office. Perhaps Shethar was the scribe, like Shimshai (45). 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. .). The word is found
in Eleph. Pap. i,t, 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.1).

In. vv. 1= the text of Esd. is usually close to MT. But in vv. ¢f-
the departure becomes very considerable. The peculiar rendering
throws little light on the text, which here has suffered severely appar-
ently by the compiler’s omissions.

4. Then we said fo them as follows]. But what they said is lack-
ing. In Esd. the difficulty is relieved, for this phrase is wanting.
In & we find a slight change, then they [the Persians] said these
things lo them [the Jews], 1. 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 (vv.!-1%) and it is a good
answer, for here is related the history of 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 building this building].
The answer would naturally be Zerubbabel and Jeshua. The
only name found in the letter, however, is Sheshbazzar, vv. 1. 1.
—b. 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” (¢f. 1%). In @& we find captivity of 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 Tattenal 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 overseeing of the captivity from
the Lord, the elders of the Judeans—And they did not restrain
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them] 1. e., from continuing the building.—Uniil 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 [the Jews|* that they would not resirain them
until a report should go to Darius, and then they would give them
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. év B¢ @ Beutdpy ¥ver tiic Awpelou Paothelag is the reading of
Esd., and is correct, for v.!s is taken almost bodily from Hg. 1t “in
the 2d year of Dar. [prophesied] Hg. the prophet,” etc. The date, the
silence in regard to Hg.’s father, and the repetition of the prophetic
title are sure marks of the source. The clause is much like 4%.—mx1a3]
& mpognrefay, but Esd. mpogfitar (so 6 in v.2); rd. m2; in both cases.
—bn] 4 wuplou BA Esd—pay] & Esd. éx” adrods. In spite of this
support the word has no connection. It may have been originally their
God.—2. pw] is explained as Pa. from ® v, used often with mng.
“loosen.” @ Esd. render #pEavto.—y0] 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. mmr=na] G & alvd 19 xapd (xpdve Esd); lit.,
in it, the time, 1. e., at that time. On the construction v. Kautzsch, §s.
1ot is by some derived from old Pers. zrean (Str.), but Zimmern traces
it to As., simanu (KAT.s%), The word occurs in late Heb. (Eccl. 3!
Est. 27 1), —nnk] 2. Kautzsch, § i2.—00] & Oavovan B, Oabbavor?, Tav-
Oavatosl, Esd, Twwwys, so Jos. Andreas says, “surely a Pers. name
which has not been correctly transmitted.”” Mey. sees the correct form
in Esd., and connects it with Thishinaje (Eni.s?). Meissner finds in
contract tablets of the 1st and 3d years of Dar., Ul-fa-an-ni pihat
Babili u ebir nori, “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. unen (ZAW. 187,101 £,
s0 KAT .3 %), This is 2 very prob. identification. There is no suffi-
cient reason for making this officer a Pers.; he may just as well have

*This may be what was originally in the puzzling clause in 4%, then we said lo ihem as
follows, a clause accidentally transposed, and then changed in form.
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been a Bab., Aramean, or Sam,—na] & ExapyosBA and Esd. evpemnyécl.
—n3 ] @ ZabapfovlavabBr, Bupfaoulavaisch (frst syl. lacking), Zad-
eafoulayns Esd. Mey. accepts last form; buzanes, he says, is Pers.
barzanes, and shethar might be Pers. citra, but as a divine name is re-
quired, he corrects the text to wunavne = MbpafBoutavys. In this he
follows Andrecas, who gives Iranian form Mithrabauzana, < Mithra is the
rescuer.” Scheftelowitz connects with old Iran. Sethrabuzana, Winckler
finds the word an official title (M VAG. 1897,22 1), There is a Pers.
officer named "n? in Esd. 1'%, and as the text offers two words the
conjecture is good that ~n® was the name and "2 the title of his
office. Mey. thinks he was subordinate to Ustani; he was a royal
secretary like Shimshai (48).—=vew] v. ? @ qopyylay; oréynvEsd. Itis
a word of obscure origin and 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. afru), “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 Nwn 412 518 68, the similarity of vocalisation being pointed out long
ago by Kautzsch,§¢. 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
6%). In all these cases “foundation” makes the best sense, and may
be provisionally adopted. 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 satisfactory solution.
1 suspect that the clause was added here by an editor to force a sort
of agreement with 412.—4. xex] @ simocayB, elwoyAl, Evidently the
incomplete and disordered text was before the translators, and they,
like EVS. made the best out of it they could. Esd. lacks v. = and thus
connects the two questions as they may well be.—»rma] & xéiw, Esd.
<zita~—b6. 3] & dpfahpol, Esd. x&ew = Heb. 17 and prob. right text,
corrupted here by similarity of sound. 1n does not occur in B. Aram.,
but the vb. pn is found. 7'y also appears in Esd. as émionémng.—~—amnby]
Hebraism, Mar. corrects to pnax; apparently in Esd. as ¥syocay; Heb.
ombx “unto them.’—3%] G arypddwsy. @ rd. the Heb. word sagh
It is Pe, ptc. used as subst. (v.® 67 & 4 ), “elders” (Mar. § b), Tisd.
has a dup. adding mpeoPiTepot.—Noyn] is here used in the sense of
“report,” which Tattenai will send to Dar.—7™] on the form see
Mar.§¢2s, & has prob. a free rendering, dwevéy by, Esd. droompaviivat.
—snn2)] BBA persist in the rendering ¢opoAbyw, Sudtaypmal. “Letter”
is certainly unsuitable here; it is something which Tattenal e af. will
bring back to the Jews after they hear from Dar., therefore ““decision”
or “order,” as B, really “answer.,” M has a different text, buf the eye
of their God was made over the elders of the Jews, and they were nol able lo
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resirain them. And it sufficed that the matter should be referred to Dar.,
and they would give adequale proof against that accusation, 1. e., that they
were building without authority.

6-17 = Esd. 6. The report to Darius.—Vv.5 72 (to
Darius) is introductory by R.—6. A copy] or perhaps trans-
lation, 2. on 4. The letter purports to be quoted exactly.
His companions, because Tattenai is chief (v. Mey.2). The
Apharsachites, v. 4°. Torrey explains the word as equivalent
to eparchs, Esd. similarly has “leaders” or “rulers.”—7. They
sent @ report to him and therein was writlen like this] is redundant,
and lacking in Esd. together with the preceding unto Darius the
king.—To Darius the king, il peace]; the beginning of the letter.
There is a textual error; for reconstruction z.{.—8. To Judah
the province]l. Esd. adds, and lo the city of Jerusalem; we dis-
covered in the city of Jerusalem. “Province” refers to one of
the districts of the Syrian satrapy, as in 2.—T0¢ the house of
the great God]. A strange statement for the Persian officials.
Berth. compares Cyrus’s calling Marduk “the great lord,” but
Cyrus thought he had conquered Babylon by Marduk’s aid.
—And it is building of great stones]. The text is literally, stone
of rolling, 1. e., “too big to carry”; but on basis of 6 we should
probably substitute kewn or splendid (costly) (v. i.). Esd. has
a suggestive variant: the elders of the Jews that are of the cap-
tivity are building a great new house for the Lord of hewn and splen-
did stones.—And timbers are being set in the walls]. So the pas-
sage is understood by Meyer (Ent.®") ef gl., but Sieg. insists that
it means wainscofting placed 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 #ree or wood and might be used of “beams” or
“boards.” The older view “timbers” is preferable, for the
wainscotting would 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 1t prospers in their hands) is redundant, and may be the
Chronicler’s amplification. Esd. has an addition, and 4 is being
completed with all glory and 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.*¢; it is quite superfluous here.
In its place Esd. has simply saying. The question is word for
word that of v.%. “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 (ovopatoypadiav) of the principal men.”—To in-
form thee and o wrile 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.1¢; 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
scarcely find a place in this letter unless the writers were kindly
disposed toward the Jewish project. Now it is generally as-
sumed that Tattenal et al. betrayed a hostile purpose, but that
spirit can only be discovered by reading into this story the ideas
of its parallel 47 7. 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 (6%3) 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 (of.
Gn. 14"°-22, where 8 has same words).—7 ke great king of Israel]
is, of course, Solomon; for another reading ». crit. note.—12,
Cf. 2 Ch. 36" I-. King of Babvlon the Chaldean] is not very prob-
able. Esd. has king of Babylon, king of the Chaldeans, the last
title added by the Chronicler from 2z Ch. 36'7 = Esd. 1%.—
And this house he destroved). 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. 36! = Esd. 1%).—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 first year of Cyrus king of Babylon], exactly what we have
in 1! except that Babylon takes the place of Persia. Esd. gives
more correctly in the first year that Cyrus ruled over the couniry
of Babylon. The desree may be that in 124 or that in 63-3. 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 wvessels
¢f. 178 65 2 K. 25 " —Sheshbazzar whom he had appointed
governor]. In 1® 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 (pikat) is the
same given to Zerubbabel in Hg. 1t. It is the title of Tattenai
also.—15. In this verse we reach serious difficulty: And ke
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.
B> solves apparently by omission (2. 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 still destroyed 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 surcly unnecessary for one who has that kind of an inter-
preter. In the first place, that expression ““temple which is in Jerus.,”
recurring frequently in our sources, is a mark of a late and careless
band, 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” (x%2'0) 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 specily the 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, perfectly possible that the letter ended with v. % and that
vv. 1416 were appended by a later writer who felt that important in-
formation contained in 1° - had been neglected. These vv. have really
nothing to do with the question at issue, which was not the title to the
temple vessels nor the disposition of them, but only the authority to
rebuild the temple.

16. Then the said Sheshbazzar came and laid the foundation
of the kouse of God whick is in Jerusalem, and from that time unisl
the present it has been building and is not finished]. It would be
difficult to get more misstatements into a short space. In a
contemporary record it is said positively that “the hands of
Zerubbabel laid the foundations of this house” (Zc. 4°, ¢f. Ezr.
3% ). The only correct statement in the passage is that the
temple was still unfinished.—17. And now, to come to the heart
of the matter, if i seem good fo the kingl, a polite expression,
which curiously Esd. lacks here, but has it in 23 (Ezr. 4'%) in
the complaint to Artaxerxes, where it is not found in MT.—
Let search be made in the royal ireasures], but correctly in 6! in
the library, so Esd. reads here in the royal librartes. ‘The library
Is located in Babylon, though the record was actually found
at Ecbatana {6%). 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
clearly stated, 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
pleasure of the king in this matter let him send unto us). This
implies that the king might or might not ratify the decree of
Cyrus if it were found. In the rendering in Esd. this implica-
tion is weakened: and if it is found that the house of the Lord in
Jerusalem stands with the approval of Cyrus the king, and it
seems good to our lord the king, lel him signify unio us thereof.
This is probably the right idea, for Darius would be likely to
honour an edict of Cyrus.
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6f. The text is in evident disorder here, as in 471, Acc. to MT.
the letter begins with #»2°% (v.7). 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.3, but are required in the letter itself as in the reply (6%).
Esd. has gvriypagov émstohfic hs Eypadev Aapely nal dnéotethav, Zioiv-

g & Emapyoc Zuplag xal Ponvluns wad TaleaBouphdvng xat ol cuvétatpot

ot &y Supig xat Powvfxy Hyepbvec Basthel Aapefo yalpev Tévta yvwoatd

%. 7. A MT.has 70 Ina aney AA)="3Y [ap unn nhe=s 8OIR en

ph M3 09 D sbp oz ®EAND 839D BAT=hY NTe) NP3 M KeSDRaN
py 1 xb3 snbe wovn. Esd. was plainly taken from this text, as shown by
the underlined words. "Eypagev has no correspording word until we
reach 2ns. “Hyspéveg represents correctly #°307o%, ¢f. zprsen for 8 in
preciscly similar connectionin 4°. In 6% = Lsd. 6 we find 7ois dmotetay-
pévorg . . . frrepéowy. *Améorerhav represents whw not nby. The transla-
tion of the plus in Aram. text runs: wnio Dar. the king they sent an answer
unto him and thercin was written as follows: “Unto the king” and ““unto
him” show a redundancy as 4. The pahaik could hardly send an
answer (the proper mng. of x2unp here as in v. 1) to the king. Disre-
garding for the moment the % made necessary by a false connection,
restoring the original place of n%%, and correcting a sf., we may ren-
der: Dar. the king sent an answer unlo them and therein was wrillen 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 confidently restore them to their proper
place, reading 1™y for y. Esd. has an intr., but not a very suitable
one. V. on 6
The text here, therefore, originally stood as follows: xPmux j2v-p (intr.)
}1ID1DN NP NI ANE TYA) AR Do arn (the letter) @van-byanbe
wobw xdbo e aamaps . Then to 6¢ we should transpose v
.23 203 M1 Ay b xoanp xabp e
6. nwap] BA Swedgsig, a word occurring only in 71, and Gn. 40,
for Heb. pano, “interpretation”; so here & understands “transla-
tion””; ¢f. on 4%, the original being in some other language, perhaps
Bab.—7. xnans] 6 pHowBA, pipal (so BA in v, 1).—xb3 xoby] & with
exact literalness elpfivy maox, Esd. with greater frecdom yaipery (xnbe)
and connects &> (wévra) with v, 3, wévta yvaerd Zovw.—8. RN MY
® *Toudatay ydboav, Esd. ydeav tiis Toudatag, Esd. has a + xat *Tepou-
soeAde thy whhty natehdfopev ThHe alyualwstzs Tods weecButépoug hv
Toudalwy &v lepousadir ©ff wbhet, showing a 2 rd, in two ways as
in v.s—x37] is attributive of »n%x, but Esd. (alxov tp wupfey wéyay
wxatvby) connects with M2, a more natural statement from foreigners.—
thi] 6, equivalent to the Heb. word and mng. “rolling.”” But &
bas éxAexvoig (O™ in Ez. 27%2), Esd. fuatdy moduted@v = Heb, mva jan
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+». In view of the forced mng. which must be given to %% 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 mbax ouax, but
b1 does not occur in B. Aram.—x5n3] Dn. 5¢, Kautzsch,s, Mar. § 7,
¢f. Heb. 5r, As. kutallu. ® tofxos, Esd. olxoicB, ofxatghl, B's read-
ing is a blunder.—xivwox] B extdébiovBA, dogaicl, Esd. énl oxoudis.
It is a word of frequent occurrence (63112 717. 2.2} and connected
with "3p exc. in two cases (6¢ 71"). 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 1vsox has the mng. “precise’ or “accurate”
(Ent.1o- %1}, The best sense here would be as & “skilfully” or
Esd. “rapidly.”—n%sr} 6 edodsitarBA, wareufiverl, sdodolpevoy Esdi—
9, 73] in v. 3 xa3b; this is the only place where the repeated ques-
tion differs from the original in v.s. We should rd. here »3%, or
prob. in both cases ®1an% as in v.®, which is the normal form (Mar.
§ ¢, Str., § 81).—10. :no3] is difficult, the construction changing from
inf. to impf. with . & has &ote ypddou [sord], apparently a correc-
tion; Esd. xod yp&dou aof, and that is prob. the original form.—oz] &
dvépata, so Guthe reads nmmsw.—omwenna] is usually regarded as a
Hebraism, but Torrey shows that it is good Aram. (ES.191),—11. nown
w1 @ wpb tolvou, taking 'n as prep., Esd. éurpochev.—37] Esd. pe-
r&hou %al Eayupos.—nbhoe] B watnericate abtdv dtels, suggesting that
the origiaal rd.: and a great king buiit it for Isracl and completed it for
tkem. Thus we should better understand Yxe%.—12, ] 1 but
¢f. Heb. 11, & mapdeyioay, Esd. mapaxixpavtes fraprov.—x"03] om.
@8, XuddaouAl, Esd. Bactiéwe tav XaAdalwv, after which we might
emend %702 T>0.—13. %23 *v] lacking in &BA. The difficulty of call-
ing Cy. king of Bab. in this connection is obviated in & ted Bagthcboay-
7o¢ (nal) wey PaBulwviov, and in Esd. B. xdpeac Baf. The better sense
suggests that Esd. has the original text. The vb. 350 is not found
in B. Aram., but it might well be, We should thus understand the
repetition of Cy.—14. pps7]. On the form, unassimilated, see Mar. § s,
—ub'nb] BBA rightly vaév (so Esd.), since in this letter it means the
Bab. temple.—nnw nns vy 1ow] can scarcely be right; 6 Gnsaupopdian
[t$ éml toU Onoaupod) bracketed part not in &, This may be a confu-
sion of the offices of Mithredath and Shes. (18). Esd. has Zopo@afta »al
ZaPavasadpy ©p Endpyy, an evidently harmonistic note. n»2 may be
an accidental anticipation of "o (so Str.) and its omission seems
necessary.—15. o8] & mdvraBA, tadral. o5x is Heb., the Aram. be-
ing 19% and Mar. § ¢ so reads.—%] v. Mar. § %, Baer, BD.s*.—nnx]
is Haph. imv. from nm Mar. § 55, Kautzsch, § 1*. On the peculiar com-
bination of three imperatives, v. Kautzsch, § . Maqgqeph joins the
words to show close connection, “go, place,” expressing but a single
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idea.—uanx] is used in same sense as Heb, 7310 (33). The word occurs
in Eleph. Pap. in same connection, “on the place where it had stood
before” (Sachau,??).—16. 37] 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. 1902,15).—abe] & étenéaly, Esd, Eafiey
cutéhetay; it is Pe. pass. ptc.—17. vy nva] B yaloguianiots, Esd.
BiBhtoguAaxiotg; both represent 2 by guAaxiots, one having “treasury”
as MT., the other “library.” But ». 62. Prob. Esd. represents an in-
terpretation, the annals being preserved in the royal treasury, a general
storehouse. non and b33, videtur delendum esse (Str.®), ¢f. 61, but
as the edict was found at Ecbatana, %333 in 6! must be stricken out.
In this v. it is better to om. mon which is lacking in 6PA, and which
may have got here from 6. &34, however, has a larger variant, run-
ning: 700 Basiiéws BzBurdves; Esd. correctly év toig Bastiueats BtfAto-
gulaios Tol wupiou (Kupou) [Bacthéws dup.] tols év Befuidve.—nx =
Heb. vh, 6 Swws yvis.

6°* = Esd. 6, The decree of Cyrus is found at Ec-
batana.—1. Made o 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 5. Probably the former passage should be cor-
rected to agree with this (so Torrey). We should infer that the
library or book-room was a part of a larger treasury. I#n Baby-
lonia is either an addition, or was probably an error, for
Ecbatona as v.2. A Jewish writer may have meant Babylonia
to include Persia.—2. And there was found in Achmetha) 1. e.,
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,5?).—In the castle which is in the province of
Medial. 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 cerfain 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
interpreted rightly by Mey. as a sort of title to the document
which follows,—3. The record of Cyrus is now quoted: I
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the first year 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. 51), in the first year that Cyrus was king
of Babylonia. R. may have changed the year to agree with 1.
—The place of sacrificing sacrifices] 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
ARYV. cannot be made out of the text, and has poor support
in the Vrss. Esd. combines with the preceding clause and
renders: kouse of the Lord where they continuclly offer sacrifices
by fire. 'This is the simplest and only intelligible text.—Its
height sixty cubits and dis breadih sixty cubiis]. 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: 6o cubits in length, 20 in breadth, and 3o in height (1
K. 6%). So that the new temple was six times as big as the old
one. These figures are wrong, for the new temple was much
smaller than the old one (3 Hg. 2%).—4. Three layers of kewn
stone and ome layer of timber] continuing the description of 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% 72 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 little to commend it, and it {ails to explain
an unintelligible method of building. The similarity to 1 K.
6% 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.® we have “from the property of
the king,” and that more appropriate expression should be read
here. As the temple was not begun in the time of Cyrus, this
grant was naturally inoperative.—5. This verse begins exactly
like 5™ and it agrees in substance with 5-15 hut not in words.
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It appears that both passages were originally the same, but now
both are in part corrupt. But cne is supposed ‘o 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 original and the other
made up from it.

V. ® is even more corrupt than 515. It is true that 514 casts the
decree partly into narrative form, while this purports to quote directly.
My own belief is that both passages are late interpolations to 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 51-15,

opn o 83%2 wa1d 533 v xabo waoh i o g
oyn o NabD s xabo wmsb nn rawa 6

W NN AN (51 waab N3 RnON ren g1
uNp A (65) Riam mxova abwa mabk a6

N'?:‘n'm PDIN MBI Y RoDY N2 Y x9N M3 54
¥b3m=1m PEIT 3N MY RBD:Y R3M 1 RAGN M2 65

WA nax 51 L Y31 9 kb on b obeia v g
“n pan bask Sa3vm ohea v 6

minx-b aeam kab ne3t oheya s sbona g
xASK 33 DA nsS ghea— Koab 68

In each version there is an omission of a practically complete 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 him, 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 sacrifices ere 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 accidentally agreed to
such an extent as we find here. The differences even in words are very
few. The extra clause in 524 1 xbon% is possibly added on the basis of
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17; 1™ and nanm are only accidental variations. The final clause in
6° is absolutely unintelligibie, and its resemblance to the clear state-
ment of 5% is so close that the former is manifestly a corruption of the
latter. The awkward nnm curiously has a parallel in 515, where it cor-
responds to M.

Rendering the passage now and making certain selections we have:
In the first year of Cy. the king of Bab., Cy. the king made a decree that
ike house of God should be built, and that the vessels of the house of God,
both gold and silver, whick Nebuchadnezzar carried away from the temple
in Jerus. and brought to Bab. should be resiored lo the temple in Jerus.;
and the house of God shall be buili upon ils site. The last clause is super-
fluous. It might originally have 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 building upon its site.”

This is prob. all that was in the original decree. It is certainly suf-
ficient that Cy. should have authorised the building of the temple and
the restoration of the sacred vessels. In 12 there is no mention of the
vessels, but the statement that they were returned (17 f) indicates that
they may well have been covered by the decree. The added material
in 64, to the effect that support was to come from the king, has its
parallel in 14, where the aid was to come from the Jews, and it may
have crept in from 6% But the comparison certainly increases our
distrust of the Jewish epologic in gub-16. We are constrained to pro-
nounce against the authenticity of that passage.

1, xmop ma] @ Bdheodixar, Esd. as in 517 BifAtoguhaniots, Esd.A
has Basthruorg Bt.—2. xrens] old Pers. Hougmalana, Bab. Agmatany.
@ om. B, ApafaA, ExBatavorglisd —unmnaa] 1 @84 has a dup. év méhe:
&v ©f) Bépet, Esd.l- 8dpet only. Bépis is found in Jos. ’Ev wéhe is a gl.,
explaining a word unknown to all the Gk. translators. The corre-
sponding Heb. 773 occurs many times in late Heb., esp. in Est., of.
Ne. 12 28 72, It is from As. birfz, the common word for “fortress™ or
“citadel” (Mar.®). It here means the castle in which the king lives,
—anavn 3] lacking BB4 and rejected by Berth.—nbaz] is pure Heb,
and only here in B. Aram. & has xepailg, which represents mban in
Ez. 29 32 DPs. 407 As it is followed by wfx, and so =c¢. 1, it can
only be a marginal reference to the other decree of Cy. in Eazr. 1.—
s can scarcely be different from 1737, 41% & Owbuvqpa.—3. N3
xnbx] after @ wepl ofxou we should prefixb. @B shows a dup., add-
ing iepoi. Or we may follow Esd. and om. rna. B2 lacks x3am Nmg,
so that the decree concerned only sacrifices and vessels, and not the
rebuilding.—nx] is suspended in air as completely as xnva. @ has
Témou connected apparently with mspt understood.—wn] GBA Erapua,
which does not occur elsw. in 8, but in Aq. Th. Sym. in Job 20t =
8 @ A—pbawe] T G E0qxevBA, tlfrol. The sense of Heb. %20 will
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not fit; the traditional “raised” has no authority. & scarcely makes
sense, “and let the foundation be laid,” but = adds, a foundation of a
cubit. Haupt suggests that *mws = Heb. nwR, “firc offering,” and cf.
As. zabalu, so “and bring in his fire offerings.” He compares Esd. §xou
dmiblouaty Bt mupds dvdeheyole, where they continually offer sacrifices by
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 Pz, mww =
Bid Tupbe, 190D = &deheyaic = Heb. 20, The corruption scems
quite hopeless, the Vrss. having as much difficulty and reaching as
many conclusions as modern scholars.—pnw=mns] lacking in &P
Esd.BA; L has 8§ (prw). It is most prob. that the original passage gave
the missing dimension of the temple. I venture to make the conjec-
ture that the original text was np™M D2y 8D Pex A3 —4, a3 s
generally derived from the As. nzadbaku, which means ““ mountain slope,”
but Zimmern says this remains questionable (Mar.”, Mey.®). The
mng. “course” is quite certain; ® 3épor.—Y5] lacking in BB, xpa-
taéAl, 7, on 55.—yN] Esd. adds Zyywelou, which represents mms in
Ex. 12#9 Lv. 18% 242 Nu. 15%; in Ps. 37% nynnun, “a native tree’;
hence here native wood to distinguish it from the wood brought from
Lebanon. The native and cheaper wood would serve to build into
the walls.—nar] T @, elcBA, wouvav #valEsd o dup. reading both nan,
“new,” and 1 “one.” The latter is correct.—xpns} v. ¢ T from root
pB3, ¢f. 51, “what is brought out,” “outlay.” @ Baxdvy, which oc-
curs only in Apocr—3] but in v. 8 more appropriately 02.—5. »xr]
but in 31 3 xxn.—#527] rd. with & 83, as in ge—=nbx ... bam).
To this point our text follows 5 verbatim except as noted above.
Here we have a summarising of 51%-15%  ®C has only énl témau érily v
¥ 100 Be0l, 4. 6., it lacks all but xbx rvaa nam manb. AL follows MT.,
but with manifest corruptions. Esd.®4 supports a shorter text: d=o-
wxtaatalfvar elg thv olwoy wdv &v lep. of ¥y =elpeve and adds a dup.
reading, 3zwg 7ebf) éxet; L has only the double reading at the end.
Mar. suggests a restoration thus: paanxy pnmm obwa v )bonb pasnam
#nbx moa3; but this source used Y»7 only of the temple of Bab.—
mnxb] is surely connected with minx=bp as s5'¢; it is impossible here,
Indeed, the passage is hopelessly corrupt.

6-12 = Esd. 6%, The reply of Darius.—6. As shown

above on 5¢ the introduction to Darius’s letter has been trans-

posed. (Torrey notes a lacuna between vy, ¢ =nd 8 ES159)
This section should begin: Then Darius the king sent an answer
unto him, and therein was writlen as follows.—Be ve far from
thence] is not a striking command. Esd. keep away from the place
is stronger.—7. Let the work of this house of God alone], forbid-

10



146 LZRA-NEHEMIAH

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 mecesseryl.
There follows in apposition the list of articles to be furnished:
young bullocks, rams, and sheep for burnt-offerings to the God
of heaven (v. on 1%, where this expression occurs in a Persian
decree), and wheat, salt, wine, and oil as required Ly the priest.
The latter list provides for the minchak, or meal-offering, which
was made of fine flour, moistened with oil and salted (Lv. 21-13),
Wine was required for the daily drink-offering (Ex. 29%).—Day
by day without fcil] 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 priestly influence at the Per-
sian court.—10. Tkat they may offer pleasing sacrifices]. ¢ Sac-
rifices of sweet savor” {ARV.) is scarcely justifiable, an error
as old as . The root idea is “rest,” therefore “pleasing” or
perhaps “propitiating.”—And pray for the life of 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.\.

11, Any man thal alters this command]; “Irustrate” (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. interprets in the
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sense of “transgress” or “violate.” The punishment will be
twofold; the culprit will 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. 25* 2 S. 21% ¢ BDB. says correctly that the method of
execution was uncertain. Herod. testifies to the custom among
the Assyrians (iii,'®). 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 ¢ beam be pulled from
his own house, and lel 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. Isd.
has the original text, 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 forth his hand to hinder or to harm that
house of the Lord whick 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.1), so he naturally invokes his displeasure upon all who
interfere with the restoration of his cult.

6. unn] ®BA has 3daete, forgetting the n. p.—pnrmn]. The sf. should
be second p.—n PP ] B paxpdv SvrecBA, . gméyerel, Esd. dréyzofar
—npn=jz] @ éxeifev, Esd. tof téwou = anx-in.—T. 8w nap] is lack-
ing in B2, Mar. om. also, ol dgnyoupdvor t. *louds, Esd. ¥zapyov ©. loud.
prefixing tdv xaida xuplov ZopoBafih.—awb] with 6 Esd. we must om.
b, since *32 as well as Prp is subj. of M3, Esd. has a + after oyo:
Ehooyepiic olxodopfomt xal drevioer,—B. *av] Esd. 628 alypahwsiag = 13,
a word not found in B. Aram.—15x] lacking in ®BPA, a text approved
by Mar. Esd. has wéxpt = 7. manb, Esd. émireheatfivar, so < until the
house of God is finished.”—o2:] 7%t. The word occurs in latc Heb.
and the mng. is clearly established as “property.”—s17o0x]. V. on 3.
—9. en] pl. of amen f, BBA botéomua, GL Séoy.—pn 23] (Heb.
o) means “young bullocks.” This is associated with Lv. 4% 413 =5
apa. But %11 is lacking in 8" and in Esd., also in v. 17 77, and may have
been introduced here under the influence of Lv. @ has three render-
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ings of pPn: BodvBA, péoyoucl, tadpoucEsd, Méoyoug may represent wa.
—5w &Y ] BBA § éav althowsty, reading Sww, and being a repetition
of "> "owpa, B has apparently a dup., the above preceded by dwa-
prAAdntws, a word found elsw. only in Est. 31 (Apocr.), but which
may represent our text, since ‘““unchangeably’ would be a suitable ren-
dering.—10. nab] Mar. § sss,—pmma] (Dn. 24+) is a Hebraism, occur-
rng in J (Gn. 8%) and very often in P; & elwdlus gives a wrong
sense.—%sp] Mar.§ #e. In As. salfu is used in sense of “entreat,” but
not to pray to a deity, Zim. KAT.2 &0 8} —vn] B cwtnplug, LuhyBr,
The former may represent a theological interpretation.—11. no)] here
only in B. Aram., but it is a common Semitic word and occurs 4 t. in
B. Heb.—n] 1 here only in B. Aram. Pe. pass. ptc. The word occurs
twice in late B. Heb.—xnz]. The mng. usually given, “smite,” is
scarcely appropriate here. BDB. gives two ideas, one of impalement
(v. 5. A1) and the other nail. The latter would imply crucifixion,
whereas the mng. is émpalement. BB4 zAqyfoetar gives the true
sense. @' has mayfoetar, which has the mng. impale—5] & <
nart” duéBA ) eic Bupmayfy. Dn. 25 32 f.  Jensen compares As, nawaly,
“ruin” (BDB.). The mng. given “dunghill” is not appropriate, though
that sense is found in Targum; “ruin” is better in every case. &'
“plunder” would give good sense, but it is dub. whether that mng.
is permissible.—131-5%] lacking in &, but found in Esd.; “besides” or
“in addition to” is better thar “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. 1,12, Kost.?,
Sieg. Mey.st. 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. rejects mwnb as gl. with
reference to Antiochus Epiphanes; but the Gk. Vrss. all show that some
word belongs here, though not this one. Esd. here offers a simpler and
better text: & xlptag, ol T &vopa adtod dmixéxdyrar éxel, dpaviar whvea
Boacthéax xat Edvog 3g éxtevel yetpm aldtol wwiloat ) xanowotficar Tdv olnoy
nuplov Exetvov tdv év "lepousadfn. The Deut. phrase is more accurately
given than in MT. Dt. more than P appears in the programme of
the restoration.

13-18 = Esd. 7"°. The temple is finished and dedicated.

Tattenai and his fellows respected the 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, following closely
the commands of King Darius they with all care presided over the
holy works laboring with the elders of the Jews and temple officers.
This is very unlike MT., but it agrees with the Esd. version of
the Darius letter (¢f. v.®). The passage is hard to explain as
a later addition, since the Jews would not be likely to invent
the notion that hostile foreigners presided over the rebuilding
of the temple, especially as they had rejected the offered assist-
ance of the Samaritans (41-3).—14. And the elders of the Jews
buill successfully because of the prophesying of Haggai and Zecha-
riah] c¢f. 5. 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 inspiriting oracles 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 they con-
tinued that house until the third day of the month Adar]. The verb
means, literally, brought out, or continued until il was finished.
Esd. reads 23d day. Adar only elsewhere in Est. (8?) is a loan-
word from the Babylonian. It is the rzth month, February-
March. Our text runs, whick is the sixth year of the reign of
Darius the kingl. We must read of the sixth year of King Darius,
as we find in Esd., or more probably an original Hebrew year
was first given, which was synchronised with the Persian reign.
The temple was finished, according to the text, in the spring of
515 B.C.

16. The sons of Israel]l in apposition with which stands, tke
priests and the Levites and the rest of the sons of caplivity]. That
is, these three classes constituted the postexilic community.—
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
priests and the Levites and the rest of those from the captivity who
had joined them did in accordance with those things in the book
of Moses. This is interesting from 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, 1co 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. 8% %, and are
not unsuitable, in spite of Sieg.’s doubt, to the poorer conditions
of the new community.—For all Israel according to the number
of the tribes of Israel]l. “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 offerings in their behalf.—18. And they established the
priests in their divisions and the Levites in their classes]. Accord-
ing to 2 Ch. 35° the priests were established in divisions in
Josiah’s time. The ordering of the priests and 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. 15 8 t-—For the service of God who is in Jerusalem]. ®C
shows a later conception, reading, for the service of the holy things
of the house of God. Esd. reads, and the priests and the Levites
stood in full vesiments, according to their tribes (or dasses) for the
works of the Lord.—According to the writing of the book of Moses]
i. e., as written in the book of Moses. V. Nu. 3, 8. Esd. adds,
and the gatekeepers at each gate, but that suggests a period after
Nehemiah had built the walls.

13. V.%in Esd. is as (ollows: xztaxeRoulfcavteg toic imd Tod Pastiéug
Aapelou wpostayeioty étiestdrouv t@v lepdv Fpywv émpeléotepoy cuvep-
voiveeg tois mpesBuréootg oy Toudalwy xat lepostdrarg. This gives a
clear sense which is wanting in MT.—14, prbsz] for which @ has ol
AcvetraPA, xatnifuvovl, Fsd. efoda éyiveto td lepd Epya. The word is to
be taken adverbially with %3, they built successfully.—nx21 and »yp=23]
are wanting in Esd, V.P is regarded as a gl. by many (Mar. Sieg.
Mey. ¢ el). With Berth. we must cxcise the name of Art., which
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finds a place here on account of 47-%, 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: & mpootéypatos ol xupiou—yetd ThHe yvouns T. Kigou
*. T. ., by the command of Yakwek and with the permission of Cy. That
part of the text seems unobjectionable. 1i3, 3] are both lacking in
Esd., and Berth. may be right in changing the latter to “prophets.”
Otherwise it is to be combined with “%aw, thev finished building.—
15. xyw] or Qr. »s»»r. Kautzsch, prefers a pl. form 13w, adopted by
Mar. on basis of @ H. Kautzsch interprets as a pass. from xny, but
De. regards it as Shafel from Bab. as#, and that fits better. The usual
rendering, “complete,” will not serve here unless we dispose of the
Tollowing -y, 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 gsi we get “they brought out or continued the work
until,” etc,—nnon ov] Esd. tpftng wal eixddog. It is impossible to
tell which text is right, though Sieg. follows Guthe in preferring the
latter, Jos. (d#i. xi, 4, 7) agrees with Esd.—"xw1 +5] is certainly wrong.
Esd. has tol #xtou roug Baothédws Aapefou. Mey. (Eni.™) 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 Ader. It is
more prob. that a year was first given acc. to a Jewish calendar and
that this date was dropped accidentally. & tries to help along by
an addition of Zwg, thus: &g Zotw Ewg Erous.—1T. 1] & wéoyous,
but Esd. correctly tabpous.—pnx] B duvels, Esd. with better Gk.
Fovag.— 1y vvos] & ypdpoug adyoy, Esd. yuudeous. The same redun-
dancy is found in late Heb, Dn. 8% 2 Ch. 2¢%, but ¢f. 8%, In
Lv. g* the he-goat is a sin-offering.—v1%] Esd.BA guddeywy.—18. n1ay]
which referred to the building in 5* here indicates the temple cult.
—xnbx] Bl &ylwy ofxou Tob Be05.—no0] BL BifAlw vopou. Esd. adds:
7t ot Bupwpol 2¢” Exdotou mukdvog, 3 Esd. el ostearii per singulas januas.
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 nxm v. 1 to abwin
v.15, as shown by the repeated & 1§ Mwdéws B3k, and by the sus-
piciously close agreement with MT.

EZR. 6% = ESp. 715, THE OBSERVANCE OF THE
PASSOVER.

This passage has suffcred 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-building story, and then
was modified to make it conform to its new position and 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 il 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 fourteenih
day of the first month. (20) Now the priesis and the sons of the
captivity were not cleansed, but the Levites fo a man were all of them
clean, and they [the Levites| sacrificed the passover for all the sons
of the captivily, and for their brethren the priests [and for them-
selves]. (21) And the sons of Israel, el that had separated them-
selves from the uncleanness of the nations of the earth, and those
who had returned unto them from the captivity to seek Yahweh ate
the passover. (22) And they kept the feast of wunleavened bread
seven days, rejoicing before Vahwek, because he had turned the
purpose of the king of Assyria unto them to strengthen their hands
for the worship of Yakwek the God of Israel.

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 returning from 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 fitting con-
clusion to the temple-building story. Torrey notes that Lhe temple
was finished in the 12th month, Adar, v. 15, and that the Chr., with his
usual exactness in dates, fills in the next month with the keeping of the
Passover. The Chr. has an elaborate description of the celebration of
the Passover in 2 Ch. z31-*. Many phrases arc identical in the two
passages. But in our passage we rd. that the Lv. slew the Passover
for the others, v.®, while in 2 Ch. 354 the phrase is “prepared.” In-
deed, the points of identity are 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 weil belong to the time of Cy., or to the period when Zer. and
his company first arrived in Jerus. 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 originally have stood
after 43, 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 golak are those who returned from Babylonia.—20. This
verse in MT. runs thus: For the priests and Levites had cleansed
themselves, to a man they were all clean, and they slew the passover
for all the sons of the captivity and for their brethren the priesis and
for themselves]. “For themselves” can only refer to the Le-
vites. The expression is cumbersome, but it has the support of
all texts. Nevertheless it may he 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 captivity in Egypt, the
festival would be highly significant for 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 freely with 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-
wek 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
of Assyria] is strange here. We should expect “king of Persia.”

B.-Rys. notes that in Judith 2t 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
is supported by all Vrss. we may assume that the phrase was in the
original text. It is usually assumed that Dar. is meant, ¢. g., Sieg.,
but, save the position of 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 sirengthen their hands] in 1° refers to material support,
and that sense would be admissible herc. Were our text cor-
rect that meaning would be required. As a matter of fact,
the last clause originally read for the worship of Vakweh the God
of Israel]l. The favour of the Assyrian king then consisted of
the privilege of keeping the Passover, for which very little
expenditure was necessary. The king’s grace may refer to a
gift of lambs, which were slain at the feast, or to the privilege
conferred upon the sons of the golak in allowing them to re-
turn to Judah. In the latter case the king would naturally be
Cyrus.—For the work of the house of God] is badly supported by
the Vrss., and is inconsistent with the tenor of the passagc,
which is concerned with the keeping of festivals, i. e., the wor-
ship at the temple, not with its building.

19, wy] & imoimoav, but Esd. uses a more technical word, #ydye-
aavBA Fyayevt.—nbun 23] is suspicious, for the Passover was slain for
the sons of the golah (v.#). Esd. has ot viel "Topafh t@v éx Ths aiy-
wohwstas, B filii Tsrael transmigrationis, 3 Esd. filit Israel cum his qui
erant ex capiiviiale, 1. e., the sons of Israel logether with those who hod
come from the captivity. Now Esd. cannot be rendered “the sons of
Israel that came from captivity,” as RV.; the <%y 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 golak, 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 original text
with a dup. derived from Heb.—20», Esd. has a striking text, ¥tz
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Hyvictmoay of lepelc wal of Acveitat Fpo wod whvres of ulol ThHg aiy-
pohmatae Bre [ounl] HyvioBnoay Bt ot Acucitar dra mdvres Hyviobnoay, 3
Esd. guando sanciificati sunt sacerdotes et Levitae. Ommes filii captivitatis
non sunt simul sanciificati, quic Levilae ommcs simul sanclificati sunt.
The reading 8%t in BA is senseless, and © supported by 3 Esd. is correct.
Some parties were clean and others not. Now the subj. of wne can
only be the Lev. We can get good sense for a part of the v., 1. e., but
the Lev. to a man were all of them clean, and they sacrificed the 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 Hcb. in
the repeated clause ot A. &rx %ol wévtec. Omitting that and putting
the remainder back into Heb., we have a good text: munam smzn k% s
a5um s It may be that we should go further. When the Chr. drop-
ped the nepative 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 utol, the preceding being added from MT. The antithesis
is then between the sons of Israel, v.*, and the sons of golek, v.».—
21 is unintelligible; there is no obj. for Yoasv; “sons of Israel” and
“sons of the golak” 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 o7%x. & has an obj., tb w4oye, in place
of ovawn, but dxd tis dworxesiag is disconnected (ot #EehBévres dmbl).
@ has eic dnabapsiag for mxrwo. Esd. follows MT. exc. that it has
wéovreg for bo and lacks onbx and bx2s snbx. Sense may be obtained
by transposition so as to rd. yasn ... 57331 53 Sxaze w3 nopn Yeonn
nbunp gawm, Tt is better with Esd. to drop b snbw ... onbx—
22. In BB = is lacking; in B4 it is found here and with 300, Esd-
has v Bour for 3%=nsy, and lacks onSxn ™3 or rather has xuplov
instead.—mn> . . . anpwa] appears in Esd. as Bvavet xuplou’, elgpatbuevat
Evavtt nuplouPA “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 rejoice and turned is awkward. We should rd.
therefore Staws snbx M naxbea ... e 950 nup 307 %3 M s1sb Drnpe,

EZR. 4*%. 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. 1In the latter the name of Xerxes
does not occur; in fact, the only part of v.¢ preserved in that text is
against the inhabitants of Judah and Jerus., and that is imbedded in the
letter to Art. The section is usually divided, vv.4!- being connected
with vv.1® and v.® made a section all by itself. It has been shown
above that this passage did not come from the same hand as vv, 1%, and
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vv. 4t give a suitable setting for v.s. As the text stands the arrange-
ment in Esd. is the only logical one, for the dates of Cy. and Dar. in
v.sb 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 42, which v. is substantially
a repetition of the passage before us. It must be remembered that
in the original text preserved in Esd., 45 was directly followed by 4.

The troubling of the Jews referred to here of course really took 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 (3-4? 5 f., Hg. and Zc.),
in no one of which is there a hint of even an attempt to check the build-
ing. Lven 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 struggling to 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 rising people 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 Xerzes. Before him
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a good beginning had been made, but after his time the situation de-
scribed in Ne. 1 f. 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. 4 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 (e. g., KAT.» ) 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 still have
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. 75 as a term for the laity, in Hg. 2¢ as equivalent to
the rest of the people named in 2% 4. 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 1o* 1t Ne, g2 10%- 32
and “peoples of the lands” in 3% g!- 2 11 Ne. g2 3 102, In Ezr. 1ot
Ne 10 “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 * 1, “peoples of these
abominations™ (g't) being used synonymously, but the emph. here is
on the difference of religion rather than of race. In Ne. ¢ the term
refers to the As. and Bab., therefore the foreign people distant from
Judah. InNe. 10%it is rendered “traders” in BDB., but the real mng.
is country people as distinguished from those in Jerus. In Ne. g% the
word for peoples has an unusual form (*nuoy), but as in Zc. 75, 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 kands]. Cf. “their hands will drop from
the work’ (on the walls), Ne. 6°%. The phrase usually means
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o discourage, but literally it would be making the 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 foreigners to 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. 5s.). Esd. has a somewhat different account: The nations of
the land, lying down upon (or sending a message lo) those in
Judea and besieging them, prevented the building. This hostility
is still morc emphasised in 3 Esd., where an ambush is de-
scribed (v. 4.).—B. Hiring counsellors against them). Cf. Ne,
61, “counsellors of the king,” 7?8 825, 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 ™%), 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 defeat their 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.—AX the days of Cyrus]
is a harmonising gloss added here when this passage was placed
in a false connection (v. s.); similarly until the reign of Darius is
carried back from v.?, The Esd. text shows plainly how this
was done.—8. In the reign of Xerxes], the only mention of
this king in our books, but he is named often in Est.—I# the
beginning of his reign], that is, immediately upon his acces-
sion (485 B.C.}, when an accusation of rebellion would be most
effective.—Wroie] in our text has no subject. The implied sub-
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-ject is “the people of the land” in v. ¢, 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 figurative subject. ‘‘Accusation”
would mean a letter containing an accusation.

The abrupt end is what we may expect in any fragmentary piece the
original form of which has been lost by editing to fit a new situation.
That abruptness of termination is, however, a characteristic of our
books.

4, ywn op] Esd. tadt 20wy tig vilg, 3 Esd. gentes ferrae, rd. »op as in
other places.—* o'0z] only case of Pi. in this connection. Qal is
used several times with = as subj., e. g., 2 S. 41, where we have also b73.
Esd. gives us éruopdueva®? (fncumbentes, 3 Esd.) = 1%, Dt. 218 =
a3, 1 K. 3!, hardly a suitable sense here; émxotvwveivra occurs
only in Sirach 26% 4 Mac. 42. This gives quite a different sense, sen!
a communicalion to those in Judah, possibly ordering them to stop the
work.—orhan] trouble, Qr. obnan, frighten. & dvemédilov (= o&a in Ju.
52} supports Kt. Esd. has molwprotvtes elpyov. The first word often
represents on>, and this text apparently rd. ozrb.  Elpyov stands for
some vb. concealed in onw, As Esd. has dwexdhvoay for “prevent”
in 5 and 2%, it appears that we have two sources woven together
here. 3 Esd. has a further elaboration, e levantes opus edificaiionis
el insidias el populos adducentes prohibebant eos edificare, “and impair
the work of building and bringing an ambush and peoples prevented
them from building.” This is very like Neh.’s troubles.—5. oo 1]
an error in sibilants; the correct form is o0, The text of Esd. is
radically different in this v.: xat fovkds xal Snpaywroivres (Snpayw-
rlacAl) xal cuotdoets (Emisuotdoagl) wotobpevor drendiucay Tol dwote-
Deolfivar Thv olxodopdy (tob oixoBopfioat xal émrehechivar Thv oixodopip!)
wévra thy ypbvoy THg Lotg Tod Bacthéwe Kipou. There is added xal elpy-
Onoav g olxnodoufig ¥ty Blo fwg ThHg Acpelou Pacthelag, but that is a
translation of v.#, 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 necessarily refers to the temple,
The difference from MT. is so great that the text can hardly be a



16o EZRA-NEHEMIAH

translation at all. Indeed, in the whole passage (4-%) 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 building from completion all the days that Cy. lived.
The following clause, they hindered the building for lwo years, is a dup.
—=6. mow] does not occur elsw. P lacks the word, 4 has éntoroidy,
while = has a dup., éxte. xat évavtiwsty. Other forms of the root are
common.

EZR. 47%s = ESD. 2'%%¥, 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’s decree. The section has been
the subject of much discussion, for it presents difficulties to an
unusual degree. Some of these will be considered here.

(1) Contrary to the general impression, the whole passage exc. ™
is in Aram. It is usually said that v.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. 72 is a part of the warp and woof of
the intr, to the first letter, an intr. mixed all through vv. 719, and which
I have [ortunately been able to disentangle (v. 2.). The v. can be rd.
as Aram. as well as Heb. The word y> is, in fact, an Aram. word,
and the passage can only be forced into Heb. by assuming a loan-word.
The mistake was originally made by the Massorites, and has been
perpetuated ever since. V. is Heb., but at most it is an editor’s note;
and it is certainly out of place. It has never beer understood, but it
clearly has nothing to do with the interprctation of 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. storics of the temple-building, that is, iz the reign of Dar.,
an obvious absurdity. In Esd. the passage comes directly after Ezr.
1, between the reigns of Cy. and Dar. This position was not that of
the original text of Esd., but was due to a later editor. In the Esd.
text of vv.7-% there are two references to the building of the temple,
both in the letter of complaint, neither being in the Aram. text (Esd.
217 2 = Ezr, 4 ), Now those references to the temple must have
been added to the text after it was placed in the position it has in MT.
In the Esd. text the beginning of the building operations of the tem-
ple follows this passage (3. e., 547 %). The references to the temple-
building are therefore impossible i1 an earlier section, If these references
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had been in the original text, they surely would not have been over-
looked by the Chr., who believed that this passage explained the delay
in building the temple. The section must have been transposed in
the Esd. text in an attempt to get rid of the obvious absurdity of
placing the Art. letters in the midst of the reign of Dar. That would
be all the more necessary, since the Esd. text makes it clear that 31—4*
of MT. do belong to the time of Dar., a fact disguised in MT. by the
aid of numerous textual changes.

It seems possible to go a step further and attempt to account for the
fact that there are no references to the temple in the Aram. version of
the letter. At all events, a simple explanation may be proposed. In
the original text of Ezr.—Ne. this passage stood where it belongs,
immediately preceding Ne. 1. The passage was transposed in Esd,,
which has nothing of Neh.’s work at all, and was edited to fit its new
place. Then in MT. it was also separated from 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 again pushed back in the Esd.
text by an editor who was certainly, and perhaps pardonably, ignorant
of the true order of succession of the Pers. kings.

(3) The passage is dated in the time of Art., presumably Art. I
(464—424). This date is inconsistent with the position of the passage
in either text. Therefore many scholars have supposed that the name
of the king is wrong, and that we should substitute Cambyses for Art.
Cambyses reigned 529—522, between the reigns of Cy. and Dar. That
substitution would make the Esd. text chronologically consistent. But
we have seen that the position of the passage in that version was not
original, and consequently the gain is nothing. The substitution does
not help out the version in MT.; for here we have the sequence of
kings, Cy. Dar. Xerxes, Art. Dar. (45%-}, thus placing Art. too early.
If Cambyses is assumed, he becomes as much too late in this scheme
as Art. s too early. With better success we might substitute the name
Kerxes. We could then interpret v. % as a Heb. beginning of the matter
in vv,7-#a,  The chron. sequence is then not so bad, for while c. 5 f.
does belong to the reign of Dar., we might suppose that the Aram.
account of the temple-building story had been added to this Aram.
section without regard to chron. order. Then it is a singular fact that
in the book of Est. the Pers, king Xerxes appears in & as Art.; if the
same mistake had been made here, the error in & might have crept
back into the Aram. Finally that substitution would rid us of the
serious difficulty that Art. authorised Neh. to do the very thing forbid-
den in this edict (v. Intr.).

Alluring as this hypothesis is, it is certainly unnecessary. After all,
it scarcely relieves us of any real difficulties, for as the passage is in the
wrong place, to remove it one reign further along is no strain. Fur-

ther, the change, as shown below, creates a difficulty of its own.
I
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In its original form the letter to the Pers. king charges that the Jews
are rebuilding the walls of Jerus., and erecting houses in it. That
much we may gather in spite of 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 Jerus. is lying waste, its walls are thrown down,
and its gates burned (Ne. 1% 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 2oth 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%),
1. e., 485, or forty years before Neh., and thercfore presenting too long
an interval between the calamity and the report brought to Neh.

There is then the difficulty of 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 easily be 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 templc could never have been built,
for Art., in spite of 64, never issued a decrec in favour of building the
temple.

We cannot rd. the story in Ne. 1—2¢ without seeing that Nek, realised
that he had a delicate and diflicult problem. If he knew of the king’s
letter, vv.17 £ and had just heard how ruthlessly the 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 placing the section just before Nch. we get an exceedingly good
connection. In the early part of the reign of Art., perhaps under the
inspiration of the patriot Neh., a large body of exiles had gone up to
Jerus., possibly the very company confused with Ezra’s, They had
the purpose, so near the heart of Neh., of rebuilding Jerus., 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 clearly in 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 it 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 inappropriate for 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 certainly have written all in
Heb. save the lctters 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 themsclves, and I cannot understand
Torrey’s declaration that the “Aram. source contains nothing but these
suspicious documents” (ES.1).

Kost. was the first to deny the historicity of the passage, admitting
that if it were authentic it would refer to Ezra’s golak and overthrow
his theory that Ezra is later than Neh. The points raised by Kost.
(Wied.»* #.), with some comments thereon, follow:

(1) The colonising by Asnappar (Assurbanipal) is improbable. But
it is by no means certain that Asnappar is to be identified with Assur-
banipal (». 7.). (2) There is a suspicious similarity between this cor-
respondence and that of c. 5f. 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.:5, could not apply to Bab. inscrip-
tions. This argument ignores simple textual criticism, the Esd. text
reading “in the library of thy fathers,” in which Bab. inscriptions may
well have been stored. {4) “The mighty kings” of v.* admits of
no satisfactory explanation, 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
prisoner and who bulks large in the inscriptions of Sennacherib. (5)
The phrase “until a command is given by me,” v. 1, shows a knowledge
of Art.s later consent to Neh. Here again we may note that Esd.
lacks the passage, and Kost. is certainly wrong in his assumption that
Art. orders the destruction of the walls. Further, we may well ques-
tion Kost.’s inference. The king might easily issue a conditional de-
cree. As he merely orders the work to stop, it is natural to assume
that some further investigation was intended. (6) The impression
made by Ne. 1-7% is that Neh. was engaged in an entirely new 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 learning that
the walls had been thrown down and the gates burned. (7) The
mocking attitude of Sanb. and To. is inexplicable if the walls had pre-
viously been carried close to completion. It seems to me that if the
Sam. had recently destroyed what the Jews had built, they would have
sufficient ground to jeer at any one else 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. 2:-1 is silent about an existing order 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, Strictly speaking, there had been no
order to destroy the walls. Neh. would not be likely to provoke oppo-
sition by reminding the king of his {ormer action,

Kost. then gives his ideas as to the origin of the passage. As the
first golak 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 zoth year of Art. Therefore the Chr. makes the golak at-
tack the walls after the completion of the temple. It would be difficult
to frame a weaker hypothesis. The golak 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 incorporates the 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 little value” (ES.4).

7-11. The occasion of the letter to Artaxerxes and its be-
ginning.—7. In the days of Ariaxerxes]. The writer evidently
had no exact knowledge of the date or he would have been
more specific.—The rest of their associates] suggesting an official
body which joined in the complaint whose word would add
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weight to the charge. The word rendered “associates’ occurs
in the Eleph. pap., where the meaning is determinable. InT, 1!
we find “Jedaniah and his associates, the priests who are in
Jeb.” The word is used like “brother” in Hebrew to indicate
those in the same official class. Sachau limits the meaning
needlessly to those who joined in the letter, but the word covers
all the priests in Jeb.—And the writing of the letter was wrillen
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 bilingual document. Mey. substi-
tutes Persian for the first Aramaic, 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 islackingin ®. The phrase is a copyist’s note, and is
not of much importance (v. 7.).—Rehum) is a good Hebrew name,
and occurs frequently in Ezr.—Ne. (v. on 22).—Commander] is
better than “chancellor,”” RV. Arnold proposes ‘“master cf
the decrees” (JBL. 19:12,%4). Rehum then would be the chief
officer.—Shimshai the scribe] vv. % 17 #+{. The name usually is
traced to Iranian (BDB.), but it might easily be 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 certainly would not have written in
Persian. The words are a gloss due to the confusion of the text.
—As follows] but the letter does not begin till v.11>.—9, Dinaites]
or “judges” according to B, so Hoffmann, Mar.—A pharsath-
chites] also interpreted as “generals” (BDB.).—Tarpeliies] or an
official title tabellarii (Jensen): it has also been interpreted as
Iranian and equal to the frequently used term “beyond the
River” (Syria).—Apharsiles]. Marquart renders “secretaries.”
—Archeviles) the people of Erech (Mey. Ent.%), a city in Bab-
ylonia.—Babylonians] only occurrence of the gentilic form in
OT.—Shushanchites] the people of Susa, the Elamite capital.
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—Dehavites]. TFollowing B® now generally interpreted as “ 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.—A4wnd the rest of the
peoples]. In spite of the above rather lengthy list, there were
other nationalities involved in the hostility toward the Jews.—
Whom the great and famous Asnappar had taken captive]. That
is, all these peoples had been brought to Samaria from other
places, referring to the story in z K. 17. Asnappar is usually
identified with Assurbanipal, apparently because it is more like
his name than any other. & offers Shalmaneser who began
the siege of Samaria. As the name is corrupt, as the resemblance
to Assurbanipal is not very close, and as there is no evidence of
his colonising Samaria, we might conjecture Sargon, who con-
quered Samaria in 72z or Esarhaddon as v.2.—In fhe cify of
Samarial. Better with @ in the cities of Samaria, since all these
peoples would scarcely reside in one city.—And the rest beyond
the River] 4. e., 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 interpreted as 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. L. —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 servanis]. 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 2 more corrupt text than vv.’-u., 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 casily assume that preceding the let-
ter proper there was a simple and straightforward intr., stating the 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 dees not have the
original text. It does, however, afford a basis for reconstruction.

The letter proper begins at v. 1t with the complainants, thy servants,
the men of Abar-Naharak. Plainly we lack something here, viz., the
addressee and the names of the accusers. FEsd. has a part of the neces-
sary material beginning, to King Ari. lord. Then alter ol maidéc gou
we have “Pé&Bupog 5 (Torrey rightly supplies ypdpwy) t& wpoonirtovrx
xot DogudAhiog & ypzppareds xal ol Exfhorrot tiig Boukis adtdy %ol (xpi-
Tatl) ol &y xofhy Zuplg xed Powixy. And in v.1” we find in the ad-
dress of the king’s reply an additional clause, oixofow év Zopapeiq.
Combining this material we see that the beginning of the letter then
must have been: ®mep wow opo=Sya D T3P IR KOSH ROwERNRRS
TANITIAP AR PIDP YT P P % pan awen. 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: »wrw opo-Sya own (8)

“bya o pw (o) rxmaz xaSe anwwanaxd abzi=by mn s 1975 Keop

N37 2010% b2 vy DR WY (10): ... KUY PIO0D WD) N80 WwRot oo
KON P90 707 (I1) 5 DIFD MDY ARY PR 4T P 100 30 R

Py AT P a3y #ob snwenn by by b . It is a sup-

port to our reconstruction to note that - has xpitzt, 3 Esd. judices
just where ®s occurs in v.?; v. 4. in note on text. ¥Kusly, which is
always fcund in Esd. with Art., is a rendering of px reading py.
mn 2mm 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 just and 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 ablc to put
together the passages which are required as the first part 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. Rehum the reporier (or commander) and
Shimshai the scribe wroie a leiter against Jerus., (x1) and this is a copy of
the leiter which they sent lo him to Arl. 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 comparc
this result with the text of Esd., we find: (1) Instead of “against Jerus.,”
“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 (Bijhepog xat MiBpaddrng xat TaBérhtos xal) ‘Pdlupog xal Beéire-
wos %zl Tapdhhog & yeawpateds (xad bt hoiwol ol Todtors cuvtaoobuevar)
olxolvieg 3t év Dapapeig %ol tois FAlows témote. Now the additions
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here (within parentheses) are taken from v. 7, adding three names, and
having w33 anen, 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 Shimshai the scribe and
the rest of their companions wrote g letier 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.” 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 an> in
v. ¢ lacks a subj. The three names are manifestly the accusers of v.s.
Bishlam, Mithredates, and Tabecl were the hired agents of v. 5. Con-
sidering the vast amount of transposition which has taken place, the tr.
of those names is not singular (so Torrey, ES.173, Mey. Ent.!?).

V.7 is lacking in Esd. and is easily explained 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.us. We have still
to account for the passage, vv. gb-103, i. €., the list of names and the
explanatory note and the rest of the peoples whom the great and noble
Asnappar took capitve. This clause seems to be a late gl., describing
the origin of the Sam. and showing marked hostility to them. The
last part may easily be taken from v.2. 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 %223 in v. 3, to which there is nothing corresponding in Esd.,
was added after the dislocation was made. And finally nm=ay wix
iy is a repetition due to the misplacing of ™3y, wix is a mistake
for "w. Ny 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 ¥ before Art., used in the sense of “unto,” but
that is good Aram. usage (¢f. vv.1™-18). The confusion is not so great
as appears from the difficulty of reconstruction. The principal changes
necessary are but two: the tr. of the three names from v.7 to v.¢, and
the tr. of 1= to &b,

V.s 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 unintelligible scrap.
Torrey holds that “v.¢, or at all events v.®, is exacily reproduced”
(ES.t7s; jtalics mine). But his reasons are not convincing. He is
obliged to assume that Art. was substituted for Xerxes, whereas Esd.
begins exactly as v.?, showing in xatéyagey (though L has the cor-
rection watéypaday) a3 of v.7, not 1md of v.e. This is followed by
abtd = 1op of v. . uww Torrey finds in émotordy and cites BL; but
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@~ has émotordv xal dvevrlwow, an obvious and characteristic dup.
Since “letter” appears three times in the section, vv. ” % 11, it is strange
to suppose that this well-informed translator misconceived the mng.
of so easy a word as miaw, Esd. has iwoyeypapuévny before éxtotordy,
which Torrey regards as representing ®n33; but to get an unnecessary
adj. the translator would hardly jump from v.$ to v. 8; moreover, &z
is, I think, a late interpolation. The words stand at the end of the
passage in Esd.; had “Esd.” followed v. ¢ he certainly would have written
xotéypadoy iy émgrorfy. This position and the order of the words in
Gk. suggest that they may stand for xnun &0 in v. 2 Yroyeypappédimy
occurs only in the Apocr. On {215 v.4. critical note. Finally, yeévorg
may represent oy, but never elsw. stands for nmso.

The whole section vv. 71t 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 Jerus. 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’s imagination, but it is entirely obtained from a text which as
it stands is utterly unintelligible. A literal translation of MT. will be
the most convincing evidence of its impossibility for the reader not
versed in Aram.: (7) And in the days of Ari. wrote Bisklam, Mithredales,
Tabeel and the rest of their companions unto Art. the king of Pers. and the
wriling of the letier was wrillen in Aram. and interpreted in Aram. (8)
Rekum the commander and Shimshai the scribe wrote o letter against
Jerus. to Art. the king as follows. (o) Then Rehum the reporier and
Shimshai the scribe and ke resi of their companions, the Dinaites and the
Apharsathchites, the Tarpelites, the A pharsiles, the Archevites, the Baby-
lonians, the Shushanchites, the Dehavites, the Elamites, (10) and the
rest of the nations whom the great and noble Asnappar look capiive and
caused ihem to dwell in ike cities of Sam. and the rest of the province beyond
the River. And now.—(11) This is a copy of the lelicr which they sent
unio kim, unto Ari. the king: Thy servants the men of the province beyond
the River. And now—

We find in the king’s reply (v.17} 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 justification of the reconstruction that the two
lists of names and titles agree save in the words “cities of,” which do
not occur in v. 1.

7. 'p4] in v.* the same idea is expressed by misbpa, showing a dif-
ferent hand.—=nw@nnai] an Aramaised form. In @ only » and Esd.
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show the regular Gk. form Apvaféplou; B has Acapdaba, * Apbeaacha.
Bab. form is Ar-fak-$ai-su, Achamenian, Uriax3esa.—anz] from this
sg. and the sg. sf. (ks companions) Mey. argues that Rehum was the
principal instigator of the letter. But a sg. vb. with more than one
subj. is a common Semitic usage—3] does not occur in Heb., but is
frequent in the Aram. passages, vv. o 17 = g8 G&. 13 Tt is contended by
Zimmern that its As. equivalent kinaifx means only “house servants”
{(Mar.®); but here it means “associates,” as in the Eleph. pap. The
former sense would be unsuitable unless the antecedent of “his” were
“ Art.,” a possibility in this v., but not in v. 17.—2n3] may signify ““char-
acter of writing” in Tst. 122 312 82, but not in 4%; “mode of writing” is
a rather forced sense; the natural mng. is the thing written, ¢f. 262, ®&
renders as a vb., Eypagev.—nnesn] also 71; the Chr. has taken this
from Aram. vv.1%- 255  Andreas says middle-Iranian ptc. pf. pass.
nibhisi=scriptum (Mar.), Hoffmann (Z4. ii,%) and Str. similarly. Mey.
holds that it is an error for 1ywnp, Pers. paligama, “report” or ““mes-
sage.” As it is synonymous with an3, he contends that the latler
is an explanatory gl. of the Pers, word. @ here and v. 18 & pepodéyos,
which in Job 38 397 = v’23, “oppressor,” but the mng. here, as appears
from Esd. 23, is “tax-collector.”—na] & ypapfv.— 0w lacking in
@, while 20nD is &ppnveupéiny, so agreeing with yeagfy. & 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 first composed in some other language. As Aram. was the
diplomatic language of Pers., as it had been of the Bab. and Hebrews
(2 K. 18%), it is diflicult to see why the letter must have been first com-
posed in one language and then translated into another. Mar. after
@ calls moax a gl.  'We might solve the problem by reading perns (o.
on v. 1) “copy,” and thus have fke letter was writlen in Aram. and there
was an Aram. copy, the copy being preserved in vv. % f.. The most
prob. solution is that we have a jargon of copyists’ marginal notes or
directions, e. g., “write the letter,” “write in Aram.,” “translated into
Aram.” The words really stand at the hcad of the Aram. sections of
Eezr., and may have been directions to note the change of language, a
change much less obvious in % than in MT.—8. onn]. Both this and
woe are declared to be Syrian names by Mey. (Ent.*t). Rehum was
regarded as Pers. by Rawlinson, while Andreas (Mar.®) regards wow
as a popular etymological adaptation from an Iranian e, Thus is
it determined to make foreigners of two good Heh. names.—ayz=bya]
was misunderstood in 8, and transliterated in various ways, BaSarapiyB,
Bazhtaph, Bedreepl. Esd. Befhwepog, but in v. M & mpoominrovra, to
which Torrey rightly adds from v.17 & ypégwv. Andreas explains as a
translation of an old Pers. title; Mey. says it is 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.”—
x| from |3 and indefinite 8 and mng. “as follows” (Str. Mar.%),
It is lacking in 6, but appears in Esd. apparently as ITepowy.—9. ],
Contrary to the general statement, this is represented in & by a doub-
let, t43z Bxpwev. Str. regards as gl. Berth. explains it as a doublet
from w33 in v.b  In this corrupt text a word or two more or less
makes little diference. Vv. 91 are simply a more amplified repetition
of v.* with a vb. lacking. & saw the defect and supplied it by taking
1 in two senses (35 1*&). 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.—(x)»>x]. Jensen, Theol. Liz. 1895, proposed to iden-
tify with Gk. &pyot, an interpretation generally rejected in favour of
“people of Erech.’—w%33] is clearly “pcople of the city of Bab.”—
xooyeve], Zimmern (KA T3 ¢35) suggests that here is preserved an iden-
tification of the Susian god Su¥inak with the name of the city. Andreas,
Mar.ss, (¢f. De. Pgr.7) explains ak as a sf.; so Str.—ww| is the
place-name.—17] De. (BD.x) suggested Du-u-a, found in As. con-
tract tablets. Virtually all scholars now agree with ®B oi elsty = xan 11,
““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, e al.). 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.—~*31] Schrader proposed Da-
ja-e-ni (KAT.2 ), De. Din-3arru, a city near Susa (BD.x). B ot xpt-
waf, and so virtually all scholars rd. 17, “the judges,” regarded by
Andreas as an Aram. translation of the Pers. d@fabkar.—x%074] made a
Latin name by Jensen, fabellarii, rejected by Andreas, Mar. ef al. Pers.
is diligently sought in this document, and its presence would be nat-
ural enough, but Latin is scarcely admissible. Andreas is quite sure
that we should point N;L;D'\a and find in the word some unknown of-
ficial title (so Mey.®). Hoffmann explains from Pers. taraparda, ““the
provinces beyond the River.”—=xeanompx, wdpr, and 8307ox] 56 are
much alike, and may justly be regarded as variants. De. (DB.ix) sug-
gested for the first Partakke or Partukka, towns in Media mentioned by
Esarhaddon; in the second he saw Parsua. The desperate state of the
case is shown by Mey.; he notes that the root in all three is pns,
“Persia.” x, he says, may be prefixed or left off at will in Iranian
names; nin the first is a corruption; in (1) and (3) the adj. sf. Ka
appeared, so each word is reduced to Pers. (Ent1); 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-
cigles: 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. ™ begins and ke 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. ~p:0K]
almost unanimously identified with Assurbanipal (668-626), son and
successor of Esarhaddon (v.?). Schrader identified with Esarhaddon
to agree with v.® (KAT.» ), Mey. and others who are searching
diligently for 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, 19:13710K, and decides that the final ~ is due
to the fact that Pers. has no 5 (Ent.et). As the adj. x3n (Heb. 17)
is directly applied to this king, it would appear that the writer took out
a part of two syllables from the name and made it into a title. The
resemblance is the only ground for this identification, resting therefore
on a slender basis in spite of its general acceptance. ® has ZaAua-
vasshpys, 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. pumbx, Sargon. We
know that Sargon colonised Sam.; acc. to v.* 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.—xvpn k3v).  Sieg, says: “Aram.
translation of the As. royal title $arru rabbu,” but we lack 3arru, and have
another adj. which has no parallel in the As. inscriptions.—"p*] occurs
elsw. only in Dn. 2!, where it means difficwli. Here it is equivalent to
Heb. % and means femons. It is not easy to see why Assurbanipal
should be singled out for praise by those whom he had carried into
exile,—mp] @ has pl. wéreaw, the most suitable text, for while the
chief complainants might live in the city of Sam., the description of
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
difficulty may be avoided by reading ~wwa.

11, pzmz] V.s 50 and as loan-word in Heb. 7 . We may compare
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0o having same sense, “copy,” Est. 314 4% 88, Mar. says both words
come from Pers. In Gk. we find five renderings: (1) dmoreypapiévry,
Esd. 215, (2) bmonelpevov, Esd. 71, (3) dvtiypagov, Esd. 50 BL. (4) 3tx-
<ayh, BPA,  (5) Buashemats, BBA in 5o 71— %3] lacking in B and in
ARV, through misunderstanding the corruption of the text. The let-
ter proper begins with ‘n=w-%p.—wix] = Heb. wnx. Esd. has ot éxfdoi-
ot tHe Gourfig adtév. This shows a different text.

12-16. The charges against the Jews.—12. In Esd. we have
a slightly different and more deferential address than MT.:
be it known to our lord the king, the same difference recurring
in v. 3. The next clause is almost always translated wrong; it
should run thus: the Jews, who have come up from thee unto us,
have gome o Jeruselem, 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 &2 we find “from Cy.” instead of “from thee,” the
editor supposing there was only one migration, ¢. e., that in the reign
of Cy.

Now we come to the heart of the matter, a description of
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 possible to get a fairly good sense: Tkey are building it [the
city or some unknown object], they are repairing the wells, and
they have completed a femple. 1t 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 city and its walls. The essence of the charge is certainly
the statement about the restoring of 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, custosn or ioll]. 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. yields better sense and says all that
is necessary: they will not only refuse to 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: dut also they will stand out
against even kings. What is apprehended is described fully and
clearly in v.1¢; the loss to the Persian empire of the whole Syrian
province, the plaintiffs greatly exaggerating the power of the
Jews and perverting their purpose.—14. Now becouse we eat
the salt of the palace], lacking in G2, @L has “temple’ in-
stead of “palace,” making the Samaritans priests. On the
Bond of Salt ». RS. Relig. Sem.?®, 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. 181, ¢f. 2 Ch. 135, 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 fidelity of the officers to the Pers. king. It is possihle that the
mng. here is simpler, the idea being that the officers were in the king’s
pay; see AV. “have maintenance from the king’s palace,” so Ryle, Sieg.
The old Jewish interpretation was based upon the sowing with salt
as a sign of utter destruction (Ju. 9#5) and was, “because we aforetime
destroyed the temple,” 7. e., salted the salt of the temple. Nestle in-
terpreted the text a little differently, “because the salt of the palace is
our salt” (v. Sieg.), because we will suffer if the king's tribute 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. FEsd. offers a radically different text, and a sadly erroneous
one: because maliers ai the lemple are fressed forward, another reflection
of the temple-building story.

A second reason for their report is: 4 is not right for us lo wit-
ness the king's dishonor]. The word rendered “dishonor™ has
the root meaning nekedness; that is the idea here, it is not right
to see the king stripped bare of his lawiul tribute and territory.
—15, In the book of thy father’s memoirs]. 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 therefore this city was de-
stroyed, i. ¢., by Nebuchadrezzar: from the Bab. point of view the
destruction of Jerus. 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 history of Jerus., and
knew it correctly. Curiously Art. and his officers were entirely igno-
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 if this
city 1s budlt and its walls finished, then thou wilt 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 subjection by restoring the old empire of David,
There could hardly be plainer evidence of the correct date, for
such a result could never ensue from the building of a temple,
but only from the repairing of 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 longer be an outlet for thee
lo the province beyond the River. The meaning is not essentially
different.

12, &nb] Esd. tp wuple reading mm, Mar, explains preformative
b as a change due to the similarity of the form with mm (§ ssa); Str.
otiierwise (§ =%); v, AJSL. xiii—mb~p].t There is difference of
opinion about the composition, v. Mar. § #4, Kautzsch,- 1. There
is prob. a n, which has lost its force in the prep.; the mng. is like Heh.
opp, and so “from thee” or “from thy presence.” @ has dxd xbpouB,
amo codh, map’® Guovl- #0d Bsd —xpby] The Massoretic pointing sep-
arates this from preceding word, giving, therefore, the impression that
the complainants were at Jerus. The pause should be on this word,
separating it from what follows.—xmp] lacking in BB, but by an ob-
vious error.—xmme] Vv.1519; on the form v. Mar. § #, Kautzsch, § s
(kattal). 1t is equivalent to Heb. 57o. From Esd. we infer some fur-
ther n. than city. The passage would then run lo Jerus. the rebellions
city, and they are building its ——Mar. et al., adopt Qr. haw e
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but this cannot mean they have finished the wells, otherwise the com-
plaint would have been too late. V.® indicates that the walls are not
finished. The Vrss. offer some variety: & xat & tefyy adths xatne-
oudver etaly, they are repairing (or finishing) the walls, using the
same word for %53 in vv. 1 18 5% 911 64 (but in v.®* = has froruasdd).
LEsd. has xad 2% tefyn Oepamedouot, but ouvtedeshf in v. ', showing a
different Aram. vb. here. 3 Esd. o statuunt muros. Oep. may have
the mng. repair, and that is the sense required here.—wn» s offers
serious difficulty. @ has =l Gepehioug adthe dvidwoay, W ef paricies
componenies. Esd. xal vaby dmopdihovratPr, x. v. bmepfdiiovta Bepe-
Aobool. 3 Esd. ef demplum 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 bcen made {(r. BDB. 5. ». v and the
comm.). Str. reads ', as 51, “laid the foundations.” Jensen derives
from As. katu, “examine,” an unsuitable sense here. Haupt calls it
Afl of men, “excavate the rubbish” (Guthe,®), likewise impossible here.
“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 xnew3y. .. 8nxvp in apposition with obwrs, The separation of
the obj. from its vh. by these adjectives, as is usually done, is very
awkward.—p13] is left without an obj., but the text is wrong in any
event; the ptc. would not be used with the verbs following in the impf.
@ has xat olxodopobowy abdriy. Esd. has olxoloty [oixedoepatordl] <ég
e &yopds abric. 3 LEsd. edificant furnos ejus. "Ayopd is used in Eccl.
12+ ¢ Ct, 3% for Py, ““a street,” which is really an Aram. word, and
which may have been confused with mw¢ though ™ 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.1s if this city be built, and v. = this city skall not be buill, we
might infer that ¢ity was meant here; but there are three counts in
v. 12, reduced to two in v.® and to one In v. %, so that the phrases are
not repeated. Indeed, we should expect a generalisation in the latter
passage. Some form of ma1 is well attested, and some obj. is required.
Now snewd does not recur with mxvp in v, 15, and is an anticlimax.
The crux of the charge is that Jerus. 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 %3%0% .. .1y, The words may be an accidental rep-
etition from v.12—5%m %2 nun] v. 2 pu, @ sépor odx FoovtuBA, bpwy
wpaby xal suvtéhespal, Esd. gopodoyiay ol wi) dmopelvwaty Solvar. L as
often shows correction from MT. @ has had our text, but in V23 has
seen z negative (x%) and in 197 a vb, (1%™). amm, or, better, N, so
Heb. Ne. 5¢ (¢f. np 69) is derived from As. mandaiu (nadanu, “give”
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= Heb. 1n3). ™3 is explained from As. biltn, “tax,” or, better, from
Iranian beli, “tribute.”” Mey. explains as tax in kind. %1 from vb.
” is explained as money paid for going, “toll” (Mar. Glossary,
Str. ef al.}; but such a derivation is not convincing though generally
accepted. Another explanation is found in As. #ku, “tax” {Ges.B,
Winckler, Al. Forsch. xv,%31.). Winckler supposes 123 to be a corrup-
tion of %> of the original text, and renders the passage: “they will
withhold tribute and pay no taxes” (op. c¢it.). He is close to the truth,
but it is better to follow Esd. (v. 5.}. Mey. regards & as evidence that
the translators were no longer able to distinguish the three kinds of
tribute.—pnox] t mng. dub.; Andreas emends oo, Pers. afsos, “in-
jury”; usually explained as mng. ““in the end”; Scheit. (BDB.) “treas-
uries,” from Zend pathwa. Mey. gets mng. “‘income.”—owbr] “an
unsupportable Hebraism” (Mey. Ent.%); he would rd. =2, so “the
revenues of the king.”—pnnan] vv.ts2 Dn. 6*1; on the form wu.
Kautzsch, § #- 2, third p. f. used in neuter sense, “it will injure,” or
it may go back at least in sense to np (Berth.). ® xaxomae®A,
dyxMoousnls, Esd. dvristhoovear. The last word in 2 Ch. 137t repre-
sents g in Hithp., but sense prob. ‘““rebel against” as 3 Esd. resistent.
—14. m~y] & with great literalness, doyyuosdyn, the rendering in many
places of Heb. mny, which is apparently the same word used here.—
15, #1o1] Heb. o3, ¢f. Mal. 38, “memorandum-book”; here the
royal annals. The phrase is wanting in B4 in the second place; Esd.
2y Tolg dmd 1@y Tutépwy gou Btfhlorc.—1m] Heb. nyvn, of. 21, Esd. méhes.
—amer] v.r* 1 from W, Do, 645, Mar. §5, B guyadeic.—piay] &
dobAwv, by an easy misunderstanding. Esd. wohtopxixs ouvestogedvor,
may represent this text, giving to "™y a mng. somewhat different
from the received one, “enduring sieges.”—16°. ®B* has only o= Eoriv
oot elgfyy.  Esd., EZodog, has rd. p5n as 790 (¢f. v.%). @ is certainly
not bhased on our text exc. for 1% 5.

143
oy
39,

17-24". The edict of Artaxerxes and its execution.

The king sent a reply to Rehum, Shimshai, and their associates
saying that the annals had been scarched and their charges against
Jerus. 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 @ 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 wrole back to Rehum . . . the

12
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subjoined letter, as in v. 1L, 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: fo Rekhum. . . .
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 likely that the text is corrupt and that the
verse originally read: Artaxerxes the king to Rehum et ol., that is,
there was no introduction at all, but only the letter itself.—
18. The letter which you sent unto us has been read before me in
translation). As the singular is used elsewhere, “unto us” must
be a mistake for “unto me.” “Plainly read,” as usually ren-
dered, is found also in Ne. 8%; ARV.™ 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,* where “explained” seems
to be the meaning. Esd. has a simpler text: I kave read the let-
ter whick you sent o me, obtained by omitting two of the Aramaic
words.—19, I issued an order and they searcked and found).
The search was made in the annals suggested in v. 5. The dis-
coveries amply justified the charges of the accusers; for the
king’s secretaries unearthed these facts concerning Jerusalem:
this city from olden time has risen against kings, and rebellion and
insurrection have been made in if]. This verse indorses the com-
plaint of v.15 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 province beyond the River], all the Persian domin-
ions west of the Euphrates. (3) And fridute, custom and foll
(v. on v. ¥) 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. rightly questions whether the
archives found in Persia would preserve records of the Judean
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history of that period. In the time of David, moreover, Jerusa-
lem could hardly be described as a rebellious city, at least so
far as foreign kings were concerned. If the king had a copy of
the inscriptions of Sennacherib, there would be adequate data
for his purpose. There is really no need of assuming the pres-
ence of a Jewish hand here. It is assumed that should Jerusalem
be rebuilt and its walls restored, it would regain the power it
had had in the pre-exilic days. This expectation was far from
realisation in the period before Nehemiah; but it was sufficient
to arouse the apprehensions of a king who was always fearing
-tebellion in the subject provinces.—21. Make now a decree] is
surcly not what we look for, since the officers could scarcely
expect to stop the building by a decree. Tt is better to read as
in v. Y9, now a decree is made, i. e., by this letter; or as Esd., now
thercfore I command to stop these men, 1. e., the Jewish builders.
—And that city shall not be buili]. Nothing is said about walls,
but the word “city” is used comprehensively, so that the injunc-
tion stops every kind of building operations. Esd. combines the
clauscs, fo prevent those men from building the city.—Uniil a decree
is issued from me]. A clause lacking in 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 surely possible.

22, Be warned against doing remissly in this malter]. The
king did not appreciate the 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
seriously in remote provinces.—Lest injury should increase to
roval loss]. The interrogative sentence of EV®, shows a strange
misunderstanding of the text.—23. Then after the copy of the
letter]. “Copy” creates the same difficulty here as in v.2
and as “plainly” in v. 18, which is from the same root. “Trans-
lation of the letter” would be better.—Was read in the presence
of Rehum]. The royal messenger who brought the edict prob-
ably read or translated it to the officers and their council. Here
only Rechum’s official title is lacking, probably due to an error
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of a copyist. Esd. has here a preferable text: then the writing of
King Artaxerxes being read, Rehum et al. proceeded, etc.—They
proceeded in haste lo Jerusalem against the Jews]. A considerable
time must have elapsed between the sending of the despatch and
the receipt of the reply, especially as an investigation of the
archives in Persia was necessary. The building meanwhile had
continued, all the more vigorously if the Jews suspected the
effort to stop their work. The moment the injunction comes to
hand the zealous officials hasten 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 cavalry and
a multitude in balfle array, they began to restrain the builders. The
clauses are in better crder, 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 siopped]. This is the concluding portion
of the “correspondence.” The rest of the verse is connected with
c. 5, 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. xman>] 57- 1161 Dn. 3 41 T Bib, Heb. Eccl. 81 Est. 12 f. From Old
Pers. patigama (Andreas, Mey. Ent.21). ®PA lacks the word, possibly
because its mng. was unknown; B has a feeble rendering, tdv Aévov.
Esd. combires with nbw, if that represents same text, téts dvréypaler.
—pan 29] BBA eipfivyy xal gdotv, both being apparently obj. of gxéa-
wethey.  BL elpfvy butv. xal viv. This represents a good text reading
pab for My, cbw is not “prosperity,” as BDB., but “peace to you,”
a common grecting. The greeting is lacking in Esd.; in place of last
two words there is t& Swoysypupméva as in v. 1.z Esd. ea que sub-
Jjecta sunt—18. waor] t lacking in B2 and Esd.; BT odpws, Itisa
good Heb. word, #. Ne. 8¢, and has the same sense. It is here used
adverbially.—p] as in Heb. means call or read. ®BA &xA#ly, a render-
ing necessitated by translating snnws, gopéroyos. ®L follows closely
MT. Esd. has a simpler text for the whole v.: "Avéyvay [legi 3 Esd.]
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iy dmistordy v membpgare wods wé, lacking therefore wmon and sop.
—19. opz]. Here and in v.2 % & was forced to translate and uses
yvdun; but GL in b yypa—maymm] G yivovtaBL, yiyvowvrerd, Esd.
has ot &lpwwor as subj.—20, powpn] see Mar. § &2 Esd. fogueol xat
axAnpol.—pbe] @G émxparobvres, Esd. xuptelovteg, both texts reading
as a ptc. The rest of v. appears in Esd. thus: xal gopohoyolvres xoifdny
Zuptay xal Powixny; whether this is a free rendering or represents a
simpler text, it is hard to say.—21. ww] rd. as in v. %, 2w or nptr, T
make adecree; of. Esd. dnévala.—owm sopo uo-vp]. &BAwas apparently
puzzled by this passage; we find #t [émwed] dud ThHe Twdung = 10 1y
soyn,  BL shows our text, though disarranged in Lagarde. Esd. lacks
the passage altogether; but in v. 222 it has a rendering which covers the
ground, and to take heed that nothing be against this, reading b3, against,
and getting a negative in b —22, pv] T Pe. pass. ptc.; it is the
same as Heb. », which may be of Aram. origin. & w=puhaypévoiBA, wpo-
oéystel, Esd. mpovorfivar.—52] & FveorvBA mapg Aéyoyl.—onb] & uf
mote, Esd. pm, 7. e, 85, The force is that of Heb. i3, ¢f. Kautzsch, § &s- =,
—xien] appears in Esd., mpoBf éxl wheiov, evidence of the free render-
ing which often characteri~2s this text. BT wAnfuvd]) cpédpa.—xv3n] B
dgaviawés, apparently interpreting like Heb. %an “destruction,” Esd.
the xaxleg.—23. 13070 112] lacking in BBA, b ovriypagoyl=8nnwy, 105
dbypatoct. The title of Rehum is missing here; it is found only in G&
(B&Ateep). In spite of the strong support of MT., the title must have
been in the original.—x] Esd. graphically brings out the true con-
ception in dvalebfuvtes, a commom word in Mac. representing Heb.
o3 in Ex. and Nu. (». Hatch and Redpath, Concord.).—sm1=53]
lacking in Esd.; & xal év "To53gB4, Zml todg *Toudmiousl correctly.—
ya] B év Txwots, Esd. pet” TxmouBA, pev” Yomwvk, The word means
arm literally as Heb, ywx, The Gk, rendering is hard to explain,
but as 277 is thus translated in Ex. 147 Jos. 17118 1 K. 16° 2 Ch. 21°
Is. 38, that may be what was seen or imagined here.—%'n] & Buvdpet,
Esd. Bxhou mapatdfens (tayimst).—242, 1x2 6 véte. This form with
prep. occurs 26 t. in Dn., but in Ezr. only here and 5% 62 The mng. is
the same as "N,

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 ¢. 5. The text of Esd. forbids that commonly received interpreta-
tion. In Esd. 2! we have the v. in its entirety: and the building of the
temple which is in Jerus. ceased uniil the zd year of the reign of Dar.
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” (8923 mm). But we find a part of this repeated in Esd.
5™, “and they prevenzed 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). 24P of Aram. text is plainly discerned here. The clause
“until tke reign of Dar.” is from 4%, where we have added “king of
Pers.” as in Esd. 23t. Now 5! in MT. lacks a necessary date, and the
defect is supplied in Esd. correctly. It appears, thercfore, that the Art.
correspondence originally ended 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 Jerus.” The
meaningless words “and it was ceasing” first appeared in the Esd. text
to connect 5t with 45 (of MT.).

NE. I, 2. NEHEMIAII BECOMES GOVERNOR OF JUDAH.

17", Pilgrims from Judah bring tidings of the sad plight
of Jerusalem.—1. The words of Nekemiak the son of Hachaliak).
This is a heading, like a title-page prefixed to 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 gth month in the Hebrew calendar (¢f. Ear.
10%) = November-December (Zc. 7t 1 Mac. 1%). “Twentieth
year” is defective, as there is no further definition; it is an
interpolation by the Chronicler. This date as well as that in
2! were taken from 5. The date in 2! is the 1st month of the
zoth year, therefore this must be the 1gth year of Artaxerxes,
unless, as Wellhausen suggests, the year is reckoned after the
Syrian fashion as beginning in the autumn (Is.-Jud. Gesch.'™).
Susa or Shushan (Dn. 82 Est. 12- 5) 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 foreign soil. The palace or royal castle
is added to define more closely the abode of Nehemiah. He was
at the palace in the city of Shusban, because he was a court
official (v.*).—2. And Haenani came in to me] “to me” being
rightly added from &.—One of my brethren) or one of my 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 expression in 72, “Hanani
my brother,” it is likely that 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
Judak]. Hanani apparently had not been in Judah himself,
but he had heard tidings from 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 scarcely acci-
dental, and so Hanani deserves credit for starting the important
mission of Nehemiah.—And I asked them], not Hanani, but the
men from Judah. They had been introduced to him as return-
ing pilgrims and the question to them was natural.—Concerning
the Judeans, the remnant who have survived from the captivity, and
concerning Jeruselem]. The text is overloaded probably by a
gloss (the remnant). The implication is that those who had
survived the captivity were fcw 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 specific reference to those who
had gone up in the time of Artaxerxes (Ezr. 412) 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. 2. The particularity of these words supports the
view that Nchemiah has in mind those who had gone up to Jeru-
salem, otherwise “exile” would be strangely used as a note of
time.—Are in greal 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]l. 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 pcople and about the city. Both questions are an-
swered, but with singular brevity. Nehemiah may have only
recorded the substance of the report. It suffices, however, to
show that some great calamity had befallen the holy city.—
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 (ym) the whole wall of Jerus. and burned (772 the tem-
ple, the palace, and all the houses of the city (2 K. 25 Jer. 308 521 -
2 Ch. 36v. The last clause Torrey regards as a gl. (ES.®0), but it is
immaterial, for the city was pretty effectually destroyed, 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
plausible description is found in Lam. 2°, “her gates are sunk into the
ground,” implying that being made useless by the breaking of the walls
they were left to rot. These accounts are all manifestly dependent
upon a single source, for they all use the same words for “break down”
and “burn.” Now in our text with “walls” we have the pred. ns-sn,
the only occurrence of the Pu., and strictly speaking the word means
breached. Little stress can be laid on that (against Sieg.), for in Is. 58
and other places the same word seems to refer to complete destruction.
For the burning we have n¥» here and in 217 and %3x in 2% # instead of
ao 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 afiected 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 depression is perilous to
himself. The query insistently arises whether he would have been so
distressed by hearing of a calamity which had occurred one hundred and
fifty years before. Kost. explains his distress as due to the continued
dispersion of Israel (Wied.®f), 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 rebuilding of 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 description of a condition which had stood unchanged for a
century and a half. That might have beer a true account, but it could
scarcely be regarded as the latest news from the holy city. Suppose
Neh. as ignorant of Judean conditions as we may, it is incredible that
he should be unaware of Nebuchadrezzar’s destruction of the walls.

We might find an explanation by 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 surprise to Neh. and is the most significant fact in the affairs
of Jerus. The conditions require a recent calamity, not one of one
hundred and fifty years’ 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 ¢ priori
grounds such 2 movement is highly prob. For the people had been
able to build ceiled houses for themselves (Hg. 14), and had restored the
temple. Without walls the city would be at the mercy of any maraud-
ing band ol hostile neighbours. We are not left to conjecture, how-
ever, for we have exact information in Ezr. 47-%, where there is a clear
account of an attempt to rebuild the walls of Jerus. Neh. knew of
that expedition and 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
patriotic brother. From them Neh. learned of the disastrous failure
of the expedition. It was natural that he should be surprised and de.
pressed.

4, And when I hed heard these words I sat down and wepl].
That was the immediate result of the surprise and 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 description of continued action: and I mourned for days [de-
noting an indefinite period] end [during those days] I was fast-
ing and praying before the God of heaven]. On the God of heaven
v. Ezr, 12 312,

Nehemiak's prayer.—5. Yahwek the great and lerrible God],
for which @ reads the mighty, the great and the terrible, usual attri-
butes of the God of heaven, v. 48 9®. Yahweh occurs nowhere
in N.—Keeping the covenant and mercy] joins incongruous 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. 8. On
the nature of ‘“mercy” v. Bennet, Post-Ex. Pri%{. The
phrase is a hackneyed one and is of Deuteronomic origin (Dt.
#9121 K, 8% Dn. ¢*). The whole verse is found in the last-
named passage with very slight differences. It appears to be a
stereotyped form of prayer.—6. Let now thy ears be allentive]
called by Sieg. “a special Nehemian formula,” on the basis of
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v. 1, But we find the expression in Solomon’s prayer, 2 Ch. 6%
Ps. 130? (also a prayer).—And thine eyes open] c¢f. 1 K. 8 =2
2 Ch. 6% 715, Here again we have the stock phrases of prayer.
—Which I am praying before thee to-day, day and night]. The
participle denotes continuous action in harmony with v. ¢ 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 confession of the sins of the sons
of Israel which they have sinmed against thee]. The text has
“we” as subject of “have sinned,” but with & and M 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 father have 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 explain his interest in Judah and his sense of responsibil-
ity. The view has other support (¢f. 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 kave acted very cor-
rupily against thee], a general positive statement, followed by
the negative and more specific: and we have not kept the command-
ments and the statules and the judgments [typical Deuteronomic
words] which thou didst command Moses thy servant]. Moses is
very often called the servant of God (Jos. 1 pass. 1 K. 8% % and
¢f. further in Ryle).—8. Saying] would properly introduce a
direct quotation from the words of Moses. The alleged quota-
tion extends through v.. 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.
3015, not 29® .. 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.—If you transgress, I will
scatter you among the nations). The threat of dispersion is fre-
quent in the pre-exilic literature: Dt. 4?7 (the same words, but
in third person with Yahweh as subject} 28% Je. g's Ez. 111
et pass.—9. If you return unio 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 & have from the end of heaven fo 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
appropriate idea: ““ Yahweh will scatter thee among the nations
from one end of the earth to the other end of the earth.” Heaven
cannot be right. Tt is true that it is conceived possible for a
man to climb up to heaven (Am. ¢%), but that is the bold flight
of the prophet, while our passage is intensely literal.—Then
comes the apodosis: From there I will gather you and bring you
in]. We must read “you’ instead of “them,” as Dt. 30t and
some Greek texts and W.—Unio the place], but Dt. 30° has “unto
the land.” Here the reference is to the city.—Where I have
elected to cause my name to dwell] is a frequent Deuteronomic
description of Jerusalem, Dt. 123 14'2 165 1 262 + fifteen times.
The phrase is not found elsewhere in the Pentateuch.—10,
And these are thy servants and thy people]l. “These” would refer
to the Jews struggling in Jerusalem; but the whole verse is a
loose quotation from Dt. ¢g2*: “and these are thy people and thy
inheritance whom thou broughtest out with thy great power and
with thy outstretched arm.” The words differ slightly, but
the sense is the same.—Mighty kand) occurs in Dt. many times;
so does redeem. ®B" gives a different turn, we are thy servants
and thy people—11*. The prayer returns to supplication and
repeats in part v. & &" adds a clause: do not turn away thy face.
—And unio the prayer of thy servants] implies that others than
Nehemiah joined in his prayers. The following paradoxical
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clause who delight to fear thy name] requires some such antecedent
as & provides. But there is no hint of any other supplicant.—
And prosper, I pray, thy servant this day, and grant him compas-
sion before this 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 certainly was not present, as the words im-
ply. But we can easily put this clause in its right place. In
2t we have I prayed unto the God of heaven. That was a critical
moment, and the prayerin v." is in part exactly appropriate to
that situation (v. 7. 24).

The authenticity of Nek.’s prayer—Neh. was certainly much given to
prayer. Doubtless he offered many prayers during the three months
between his receipt of the bad report frem Jerus. and his official audi-
ence with the king. But it is difficult to believe that we have in vv. s-10
the words he used. There are favourite words of the Chr. like byn,
v.5, 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 justify suspicion. 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 vv. 51 and part of v.1! as the compilation of the Chr. Tt is in-
deed perfectly possible 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. 1! 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. 1 Ne. [the Chr.] seems to have left untouched”
{Comp.»). Mitchell, by no means radical, does doubt its authenticity
(JBL. 1903,*}. But I cannot believc that the striking similarity in
ideas and phrases between this prayer on the one hand and Ezra’s
(Ezr.g* 1.) and Daniel’s (Dn. g¢ T-) on the other can be explained on the
theory of Nehemian authorship. Moreover, !t* joins very well to v. 4,
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1f Neh. recorded his prayer at all, it has been so elaborately worked over
that the original cannot be recovered. Whoever composed the prayer
either had Dt. before him, or knew it by heart.

Note. Esd. fails us for Ne. (exc. 8-2) and consequently our sources for
textual criticism are comparatively poor.—1. mban] Xehxzio®, Xeinlovl
(pon), Ayehia®4—bo3] only elsw. Zc. 7Y, DeyemhotB, yasenhold,
yagakeul; Bab. loan-word kislive (JBL. 1892,187, ZA. ii,29).~—n=an] is
applied to the temple (1 Ch. 29! 19, 7. 7. 28). It may come from As,
biriu or Pers. burg. The Greeks did not understand it, and so trans-
literated &Betpd®, dfetppd?t, Th Boetl.—2. R3] 4 wpbs pdl = ox, a
good reading.—nmmn] BBAR *Ioida, but the prep. is better.—ommna]
lacking in ®BAX, A better text would be obtained by omitting mbs,
which might easily be an explanatory gl.—3. vsw) =wx] lacking in
@4, it is better omitted, as such overloading is more characteristic of
the Chr. than of N.—ny~3] @B® has a blundering dup., év xéiee [vy3]
év movmplg; &v xamaigl. The use of the ptc. n¥=pon followed by pf. 131 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 wax; the con-
struction has misled the Massorites.—o'n'] &¢" fuépats modhaict, dicbus
multis M; this may be a free rendering, as it gives the correct idea
(BDB. s.2.).—b5. "xn] @ & foxupbs, W fortis.—n] GPX 1b Fhebs ooy,
e. adtoil.  Elsw. we find “on7 (Dt. 7° Dn. g¢).—86. n22p)] occurs elsw.
only in v. 1, Rd. mawp 7ax] (Guthe) so BT & d1é oou wpoaéyovra, H
aures {uae guscultantes.—nxen] GL fuoptov, W peccaverunt ; td. wom,
—T7. %an] inf. cstr.; but used as absolute. ®PBA® renders 3tailoet,
patadonk,  Kittel suggests PL, or w1 9. —10] om. @B &y sofl.—713;]
@ wadl, so v.? but elsw. doiios, W famulo.—8. ~270] BT tdy Aéyoy
sov.—oyon Bnn). @ has 44y, L adds pot=1%, which might easily have
dropped after . Guthe inserts ox after onx, but a conditional sen-
tence in Heb. may dispense with the part. Ges.¥159b¢,—@, 35n7:] BT Jrag-
Tpogd, but BAR® Biggmapd, which becomes a technical word and is taken
over into English, the diaspora = the scattering of the Jews among the
nations. It is better with 8 to give the word an abstract sense, “ban-
ishment,” rather than “banished ones.”—o'own] GL® add ¥we Frpou Toi
abpaved = oown mp W. This may be implied also in BBX which has
for M3p3 &’ dnpou = Nspp,—o33pR] BL suvdln bpas, W congregabo vos ;
rd. therefore bo¥3px and on the same grounds: o»nxan.—1¢. o] G-
% vov Hpeig = wny A, —113y] B has here mafdeg.—11s, @LX has a
plus after "1, ph émotoédng b mpbowwby ceu.—T11ay] BT tol Aael cou,
and so having: the prayer of thy people and the prayer of thy servants
which corresponds to we are thy servanis and thy people of v.1 and
makes Neh. pray in a representative sense.
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1'"*-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.—11°,
Now I was one of the king's cupbearers] two texts of B have
eunuchs. Whatever the text may have been, it is not improb-
able that Nehemiah was eunuch as well as butler (v. Sta. BT.329).
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,%3). 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, Ceniury, Oct.
1907).
This section begins exactly as the first part of N. {11} 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%, and the intervening date is due
to the Chr., who has borrowed it from 54. Following MT. we must
connect thus: “I was one of the royal butlers, and in the month Nisan
of King Art.’s 2oth year, the wine was given to me, and I took up the
wine and gave it to the king.”

II. 1. Nisen] was the 1st month. Since Artaxerxes reigned
464-424, his 20th year would be 444 B.c.—Wine was before mel.
So we must read with B. Before him of B is contrary to fact, as
the following statements show.—And I took up the wine and
gave it fo 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 % were right the meaning would be that the scene opened in
the royal presence.

The EVs. 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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I was not sad before him. This statement in turn is contradicted by the
king’s question in v.? which shows that Neh. was depressed in spirit
and that the depression showed in his face. @ reads and there was no
companion with kim ; but that is contrary to v.® unless we limit ““com-
panion” to the sense of court official. There is no difficulty if we
interpret the words correctly. In the subsequent narrative the ex-
pressions are: why is thy face sad? why should my face not be sad? but
“face” is lacking here, and the word for “sad” is slightly different,
In v." we have if thy servant is good before thee, 1. e., is in favour. Here
we have the negative antithesis: I was nof evil before him, 1. e., not out
of favour with him, therefore Neh, had good hopes of a successful pre-
ferring of his request.

2. Why is vour face sad?] The same question, in identical
words, was asked by Joseph of Pharach’s eunuchs, the butler
and the baker, Gn. 407.—Now thou art not sick; there is nothing
now except sadness of heart]. The king’s diagnosis is accurate
and penetrating. The servant shows by his appearance that
he has no physical disease, but the months of fasting, praying,
and worrying had left their indelible marks upon his face. The
trouble was accurately located in the mind, for the heart is
thus commonly used in Hebrew. Nehemiah’s sufferings were
mental.—And I was very badly frightened]. Nehemiah had de-
sired an audience with the king, though he had not intended
to reveal his depressed spirits. But the consciousness of Jeru-
salem’s woes, his own anxiety to secure favour from his royal
master, the natural embarrassment of the long-sought oppor-
tunity, made a bigger burden than he could carry in conceal-
ment. Now an Oriental monarch did not expect his servants
to carry their personal troubles to him or te 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 royal presence without an opportunity to prefer his request.
There was, therefore, abundant occasion for his fear. The king
would scarcely believe that “by sadness of face the heart is
made good” (Lccl. %%). Nevertheless he did not allow his
emotions to destroy his privilege, but promptly and frankly
stated his case.—38. May the king live forever]. This form of
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greeting is found elsewhere only in Aramaic, Dn. 2¢ 3° and in
slightly different form in r K. r**. The usual greeting is “ may
the king live.—Inasmuch as the city of the house of the graves
of my fathers lies waste and ifs gates have been consumed with fire].
“House” is lacking in v. 5 and may be dispensed with here also.
Nehemiah’s statement is not quite the same in the first part as
that of the pilgrims, 13. 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 patriotic and perhaps of the seed royal; his words here
indicate Davidic descent, for Jerusalem was particularly the
burying-ground of the kings. Therefore he could not be other
than sad in view of the desolation of Jerusalem. Tt is difficult
to think we must here presuppose a catastrophe 150 years old.
—4, For what now dost thou make requesi?] The king’s ques-
tion shows that the great moment had come. Artaxerxes dis-
closed an opening favourable to the patriot’s purpose 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
lo the God of heaven]. Nehemiah was a devoutly religious man.
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 interposition of 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 petition required in 1%, 7. e., prosper,
I pray, thy servant this day, and give him pity before this man.
The use of the term “this man” is clear now, but incomprehen-
sible in connection with c. 1 (v. 5.).—5. That thou wilt let him
go to Judak, lo the city of my fathers’ graves that I may rebuild i].
“Him” with & and 1! 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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simply for leave of absence, and the purpose of the leave was
to rebuild the ruined city. He still says nothing about the
walls. The naming of the city as the place of his ancestors’
graves was to make an effective appeal to the king, as there was
then as now great regard for the abode of the dead.—6. Now
the queen was silling beside him]. 1t is pretty certain that
“queen” is not the right rendering; it is equally sure that the
exact meaning is unknown. It is probable that the name was
applied to a favourite member of the harem, denoting the one
who had the most dominating influence. Such situations have
been known at other courts.

@ and W were puzzled by the passage and render: The king and the
queen who was siiing by him said {o me. Some scholars have emended
the text to conform to this idea. But the clause is manifestly paren-
thetical. This woman is not mentioned elsw. There is no hint that
she did or said anything. Yet the mention of her presence seems to be
genuine. One explanation offers 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 anything to her
presence, a more appropriate place to mention her would have been at
the beginning or at the end of his story. Moreover, he would very
prob. have stated more exactly what her good offices were. Therefore
it may be that the suppliant sees in her presence an obstacle to his plans.

The king shows an interest in spite of the presence of this
woman.—For how long shall thy journey be? and when wilt thou
return ] RV. Then the king asks only a single question, re-
peating it in different words. That is improbable on the face
of it, though that rendering is generally accepted. The first
clause should read: a? what time shall be thy departure? i. e., when
do you wish to start? Then we have the two salient points for
a leave of absence, the time of departure and the time of return.
—In v." the clauses have become inverted by an error of a copy-
ist. That will be made plain by restoring the right connection
and order thus: at what fime shall be thy departure? and when
will thow retwrn? Then I proposed lo him a time. And it was
acceptable to the king, and he granted me leave]. The received

13
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text empties the passage of logical sense 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.® foresees no twelve ycars’ 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.

7-90 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 little of the original. @* comes badly after 9+, which describes the
arrival in Syria, and puts the cart before the horse, The leave car-
ricd 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.8). 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 exc. in v.?9,
where it is unnecessary. There is buried in the passage, however, an
important bit of information for which . 7.

T. And I said to the king]l. Nehemiah would have deferen-
tially shown that he was making a supplementary request, such
as we find in Gn. 18% 7-; the Chronicler was not so tactful.
—That they will let me pass through wntil 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 keeper of the king's park]. Who
Asaph was we do not know, but . 2. The name is Hebrew, but
Nehemiah would not be likely to know the name of such an
official in Syria. The Persian king would scarcely have 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,'"). Asaph was to furnish
timber for three purposes: (1) To make beams for the gates of
the castle of the house]. The birak 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 birah for the temple itself (1 Ch. 29'- 1%). Perhaps we
should read the castle, whick is the temple, or the gates which
appertain to the temple. (2) For the wall of the city]. The walls
were built of stone, and the idea of beams seems to be due
entirely to the Chronicler. It is unlikely that Nehemiah would
have mentioned the “walls,” but the Chronicler liked to see
his characters clothed with ample and specific authority. (3)
And for the house whick I shall enter]. As Nehemiah’s declared
purpose was to rebuild the city, he 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 presentation of his credentials. Then
the memoirs are reached again, but the construction forbids
rendering as a circumstantial clause as EV®.; it is a straight-
forward narrative: and the king sent with me army officers and
horsemen]. In the Chronicler’s arrangement this follows the
arrival in Syria. Ezra at a later time felt the need of an armed
escort (v. 822, but he 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 dangers of the journey were doubtless very
real. We have not a word about the trip. The patriot was
not concerned about a history of his travels, but only about
the work to be done in Jerusalem.

11b, npwo] edvolyosB®, olvoybogL, pincerna M. The first is prob.
a confusion within @, on account of the similarity of words, as we
could hardly explain a change from b0, On the syntax, v. Ges.}12e,
mwpn is really a pte. and means “one who gives drink.” In the sense
of “butler” it is used only here and in the story of Joseph (Gn. 40 f.).
—II. 1. 104 Est. 371, often in later Heb.; from Bab. nisdnu. The old
Hcb. name is 3va8—mp51] BBAY &vdmiov Fuod, rd. with Kittel, ef al.
2155 —For i) in this sense ». Gn. g4ot.—mpb2). To get the accepted
meaning Kittel reads onus5, so Kent. But we should require %5 17 as
vv.?f. The text is good, but it has not been correctly interpreted.
—y] is antithetic to 32 in v. s and means “in disfavour.” @ gets an
entirely different sense: fiv #tepog = ¥ m; that is difficult to reconcile
with v. ¢, and is unnecessary. But see my pote in Guthess. $HL* adds
%ol Huny oxubpwrds, and I was of o sad countenance, lacking x5, but
this is a dup.—2. »7z] ¢f. Gn. 407 0y 23mp P, and 24 ¥ Eecl. 7%
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—5in] GBAY yetpidlov, «. A. in B. This gives a different scnse: why
is thy face sad and thou art not composed? This is an interesting variant,
but % is prob. correct.—3% y3] in 1 S. 1725 33% po means “badness of
heart,” “evil purpose”: “sadness of heart” is 35-nasy (Prov. 151),
ab-mn (Lam. 3%5). ®BAN renders 2pn and yn colourlessly by mavnpéy
and wowngpia; T with better discrimination by oxufpwwéy and \omq.
The context fixes the mng. here, and “sadness” is the right idea.—
3. ] B Lhitw. We should rd. *m as in other cases of this greeting, 1 S.
1o% 1 K. 1% f. —yv] Ges.ter.  BBAN adhere to movnpby, BT stuyvdoet.
m3 does not recur in v. 5 and is doubtful here, needlessly cumbering the
text.—o2p] BBAR uymuelov, so V.3, Téewvl.—ms17] corresponds to
nyaen in 18 as 9ax to wxn—4. wp2] in the sense of reguesting is found
only in late Heb. (2. BDB. for references).—5. (G has a plus after ¥xx:
miotapar Tov faothéx dyabéy. xat.—6. bx] is a difficult word. Haupt
says it is identical with As. 5igrdii, ““ladies of the harem” (Guthe,s).
Lagarde also calls it a loan-word. In Heb. there is a vb., baw “to
ravish,” which became so obscene that the Massorites everywhere sub-
stituted ;3. On this account a similarity of root is denied. But we
have no business to resort to As. loan-words without exhausting the
Heb. first. For Nch. uses good Heb. words. He could not have been
iznorant of such common terms as A5 or "™22.  We must remember
that words used for delicatc purposes tend to take on an indecent
character. AV. teems with words which were seemly in 1611, but which
cannot properly be rd. now to 2 mixed congregation. We find the
word in Aram., Dn. 5% 3 2, followed by “concubines,” and therefore
“wives” might be the sense intended. Behrmann refers to Ct. 68,
where we have “wives, concubines and maidens without number,” and
so the passage proves too much. In Heb. many scholars following
Ew. substitute % for %5 in Ju. 5%, in which case it would mean a
captive woman added to Sisera’s harem. But Nowack objects to the
insertion of a late word into one of the oldest Heb. poems., We have
then only Ps. 4519, where unhappily we have a corrupt text and a dub.
mng. It is uncertain whether the words are applied to the king or to
the bride. See Br.Ps, It is clear that if 52 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.. Finally & renders waAAfxy here
and in Dn. It appears impossible to get the mng. gueen for this word.
It is very likely that it indicates a mere member of theharem. But
we cannot define it exactly.—It is unnecessary to prefix art. to naey]
with Guthe, as that would change the sense. ® has it, but that is never
decisive.—"n =p] G¥L have one additional question: Tva f x&byoae
wag’ Zpol; but it offers no help, and it not very intelligible.—%nz]
means journey without doubt, but as 1> means go the subst. may
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surely mean going, siarting, and so depariure, the sense required here.
—¢] 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 127 '% 1 (Al Forsch. xv,4%);
but that was due to a misunderstanding of the passage (v. 5.).—7. um]
@ 36w, W dei., both attest sg. and understand the king as subj—
8. b1 Ct. 41 Eccl. 251, a loan-word from Zend and carried over into
TEnglish “paradise.” The word does not apply to a forest for lumber-
ing, but to a preserve. The expression b795 "2 can no more be due to
the Chr. than to Neh. There is an important reading in BM% which
as so often elsw. has escaped the attention of scholars. The text runs:
Acagar thv guddosovta a5 fubvoug tol Baothéug nal Thv Tapddstoov bg
¢ott < Bagkel. The illumination appears when we put this back
into Heb.: 150% ~wx ovaom voea vz 10w qos. It appears that we
have a dup. for 0172 and @ have evidently been confused. Now
keeper of ihe rovel mules has a true ring, but this officer would have been
in Pers., not in Syria. Nch. 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.* would be an appropriate conclusion. QOut of the
present confusion we may extract the following and pretty confidently
label it N.: 2v1980 7o nox=ba noan (v, 8 oby nava sabe=13 9hea o6 o
5 3 wwx 7525 ~wx. 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 originally continued: and the king gave to me, according fo the good
hand of God upon me, a letter to Asaph the keeper of the king’s mules who
gave to me [animals for the journey]. And the king sent with me army
officers and cavalry. Nch. rode 2 mule on the night journey described
in the section following.—mnp] is regarded by Torrey as a word char-
acteristic of the Chr. (Comp.s).—nmab ~ws nvan »ye).  6BA has only
Thg whhag. A3 and M2 are syn. and we should rd. either man ~wx, a
note explaining the unusual 7vwan, or mab ~ws omyen, to which avan
is a gl. The mng. would then be tke gates whick apperiain lo the tem-
ple, to distinguish them from the city gates. Torrey implies that &’s
omission was due to the difficulty, and ke notes only the omission of
a2 (ep. cii.). 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: (1)
The opposition of Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem, vv. - 18,
(2) Nehemiah’s secret inspection of the ruined walls of Jerusa-
lem, vv. 118, 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, following the wrong guidance of .

10. Sanballat the Horonite]l. The name is Babylonian, but
it does not follow that the man was of that race, as Sieg. holds.
Among the subject peoples we naturally find Babylonian names.
Sanballat is named often in Ne, v.1? 33 4! 61 2- 5. 12. 4 1328
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, a2 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 (Al Forsch. xv,2° %), The Elephantine documents,
however, show that Sanballat was governor of Samaria, hence
the former place is meant.—Tobiak the slave, the Ammonile)
V.18 335 41 §1.12.14.37.19 y34. 7. 84 This whole expression recurs
in v.1%; in 3° we have Tobiak the Ammonile; elsewhere Tobiah
alone. He has been identified with Tabeel of Ezr. 47 by Van
Hoonacker (Sac. Ler.*). The names are similar, one meaning
“God is good,” the other “Yahweh is good’’; but Toebick is
Hebrew, while Tabeel, as in Ts. 7%, is Aramaic; but, as Tabeel 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 Nehcmiah’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 position of consequence (Kue.
Abh2), Noldeke holds that a true Ammonite could not have
borne the name Tobiah; but Torrey rightly says that we do not
know enough about true Ammonites to draw such conclusions
(ES.%8), Delitzsch suggests that the name is evidence of the
worship of Yahweh by other peoples (Wo lag das Paradies ).
—1It was evil fo them with o 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.—Tkat a man
had come to seek good for the sons of Israel]l. 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.1, 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 (¢f. Ezr. 8%) spent in resting
from the journey and in sheltering his companions, Nehemiah
starts out on his famous night ride.

On which ». GAS. Jer. Sta. Gesch. ii,*®?, JBL. 18g6,%, and the map
in Kent’s Hist. Biog. Nara®, and esp. Mitchcll, JBL. 1gc3,* -, who
has made the most elaborate attempt to follow the course of Neh.’s
wall.

I 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. 1%), 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, including Hanani,
who could be trusted.—And I had not made known fo any man
what my God was putting in my heart to do for Jerusalem]. &
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.%2%),
For Jerusalem may be contrasted with for the sons of Israel in
v. 0, —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. 1If all the company had been mounted
it would have been more likely to attract attention. The ani-
mal was probably one of the mules which Nehemiah had brought
from Persia (v. 5. v. 8).—13. And I went out at the valley gate] to
which by night is needlessly added from v.12, The valley gate
(v. 13 32 2 Ch. 26%) is the gate leading to the valley of Hinnom
(on which 9. GAS. Jer. i,i" £ 178 £} and on the western wall
of Jerusalem. The corresponding modern entrance is the Jaffa
gate (v. Ryle’s note).—And unto the mouth of the dragon-spring),
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or according to some texts of ®, the fig-spring. 'This spring is
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] 318 - 12% {, the gate out of which the
refuse of the city was carried and so might better be called the
garbage gate. It was probably the southern outlet.—And [
was inspecting the wall of Jerusalem which had been pulled down,
and its gates had been burned by fire]. All or at least a part of
the clause is an addition by R. The repetition interrupts the
succinct story of the ride.

14. And I passed along unto the fountain gate] 31% 12%7. This
gate was probably at the eastern side of the Tyropeeon valley.
—And unto the king’s pool], identified with the pool of Siloam,
perhaps because of Hezekiah’s famous tunnel, or, as Ryle says,
“because it adjoined the king’s garden.”—And lhere was no
place for the animal to pass under me]. This is hard to under-
stand; EV. the beast that was under me is based on M cui sede-
bam, but cannot be fairly taken from the text. Sieg. interprets
“under me” as meaning “so long as I sat thereon,” indicating
a “low bridge.” However pregnant the sense of "N may be,
it is doubtful if that interpretation does not stretch its meaning.
—The narrative makes a break at this place. Nehemiah had
been following the course of the wall and now goes up a valley.
It would be natural to suppose that he reached a point beyond
which exploration was impossible. But as the mule could go
almost any place a pedestrian could, it is far from clear why he
describes the obstacle in this way.—1b8. And I was going up the
wady by wight and I was inspecting the wall]. The participial
construction does not connect well with the preceding. There
is nothing except the doubtful phrase in v. to indicate that
his going up the valley was due to the impossibility of con-
tinuing his direct course. Some texts of & have I wes going
up by the wady wall, the wall along the valley, and thus suita-
bly introducing the statement about the inspection.—The last
clause is best rendered and I came in again by the valley gate],
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the same place at which he had started. &" has an interesting
variant: and I was at the wady gate; and I went back and entered
through the valley gate. 1t does not, however, clear up the dif-
ficulties of Nehemiah’s tour of inspection. This verse is in
large part a repetition; “I was inspecting the wall” is needless
after v. &2,

The passage vv. 1215 is very perplexing. The taking of the trip by
night Is explained almost too easily by the necessity of secrecy. In
the first place, Neh. discloses his purpose immediately upon his return
from his ride. At that time there was a large company of nobles,
pr. ¢ 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 satisfactory investigation of the
condition of the walls. Thc examination might have been made in
the daytime without unmasking the object. He could have deter-
mined the condition of the walls sufficiently without 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 cditor, who deemed it an cssential part of the secret pur-
pose of the trip.

16. Now the guards did not know where I had gone nor what T
was doing]. Our text has rulers, but guards as & is better.
Rulers recurs in v.» 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 fo the Judeans and to
the priesis and to the Levites and to the officers and to the rest doing
the work I had as yet not made known] supply what I was about
jo do from v.e. “Levites” is substituted for “nobles” on the
basis of . 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. Ent13- 181 GAS. Jer. 1,582), but he would not say
“and the rest doing the work,” as that is anticipating. This
phrase in Ezr. 3° 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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phrase is “the nobles and deputies and 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 objective point
would not be revealed.—17, In some way not explained there
had now gathered about the new envoy a body of officials and
others, and for the first time he makes known the secret of his
coming to Jerusalem. First, he arouses their appreciation of
the unhappy condition of affairs: you perceive the evil siate we
are in, in that Jerusalem lies a waste and ils gates are burned with
fire]. ‘This is the oft-repeated description based on 13. Then
follows the exhortation to act: come and let us build the wall of
Jerusalem and we shall be o reproack no longer]. The returning
pilgrims had told Nehemiah at the beginning that the Jews
were in contermpt, 13. So long as the city was unprotected by
walls they must remain the butt and scorn of their neighbours.
—18. The rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem was 2 big under-
taking. Nehemiah was no near-sighted fanatic 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 project to its conclusion. Therefore he now discloses
two facts which were the foundation of his confidence. First,
he tells them how God had at every point opened the way before
him; and second, how he was supported by the authority of the
king. In his record, though, he does not put down what he
said, for that would be a résumé of 1'-2°; he gives only the sub-
ject of his address: and I revealed fo them the hand of my God, that
it had been favorable towards me, and also the words of the king
which he had spoken to me]. The sense in which Nehemiah uses
kand of God becomes clear now; it is guidence rather than power,
as BDB.#®s,  God had led him to the king’s presence at a fa-
vourable moment, had moved the king to note his depression,
had caused him to speak the right words 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 they said, we will up and build; and they strengthened
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their hands for good), making this the favourable response of the
nobles and people to Nehemiah’s plea. In # and H we find:
and I said, let us up and build; and their hands were strengthened
for good; or: and these said lo me, we will up and build, and they
were sirengthened, and their hand was for good. We are in doubt,
therefore, whether this is the final exhortation of Nehemiah, fol-
lowing naturally his recital of the guidance of God and the fa-
vour of the king, or the assent of the assembly to his appeal.
It would put us on the right track if we could get at the true
sense of “strengthening the 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 really make no sense. It is clear that we have
no statement of the actual beginning of the work on the walls;
but vv. 1# - imply that the work has begun. The words before
us may be rendered equally well: and their hands took hold au-
spiciously. Therefore I should follow & in part and translate:
and I said, let us up and build! and their hands took hold [of the
work) auspiciously.

19. And Sanballai et al. heard). There is no object and we
have to infer what they heard from the preceding and from their
actions. Now their charge and Nehemiah’s reply show that it
was the building of the walls which excited their scorn. That
presupposes the interpretation put upon v.!8. The enemy had
heard, not of a plan, but of an action, the work on the walls.—
A third enemy is named here (¢f. v. ), Geskem the Arabian]
9. 61 % & in the last place the name is Gashmu. The foes are
all foreigners and the gentilic name is added to show that fact.
They were evidently keeping a close and jealous watch on
Jerusalem, especially since 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 @, the text continues: and they keld us
in derision; and they came unto us and said]. MT., lacking
“and they came unto us,” implies that these enemies were
already at Jerusalem; but it is much more likely that they had
for years been preying upon the defenceless Jews, and hear-
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ing of the rebuilding of the walls came at once to Jerusalem.—
What 1s this thing that you are doing? Are you raising a revolt
against the king?] The first question shows that Sanballat ef 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. 4% #..—20. In his reply Nehe-
miah first addresses himself to their jesting at the Jews’ big
undertaking: the God of heaven will prosper us], ¢f. 1. Then he
throws off all disguise, which would indeed be vain now: and
we are his servants; we will up and build]. But & has a tempting
variant: we are his tnnocent 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 possible that 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-
ton nor right nor memorial in Jerusalem]. By portion Nehemiah
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. 47-2).
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); proof of citizenship (BDB.); it may be used in a general
broad sense: there will not be a thing by which even to remem-
ber you; you will soon be a thing of the past and completely
forgotten. By the restoration of the walls Jerusalem would
recover its autonomy and would no longer be open to the raids
of roving bands in quest of plunder.

Mitchell infers from Nehs words that the Sam. had offered to aid
in the building of the wall, and attributes the above passage to the
Chr., presumably for this reason (ICC.1?). There is nothing in the
remarks of Sanb. to indicate any such friendly purpose, and Neh. is
not declining a neighbourly offer, but serving emphatic notice on the
Sam. that, since he is the direct representative of the Pers. king, their
interference with the Jewish people will no longer be tolerated.

10. vha0] & Savefar()ar. The name is Bab. Sin-uballit, or acc.
to Winckler Sin-muballit, but Haupt notes that this m in Bab. is often
silent (Guthe-Batten,s?). @ preserves the pronunciation better than
MT.—n =apn ] is lacking in &B, but as we find afitoig for onb it
is evident that the omission is a mistake.—n%1 fym] sounds more like
the Chr. than N. The words are lacking in $B4®, while L has a vb.,
wol Ehurhfyoay = ynn (P).—11 is almost an exact reproduction of Ezr.
8w or the converse. There the verbs are pl. and we have 3w instead
of 'x.—12, bS] petd tob “LopwhABAR, T has a dup., prefixing
"Iepusadm. & was influenced by the Chr.’s “sons of Israel” in v,
perhaps even to a correction of the text.—na] BBAN e’ ot = mby,
L has the usual dup. év §. .. ex’ adrd. 3 in this sense is so rare and
so common that we must suspect the text.—13. 7% 8"} & translit-
erates YwAnh&, to which we find a correction in ™, vuxtdg. V., giving
the terminus at the valley gate, shows that the textis sound. n&%is
certainly unnecessary after v.2, and is a gl—nn] & cuxavBAx =
BIRAT; Bpdmovtogh—3%] cuvrelBuvBAR, wataveivt, M considerabam, so
v.15. The former stands for 3¢ and makes no sense. naw occurs
only here and in v. 15, but énspect s the sense required.—now] TelyeBAN,
tebyeot, murum W: point npn~—2wmonn] or oM on as Qr.; in 13
n31o2; 6 has: 8 adtol xaatpolatyBAR, totg xatesmaopévorsl.—ona . .. Nl
has been added from 1%. There is no jugglery by which we can join
it to its context. We might retain msmpnn awx, but that fails in v. 15,
Indeed, the whole of v." interrupts the narrative of the itinerary and
needlessly anticipates v.15. Houtsma reads 2'$1ep maww, comparing
Aram. x3Ww¥, Fzr. s* 9, and believes the first word has a special ar-
chitectural mng. like gate-structure (ZAW. 1go7,51.).—14. pyn] 6 i
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ADEBY, AnA) = wqyRcL.—15, Smia] @ v v velyese yeurdppousBAX, B
ol yewudppoul = brunnmina,  The former reading is not improb.—nbt]
is a gl. or the corrupted name of the valley.—awnv] lacking in @. It
is better to om. in the second place and interpret the first adverbially.
—axnan] B xod Fpmy = o, BL has xat funy & of =lky tic e&payyos.
xal dvéotpeda. wmal BtiAlov Bk the wiing I, Tt is difficult to say
whether this is one of L's frequent corrections from MT. by additionora
genuine text.—18. oupn]. Rd. with & ot guddageyreg = Dmmwn,—ovnh]
Toig évtlwotcBAR, Asurtargl.—a4105%] om. BA but the combination ovvn
0D is common in Ne, (4% 57 75 v. Dr.Iot 35—13-75] 1 may be an
Aramaism; ¢f. o™, Ezr. 51%; the mng. is the same, up fo the present.
It may be a txt. err. for noy=13.—17. wni] GBAX &3¢0maay = unL—18.
] wpbgB (o) TalgAR (M), wepil (53), N is correct, as it is used with v,
the other obj. of the same vb. R —mmrn] xol elraBA® = oy, T
shows that it is correcting and will leave no douht about the sense:
xal altol elwby pot—3m™] BL makes a separate clause and reads sg.
xal 4 yelp abtdyv elc dyaBbv. BBAX makes ol yeipes 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. aow with & and point 3w, If onvy were the obj. it
would certainly have nmx before it.—19. wby wan). Nowhere else is
mna followed by by; it usually takes direct obj., though occasionally we
find 5. @BA¥ has xal FAOoy 2’ #uds, 7. e., w13, and that is the cor-
rect text (v. 5.). &L has here also the original 8 + a correction from
Heb.: xateppbvouy huiv xal frbov é¢” Huas.—20. 0] BBEAR xafapnl =
oy, L has the usual dup., xafapel dvastrodipcda.

NE. 31'32. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE WORK ON THE WALL.

In the list of the wall-builders as it stands in the text there are 39 names
of men, of whom 6 were apparently Lev. (vv. 17-1), and 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 cascs
the civil office held by the builder is appended, vv. s 12 u-13.20 Tt
thus appears that for the most part these officials are grouped together.
As in other lists, there is frequent repetition of the same name, vv.
425 460 425 0 wosi L . Many of the names recur in other lists in
our books.

The narrative shows but a poor connection with z:3, 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, fI-

On the other hand, there is not a single trace of N. in the whole pas-
sage, though it is assigned to N. by Berth. Sieg. and many others. The
statement in v.?® connects directly with 218, leaving space between for
the visit of Sanb. ef al. (2'#f). Neh. was not concerned with the de-
tails of the building methods, but with securing suitable protection for
the city.

The section is needlessly anticipative, for it is a description of the
complete work, whereas v. 38 shows that much was yet to be done, and
the walls were not finished until some time later. Acc. to this c. all
parts were carried on simultaneously, whereas N. states explicitly
that the walls were finished before the gates were touched, 6. 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.®7 ).
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 vv.23s and “after him” in vv,19%2, 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 Jerus., 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 ¢. are ten in number, as appears from
the following list in which all the other references are cited: (1) the sheep
gate, v.1 12% Jn. 52; (2) the fish gate, v.* 122 2 Ch. 3314 Zp. 1%, (3)
the old gate, v.® 12%%; (4) the dung gate, v. 31 213 1291; (5) the valley
gate, v. 1 2115 2 Ch, 26% (6) the fountain gate, v.15 214 12%%; (7) the
water gate east, v.? 1297, ¢f. the water gate, 8:.3.36; (8) the horse
gate, v. 28 Je, 314; (o) the east gate, v.?9; (10) the gate of the muster,
v. 1,

The catalogue is manifestly incomplete. Twice a “second portion”
is mentioned without an antecedent first portion (vv. 1 #). Sm. sup-
poses a considerable gap before v.1, basing his conclusion on a com-
parison with 1298 (Listen, 1-). On the geographical elements in this
list 7. also Mey. Ent.0?f. 1%  On the topography w. the valuable
article by Mitchell, JBL. 1go3,14% ., and particularly his map, p. 162.
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1. Ellashib the high priesi} mentioned often in our bocks.
Ezr. 10% Ne. 3% 2 1210 222 y34.7.28; jp 134 he is called “the
priest,” but in 13%, as here, “the high priest.” His son was a
prominent priest in the time of Ezra, Ezr. 10%. According to
Ne. 12" he was a grandson of Jeshua the co-worker of Zerub-
babel. 1In the list of builders the names of the priests with this
exception are put last, vv. 222, but Eliashib is named first on
account of his prominent position.—Associated with him in the
work were his brethren the priesis], meaning apparently those
belonging to his own course.—And they built the sheep gale).
There are four terms for the building operations, “build,” “lay
beams,” “erect,” and “repair,” the last occurring thirty-three
times. “Build” is found here, in v. 2 twice, and in vv. 13- 14 15,
Except in v. 2it has always “gate’ as its object. Therefore we
may conclude that the work described in v.? was a part of the
erection of the sheep gate. It is to be noted, however, that
“repair” is frequently found with “gate’ as object, vv. & 183.14.15,
The sheep gate is mentioned only in Ne. v. 3 12, but ¢f. Jn.
52 It was on the north of the temple and was so named be-
cause it was the entrance for sacrificial animals.—These con-
secrated 1i), i. e., the gate. Consecrating a gate, especially be-
fore “they erected its doors,” arouses suspicion. The appeal
for support is mainly made to Sclomon’s consecration of the
court before the temple (1 K. 8%4), but that was done because
he was preparing to offer sacrifices there. Doubtless we should
read “laid its beams,” as in vv.® % The change was due to
the fact that consecrating was regarded as more appropriate
work for priests than laying beams, showing the trace of an
editor with priestly sympathies.—Awnd they erected ils 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.3 1In the
Chronicler’s fashion we have an anticipation, for in 6! the doors
were not yet built.—And unto the tower of Hommeah they con-
secrated 1t unlo the tower of Hananel]. There could scarcely be
a gate of this extent. Moreover, this description does not fit
in here, because it refers to a section of the wall, whereas
Eliashib and his fellow-priests built the gate. It might be
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misplaced from v.? or some other section. It may have been
inserted here from 12%.—2. And ef his hond] meaning next
to him. We find af khis (or their) hand in vv.2-15, and “after
him,” to express the same idea in vv.#% (except in vv.17-19),
This proves that we have 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 af their hand, for the antecedent is plural.—Tke
men of Jerichol. In Ezr. 2 before place-names we found both
“men of” and “sons of”’; in this list we have further the gen-
tilic Tekoites, vv. 5 27, and “inhabitants of,” v.13. 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 patriotic motives or whether they were work-
ing for wages.—Zaccur] recurs in our books, Ezr. 84 Qr. Ne. 10
12% 1313 but there is no certain identification.—3. The fish
gate] 129 Zp. 19 2 Ch. 33T, Tt was probably the market-place
where the Tyrians sold their fish, 13%. It lay in the northern
part of the city (z. Mar. on Zp. 1%, GAS. Jer. 1,27).—The sons
of Hassenaah] v. Ezr, 235.—4, Meremoth] is repeated in v. ! and
with the same pedigree. The text is wrong in one case or the
other. The same person is named as a travelling companion of
Ezra, Ezr. 83.—And next to them). We should expect ‘“him,”
but as we note from v. 2 the pronouns frequently do not corre-
spond with the antecedent, an evidence of confusion in the text.
—The second clause, about Meshullam is lacking in some texts
of . As Mecshullam occurs in vv. & % we can easily dispense
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 Tekoiles]. Tekoa was the
home of Amos the prophet (Am. 1). It is on the border of the
Judean wilderness, five miles south of Bethlehem.—But their
chiefs did not bring their neck inlo the service of their lords]. The
natural inference, especially from @ (2. i.), 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
4



2i0 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

to take part. “Bring the neck unto,”” with “yoke” understood,
is found in Je. 27! f-, 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 recognise his 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 villages for help, he would cer-
tainly have called upon all, and of such towns we have a much
larger list in Ezr. 2 and Ne. 1125 ©—8. The old gate] mentioned
also in 12%, 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, T-).—Repaired Joicda and
Meshullam]. We should expect “built,” as in vv. -3, but we
find “repaired,” with gates as object, in vv. 13- 14- 15 Tt is tempt-
ing to suppose that these particular gates had not been entirely
destroyed, and so “repaired,” rather than “built,” is an accu-
rate description of the work done. But as the statement is ev-
erywhere that Jerusalem’s “gates had been burned with fire,” we
are warned against assuming 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 possible that the expression “its gates burned” may be a gen-
cra] rather than an exact description.—7. Meletiak the Gibeonite
and Jadon the Meronothite, the men of Gibeon end Mispakh]. Sa-
chau (p.?) identifies |17 with the 777" of Pap. i. Here we find
men designated by their homes instead of by their fathers. Me-
ronothite, elsewhere only 1 Ch. 29%, 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
Mispak (Ent.198), But as this is the only place where we find this
use of gentilic names, and as the whole verse is lacking in the best
texts of &, we look upon it with suspicion. Mispah is mentioned
in vv. 15 19.—0f the jurisdiction of 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,3%). Further it is very doubtful
whether DD means jurisdiction. The text of % which has this
passage renders: unlo the throne of the governor beyond the Enna.
T have no idea what Enna stands for, but this rendering makes
the passage descriptive of the part of the wall repaired by 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, 7.),—8, Uzziell is
a common Hebrew name, but Harakiah, his father’s name, is
not found elsewhere, and in spite of the divine name, which is a
part of it, its root is unknown. But we should probably read
Barakiah (v. 1.).—Hanenick the son of the ointment-makers), 1. e.,
one engaged in that crait (¢f. v.®). 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.1%).—And they abandoned Jerusalem as far as the broad wall]
makes no sense; “foitified” of EV®. 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,?). Our information is too slight, however,
to determine positively what the words do imply. The broad
wall according to 12% was that portion lying between the gate of
Ephraim and the tower of the ovens. From its position in this
passage, though, it would appear to be a part of the wall between
the old gate, v. ¢, and the valley gate, v. 3. 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. 14%® 2 Ch. 32%.—9. Rephaiak the
son of Hur [a Calebite according to Mey. Ent. "], was ruler of
half the district of Jerusalem]. Following M #ic: (for hali-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.'2 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. 1,22}, 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,
vv. 319 Keilah, vv.17 I, one about Beth-haccerem, v., and one
of the two about Beth-zur, v.%. (On these districts v. Mey.
Lnt1 0y Tt is plain from the mention of these places that so
far as possible the people from the whole province of Judah were
enlisted in the great undertaking.—10. Jedaiak] cannot be
identified with any other person in our books, though the name
may be a shortencd form of Jeda'iak (Ezr. 2% Ne. 1110 126 - 19. 21,
Mey. thinks that the name of his father, Harumaph, indicates
a non-Jewish clan {En#.1¢7). Berth. gives the meaning “with
a split nose” (dwnhang ™), thus making it a Hebrew name,
Harum-aph. That could only be a nickname acquired in later
life.—FEven before his 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 especially interested in
the restoration of the part of the wall which would insure him
protection. We find the same expression in vv. %28 29 (f v %0,
It is likely that every builder who had a residence in Jerusalem
was assigned the part of the wall nearest his home.—Hattush
the son of Hashabneioh] Ezr. 8 Ne. 10° 122.—11. A second por-
tion repaired Malkiiah the son of Harim and Hasshub the son
of Pahath-Moad, and unio the tower of the furnaces] or ovens,
Mitchell, JBL. 1go3,™28 &

“Second portion” recurs in vv, 1o 22t 22.97. 30 byt 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 else. We should infer, therefore,
that certain large sections of the wall were divided into two parts, and
a gang ol 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.12, Tt Is to
be noted, however, that in all of the cases, exc. v. %, where this desig-
nation is used, we have a {uller description of the particular section of
the wall. The words have also been interpreted to mean that these
particular builders were esp. cnergetic 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 repetition of the names
in vv.2- 27 ¢f. vv_ 45, 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 imperfectly intelligible de-
scription of the building operations.

Pahath-Moab] (v. Ezr. =) 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 are not known to us,
in spite of our formidable lists, the suggestion is to be taken
cautiously.—T'ke 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
% and is doubtless correct (Guthe); for the second portion
could not be the tower, but the section of wall adjoining.—12,
Shallum)] is a common name, but that of his father, Hallokesh,
is found elsewhere only in 10?5, It means charmer or magician;
Mey. argues that it is an appellative clan-name, and marks a
family which had remained in Judah rather than one coming
from the exile (En2%7). Shallum was ruler of the other part of
the district about Jerusalem (2. s. v. ®).—He and his daughters) is
regarded by Mey. as a corruption for and its daughters, i. e.,
its hamiets (Ent.®7), But if this is the sense we might render
it [Jerusalem] and its hamlels, making the district over which
Shallum ruled include both a part of Jerusalem and of the sur-
rounding country.

“Daughters” is a regular term for the hamlets which grow up about
a city and which are dependent upon it, 112631, Ryle prefers a literal



214 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

interpretation that Shallum’s daughters aided him in the work. But
as women in the Fast were quite sure to have a large share in such work
as this, their especial mention here is unnecessary. Against the other
view it may be urged that a solitary mention of hamlets is inexplicable.
Berth, says it would be easiest to reject the words but that such a
course is arbitrary. The meaning is really unknown.

13. Hanun] recurs in v. ® among the priests, but there is no
reason for identifying the two. From the fact that the inkabi-
tants of Zanoak] collaborated with him, he may have been a
resident of that town. Sieg. says he was the principal officer
of the town.

Zanoah is in the list of postex. Jewish towns, 11%, ¢f. Jos. 154, 1
Ch. 45, It is located 13 miles west of Jerus. There was prob. a
large company of the Zanoites, in spite of the considerable distance
which they came; for they built both the valley gate and the section
of the wall between that and the dung gate (2. on 2%). This section
was 1,000 cubits; and roughly speaking that would be a quarter of a
mile. Hence some have doubted whether one body would accomplish
so large a portion, and have interpreted the words as a parenthetical
topographical description, giving the distance between the gates. But
the expression is too specific, and a thousand cubils on the wall, to ad-
mit of such a mng. It may be that some parts of the wall were less
damaged than others, and so could be easily and quickly repaired.
We note that it is hard to say whether it is meant in 12 that the walls
were breached or broken down.

14. The dung gate*] itself was repaired or rebuilt by Malchi-
jah the son of Rekab ruler of the Beth-hakkarem district]. Mal-
chijah, with other fathers, is mentioned also in vv. 1.8, 1t
is naturally a common name, meaning *‘ Yahweh is my king.”
~—Beth-hakkarem) means vineyard house. From Je. 6! it must
have been south of Jerusalem beyond Tekoa, and so not be-
tween the latter place and Bethlehem as Ryle states.—He built
it and set up). Making a slight change and a restoration from
®, we get a better text: he and khis sons, and they made its beams
and set them up, v. i.—158. The fountain gate] follows the dung
gate in 2181% g. 9.—Shallum the son of Kal-hozeh). Kal-hozeh
means “every seer’’; Mey. says it is not a personal name, but

*On the prob. location of this gate v. GAS. Jer. i,/™,
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probably the clan designation of a Calebite guild of soothsayers
{Ent.47). In 115 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 districl]. Work-
ers from Mispah have already been mentioned, v.?. In view
of v. 1 we may read with Mey., ruler 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 Shallum the surrounding
country.—He built if]. Perhaps we should emend as in v. 14
ke and his sons; though we lack here the support of ®, we
have the fact that “set up” is plural in the original text.—
Then we are told that Shallum repaired also a section of the
wall, a section very minutely described: and the wall of lor from]
the pool of Siloam at the king's garden and unlo the stairs descend-
ing from the city of David]. The pool of Shelah or Sheloah in
Is. 8% is the same as the Siloam of Jn. ¢7- . There was also a
town of Siloam, Lu. 134 It was in the conduit of this pool
that the famous Siloam inscription was found. Guthe questions
this identification (ZDPV. 188237 1.). The king’s garden oc-
curs in 2 K. 25% Je. 3¢* 527, all, however, parallel and describ-
ing the route by which Zedekiah fled from the defenceless city.
Stairs of the city of David™® recurs in 12% as being near the foun-
tain gate. Thke city of 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 spite of the exact description of this section of wall,
it is not possible for 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 carefully differentiated 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. 15%, and among
those built by Rehoboam, 2 Ch. 117. Robinson located it in
the modern Bedt-Sur, about twelve miles south of Jerusalem.
So GAS. Jer. ii,38, See also 1 Mac. 42° 115 147, The part
of the wall rebuilt by Nehemiah is also elaborately described:
to a point opposile the sepulchre of David, and to the artificial pool

* See Wright’s treatise, JBL. 1897, I, also GAS. Jer. i,
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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. 323 we find “the sepulchres of the
sons of David” given as the burial-place of Hezekiah. But
see Benzinger #n loc. This royal cemetery was in the city of
David, v.15, where David himself was buried, 1 K. 210.—Thke
artificial pool] literally, the pool that was made, was still new, ac-
cording to Sieg. But it is more likely to be the reservoir re-
ferred to in Is. 22'": “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,%2), Tt must have been the
military headquarters, 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 light from 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 city of David, v. !5, we should probably read
Jrom the sepulchres of 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 Leuvites: Rehum the son of
Banil. Then we expect a further list of Levitical names, but
the narrative goes back to the old formula. Both Rehum and
Hashabiak are given in the list of the heads of the people, 10%.
Hashabiok was ruler of half the district of Keilok], 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.®™). Mey. infers that Keilah had been set-
tled by the Levites during and after the exile (Ent.178).—For
his district].  AV. in kis part is unjustifiable.

Ryle interprets as distinguishing the part he represented from the other
part named in v. . B.-Rys. goes so far as to argue from this state-
ment that the two parties from the Keilah district were separated from
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each other in their work. This authority also suggests that the word
implies that 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 solitary use to scrve as a good basis for
such large inferences.

18. Their brethren] implies a preceding list of Levites, for
the antecedent of their is Levites.—Bawai the son of Henadad).
Henadad was a Levite chief, v. % 10 Ezr. 3°. As the name
means Hadad favours, it must be of Aramaic origin. It is a
strange title for Levites of the postexilic age, and it may be
an old clan-name.—Binnui, as v.?, is the form of the name
adopted by Guthe and Berth. But sen of Henadad is a clan
designation. Moreover, Binnui is among the priests. Both
priests and Levites might be sons of Henadad, for that name
goes back 1o a time when the two offices were not distinguished;
but they would not be confused in this list.—19. Ezer the son
of Jeskua). The name is not found elsewhere in our books.
As he was the ruler of Mispah (. on v. 1%}, he was probably not
connected with the guild of Jeshua the associate of Zerubbabel.
Indeed, it is very improbable that these district rulers were
Levites.

We note here a changed order at the beginning: and then repaired at
kis hand]. The variation is prob. a scribal error, but it is old, ior it
is reproduced in . The description of this second section is very ob-
scure: from opposite the ascent of the arms, the cornerl. The corner,
vv. 0425 2 Ch. 269 is a local name well known to the author, but
not clear to us. & offers two readings: the fower going up af the junction
of the corner; and the tower of the ascent of the arms joining at the corner
behind its hill. Now it is impossible to make sense out of any of these
readings. Partly aided by the latter Greek text, I would correct and
render: from opposile the armoury to the corner of the hill, and so reaching
a definite point, the northwest corner of the wall. Mitchell proposes
past the armour chamber to the corner (JBL. 1903,155).

20. Baruch the son of Zabbail, or Zakkai as Qr. From the
corner] of the hill, v.® lo the deor of the house of Eliashib the high
priest], who was the first builder named, v. . This house was
evidently hard by the wall, and near the corner. From the
prominence of the occupant, the house would be well known.
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The proximity of the high priest’s residence indicates that
“the hill” of v. 1 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 description has become very exact.
—21. The same person mentioned in v. 1is 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 Eliashib’s 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 ovel) of the Jorden, Gn. 13%°, but naturally
Jordan could easily be dispensed with. “The river” or “the
town” has a specific sense in every locality. The brief passage
implies that this plain was especially the abode of priests. The
statement is incomplete, as there is no description of the part
of the wall repaired by these priests.—23. Bewnjemin 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.%. If v.2
is misplaced, as it may well be, then the jointly occupied house
would adjoin the residence of the high priest.—24., On Bin-
#nui 9. 5. v. 18, The part he repaired is described as extending
[from the house of Azariah, v. ™, {0 the corner and lo the turn]. 1i
we have reached a corner or turn in the wall, it must be a differ-
ent one from that mentioned in vv.1%- %, Naturally the wall
had more than one corner.—25. At the beginning we must
supply after him repaived. Neither Palel nor his father Uzas oc-
curs elsewhere in OT. The section is described thus: from op-
posite the corner [i. e., the corner or turn of v. ] and the tower
which goes down from the upper palace whick is of the court of the
guard]. The text is obviously wrong; for the fower is not the
same as the cormer; and there were not two royal palaces in
Jerusalem, an upper and a lower. With ®" we get intelligibility:
from opposite the corner of the tower which projects from the royal
palace above the court of the guard. The end of the section is
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described in v. %.—Pedaiak the son of Parosh], or of the clan of
Parosh, Ezr. 23, is misplaced. The word “repaired” is lacking
and the names interrupt the description of the section repaired
by Palal.—26. Now the Nethinim were living in Ophell, a par-
enthetic expression which has strayed from its original place
(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. 27, and to that place these words should be trans-
posed. Then we have, not a further description of the abode
of the Nethinim, but the missing fermznus belonging to v. %5,
As our text stands, we have: unto opposile the water gate on the
cast and the projecting tower]. As the water gate was in the wall,
“ opposite™ is out of the question. &" offers us quite a different
text: wunlo the garden of the gate whick is in Ophel on the east.
The projecting tower is used for both fermini of Palal’s section,
and as it serves as the initial point for the Tekoites’ second sec-
tion, that must be right. Probably it should be connected with
Opkhel thus: on the east of the projecting fower]. According to the
Talmud, the water gate was so named because water was carried
from the Virgin spring through this gate to the temple at the
Feast of Booths. Before it there was a plaza, 8! 3- 16, used for
assemblies. From the term in 12% it was evidently in the east
wall.—27. After him repaired the Tekoiles ¢ second portion (cf.
v. 5 from the greal projecting lower even to the wall of Ophell.
This overhanging tower was a prominent spot, and must have
survived the catastrophes which had befallen Jerusalem, as it
would not have been rebuilt by the new community. Restor-
ing the text and transposing in vv. 2*-*7) as shown above to be
necessary, we get the following: (25) Affer kim repaired Palal the
son of Uszai from opposite the corner of the tower which projects
from the royal palace above the court of the guard, (26) unto the
garden of the gate which is in Ophel to the east of the projecting
lower. (27) After him repaired the Tekoites a second portion from
opposite the greai projecting tower and fo the wall of Ophel. (26%)
(Now the Nethinim were living in Ophel.) (25°) After them re-
paired Pedaiah the son of Parosh. ,

28. Above the horse gate] cf. Je. 31%, from which it appears to
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have been near the brook Kidron, repaired the priesis each one
opposite his house]l. Evidently this was a part of the city oc-
cupied chiefly by priests. It may be the very section which
Jeremiah said would become holy unto Yahweh (31%).—29,
Zadok the son of I'mmer] cf. v.4, must be a priest.—Shemaiak
the son of Shekaniah was the keeper of the east gate]. This may be
the gate described in v. % 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 YVakweh 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. & as one of the ointment-
makers. This would be the same man, if second portion (2. s.
v.11) were to be strictly pressed. Hanun the sixth son of Zalaph).
Here we have an unparalleled particularity in 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. 1 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 ep-
posite his 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 Malckijah
one of the goldsmiths. Unio the house of the Nethinim and of
the fraders]. The Nethinim dwelt in Ophel, v. %, and apparently
had a house there in which they lived in common. The ad-
dition of and of the traders is suspicious. 1If 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 unlo the ascent of the fower]. Another
bend in the wall on a hill is probably meant, but & has fo the
middle of the bend, which is somewhat clearer.
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32. At the beginning of this v. we find the Massoretic 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 vv.

Then follows a description of a section of the wall repaired
by two guilds, without specifying any individuals, the goldsmiths
and the iraders between the ascent of the turn and the sheep galel.
® gives a variant befween the ascent of the sheep gate, but this
is defective, as it gives but one ferminus. This brings us
around to the point at which we began, viz., the sheep gate, v. 1,
showing that at least in theory we have been carried around the
whole circumference of the wall.

1. ym2p], acc. to Berth. and Torrey, is without an obj. in @; but
that is only true in v.%, and then only in BAX, But with Torrey we
should rd. ¥m9p as in vv.% 8, In v.? it is better with Kent to om.
the word altogether. Kittel changes wwipz to wimp.—nnn9] should
be followed by »nm21 »byam as in v, 3 6. 18 14 15 —nbipap] has been cor-
rupted into bp=.—2. GBAR yigy, shows 12 for w3 and M3, and s
for vv. 3 is indeed difficult, for it should have an obj., and if a section
of the wall is intended, prnn would be the proper term. But it is hard
to make good sense out of %.—3. v p] 28 v.¢ 2 Ch, 34" Ps. rog*t.
From the infrequent use Torrey’s contention that the word is charac-
teristic of the Chr. is not sustained. It is called a denominative from
ap, “rafter,” “beam,” BDB. Ges.B, and the mng. given is “lay
beams.” In Ch. that mng. will not serve, though RV. “make beams”
may pass. ® renders cteydlew, once oxemdletv, “to cover”; so W
fexerunt. If a denominative, it must refer to rafters or roof as Gn.
198. The mng. here is the putting of the roof over the gates,—yvop
@BR {otéyagay = v, but this is prob. a scribal error for éstfioay.—
Yyan] is given the mng. bolt; & wheibpav, W sere. The word occurs
outside of this c. only in Ct. 55 Dt. 3325, for a different pointing does
not make a different word. But delfs does not fit the case here, as
it could not be differentiated from bars, and would be neediessly rep-
etitious, as if the chief concern were the fastenings. The vb. b
means to fasten on @ sandal, whence "y would be that by which a
sandal is fastened, therefore thong or strap. Now that which binds on
a door is not a bolt, but the hinges or straps. Indeed, we have the
technical term ‘‘strap-hinges.” With & we should rd. as in v.*
oy, S0 vv. 1. 1. 15, —4, 1] occurs in this ¢, 33 t. besides v. 19, where
the wrong pointing gives Pi. In @&BAR we have xotéeyev in vv.+ 5 and
éxpdrnoav elsw.; L has éxparatwee exc. v.. & may have rd. the vb.
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N —®BB lacks the second clause.—5. o™ x| was transliterated by
®BA% g3yomépn, This shows the same text and the word is common;
the transliteration may be due to the obscurity of the passage.—n1apa
oAR] BBAR el Sovhelay aitdy; T v Tf) Soudely To0 xuplou,—6. mirrn],
Kittel suggests mwna, presumably on the basis of Zp. 1% and Ne. 11°.
But we could hardly understand a loose term, the gate of the second half
of the city, where so many other gates are specifically named. @ trans-
literates as n. p. 'Ioava, thus bearing witness to our text. W velerem.
—T7. Mey. puts 1 before seax (Ent. 195 1),—wnnn] 1 Ch. 27901 GL
Mugwvabatog; but in Ch. &x Mepdbuwy {Mapdfuwvh).—x03v] B Zug .
Opbvou, 1. e., &D3 9.— 7] BT o6 Ewax. The v. is wanting in §BAR,
—8. »mn). As nn is unknown, we may have an error of the text.
®EAR lacks first clause, and ®L has Bapayfou = 373, a good Heb.
name.—2'2"%] could not be in app. with “Uzziel,” and as this guild
comes in at v.*, the word must be omitted here.—anp~n] m. only
here; ®B%, ‘loanelp, Poxeeiy?, tov pupspant, B pigmentarii.—amm]
®L ZOyuav, but that represents thirty-six Heb. words, though usu-
ally o'z, which would not help us much. In Prov. 8 this word rep-
resents 31y, and so we might rd. vy, and they sirengthened, implying
that the wall was standing, but in a weakened state. Sieg. suggests
YRR, 1. 6., they surrounded Jerus. [with a wall] as far as the broad wall.
Most authorities regard 31y as a technical building term, the exact
mng. of which is unknown, but may be “pave,” “repair,” *“complete”
(¢f. Ges.B BDB. and v. 5.). The lexicons separate the word from the
regular 3ty. But if the mng. is “repair,” we should expect the usual
pinm.  If the text is sound, then we have further witness to an older
story underlying the present composition.—9. "n=12] om. BAR while
L adds a link between Rephaiah and Hur: uldg Zefaviov vield Zoup
("3~13).~75] mng. district or portion is found only in this c., where
it occurs 8 t. & renders mepiydpos, the country around Jerus., and not
Jerus. itself.—11. nuw n12] wal 3edtepogBAN . —nN] xal EwgBAR = 3y,
—amnn] oy valoupelnBY, tbv avvoupe{iAL,—13, BT has a peculiar
text. It transliterates, tfv =0Anv 'z, and connects that with v, =.—
pwan] is here rendered évioxusay, and tan is lacking altogether. This
departure indicates one spot which escaped the eye of the free editor
of Lucian’s text. Still the context shows that the people of Zanoah, and
not Shallum, rebuilt the valley gate.—mswn] is regarded by Ges.S#d.
as a syncopated form; it is more likely a scribal error.—14. 12 a1
@BBAN githe nal ol ulel adtol, and adds xad éoxémacay zithy, and then
consistently uses pl. #stnoay. T has same text exc. éotéyacay for doné-
wacav, (8 had therefore this text: yoym wapn viny &, This reading
is preferable to MT.; for we have thus the regular formula for the gate
building, ». vv.3 % Guthe reads w:1,—16. V.s is lacking in ®BAN,—
or 11 BT Epgwy.—mn=53] B Xohelet.—n550m] BB fotéyaoey, the same
word being used for wp in vv.t6—5%] is defined as roof over, the
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same sense required for v (¢f. on v.3). The Chr. would not use a
@, A for one of his so-called characteristic words, nor could we explain
it as a txt. err. It is another link in the chain by which the composite
character of this c. is surely established.—1i% nbwa] GBA oy nwdiwy f
xovpd. Underlying this we must presuppose 1> nen.—16., p "u-y]
® Zws xfimou (xAmwvl) thpou = M3p 1i~vp, making the reference to the
tomb of David rather than the royal cemetery.—1n~1y implies that
the tombs were not close to the wall, but & reads otherwise.—nmwyn]
regarded by Birch as an error for menn, Is. 221 (PEFQ. 18g0,%%).
But the npn of Isaiah’s time has become the arfificial pool of Neh's..
—17. 1bsb] lacking in ®L, perhaps because of its obscurity.—18. %3]
0 Bede(®, Bétep¥®, Béverd, Bavarl. Berth. says: “nach LXX Textfehler =
12.” The conclusion may be better than the reason. Guthe corrects
accordingly.—19. 2] BL has doywy Toi fuicoug = wn v, If this is
right, as Mey. holds, we should have to add 759, and insert vsn in v. 1,
But the Heb. is clear enough, =. on v. 15,—psppn . . . nby] GBAR dyafs-
cswg ThHe cuvamtolane Tis ywvixg; but dvaBicewg Ty SxAwy Tig
cuvamrolons elc Ty yovizy drlw el b 8pog adrefl., It is clear that
® rd. some other word than pw:, perhaps yp, and % 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 mnb »nx. pws is usually rendered
armoury, but that is a mng. it does not bear. The text is surely cor-
rupt. For various suggested emendations, . 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 ferminus ¢ quo and a lerminus
ad quem. Qur text gives us the former only. With a hint from &T I
would rd.: mnn pspo p pran ma awn. This is bold, but there is
no use in emending unless in the process we can make sense. y¥pn,
being thus defined, is used in vv. - 2. 28as an established point. mnn
does not appear in v. » in &, but M has 7z monte. Mitchell suggests ~un
yspea y pean mby (JBL. 1903,155.—20. 3enbw ma] GE Byfiehioolp,
Brfariaod3®, Brbehet Agooulh, ofxou Alaooupl.—22. "350] @ has:
dpendo®, xewde®, dxxexbict, o0 wpwrotéuoul. The last represents a
different text, 7. e., %230, M is sufficiently interpretative: de campes-
tribus Jordanis.—23. bsx] is suspicious, for the author shows no fond-
ness for variety in expression and would have said w3 " asv.s, &
has éxbpeva, H contra (11).—24. mna=wn »upon] looks like an expla-
nation of an unusual word. It is prob. that the original text had
simply nsn=9y, suggesting another bend in the wall, and some early
scribe wrongly identified this with that of vv, 13- 1,—25, % 1] & ®a-
2arB, Bahax®, Gadab?, Paddgt—m 1] B EuvadX, Eitad, Oula™—
banm] tod =bpyoul. Rd. therefore bunn nis,—wzvn] 6 3 25éyuvBaN,
ol é5éyovros™  This is the only case of the mng. “project” for x¥,
so also vv, 2 27 —bpn] cannot mean “upper,” describing a second
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palace. L has ¢z &vw, which stands for by in Gn. 4017 2 K. 15%, but
usually represents a prep., and wc may substitute n>pn®, as L continues
g adAfS The euAaniic.—26. In~-y] B fws whwouBAR = jr-y; L shows
both MT. and &: ¥wg &’ Zvavrt #fmou (f. note on v, #).—2wmn] G
&v o Qoua.—29. vrx] BL, ¢nd Nvp, which must be a corruption of
dvijp.— ] BB otxou.—30. »nx] rd. as Qr. »anx.—w] must be a
scribal error of nw, the correct form, and occurring in every other place
in this c.—moe] 12% 1371, usually nawb, for which this form may be a
scribal error.—31. w737 & Zoapage®, Tepapelv®, Dapepld, Sepagpsil,
But an. p. is scarcely right here. Guthe suggests a gentilic from no-s,
It is simpler to rd. after 8% 20930, one of the goldsmiths.—o1nan ma]
® BrlavabeluB, Bylawabanpdt,—o939m] @ xadl of pofor@rad, pomo-
wHAa™ ol tov petaBéiwv.  The last elsw. represents onpn; the
others are both errors for pwrom@iat.—ponn] BB i Magerdd Ma-
020538, 1ijg dmonéyewsl. As this name does not occur elsw., we should
prob. rd. nvend, as in refn—misn by 3] G Zes dva péoov [Gvals-
0z0g¥AL] wapmhsB [the wiinsl]. We have then pa instead of mby.—
32. We have here the Massoretic note 7500 *sn—mpon] and the fol-
lowing % are lacking in @ and 4 lacks also mby.

NE. 3%¥-47 (Ev. 4'3). THE EFFORTS OF THE ENEMY TO
STOr THE WORK ON THL WALLS.

Sanb. and his fellows tried first ridicule and then force, but neither
was cffective against the genius of the great leader. He met sneers by
imprecation and a fighting force with a large army, his people being
ready to use either the trowel or the sword. Whether the enremy 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 (». Intr. § 9).

The text in several places is very corrupt, and sometimes it is im-
possible to be surc of the mng. IEvery 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 wall-building the interference of the enemy
occupies a very conspicuous place. There is always an independent
intr,, 21 29 33 4! Gt and between these stories there is in N. some
statement about the condition of the work. But between the appearance
of the enemy in 21? and that in 3% there is not a word from N. There
never could have been, since 3¢ follows 27%, so we cannot fall back upon
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the theory of a lost section of N. Then we note that vv.3-% are in
substance a repetition of 22 . The enemy did nothing new here. It is
difficult to see why there should be two accounts of their jeering the
Judeans. In 2! we lack an obj. for keard, and yet it must have been the
same thing we have here, viz., that “ we were building the wall,” a clause
which really belongs to 21*,  We note here that the enemy “scorned the
Judeans,” while in 21* “they scorned us.” Outside of the transposed
clause cited above, this passage is in the third p. It does not belong to
N., and so is prob. not authentic. It was either added to his section
by the author of 312, or was composed by the Chr. when he put the
list of wall-builders in the midst of N. The imprecation of v. 3 then
really belongs to 2%, which it follows naturally. The gross corrup-
tion of vv. 3-35 may suggest another explanation of its appearance here.
Originally it was identical with 21 f., and accidentally appeared both
before and after the insertion, vv, 12, possibly from uncertainty as to
which was the more suitable position. Then by a process of changes
it was differenfiated from 2 and made into a mess from which clear
sense can scarcely be extracted.

33-35. The wrath of Sanballat when he heard that the
building operations were progressing.—33. That we were
building the wall]l. The wall had not progressed very far before
Sanballat, the watchful enemy, heard of it.—And ke was an-
gry and deeply incensed), because he was jealous and dreaded
to see Jerusalem regain its importance.—And he derided the
Judeans), perhaps sincercly believing that 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 ke said
before his brethren and the army of Samaria, and ke said: what
are the feeble Jews doing? will they give up to them? will they
sacrifice? will they prevail in the day? will they revive the stones
Jfrom the earth-heaps? and these are burned. And Tobiah the
Ammonite was by him, and he said: Even what these build, if a
juckal shall go up, he can tear down the wall of their stones]. In
part that is not very promising or intelligible.

@ has simply: end ke said before his brethren, is this the army of Sem.
that these Judeans are building their city? And To. the Ammonite came
with him; and he said to them, shall they sacrifice or eat at their place?
Will not ¢ jackal go up and tear down the wall of their stones? The
mng. of & is this: Sanb. is amazed to think that the Sam. army was

15
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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 negligible quantity. In 4% we have a record of the interfer-
ence of a Sam, army in the affairs of Jerus. & further makes it clear
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 prob. out of a
very difficult text we get: And ke [Sanb.] said in the presence of his
brelhren and the crowd of Sam. On the whole, this rendering seems to
me preferable to 8. 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. Frenqueniic Samari-
tanorum of M is preferable to tke army of Sem. 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 choosc between MT, what are these feeble Jews doing ? and
@ [hat these Jews are building their city. M supports MT. On the
whole, T incline to the latter, for it is more specific, and the idea of the
weakness of the Jews was introduced by To. Sanb. scems to have been
seriously alarmed at Neh.s activity. In & the rest of v.% 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 single self-evident remark. Wil they abandon to them? as
MT. reads, is out of the question. Will they fortify themselves as EVS,
is scarcely permissible. Following Sta. many have emended and ren-
dered: Will they commit themselves unto God? So Sieg. Ryle. The
phrase is lacking in most Gk. texts, but ¥ renders shail we let them alone ?
W has will they drive out those nations? 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 alome, i. e., refrain from
forcible interference. Wil they sacrifice ? is supported by all Vrss., but
I do not understand its mng. All attempts to explain it fail. The
Jews had been sacrificing from their first arrival in the time of Cy.;
they could offer sacrifices equally well whether the walls were built or
not, and sacrificing was considered a perfectly innocent practice. In
spite of the antiquity of the error, the text seems to be wrong.—~Will
they make an end in a day?] Here we have a variety of renderings.
@ offers us prevail or eqt. EVS. follow M compiebunt in una die.
Without changing ¥ much, we may rd. in any one of the three ways.—
Can they revive (i. e., restore) the siones from the carth-heaps 7]  The stones
were 50 buried in the mass of débris that it seems impossible that they
should ever be got back into a wall.—And these are burned]. This is
not very clear, but prob. refers to the increased difficulty of restoration
from the fire-swept ruins. To.’s remark s 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 capability or 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.—¥is 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, ¢f. 2 K. 18%.—38. Ix the land of captiv-
ity]l. It would be better with some Hebrew uss. to read their
captivity. The reference would then be to the fact that many
of the enemy were exiles in Samaria, and so were still enduring
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 &: give them over to shame and to exile
(v. 4.).—8T. 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
ridiculing of the patriotic efforts of God’s people, or that which
is common to mankind. As this is a quotation from Je. 18%,
we may doubt its genuineness in N.

For they provoke before the 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 scarcely extractable 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 £# the presence of the builders ;
therefore we should expect because they jeered in the presence, trying to
discourage their efforts. Perhaps that is the idea of H quia frriserunt
adificantes, because they derided the builders. It is not a part of the
imprecation which is prob. contained wholly in v. *, and may be a gl.
to justify the strong language.

38. The wall is half completed.—And we built the wadll].
Nehemiah ejaculates his maledictions, but the work goes right
on. And the whole wall was joined unto ifs kalf]. 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. Usnlo its
half can therefore only mean with Berth. half the height, not
half the circumference, for note the words “the whole wall,”
i. e., the whole circumierence was joined together. This alone
is consistent with the stopping of the breaches in 4.—The wall
was now of considerable significance as 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.
473 (EV. = 4""). The enemy comes to Jerusalem to stop
the work by force.—1. The enemy is cnlarged now by the
presence of the Arabians, Ammonites, and Ashdedites, though
the last name may be a gloss. Tobiah was an Ammonite and
Geshem an Arabian (21%). 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 3%; the walls were finished to half the required
height.—And they were exceedingly angry] for all their projects
were going astray. Once the walls were up, the despised and
casily harassed Jews would be a thorn in the flesh of their
neighbours.—2. And they all conspired together]. Tt is simpler
with & and M to read gethered together. A conspiracy was hardly
necessary after 212 - 33 %, The leaders now collected a consid-
erable force with the aggressively hostile purpose o go fight in
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 unwarlike builders to stop work.—And lo cause it con-
fusion]. This is all clear in itself, except the masculine suffix
(%) referring to Jerusalem, which is feminine. Still a Greek
text offers a tempting amplification fo wipe it [Jerusalem) off
the face of the earth and lo 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 surprise should 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 they prayed as well as watched, anticipating our
Lord’s “watch and pray” (Mt. 264).

4. And Judah said]. Judah cannot be tribal here, but as
suggested by 3% it is the name of the postexilic community.
The latter part of the verse is clear: end we are not able io build af
the wall]. 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 {or this critical situation is given in
the intervening words. The text runs: the sirength of the burden-
bearers has failed, and the earth is greai]l. Earth is usually inter-
preted as rubbish-heaps, and that sense fits in with 3%, where
Sanballat jestingly asks 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. ® has a very different
text: for the strength of the enemy is exhausted and the multitude is
large. 'The verb ‘“exhausted” is indeed incongruous, yet 6
follows MT. The original verb must have said the very oppo-
site: the strength of 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 large hostile force assembled
against them 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 city by surprise and then to
slay the workmen (in agreement with & of v. ?) and thus effec-
tively to bring the wall-building to an end.

6-8 (EV.*™). Nehemiah sets a large armed guard
against the enemy.—8. And it was that when the Judeans who
were living by them [1. e., the enemy, not the Jerusalemites as Sieg.
holds] came in they said {0 usl. The enemy had proposed to
surprise the builders. They were assembling for the attack,
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Among the builders, as correctly indicated 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: len times from all places when ye
relurn unto us]. No commentator has yet been able to give a
satisfactory interpretation of these words. Naturally, for they
are wrong. & preserves a simple and intelligible reading: fhey
are coming up against us from ail 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 7
stood, but while grammatical, it would not be clear. With 6
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 unintelligible from the descrip-
tion: @t the lowest part of lhe 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 rising wall. 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 easily be scaled.—Their plan
was thwarted by Nehemiah’s action: A#nd I stationed the people
by families [or companies) with their swords and their spears and
their bows]. This action shows a distinct advance on v. 3, 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 @: 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 army: fo the nobles, and to the deputies (@ generals), and to
the rest of the people]l. The appeal forcibly aims at the senti-
ments of courage, religion, and patriotism. Do not fear on their
account; remember our God {so @, the Lord ) the great, and the
one to be feared Icf. 15 Lu. 12* % Dt. 20! 7] and fight on behalf of
vour brethren, your sons and your daughlers, your wives and your
homes].

9-17 (EV.*>®). The enemy gives up 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 clear in
themselves, but are hard to join so as to make sense.—And i
was when our enemies heard that it was known fo us] certainly
must originally have 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 clear,
however, that there was no actual battle. The enemy perhaps
stayed in the neighbourhood, watching for an opportunity that
never came.—And God frusirated thesr plot, and we all refurned
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,
of. 5% and holf 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 certainly would not have such
accoutrements, but Nehemiah's body-guard, the ones referred to
here, trained and equipped in Persia, would surely possess a com-
plete armament. Reuss, on the contrary, supposed “swords”
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to have dropped out of the list, so Berth.; but swords are abun-
dantly provided for below. H has undoubtedly got the sense
when it merely summarises: and kalf were prepared for 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 princes were behind the whole house of
Judah), at least not in this connection. @ vainly connects with
v. 1! gnd 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 princes alone were working now,
contrary to v. % 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 kouse of Judak
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 building on the wall and those who were carrying burdens were
working, with one hand he was doing the work, and with the other
ke was holding & missile]. Working is a conjecture. The He-
brew word might mean laden, but that makes no sense. Most
authorities follow @ 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 necessarily in the hand. Or the last clause
may refer only to the burden-bearers. What the missile was
we do not know. MW has sword, but the swords were girded on
the waist, v. 12 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 fully prepared to meet an attack.—
12°. With v. ® 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.—Now the
trumpeter was by my side]l. In vv. ! 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 probability is that there were
several trumpeters, one with each squad of the armed guard of
v.19, 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. 1,%8).

13. 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 bedy, perhaps the very condi-
tions for which the enemy was watching.—14. Unio us], for
Nehemiah and his servants would repair quickly to any point
of danger.—Our God will fight for us] ¢f. v.8, Nehemiah’s stir-
ring address would not fail to arouse the people. Ps. 83 is
ascribed to this occasion in Psalms Chronologically Arranged, by
Four Friends, Macmillan, 18¢1.—15. And half of them were
holding the spears] is a copyist’s repetition from v.2 The
words have no meaning here, and they force asunder related
clauses. Omitting this we have an intelligible statement: Now
we were engaged on the work from the rising of 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 lurking in the
neighbourhood, speed was of the utmost importance. Every
stone laid added to the security of the city. Night-shifts were
hardly possible under 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 spoil this 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 eack man and his servani lodge
in the midst of Jerusalem]. As we have seen (v. v.9), many
of the people (most of them perhaps, since these words are ad-
dressed lo the people and since Jerusalem had few inhabitants,
74} lived outside of the city, and went home at certain times,
those who lived near probably each night.—A#d they shall be for
us ¢ guard by night and a working force by day]. The Hebrew
712851 has nowhere else exactly this sense, but the context makes
clear the meaning. It is mot “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 FoN52.—17, Here we
have an impressive statement that shows again the pressure
under which work was done and the criticalness of the situa-
tion. I and my brethren and my servanis and the men of the guard
following me, we did not lake off our clothes]. Those who were
especially charged 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 kis 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 waier, which lacks both con-
struction and sense. In a Gk. text we find the passage amplified: and
the one whom they sent for water, @ man and his missile to the water. But
this has no connection with the otherwise incomplete statement about
sleeping with the clothes on, and is pretty confused in itself. More-
over, we have nb® translated in two different senses. The water was
within the walls, and the carrying of a weapon esp. then is unintelli-
gible. The Latin scems to mean that each one stripped for bathing,
making an exception to v.s, but it is difficult to get this sense from our
text. As some emendation is essential, we may regard the Latin as
the clearest. EVS. “every one went with his weapon to the water” is
highly interpretative, and certainly gives the wrong idea. The words
must in some way have qualified the 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 not so very different from MT., and some he-
roic course is required. This proposal has at least the recommendation
that it makes good sense, completing the statement about wearing the
clothes. In the preceding clause, we did not Lake off our clothes, we miss
a confidently expected note of time, and the proposed emendation
supplies it, Under any circumstances the passage is too short for a
complete independent statement.

33. vbo] GLadds b “Qouwvieng as 2%, —dyan] GL S umhy xat dpytady,
¢f. 21.—y"). The Hiph. with same sense as Qal is late usage. ®C
guunthipoe xat SEsyéda. 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 amplified text.—34 .  is shorter than MT., and differs con-
siderably from it. As usual, A% has simplest form. Beginning with
b we find: Al § Bivapus Sopopdy, ér of "Toudaiot oftot oixedopad-
sty Ty Sautdy moAly = DWP-NN R31 nbRA oA 03 e Bn g L follows
¥to on% wnn, for which it has gt oixo3opedor thy fautdy wbAty, and
thus shows that & rd. those words as o3y m2%.  Several of the letters of
these words are common with %, and this variant is eloquent of the oc-
casional troubles of those who tried to decipher ancient mss. Mitchell
renders the clause “if they be left to themselves,” and for “sacrifice”
he suggests W, “they will build high” (JBL 1g03,%). A part of the
balance of this v. is found in the speech of To.—For o2 and what
follows ®F has: ) Bouvstdoousty %) gdyovrat #ml Tol whwou albriy; olyl
GvaBhoetar gAOTNE %al xadekel T teiyxos Aibwy alray; BT has the cus-
tomary elaboration and duplication showing the original % corrected by
addition of the extra matter of MT.— %3] appears as g&yovray, 7. €.,
"ooxy, though T has as dup. in one place Buvfsovta.—mormw ... o1a)
found only in T and then as follows: xal &l ofjpegov idgovtat Tols Aboug
wetd 1o vevéobat vHs xodpa xaubévrag xal T teiyos dumemonouévoy. This
text shows we= for vy, yax or My for Mmny, Ao for Mon; and w2
or a synonym is added, unless xaubévtag represents mnayn, which then
would be understood as a form from ~ya.—The first problem of textual
criticism is to determine where To. begins to speak. ®BAN starts him
at yanrn,  BL introduces him at this point and then reintroduces him
atv.s. M 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 '@y To8n should be emended in part after & (z.s.).—
o'wy] might be an erroneous reading in a bad copy for ay; then we
might conjecture: o~y Nx bul AbNA LA MRS Tesb,—ank supea),
These words correspond, apparently, to ®BA xal elmay mpbs fautobs,
clmey®. B has this plus M4 xatadelopev adrolg = onx 2137, This
reading makes the best sense. MW num dimitlent eos gentes,=nn n5en
nbeA oy —'2 0] BBAR ogvovtar [538] éxl tod térou edtdy. BL has
this, but in the dup. dpa Suvhsovta [227]; W et complebunt [n53] in una
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die, reading "nxn for vmn.—M has a plus here: numquid adificare
poterunt.—non] G teiyos, W gui (Wwn).—36. na] B has seen nnab
as in v. b—maw yana] 19 Mss. 003w (v, Kittel); BL xal el alypmaiwolay,
i. e, M. —37, ooy] BBEAX rd, ny and lack the remainder of this v.
and v.s.—xma .. .] W quic irreserunt edificantes.

4, 1. o»mwxm] lacking in GBA.—novw] usually kealing, but here and
2 Ch. 248, restoration of walls. & gby—npnb] some Gk. mss. and H
have sg., which is better.—0o's=97] @& Bwopayat, only occurrence of this
word in LXX. Kittel suggests 23710.—2. mpn] & suvixbnoay; ouvvdre
stands for so Heb. words (see Hatch and Redpath, Concord.), but no-
where else for "op.  We should rd. vap, so M congregati sunt.—mey)
lacking in GBA%, Bl toi worfjoat admiy doavi) xal wothomt ot TAdvmaw.
The first clause is lacking in MT., and we have the interesting *-.
Kittel suggests m~, which is better if text is otherwise right.—3. wnb]
BT wbprov iy Bedy fudv = wabx M, —4, S307] GEAN tay Exbewy, BT
. &, tuav.—opn] BB Eyhog = pon, GAL & yoic—6. why=wy] MT.
cannot be forced to yield any scnse. The simplest text is BPAR dvapat-
vouaty [1950] 8x wdvrov wov Thrwy &° fuds. (BT inserts §tt émorpédare
after téxwy, and thus shows 1wwn. T would rd.: mopoa=ban by s
by 1w, This is clear and intelligible and might easily be cor-
rupted into the present hopeless form.—7. There is corruption here
also, but it is not so deep-seated. With G®L rd. vnpn for oy —
owmsa] occurs elsw. only in Ez, 247 8 264 4, with sense of smooth or
bare, and here the mng. bare places is assigned. But such an interpre-
tation is difficult. (" comes to the rescue, having a dup., first that of
@3, then Lucian’s own text: xot #stnoay dmondrobey 6l témou 56michey
160 Tetyous #v Toig dvamexsapévorg. The last word occurs in LXX only
in Jb. 39%, corresponding to ©75; so herc we might infer &
BBAR has gxewewvoic, “sheltered places.” U has a text in which v.» b
are compressed into a single sentence: stafui in loco post murum per
circuttum populum in ordinem cum gladits suis, el lanceis ef arcubus.—
8. ooty lacking in @BN.—13%] G tol By Fudy, 7. e, WAdR—
B has an important plus preceding w1n=b%, xal Hextoa abrods wiptov
Myoy =orb i opawn. Guthe puts this vb. at the beginning of the
v. in place of the superfluous oy x7x%1, That certainly improves the text
very greatly. Torrey regards the addition as purcly arbitrary (ES.w9),

9. 2] is to be rd. with the Vrss. and virtually all commentators.
—10. ey ] GBAN oGy Extetvvayudvov dmolouy, BT wapetetarpévwy
ex. (2ovy), ® juvenum eorum facicbat. We might infer that & and W
took the » from =2 and prefized to the vb., but ® generally disregards
the participles in this troublesome passage.—oynn] 6B dvtefyovro, B
paraia erat ad bellum.—oonw].  Sieg, follows B.-Rys., reading ownna
after v.3s, but in view of nbwn npinn, v. 1, the emendation is unneces-
sary.—11, nmna ouat]., In their despair the Vrss. generally connect
with preceding; Guthe and Kittel follow these and change verse-ending
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accordingly.—%ava] B év woig deripav.—wny] GBAN & Exher, G
Zvomhol, B et tmponentium. There is no root vy, and the word has
been identified with pry, but that makes a hopeless redundancy, and
after & >wnn is now generally substituted. The word is pred. both to
“builders” and “bearers,” but armed is not good, as that is too general
a statement for the workmen. Perhaps owy is all that is needed.—
12. ouam] is a second pred. after ovbx, ihey were armed and were build-
ing, 1. e., armed while engaged in building. ¥ begins a new sentence and
connects with following: et edificabant, ef clangebant buccina juxia me.
—bsx] BBAN gybueva abtob, but MT, is right.—15. onp=a. .. owm]
can only be a repetition from v.* and does not belong here, In place
of umx] BA has fulou, making more repetition. If the words were re-
tained, this text would be right, as o'¥n needs a complement.—16. z»x
1} om. BEANL ] B adhiobnre.—oben ] B midews—1T. ] B
wal Jugy, i, e, WKL ] om. GBAR —ymix] G 6 fuey = unien,
—*w wx] GBAR connects o with preceding and lacks wn wbe; GBI
has xal &vdpa By dméoTehhoy éxl T Udwp, dyvip nat mAovy aldtes elg b
UBwp. W unusquisque tantum nudabatur ad beplismum, apparently
interpreting nSw in the sense of taking off the clothes. Guthe follows
®L and has oon Y% bz wox oen=by Wb en ey, Most scholars
rd. v for omn,  Asa bold guess I would propose ovm abba 1R, neither
by night nor by day.

NE. §. THL LCONOMIC DIFFICULTIES WHICH CONFRONTED
NEHEMIAH.

The placing of this c. so that it breaks the story of the rebuilding of
the wall indicates that the compiler regarded these hard conditions as
due to the work on the walls. And many authorities have followed this
suggestion. It is true that the forced labour without pay would take
many away from the ordinary means 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 likely due
to the governor’s efforts to secure a population for Jerus. A long
time must have elapsed to bring about the state of affairs described.
Neh. would scarcely have stopped work to hold an assecmbly, esp. in
view of the pressing danger, which never ceased until the last stone was
laid and the last gate in place. Finally, the date in v. 1 shows that we
are at the end of twelve years of Neh.’s rule. The passage therefore
belongs to a later period than the building of the walls, It describes
one of the last acts of Neh.’s first administration. The c. falls into two
main parts: vv.1-%, the distress and its relief; vv, 419, the economic
aspects of Neh.’s administration.
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1-5. Three complaints are made against the Judeans by
three different groups of people.—These complaints were:
(1) There was insufficient food for the large number of
children. (2) Property had been mortgaged to buy food.
(3) Money had been borrowed to pay taxes. The result was
the alienation of property and the slavery of some of the
people.

1. The cry was one of distress on account of dire want. The
complainants were the people and their wives], and the defendants
were their brethren the Judeans]. The people, therefore, are He-
brews who were not reckoned to the house of Judah, and may
be those who had survived the exile in the surrounding terri-
tory, unless the “Judeans’ means here the Jews living in Jeru-
salem, as v.?® may imply.—2. With our sons and our daughiers
we are numerous). Such is the apparent meaning, and this
rendering is found in %. The population had increased faster
than the means of support. Guthe, adopting a slight emenda-
tion proposed first in 1753, gets “our sons and our daughters we
give as security.” But that would make this complaint vir-
tually identical with that of v.? and needlessly anticipatory of
v. 5, This change does, however, make a connection with v. b,
while as the text stands the transition is very abrupt: that we
may get corn and eat and livel. ®" gives a different rendering,
give us therefore corn.  But the people do not seem to be begging;
they are complaining of the gradual loss of their property.—
3. The second statement is clear: our fields and our vineyards
and our houses we are morigaging]. 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. 58 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 faminel.
“Corn,” as in v. 2, is used for food generally, like “bread” and
“meat.” There is no use in softening “famine” to “dearth,”
as EV®, That rendering is based on the false connection with
the wall-building. Famines were plentiful enough in Judah,
owing to the failure of rain, and the situation requires a real



NEHEMIAH § 239

and perhaps long-continued meagreness of crops. It is true
that & 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 king’s 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
fields and our vineyards), to which & adds our houses, as v.3,
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 repetition by accident from v.% (So Bé&hme, 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 relationship of the oppressor and the op-
pressed. Awnd vet as the flesh of our brothers {the Judeans, v. 1]
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: lo,
we are reducing our sons and our daughters to 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 f{ollows an unintelligible passage. Rendered as literally as
possible, we have: and there are some of our daughters subjugaled, and they
are not for the strength of our hand]. The difficulty was felt by the an-
cient translators. In one Gk. text we find: some of our daughters they
take by force, and our hand is not strong, i. e., enough to make effective
resistance. This text is interesting because it discloses measures of
oppression that were lawless. In the complaints above there was no
hint of viclent 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 scized and taken from their homes by superior force.
renders: some of our daughters are slaves; and we have no means by which
they may be redeemed, in part showing a different underlying Heh. 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. ¢, 10 Ne. 13% f-). Lecaving out a single Heb.
letter in the last word, as in ®, we get the conclusion of the trouble:
our fields and our vinevards 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.—8. 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 specific complaints made in vv. -5, MW interprets differently
and happily: their cry according fo these words, i. e., their com-
plaint as just specified.—7. Literally, and my keart counselled
upon me], EVS. “then I consulted with myself.” This does
not make very satisfactory sense, and the word does not occur
elsewhere in Hebrew. We might render: my kear! was king [or
ruler] over me. It would be more natural to find something like
“my heart was hot within me,” as in Ps. 39t—A#nd I reproved
the nobdles 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 becausc they had
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permitted the oppression. Of course, they may have been a
party to it and shared in the plunder.—Y ou kave exacted interest
each one of kis brethren] is the specific charge against them. This
was a violation of the law which forbade interest from Hebrews,
but allowed it from foreigners, Dt. 232 1, ¢f. Ex. 22% Lv, 253 1.,
The prohibition was not merely against usury as we might in-
fer from EV®,, i. ¢, interest above the rate established by law,
but against any compensation whatever for a loan. Now the
charges made against the Judeans in vv. 2-% say nothing about
interest, and they do not even imply that interest was charged.
The inability to pay the principal of 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 against them a great assembly] can
scarcely be right, though supported by the Vrss.; for the nobles
and lenders and complainants were already present, and v.3
continues the charge already begun. The true text was prob-
ably I gave a great curse against them, v. . Nehemiah was not
averse to such a course (see 132°), where we have a similar
conjunction of expressions: “I reproved them and I cursed
them,” and note Guthe’s text in 48.—8. And I said io them),
Z. e., to the nobles and rulers of v. 7, we have bought our brethren
the Judeans who had been sold to the nations, according fo our
ability), or better with & of our own free will. 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. b is stronger, indicating that he bought
these slaves voluntarily that he might give them freedom.
“The nation” means the foreigners in and about Judah, so
Ryle and Kost. There is no reason to suppose that Nehemiah
refers to people be had bought in Persia and brought back with
him, apparently Stade’s view (BT.*3). That would weaken
the contrast now plainly stated, 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
16
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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 ¢ word did they find], 1. e.,
for reply. In Jb. 32° we have a <imilar expression, ‘“and they
found no answer.” The expression is peculiar and happy, im-
plying inability of 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 ememies).
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 @ 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 foreigners to 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 postexilic literature (see, e. g., Ps. 424 * Jo.
21"). How could these Jews have the face to claim superiority
for their God and for their religion if 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 corm]. 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, let us therefore re-
mil this interest]. The ancients were puzzled by the passage.
® reads: we have supported them with money and corn. W keeps
text in v.®, but in v.® 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 give for them money lo put away
Jrom vou this inferest. The course of least resistance to make
sense would be to render: we have loaned them money and corn
and we have remitied 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 fo them this
very day lheir fields, their vineyards, their oliveyards and their
kouses]. “Oliveyards” is not found in vv. 2-% 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: end the
kundredth 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. M saw
the difficulty and renders: ratker miore than the hundredih.
Most authorities by a slight change of text render: the nterest
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 relinquish the unlawful
interest which had been charged. Geike reads, “remit this ex-
action of a pledge” (Hours, vi,#7).—12. The nobles and lead-
ers had been silent in the face of the accusation, v. %, 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
give back [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 priesis], for either they alone had the right to admin-
ister an oath or an oath sworn by them was peculiarly solemn
and binding: and I made them [the accused] swear fo do accord-
ing fo 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 khands. The He-
brew word is usually rendered bosom, and after sinum of W,
interpreted to mean the bosom of the garment; see Ryle’s highly
imaginative description. The action was symbolical, a com-
mon method among the Hebrews of reinforcing an idea. The
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point of the action appears in the following: se may God sheke out
every man who does not establish this word from his house and from
his property and so may he be shaken loose and empty]. The
man is to be separated violently from his property, so that they
part company. To make the symbol effective, therefore, we
should expect that Nehemiah’s shaking would result in loosen-
ing something from him. This could not be his arms or his
bosom, but might well be his cloak. If he shook loose his
outer garment, so that it fell from his shoulders, then the point
would be clear. But perhaps it would not be necessary to say
all this, as the people were looking on. What happened may
be put thus: and I skook my arms [or bosom), and then as the
garment fell from him, he went on: so may God shake it.—And
all the assembly said, Amen]. The assembly does not mean a
formally called and authoritative body, but the crowd of peo-
ple which had gathered. Indeed, Nchemiah's summoning the
priests (v.1%) shows that there was no formal assembly, other-
wise they would have been present. “Amen,” wkich plays such
an important role in Christian worship, was much used as a
form of solemn congregational assent in postexilic times.—
And they praised YVahweh]. The subject is “assembly”; nat-
urally those who had been released from their oppressive bur-
dens would have good cause for praise.—A#nd the people did ac-
cording to this word]. The “people,” however, had been the
complainants, v.1. It would be more natural to imd the nobles
and the rulers. At all events, they are meant; for the reference
is to the execution of the demand made upon the rich by Nche-
miah. The people had nothing to do except to go back to their
houses and fields.

This passage, vv. %, is from N., but it has been worked over more or
less by the Chr. 6 shows that in some texts the process had gone
further than appears in MT. The most liberal expansion is in vv.°f,
which are probably wholly from Chr. =:2&» can easily be explained
then. Chr. introduces a speech for Neh. by prefixing the natural
“and he said,” forgetting that Neh. always wrote “and I 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 Judahl.
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 scarcely have accomplished such great works
in development and administration without the support of
official status.—From the 20th year ever fo the 32d year of Arta-
xerxes]. The zoth year (2') was the date of his coming to Jeru-
salem; from 13® it appears that the 32d year indicates the close
of his term. He merely says here that he served for twelve
years without pay, but the implication is that his whole period
of service is included.—T%e 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;
¢f. Solomon’s method, 1 X 47 %-.  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.
{Ent.®8), The general statement is followed by specifications:
they took from them for bread and wine forty shekels of silver each
day]. M 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, ef al.,
interpreting the words to mean forty shekels of silver each day
for the purchase of bread and wine.—Another specification is:
also their servants domineered over the people]l. The meaning
must be that the satrap’s servants were not only insolent and
haughty, but also that they filled their hands at the expense of
those who were helpless before them. The person in authority
is never wont to lend a very willing ear to complaints against
his subordinates.—16. And further the work of this wall I sup-
ported]. This wall shows that Nehemiah was in Jerusalem when
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he wrote (or spoke) those words. In the Chronicler’s report,
¢. 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 EV®, is meaningless
and unjustifiable, being due to the misplacing of this chapter.—
And a field I 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 gathered there ot the work]. This would
more naturally follow the first clause describing Nehemiah’s
personal efforts toward laying up the walls. The clause about
the field introduces a different subject and 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] af 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 sitting at 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 homcs 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
naturally strive for the return of his own people. Some were induced to
return. They would surely be the poorer classes, and would for a time
have no means of subsistencc. Neh. generously fed them at his own
expense. This charitable act he might properly ask God to reckon to
him for righteousness, v. 1.

18. To feed this large body would require liberal provisions,
so we have information from the commissary department: and
that which was prepared for one day]. MY is often used in this
sense of preparing food for the table, ». BDB.—One ox, six
choice sheep and fowl were prepared for me]. This would provide
meat for one meal for six or eight hundred people, provided
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they ate as we do with other varicties 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 fen days with all wine
in abundance]. With the aid of B we may get: and every fen
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
cven with this I did not exact the 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: de-
cause the service was keavy upon this peoplel. The “service”
would naturally suggest the rebuilding of 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. M 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, O my God,
all that T have done for this people], cf. 61+ 132 2% 3,

2. 73y waal G éy vlotc . xad v Bu.; W filil nosirt of filie nostre multe
sunt nimis~—o27] Guthe follows an old proposal and reads ovany, as
v.o—anpn] B Bére olv fub = ub b wn; W accipiamus pro pretio
eorum.—3. 337) G xal gaybueda, so NSaxn as in v.t—4. & adds:
nal ofxfar fuidy; GBL puts the nouns in the dative preceded by éxi; H
precedés by deniusgue.~5. B® has ulel Hpiv ulel alz@v by transposi-
tion. To this ®L adds 8u odpE wix dopéy, an expression not elsw. in
OT., for Gn. 2™ refers to marria.ge.——:h'\:p‘v] @B ci; 3obhag; W in servi-
butem.—rvwan] G Big doztpotviar.—uvv Sxb pwi] W nec habemus, unde
possint redimi (5x2); B reads yeipbe, G xat oy, loyler 4 yelo fHuov.—
xRy & woig évtluois, a word which always stands in Ne. for =w
(21 431 g 6w 79, rd. therefore b —6. srpyn] G amplifies:
iy guviy Tie xeowtis wdtdv.—T. o]  is explained as a loan-word
from the Aram. mng. counsel; BDB. explains: “T 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 easily be
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connected with the common >z, my keart was king over me, i. ¢., he
acted according to his feelings.—nb%np] is found in late poetry in but
two places, Dt. 33 Sirach 77. We have %7p in v. 12, But the govern-
ing vb. would not be jn, for which ®L has swfyoyov, W congregavi.
Moreover, what sort of an assembly would Neh. call against the lead-
ers? There was no democracy in those days. If this were right, en%
in v. ® would refer to the assembly. In spite of the Vrss. I would rd.
nbbp, curse.—8. wrax] M adds ut scitis.—n3 ™3] & év Exoucly Huav; W
secundum possibilitatem nostram. @ shows w3713, a reading generally
ignored, but better than MT. @ has a long insertion or plus at this
point: futv 3% Soudedousty ot dlechool fudv of viol *lopafk; rawvésw bpdg
oln eb meTomrbTag. ol Hpeic vdp amodwsiuela Todg &dehgods Nudv Tolg
*Toudatous Tods wpabévrag év toig E0veoty. Ixav®s, Téuva, Emotfioate. eldd pi,
*&y biv droddoeade aiitods. In part, this is a repctition, and generally
speaking it does not throw any additional light upon the situation.—
w5 moon] lacking in BBAN,—a37] BT adds dmoxpivacfar (P0yY); M nec
invenerunt quid responderent. In Jb. 32¢ we find nipp wsn b —9,
sosv] Qr. o, but we should rd. a1k as yv. 7 f.—sba] 6 ody, obzaws.
—nxma] BL oddt Hg goPolpevor Thy Bedv dmectpédare Thv dveldiopby
#. ©. A—0] lacking in BBAR.—10. "] & ol yywoto! pwou = ¥, but
MT. agrees with 417.—22n] & 0fxapey, i. e., 0¥y, from 2. Gl adds
to the v. xal ddoopey dxdp albrdv doydptov dmwodéchur &g’ budv v Bdpog
todto. M has: mom repetamus, in cummune istud @s alienum conce-
damus, quod debetur nobis.—11. nxmy] GBAN xol b, B wal 2x. Most
authorities rd. nuwn, v Guthe’s note.—wx] BBAN xa), GBL Hpsic—
o] @ éEevéynate (s1). W adds to v., date pro illis.—3n] BT tas yei-
pag pou, representing “1ob, kollow of the hand, as in Ex. o8 Lv. 1612 13n
is defined as bosom, but in the few places of its occurrence’ (Ps. 1297
Is. 49%) it might better mean arms.

14. zi] lacking in @PA—ano] is, as Guthe says, impossible. Fol-
lowing @& <l dpyovita adriv, he reads onmo. But as the sf. has no
antecedent, I should prefer nne.—152m] is lacking in 3A; W has rex
as subj. of ™. Such a subj. is required there, and I would transpose
accordingly.—nnon onb] BBAR fiay alt@v. In v.15 these texts have
7ag Plag for mnon. Hatch and Redpath give no Heb. equivalent in
these places. Bia 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 arb nor nmon, In v.1s we have &roug tis Plas, 5o Blz repre-
sents some word which was rd. in place of 7" in all three places. ®t
has &prov tijg fyepoviag wov, ¥ que ducibus debebantnr—15. BT lacks
anwnan and avoids a redundancy which, however, is not uncommon
in Heb. The same text adds xXotéy as obj. of ym227, reading therefore
oyn=by Sy —For gyn by] BBAN hag éx’ altodg = omby.—ap2 amx] & Zo-
yavov doybptov (oul), W ¢ pecunia guotidie—ormy] GBAN of dxtetivay-
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névor adtiy = ommp—ibe] BBAN Ehoumdlovion, BT dxupleuoay.—16.
snpnn] BBAR o)y éxpdrnoe—p3] lacking in BBAR, BL has ta meddpk
pou xat mhvtes of ouvaypévor.—1T. 22a07] lacking in ®BPAY.—gwam] 1
is lacking in AR, —uarSw-5y] B Zxl iy Tpdweldy pouv éfevilovro; the
last word not occurring elsw. in % and mng. “to wash out” is scarcely
appropriate here. Some vb. like “sat” or “ate” might have stood
here.—18, ww] lacking in GB.—omo3s] & yluapog = "o3; M exceptis
volaiilibus.—nams] GBAR 5 nhfber; B mavrl o whfifer, mavtt 19 Aad,
an explanatory dup. & rd. 25% and that is clearer than MT.—] &
taltotg, referring to the people whom Nch. fed. In v.® M has in some
respects a varfant text: ef alic multa iribuebam: insuper el annonas
ducatus mel non quaesivi, valde enim altenualus erat populus.

NE. 6. FURTHER EFFORTS OF SANBALLAT AND THE OTHERS
TO THWART NLHEMIAH.

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 plain of Ono. He puts them off repeatedly with a promise
to meet them when his great work is finished. The enemy then tries
to frighten him 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 MNeh. to some overt and self-
condemning action. In this narrative the plots of 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 conspiracy are named, as in 239,
Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem; in v.2 Tobiah is not men-
ticned. We might suppose that only two were willing to go so
far as to indulge in personal violence. It may be that Tobiah
had reasons for declining to be a party to the plot, since he was
related to some Jewish magnates, but it is more likely that the
name has been accidentally dropped in v.2—The rest of our
enemies] is explained by the full list in 4. We note a change
of construction, when it was reported to Sanballat, etc., perhaps
indicating that the enemy had left the immediate neighbour-
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hood of Jerusalem —T/at I had built the wall, and thal there
was not left a breach in 1f). 'The tenses show that the wall proper
was now finished, a distinct advance on the last notice in 3%,

In spite of the trying conditions described in c. 4, the last stone had
been laid in the wall. @, however, offers a tempting substitute for
the second clause, 1. e., then there was no spirit left in them, of. 1 K. 108,
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: when it was reporied to them . . . therc was no spirit left in them.
They were dispirited because of their failure to check the upbuilding of
the old hostile city. On thc other hand, MT. makes a more suitable
connection with the following clause, which continues the description
of the progress of the work. Neh.’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 writing some time after the
event, and that at the time of writing the gates were finished.
This is in agreement with 5 (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 easily defended.—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
city with its menacing walls was not so dispiriting as the capa-
ble and energetic leader. 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 easily dispose of the
walls he had built. They sent him a message therefore: come,
let us meet together in the hamlets in the plain of One). ¥ is
more specific, reading: Jet 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%7 11% 1 Ch.
817}, in all these places as the name of a city. The place is located near
Lydda, about 12 miles north of Jerus. 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 suggested that under
the word for villages is concealed a n.p., perhaps Kephirah. Tle
art., at all events, indicates a definite place.

Now they were devising to do me harm]. This is Nchemiah’s
own divination of the purpose of the meeting, a conviction amply
justified by 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 personal violence, 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. 5 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:
I am eizzaged on a great work and am not able fo 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 fit to disclose his suspicions,
or possibly his knowledge. He lays stress upon his exacting
occupation. The interrogative sentence is questionable, as we
find some interesting variants in @, viz., lest the work skould stop.
When I have finished it, I will go down to you. This makes an
important change in Nehemiah’s answer and reveals his shrewd
purpose. He is striving to gain time so that the gates may Te
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 sufficiently strong position openly to defy them.
The superiority of 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 unio me according to this word four tmes], that
is substantially the 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
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is recetved, then the repetition of the request with increased
urgency and Nehemiah’s reiterated reply, “I will go down as
soon as I finish the work,” are alike clear. But curiously @,
which requires it, lacks the “four times,” and MT., 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
hkim with a report that he was aiming at royalty.—5. Accord-
ing {o this word] is a meaningless repetition from v.4, The
phrase could only be retained by a loose interpretation like
“for a similar purpose.”—A fifth time] referring to 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 kand]. Why Sanballat
changed from oral messages to a written document is not made
clear—possibly to make the damaging charge more forcible.

Many efforts have been made to explain the statement that the
letter was open. In Je. 321 we have the statement that the purchascr
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 clay
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., by Thomson, Land and Book, iii,"—is wrong, for it would
be stupid for Sanb. to insult 2 man whom he was trying to entice to a
mecting. It is tempting to change a single Heb. letter and rd. “a lerge
letter.” The letter was short so far as our information goes, but it was
long relatively to 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 EV®. We may omit with ®, 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: therefore thou dost build the wall], not as a defence against
such foes as Sanballat, but against a possible Persian army.—
And thow wilt become for them a kingl. 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 finally made Pilate listen to their cries (Jn. 192 ). The
charge appears plausible enough in itself in view of the general
restlessness of subject peoples, the Jews in particular having a
genius for rebellion.—According io 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 according to these words|.—T. The gravamen of the letter
was the suspected aspiration toward royalty. Upon this point
the changes are rung: Even prophels 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 Prophet, c. 7}, but we naturally suppose
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 (v., ¢. g., 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. 45 £:). We know that there were
hordes of prophets in Jerusalem in the postexilic period (He-
brew Prophet, c. 4). It is perfectly possible that 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. 13%-°), and Nehemiah
would not be likely to 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.?®). The prophecy which
Nehemiah was accused of instigating consists of two words in
Hebrew, but requires more space in English: there is o king
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in Judak]. 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 & render quite differently:
thou hast set up prophels for 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 difficulty in the ancient deciphering
of obscure passages in Mss. The danger of such reports is now
plainly indicated: end now it will be reported to the king accord-
ing lo these words) or better with @ W : these matiers will be reporied
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 suspicious of disloyalty in 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 lake counsel fogether], or possibly meef fo-
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 kim], whether by a written or oral reply we are not
informed.—1It khas not been done according to these words which
thow sayest, but thow inventest them from thy hearf]l. The reply
is brief and covers two points, a general denial of the accusation,
and the assertiop that Sanballat had made it out of whole
cloth. Nehemiah may mean merely to deny that he has any
disloyal aspirations, but he may mean to deny the charge in
tofo, even that there was any such report among the foreign
neighbours. At last he speaks plainly to 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.—Al of them would make
us aefraid], but it was Sanballat alone who wrote the letter.—
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Their hands will let go 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 sirengthen my hands) is a fragment of a prayer
which may be genuine. On account of its broken character
and to make it fit the context, ® has rendered, I 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 eisewhere. Sachau cites the name of
Shemaiah and his father Delaiah in illustration, but the names
there are Delaiah and Shelemaiah (Pap. #. Ost.®). 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 certainly a 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 especially common 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 political informa-
tion, and that is the object of his voluntarily seeking out Shem-
aiah, v, 7.—And he was shut wp). This cannot mean that he
was ceremonially unclean, as Robertson Smith suggests, for the
prophet straightway proposes that they shall go to the temple.
The meaning can hardly be “kept under cover,” as in Je. 365
for Shemaiah was in his own house. “Secretly” as M has, per-
haps by interpretation, is not right, for Nehemiah would scarcely
have gone secretly to 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 originally in the text something like “now he
had sent for me.” Shemaiah was the one desiring the interview,
and Nehemiah came to his house at his request. The plot
which the prophet pretends to reveal would be abundant reason
for his summons. Or it may be that the original read, now ke
was a prophet; that statement would be helpfully enlightening
here.—Shemaiah’s proposal is: lef us meet at the house of God in
the midst of the temple and let us shut the doors of the temple]l. The
verb is very suspicious in the first clause. The two who would
go together could hardly meet by appointment. Shemaiah’s
idea is plainly that they should cenceal 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 naturally be the best place of 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 impressive amplitude in the text, the redundancy, how-
ever, not occurring in the best Greek versions: for they are coming
in to slay thee, yee, at night they are coming in to slay thee]. The
character of the message implies that Shemaiah had sought the
interview. The assassins are naturally the emissaries of San-
ballat, who could get into the city in some disguise. A¢ night
is general, but the impression conveyed is this very night, and if
that were the correct reading the repetition would be less ob-
jectionable. There would be no use hiding in the sanctuary
against foes coming ‘‘some night.” The urgency of the situ-
ation would explain Shemaiah’s sending for the governor at
this particular time.—11, Nehemiah’s reply, as our text stands,
is in parts sadly lacking in clearness: should a man like me flee?
And whoe is there like me that should go inte the temple and live?
I will not go in]. ®" has at least a more intelligible text: who is
the man thal would go into the house and live? i. e., to save his life.
The air is cleared, perhaps sufficiently, by dropping the second
like me, which is an error by dittography. Then we would have:
should a man like me, holding the highest position in the state,
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and so carrying grect responsibilities, flee from danger? And even
s0, who is the man [so cowardly and base) that would enter the tem-
ple, not to pray or effer sacrifice, 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 justify his course by drawing the conclusion, cer-
tainly justified, that no God had part in the message.—For ihe
prophecy he spoke unio 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
prophetess had spoken to me, v. . on v., and thus he had re-
ceived warning of the plot—And Tobiak and Sanballat had
hired him]. This text we may accept as reasonably certain,
though Guthe gives some weight to a Greek reading kad hired
a multitude. But while we might believe that the foe had
bribed several people in Jerusalem, the collective term mulii-
tude or crowd could scarcely be applied to Shemaiah. TFurther,
the statement is necessary to cxplain 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. I:s order that he be bribed], the only permissible rendering,
shows the impossibility of the text. The fact seems to be that
the words are a dittographic repetition. It suffices to drop in
order that, so we should have ke was bribed in order that I might,
ctc.  The rest of the verse connects directly with v. 12, explain-
ing why Shemaiah was hired: in order that I might be afraid and
do thus and sin, and it [I] should be lo them for an evil name, in
order that they might reproack me]. With & we may read I
instead of #, though 7 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-

r7
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ing the sanctuary. A leader who is a coward can scarcely pilot the
ship of state unless the seas are very smooth. Neh. would, indeed, get
an evil name if he were known as a coward and as one who misused the
temple. We might well ask what harm it would do Neh. if his enemies
had grounds to heap reproaches upon him. Neh., indeed, was little
concerned with what his enemies outside the city might say; but their
effort in this stroke was to weaken his influence in the city among those
over whom he ruled. Once get him to show timidity and they would
have a story to circulate which would undermine his great influence and
power. This section is important because it is the first intimation we
have that Neh. had enemies in the city, enemies not due to his acts
but to Sanb.’s pay.

14, Another imprecation is poured out against the two
bribers (¢f. 3%1): Remember, O my God, against Tobiah and
Sanballat according fo these their deeds]. We note the absence of
Geshem: ¢f. absence of Tobiah, v.2. As we have really *#is
deeds” perhaps Tobiak 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, ¢f. 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 Noadich 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 #ried to scare me; “would have put me
in fear,” ARV. The English translators strove for intelligi-
bility, but that rendering is certainly not extractable from the
Hebrew. Quite another scnse is given by a reading in &', in
which the remembrance for evil of v.* becomes now a remem-
brance for good toward the prophets, who were giving me 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. ¥, who disclosed the source of Shem-
aiah’s cunning advice. While the change from imprecation to
supplication is surprising, on the whole the latter interpretation
seems preferable.
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15-19. 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-fifth day of Elul]. Elul, mentioned only here,
is the 6th month, corresponding to August-September. The
wall was completed therefore about September 1o. Of fhe
fifty-second day]. 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 suspicion in 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. ¢, 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 skilfully distributed 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, 2. He could therefore scarcely have 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 fairly literal rendering: and it was when all our
enemies heard—and all the nations round about us were afraid,
and they fell greatly in their eves, 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 ellipsis which 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, they fell greatly in their own eyes, and they were exceedingly afraid.
In the text as it stands, and they fell greatly in their eyes, we have
to assume “they” to refer to the ememy 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 describing his struggles with
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a particular enemy and ““ the nations” have no place in the story. The
latter part is clear. As explained above, on v.15, the hand of God
alone enabled the Jews to do such a stupendous work in so incredible
a time.

17. Now we have further light on the desperate attempts of
Tobiah to overthrow the great leader; for Tobiah becomes the
leader now in place of the discredited Sanballat. Two slight
corrections are necessary to make good grammar: also in those
days], note the vague reference to the time, an expression gen-
erally referring to a period long antecedent, many leflers from
the Judean nobles were going to Tobiah, and Tobiak’s [letters]
came in lo them]. A vigorous correspondence was carried on
between Tobiah and those high in Judean affairs, the object of
which is explained in v. %0, to frighten the great leader. Nat-
urally this correspondence was carried on secretly. Nehemiah
may have learned about it from Noadiah and the other prophets
(2. 5. v.1). 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 disloyal to him; the mere mention of it shows his
attitude.—18. For many in Judah were conspiralors with him),
or were bound to him by an oath, but the sense is best expressed
by conspirators (BDB.). These were the Judean nobles of v. 7.
The reason he could inveigle so many Jews is made clear by his
connections in marriage: ke himself was son-in-law lo Shekaniak).
Shekaniah is a common name in our sources, but this one can-
not be identified unless with one named in 3% {¢f. Che. 4. Jr.
Th. 1901,41), 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, 13%.)
The name of the wife’s father only is given, because he was a
prominent man (¢f. Ne. 3% %), Tt is even contended that he
was the contemporary head of the house of David (Herzfeld,
Gesch. Isr. i*#.—19, The contents of the correspondence are
now exposed. Alse kis goodness they were reciting before mel.
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Most Greek texts have kis 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 friendly appearance.—And my words
they were carrying to 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.—Tobiak sent
letters to frighten me), that is, by telling Nehemiah of imaginary
dangers, ». 5. on v. 17,

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 Jerus. The section dealing with the
walls in N, (21974, omitting c. 3, 5) Is really a 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. '] BB grodopfify.—yn N3] GBAR &y alteic wvod, 4. e, PRI 2N
or possibly mn, as 1 K. 1c5, &L has a dup. dxehelpn év alit( Bianows,
xa! ol xaredelpln év xltois mvet), bearing most convincing testimony to
this reading.—2. mwyu] W percuiiamus foedus = npoy—ovvoz]. A def-
inite place is indicated and Sieg. suggests Avp3.—3. nnb] @ wh wote,
prob, pob.—mpw] & tehewdbaw adté, W veners; & shows nxdox.—4,
7p pan] lacking in BEAR.—nin ~2v0] B wond taita, W juxta sermonem
priorem. B lacks all of v.2, onc of the rare cases in which this cod. has
the shortest text.—5. ™3 1373 lacking in BA¥, Tt is an erroneous
repetition from v.+.—'n oye] lacking in BBAX; BT méprrov, so lacking
oyp.—6. "ox wea] lacking in BBAX, elsw, always ows, though former
is prob. correct.—nbxn o33] is meaningless here. @ and ¥ connect
with following, »al w=pbs tobrog, reading only mhwmy; M propter quam
causam—T. 80 ¥ que predicent. GBAR tyg xabloys (30).—1o0] G
&aslhsvgag.—oma0] B ot Aéyor =ovam, so W verbe hec in acc—
v ... nob differs from the invitation in v. 2 by a single letter, s for .
Surely the vb., must be alike in both cases. It is hard to choose, as
either makes good sense.—8. oM elsw. only in 1 K. 12%; B iy,
M componis.—9. pin] BBAR Ioatalwon; BT Exporadneay (ol ysipés
wov); W confortavi.—10, ~sy x| W secreto, which may be an inter-
pretation or represent Wb a1, Perhaps we should rd. %2y s, o, 5.
—52nn] bis lacking in 6, but BT has 00pag w. vaed.—71n% ... 3]
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®BAR Zro Eoyovtar wuntbe govelorf o = 19 Atb owa va, Our test
shows the repetition of 2 word by dittog.—11. BBAX xzt elxz <ig
dotiy & dviip Bg eloehslostar elg by olxov xal {fjoetar = "N wwn " naow
' nean~bx x3v, an important reading which has not received much
notice.—12 f. 227 BBAR Ajyos = "31.—Nw v b o], 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: duiobdoavte &x° &ud
ExhovBAR, 7, e 1o by vi0w, But this scarcely represents MT. L
has éutsbioavto adrév; that would be merely 3w, and thus we bave
intelligibility. =M% 1wnb is explicable as a case of dittog., and #n is the
misplaced obj. of the vb. The least change to make sense is to om.
wob.—mn] after @ rd. ‘rom—14, ox3A] BB <oy tepdwy.—NT] BE
évoubérouy = 03w, giving an entirely different sense.—16. %3] lack-
ing in ®P; the word is unnecessary.—onwyps. .. won] B has gbBog
(B g. uéyag) as subj. of bo>. M renders et conciderent intra semetipsos.
Difficult as the text is, these variants offer no help.—17. ownn],
®BBAN gy modhey = 02 —3mnrun] sf. lacking in GBAN, so W, which
has mulle episiole—18. @ adds to end of v. elg yuvaina = nowb,
necessary acc. to IHeb. usage.—19. vnaw] GBAN o) Abyeug altold =
™29; Gt ouppépovta adré.

75, 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 if was when the wall was built and I had
set up the doors, and galekeepers were appointed]. To this the
Chronicler was irresistibly drawn to add the completion of the
trio and the singers and 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 6'5. We have only negative information in 6!, The
events described certainly took place upon the finishing of the
gates, therefore soon after the story of c. 6. The gatekeepers
were charged with the custody of the gates, and certainly per-
formed some police duties.—2. Then I commanded Hanani my
brother and Hananiah the captain of the foriress in Jerusalem).
On Hanani v. 12, On foriress v. 28. The fortress was probably
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connected with the temple and was doubtless the military head-
quarters as well as the seat of government. Hananiah is a name
recurring frequently, Ezr. 10% Ne. 3% % 10 1212 ¢,  Whether
these are all different persons, it is hard to say. From the
particularity of his mention here it is apparent that this one
cannot be identified with any other.——Nehemiah had given him
a position of trust on account of his character, for ke was like a
man of trutk], and so different from the lying prophets and con-
spiring nobles; and because of his religious zeal, and ke feared
God more than many)|. Fearing God is here following God’s will,
not living in 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 safety of the city, fhe gates of 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, lef 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 still watching. 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 sun, and the time indicated is then shortly before sunset.
That corresponds suitably with the hour for opening the gates.
The doors were to be kept securely fastened except during the
hours of broad daylight. Instead of ke stationed] we must read
either I stationed or station ye, preferably the former.—Guards
of the inhabitants of Jerusalem). The great difficulty in 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.—Eack one in his waich] shows
that there was a regular military organisation; the guards were
divided into watches, being on duty a certain number of hours
each day.—And eack 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. 7.

4. Here we begin a new section, dealing with 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 kands is omitted
in @ because not understood. The phrase wide of kands is
common, Gn. 34" Ju. 180 Is. 228 332 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 really means
wide in all directions and is equivalent to long and broad, other-
wise of hands would add nothing to wide.—And great] emphasises
the extent of the city, and makes an effective contrast with the
following: but the people in ils midst are few]. Those who actu-
ally lived within the city walls, from whom the guard had to be
enlisted, were few in number, and besides were obliged virtually
to camp out, for houses had wot been builf]. 1In spite of this the
Chronicler had each sentry stationed in front of his house, v. 3!
This statement is authentic and important. When Nehemiah
came to Jerusalem he found the temple restored, and that was
practically all there was of Jerusalem, so the city was indeed
in ruins, 2. The houses referred to in Hg. 1* 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 clearly that 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 city and to
see that they had houses to dwell in. He proceeds to take
measures accordingly.—B. dnd my God put it inio my heart].
Doubtless he had earnestly pondered the grave problem of this
great émpty 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 appropriately for
taking their genealogies]. Nehemiah had a vastly different pur-
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pose, fortunately recorded in most Greek Vrss., 1. 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 tke
genealogical record of those who came wp in the former time, and
I found wrilten in 4f]. 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, man] GBAN chc felox, Bhoswsl, W domus.—71-by] GBAR &y 1
The prep. is lacking in B; ¥ de.—3. With Qr. rd. ~p&y).—oip o7 5]
@ ral Ere altdy dypnyopolviwy = ovpw on wWn; W cumque adhuc assis-
ferend. T should rd. m7ep ®a swr.—unx] BBAR gonyolbobueay = S, da-
gailéabuoayt = . M oppitale.~—voym] rd. 1oym or better woyr.
—4, o namn] B ThareiaBAN - yepalE,—5. wbx] 6 b Oedc.—wmonat]
and wmn)] els ouveBtacBAY = My, M uf recenserem eos.

w6-81a is a duplicate of Ezr. 2-31. The notes are found on the
former passage. For convenience of reference, a table of correspond-
ing vv. is given. In the list of the Neth. (Ezr.%-% Ne.4-5) the v. di-
visions are not the same in the two recensions, and therefore in that
part the table is only approximatcly correct.

FZR. NE. EZR. NE. EZR, XNE. E7ZR. NE.

1 6 9 22 37 40 53 57
z 7 20 25 38 41 50 38
3 8 21} 26 39 42 57 59
4 [ 22 40 43 58 60
5 10 23 27 41 44 50 61
6 1 24 28 42 45 6o 02
7 12 25 29 43 46 61 63
8 13 26 30 44 47 62 64
9 14 27 31 45} 48 63 65
o I3 28 32 46 64 66
II 6 29 33 47 49 63 67
12 17 30 48 50 66 68
13 18 31 34 49 51 67 6o
14 19 32 33 50 52 68 70
15 20 33 37 5T 53 6o 71,72
16 21 34 36 52 54 70 73
17 23 33 38 53 55 @z &)1
18 24 36 39 54 56
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NE. II. THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION OF
JUDAH.

There are three parts to the c.: {1} The draiting of people to live in
Jerus., vv.1f; {2) the list of the residents of the holy city, vv.3-%;
(3) the towns of the Judean province, vv.*-%. The list is parall. that
in Ezr. 2 = Ne. #5-%2, both lists covering essentially the same classes,
laity and temple officers. and both containing geographical as well
as genealogical material. The list before us is earlier, for here we find
but a handful of people in Jerus. (1,400 laity) and their presence the
result of Neh.'s special efforts, while the great majority of the people
live in the smaller towns, 33 of which were occupied. And yet it can:
scarcely be in its original form, since the elaborate genealogy of the few
clansmen named would have no place. ® shows expansion since the
list was made (see notes). The text has certainly suffered from cor-
ruption, as is evidenced by comparison with the parallel in 1 Ch. g,
and it has also suffered, like many other writings, from the hands of
editors. Vv.1!f- connect directly with 7%=, not with 77s as Sta. (Gesck.
ii,’s) 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,
vv. %, originally contained the names of those who had taken resi-
dence in Jerus. The rest, vv.?-% 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,” T., Kost. Wied.? fi-,
Mey. Ent.ws .,

1. And the chiefs of 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 ruling classes being the Jewish party.
The wealthier people, being few in numbers, might live in the
city, while the working people remained on the scil 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 lois io
bring one oul of len fo 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, 4. e., those named in vv. 25 7.
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. 47% 2 S. 19 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 largely devoid of a population.

3-24. The residents are treated as in other lists by classes.
We note, as in Ezr. 2, that the laity precede the temple officers.—
3-9. The list of laymen in Jerusalem. This is parallei to z Ch
92%.—3. These are the chief men of the province who dwelf in Jeru-
salem]. These are the same as the officers of the people, v. 1.
This is the Chronicler’s introduction to the catalogue of names
which follows.—The rest of the verse connects more appro-
priately with vv.® T in fact, it is a duplicate of v.® and has no
place here.—And in the cilies of Judah there dwelt, each man
in his possession, in their cities, Israel, the priests and 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. 1% and “judges,” v.?. If in their cilies
is authentic, the meaning is each one in his own city. The list
of these cities is found in vv. 28 £, The implication is that in
Jerusalem dwelt only the civil officers and the common people,
drafted by lot or volunteering, v. I, while the temple officials and
laity alike dwelt in the towns. The statement is almost ex-
actly what we have in 7% = Ezr. 2™ and in 1 Ch. ¢>—4. The
original sequence to v.® runs: end in Jerusalem there dwelf some
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of the sons of Judah and of the sons of Benjamin] see on Ear, 15
The two tribes of the postexilic period, the Jerusalemites coming
from both tribes. 1 Ch. ¢* adds “Ephraim and Manasseh.”
Of the sons of Judak would connect very well with v.3, Judak
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.
Ii these were chief officers, perhaps twe 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-hozek] was the father of one of the gate-
builders, the ruler of the district of Mizpah, 315.—The son of the Shi-
lonite] or with most scholars the Shelanite, a descendant of Shelah, an-
other son of Judah from a Canaanite, Gn. 385.—6. Al the sons of Peres
who dwelt in Jerusalem were 468 nten 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 commoen people drawn by lot to reside in Jerus., or we
should substitute Judak for Peres, and then we learn that 468 Judeans
were living in the holy city. In 1 Ch. g*-* we find three clan-names,
Uthai, Asaiah, and Jeucl, with a total for the three clans of 6go. Uthai
is traced to Peres with four intermediate generations as against five
here, and without a single name in common, yet Ny and ™y are cer-
tainly identical. Asaiah has no genealogy assigned save that he is a
descendant of Shelah, therefore mwyr and My are identical (v. Curt.).
—17. Of the Benj. we are sure of but one name, Sallu, who is carried
back to the eighth generation te 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 afler him Gabbai Sallai ¢28]. A Gk.
text offers his brotkers in place of after kim, but then the numeral is
in the air. We should expect after v. s all the sons of Sallu were 928, It
is prob. that the original text named two Judecan leaders who had 468
followers, and onc Benj. with 928 clansmen. Gabbai Sallaj is as-
sumed to be a double name, but that explanation is very uvnlikely.
Sallai is a priest in 127 ®, The alternative is to emend on basis of
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®, and 1d.: and kis 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], 1. e., one of the two districts into which the city was
divided for administrative purposes, 3% 1% Senuah occurring also in 1
Ch. g7 can hardly be a different name from Senaah, Ezr. 235 Ne. 33 738;
7. 5. on Ezr. 235, For Judah the son of Senuah the Chr. has Hadaniah
the son of Senuah, but in the genealogy of Sallu! In 1 Ch. ¢7-* we find
the list of Benj. with four clan-names, Sallu, Ibniah, Elah, Meshullam,
and the total is g56. There is little else in common. In Ch. Salluis 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) 1o-12°, Jedaiah, Jakin,
and Seraiah, and their brethren engaged upon the work of the
temple, numbering 822; (2) 12°-13", Adaiah and his brethren
who were heads of the fathers, numbering 242; (3) 13P-14"%,
Amashsai and his brethren, men of valour, numbering 128,
making 1,192 in all. The ancestry of the priests is traced back
in various degrees, Adaiah’s to the seventh generation. This
is the same list found in 1 Ch. ¢-13 though with numerous
variations as noted below.

10. Jedaiak the son of Jojarib, Jakin]. 1 Ch. g 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
12t 1%, Ch. is more likely to 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. 6. 1 (3, Mar.). This is prob. the same man.—1%. This v.
is identical with 1 Ch. g% exc, that Azariak appears in place of Seraich
Both are common priestly names, occurring together in 10?, and it is
impossible to tell which is correct. Acc. to 1 Ch. 5% (¢f. Ear. 779,
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%*f. and Ezr. 7% ? is Ahitub, Zadok, Shallum,
Hilkiah, Azariah, Seraiah, while ours is Ahitub (Merajoth), Zadok,
Meshullam, Hilkiah, Seraiah. Acc. to Ezr, 7t Scraiah was the father
of Ezra.—Chief oficer of 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 for worship] of the house of God.” The refcrence is
here prob. to the official ministrations 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 beforc the temple was built.

12>-13=, Adaeiah]. His ancestry in 1 Ch. 91 is Jeroham, Pashhur,
Malchijah, lacking Pelaljah, Amsi, and Zechariah.—13¢. His brethren
heads of the fathersl, v. Ezr. 15, 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, strictly speaking, a lay title, but is surely applied
to pr. here.

13b-14s, Amasksai] occurs nowhere else, and is a very dub. Heb.
name. BDB. suggests Amasaé, but 1 Ch. ¢ has Maasai, a very com-
mon postex, name (Gray,!) and differing from 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. %is brethren as in
v. 5, since Amashsai is the antecedent; but men of valour] standing alone
is a military term and hardly applicable to the pr. In 1 Ch. g» we have
a statement grouping Jedaiah, Adaiah, and Maasai, and combining
12% 13% 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 ceremonics. Ch. therefore shows a later hand than
our text.—14>. And the overseer over them was Zabdiel the sorn of the
great ones]. This name is not elsw. found save as an officer of David,
1 Ch, 272, 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 6 either lack the title
or translate it.

15-18 = 1 Ch, 9"“™. The Levites.—The two Hebrew texts
differ materially, though the agreements are such as to make
original identity certain. The chief Greek Vrss. show a shorter
text, containing less than half of the material here. The list
consists essentially of the genealogy of three Levites, Shemaiah,
Mattaniah, and Abdah. Ch. adds a fourth, Berechiah, but his
name is lacking here because he dweit in the villages of the
Netophatites, cf. 12%.

15. Shemaiah’s ancestry is identical in 1 Ch. ¢ until we come to
the son of Bunni], for which we find “of the sons of Merari,” a son
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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.1". The v. is lacking in
the chief Gk. texts; it is a parenthetical note and properly construed
says: and Shabbethai and Jozabad of the chiefs of the Lev. were over the
outside work of the house of God]. The Gk. text which has this passage
construes ouiside with kouse, mng., as in Ez. 4117, the holy place in contra-
distinction to the holy of holies. But we find “outside work” in 1
Ch. 26, which is specified as 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.2.—17. The best Gk. texts have only Mattaniak the son of
Macha and Obed [Abdak] the son of Samonei, 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.
ot we find Zichri instead of Zgbdi, names which resemble each other
more closely in Heb. than in English. After Asaph we have four words
not in Ch. LEV®. make no use of them. The words must give some
further information about Mattaniah, not about Asaph. By emending
the text we get chief of the praise [singing), teacher of the [liturgical]
prayers]. The Lev. had an important réle in the public services, and
Mattaniah was the leader in the offices.—Second of kis 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.—Abdak
the son of Skammua). 1 Ch. ¢ has “Obadiah the son of Shemaiah,”
differing chiefly in having iak at the end of both names.—18. Al the
Lev. in the holy city were two kundred and eighty-four]. There were
1,192 pr. (v. 5.), 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. 917 adds Shallum and Akiman. In Ezr. 2 we find six names of
porters, Akkub and Talmor being among them. In 12% six porters
are named, Maitaniak, Bakbukiak, Obadiah, Meskullam, Talmon, and
Akkub, the first three of whom are in this list classed as Levitical
singers (v.17}.—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.
1 Ch. g-2 gives an elaborate statement of their duties, showing that their
office was chiefly connected with the temple gates (¢f. 1 Ch. 26).—20.
This v. is virtually a repetition of v.3b, Tt may serve as a transition to
mark the fact that the Neth. did not dwell in Jerus. proper. It would
be more appropriate as an intr. to vv. %%, Vv,%f are lacking in
the chief Gk. texts.—21. The Neth. were dwelling in Opkel], so 3%,
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¢. 9. Of the leaders of the Neth., Zika is found in the list, Ezr. 261
Ne. 7% 8., but Gishpe is not found elsw. It may be a corruption for
Hasupha, the second name in the list in Ezr. 2.

22-24. Miscellaneous notes about certain officers and
about the singers.—22°. The chief of the Levites in Jerusalem
was Uzzi] seems to belong to the list of Levites, vv. 15-18; & 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, vv. 15-15,—22°-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 of the sons of Asaph], though
Mika is a grandson of Aseph according to 417.—T ke singers were
over the business of the house of God], so ARV. “QOver” is doubt-
ful, as the original means rather ix front of. It may be thatan
attempt was made to say that the quarters of the singers were
in front of the temple.

23. For the commandment of the 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 herc.—And a sefiled provision
Jor the singers, as every doy required] as ARV. is surely wrong, for we are
not dealing with the support of the singers, but with their duties. It
is difficult to render Mmnx in any satisfactory way. Some texts of 6
show another word, “stood over the singers.” On the basis of this
hint, we may conjecture: ke imposed upon the singers the duty of a day
in ils day. This resembles closely the confused note in Ch. David
exacted of the singers the strict and punctual performance of their
daily duties.—24. And Peakakiak ithe son of Meshezabel of the sons of
Zerak the son of Judak was af the king's hand for all business wilh the
people]. We are suddenly removed far away from temple officials and
services and plunged into civilian affairs. This v. would fit a record of
the royal officers such as we find in 2 S. 815 1.,

25-36. 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 postexilic period. These are in the old
Benjamite and Judean territories. Jerusalem is the centre, but
the holy city was on the ancient borderland between Judah
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and Benjamin. The postexilic Judea comprises territory on
the north and still more on the south.

The Judean list is contained in vv.?-% and comprises seventeen
towns, located from Beersheba to the environs of Jerus. Of Benj.
towns there are sixteen in vv.3-%, 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.®*) and Meconah
(v. 2%), are in the list of 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 Ramak, 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 & place. Possibly the Judeans were reckoned as belonging to the
holy city, and the Benj. were the country people so oiten mentioned
¢s living in lheir fowns. Of zll these thirty-three towns but one
occurs in the list of places from which the wall-builders came, . e.,
Zanoah, v.® (¢f. Ne. 31). 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 unio the villages in their fields)
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 1 Ch.
o, we have: and the rest of Isracl were in all their cities, each one in his
possession, and [spread] unto the villages in their fields.—Some of the sons
of Judak dwelf], the others, »f course, being those in Jerus. as described
in vv.¢f, There [ollows the list of seventeen towns. Dibon is a city
of Moab, prob. to be identified with the Judean Dimonah (Haupt, in
Z4,1887,%%), Yekabseel appears in Jos. 152 as Kabseel, so 2 S. 23% 1 Ch.
1122 of course, the same place is meant.—26. I'n Jeshue]. This sounds
rather strange as a place-name. As no such name is known, and asan
unheard-of place is scarcely possible in a list like this, the other names
being common, we have to suppose a corruption, as @' suggests, or
that in Jeshue is a marginal note, originally intended to call atten-
tion to the fact that these names were to be found in the book of Jos.
—28. Meconak] does not occur elsw, Doubtless it is a corruption for
mmar, occupying the corresponding place in Jos. 152.—29. En-rimmon]
is incorrectly divided in Jos. 15%, “Ain and Rimmon.” On Zorak
see Moore’s Judges,38.—lIis fields]. The term originally meant moun-
tain or wild land, but here the relerence is to the cultivated land (GAS.

Jer. 1,2),—80. And they encamped from Beersheba to Ge-hinnom]. The
18
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valley of Hinnom ran along the western wall of Jerus., 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. “dwelt” in v. 25, suggests a temporary condition, and so
gives colour to the theory that this c. was originally intended to de-
scribe the settlement of a caravan which had recently arrived.

31-36. The Benjamite towns.—The first clause has puzzied 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, Mickhmash, etc.—33. Nob] is doubtless
the same as Nebo, Ezr. 22%—Ananiah] occurs nowhere else, and is
certainly corrupt.—384 Hazor] is doubtless the same as Baal-hazor,
2 S. 13%, as the situation on the border between Ephraim and Benj.
favours such identification.—Gittaim] elsw. only in 2 S. 43, where it
appears to be a Benj. place.—35. Neballat] is found nowhere else.—
Ge-haharashim) means valley of the crafismen, but n. pr. loc. is required
here, as in 1 Ch. 4% Tt was prob. a wady near Jerus., known as the
residence of a certain class of workmen. Acc. to 1 Ch. 4 it was founded
by Joab.—86. Lit., and from the Lev. portions of Judah for Benj.], the
mng. of which may be and some of the Lev. had allotments of Judeh and
of Beiy.

3. ounan] lacking in BBR.—4. mny] B ABapagbag = Nmwann—an]
@ xat &rb viév.—5. wbwn]. The pointing should be—bein, from a9y
@ 705 AmhwveB®, Hiovd, Znhwvell; 6 makes mwyn one of the sons of
Peres, having of the sons of Peres, corresponding to of the sons of Judak
in v.4—8. ®L has xa! miow adtol ol ¢dehgot abros Mefove Syheer. ol
wvreg Evvanbator efxoat dntd Tol Bevtayv. I suspect a dup. at the be-
ginning rather than a plus, »as» being rd. instead of »nx, the original
being, therefore: ... 133 3 53 sbo1ea2 vaw. In that case we should
rd. nmn for pw in v.o. The least emendation for v.» is to rd. 11 b:
150.—9. Annpa=12 amem] is to be identified with nxpa=~ja anm, 1 Ch,
¢7.—10{. identical with 1 Ch. ¢ exc. that ;2 fails before 3*» and
e = p—11, ] BB dmévave (), Frodpsvoch—12. .., Mo
ouy] lacking in ®BN. (B lacks first three names and 13 before »snx.,
—13, vmw] lacking in GBRA—nnw .. . wanmya] lacking in BBRA—14,
oY to end, BBXA xa) Erfoxonog Baduhh.—2bumm13] BT uide tHv pe-
Téhwv.—15 £. o> . .. opeim)} lacking in BBAN —nymn] GL Zova 00
o¥xou Tl B200 760 é5wtdrou.—1T. B84 has only xal Mabavea vivg Mays
xat "QEH vidg Sapoud—ndenk nna] BT ’Acde dpywy Tod efveu xal
*TolBag The wpoceuxTs, one of therare cases where Torrey admits the
value of this text (ES.1?). In sm. we find, taking in a little of the con-
text to show connection, "Acdy &pxnyos <od afveu ol "Toudd elg mpo-
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cebynv. To get sense we should rd. nbnnm, used in a technical sense
for a psalm; for nmm we might rd. 3y, feacher. nhon has a tech-
nical sense as in Ps. 72% and in psalm titles and means a lifurgical
prayer—18. v pn ... %] lacking in BPNA,—23b lacking in @BAX,
®BL xat Sitépevev év mioter Emt toic @dois x. t. A, This is a dup., cor-
rected from MT., but showing originally 7o for npx, since ®= has
Bdpervey émd toig BBofc. We must rd. Topn, v 5s.—24. Sxavwn] GEAR
Baante.—mmr . .. uan] lacking in GBAN —14] BT &ybueva.—25. From
y3, last syl. of yaxn, to end of v. is lacking in G"A% (save that A has
apBo).—nvisn] BL Guyartpdowy abriic = Mrua,—26, GPAX hasonly xat &v
"Tnaad, B xal & Sova x. 7. A.—27. BGUAX has only xal év Beypoipee.—28 £.
lacking in GBAX.—man] BT Maun, Moywe v —30. 2%y nn] and 5py
721] lacking in @BAX.—axap] GBANL ¢y B.—a3n s 9] lacking in GBAX,
—31. ] to end of v. * lacking in BBAN—36. ... npbnn] GBL uepldeg

v 7 "loudd xal tp Beviapw.

NE. 121"3, A LIST OF PRIESTS AND LEVITES 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, certainly to the Gk. age.
The basis of the chron. system is the succession of high pr., v.1o £,
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., vv.1-%; (2) the succession of high pr.; (3)
those of the period of Jojakim, Jes.’s successor, vv.i2-21; (4) Lev. of
the time of Eliashib, a generation later, v. *2; (5) apparently intended to
be a list of those of the time of Johanan called here the son (but acc.
to v.10 1 the grandson} of Eliashib, vv. =-2s. It appears, therefore, that
the passage was originally designed to furnish a list of the pr. and Lev.
who were heads of their guilds during the whole of the Pers. period. The
passage shows the hand of the Chr. throughout. The big gaps in the
best Mss. of & 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 defining the functions of certain Lev. On the lists
see Mey. Ent £ 139 Sm, Listen,m,

1-9. A lst of priests and Levites who came up with
Zerubbabel and Jeshua. The passage purports to be parallel
to the list in Ezr. 2%-9 and Ne, 73%-8,

1. Jes.]. To make the identification certain ®L inserts fhe son of
Josedek. After this we should expect the pr. as we have the Lev. in
v.8 ¢f. 114 All the names after Shekaniah, 4. e., out of the total
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22, are lacking in the chiel Gk. texts.—7. These were the heads of the
pr. and their brethren in the days of Jes.]. Breihren was mechanically
inserted after pr., apparently for no other reason than its constant
recurrence in the lists of pr. and Lev. It has a technical sense in these
lists, like associales, those of the same class. The list does 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 117 (of which 8 is a dup.),
we should prob. rd.: end the Lev.; Jes., Binuni, Kadmiel, Sherebiak,
Judah, Mattaniak; and Mattanich was over the thanksgivings, ke and
kis brethren. Instead of Jes., Binuni, Kadmiel, v.* has Jes. the son of
Kadmiel.—~9. And Bakbukiak and Unni {and] their brethren were op-
posile them for the fumctions]. 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 11V, whatever that may mean.—Unni]
= Obadiah in v. ** and Abda in 117,

10 f. gives a priestly genealogy from Jeshua, the son of
Josedek, to Jaddua. According to Jos. (A=t xi, 8, 5), Jaddua
was a contemporary of Alexander the Great. The list therc-
fore extends through two centuries; as there are six genera-
tions, the time covered corresponds very closely to that date.
Further confirmation comes from the identification of Eliashib
with the high priest of Nehemiah’s time, 3!

12-21. Priests and Levites of a later period.—12. And in the
days of Jojakim], the father or predecessor of Eliashib, and therefore
we are in the period just before Neh.’s advent.—Priests the heads of
guilds were]l. The list in vv.1-¢ 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 Seraiah, Meraiah. The clan-names are those of
vv. -6—14, Meliki), but Malluk in v. 2.—Haifusk of v.? fails us here.
The omission may be accidental, or, as & lacks the name in v.? it
may be an error there.—Shebaniah] = Shekaniak, v.*.—15. Harim} =
Rehum, v.s—Merajoth] = Meremoth, v.*—16. Ginnethon] = Ginneikho,
v..—17. Minjamin] = Mijamin,v.5. The name of the representative
of this clan has fallen out.—Moadjek] = Maadjak, v.5.—20. Salli] =
Sallu, v.e.

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. 1, being the last three of that list;
for Jonathan and Johanan are identical. As Eliashib was the father
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of Jojada, we might render: the Lev. in the days of Eliashib, Jejada,
Jonatkan and Jaddua were vecorded as heads of guilds]. At all events,
the three high pr. cannot be classed as Lev.—And the pr. unio the
reign of Dar. the Pers.] is quite unintelligible here. The idea seems to
be that a certain list covered the pr. known as far down the period as
the reign of Dar., ¢f. v.#, It may be misplaced from vv. -7, where the
date would be accurate. It isobviously but a fragment. Dar. the Pers.
is peculiar, the only case of the gentilic form, and suggests a fragment
from an unfamiliar hand.

23-26. Another list of Levites and notes of their duties.—283.
Here we find the unusual sons of Levi in place of the common Lev.,
“perhaps to include them with pr.,” Berth.—Wriiten upon the book
of the deeds of the daysl. “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 55,
however, the correct term, “book of genealogy,” occurs.—And down
1o the days of Johanan for Jonathan, v. 1) the son of Eliashib], or strictly
the grandson, vv. 1 1 of. Ezr. 10% “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 originally stood “in the days of . . . and down to,”
etc. Or v.#b may be connected with v. 22, the record extending from
Eliashib to his grandson. The idea is that there was a record of the
Lev. who were heads of guilds down 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
of them), M in their courses, v. on v.*~—The office of this class is io praise
and give thanks) of. v.® 117.—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—Waick next to watch] ARV., but see v. ® for their watches
or functions. W renders freely and they in turn kept waich egually.
It seems more natural to suppose that the reference here is not to
standing watches by turn, but to the antiphonal singing, one body of
singers opposite another body.—25. The second class of Lev. consists
of six men, the first three of whom—Mattaniah, Bakbukiah, and
Obadiah (=Abda=TUnni)—are named in vv. 8¢ 11+7 and the last two,
Talmon and Akkub, are named as porters in 11°. In 1 Ch. g7 we find
also Shallum, corresponding to our Meshullam.—As our text stands their
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duties are thus defined: walchmen, gatekeepers [their] affice, at the siore-
houses of the gates]. Such a description is very prob. wrong. The
Viss. render variously, & having welckmen, gatekecpers of the waick
when I gathered the galekeepers. MW has: keepers of the gates and of ike
fore-courts before the gates, a rendering which has the advantage of mak-
ing sense. All we can say positively is that these men were charged
with the duty prescribed in 72 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.—
28. The text contains two dates, one that of Jojakim the predecessor
of Eliashib, the other that 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 Eliashib instead of Jojakim, One Gk. cod. con-
pects 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. Strictly speaking, we might interpret
this v. as mng. that the lists enumerated cover the period from Jojakim
to Kzra, a period of considerable length,

2. wwr| lacking in @BAX.—pen] BT Iyoov tob Iwoedex.—ox] BT
AZaprec.—3. From amn to v.7s, the end of the list, there is a blank
in GBAN . —4, viy] B Adatac—8. nunr] BB Mayavia—3] GL xat
ol uiel adrod =y —mn-by] GBAX L) 1oy yspy, B End <y Eo-
podoyhoewy = M=oy as in v.#. And so we should rd. instead of
@. k., which is a form hard to explain. @ shows that the error was an
old one.—9. ®BAX omits all but last word, which is connected with v. s.
—After omnr] Bl inserts dvexpolovto, which in five places represents
four different Heb. words, no one of which can readily be inferred here.—
10, pwn] BT ‘Incoug & 7ol “Twoedex.—12. v BBAR g¥ehgol altod =
wm, BT has the dup. feav ot 45.—mun] lacking in BB.—tnb] & <4
Makeuy = T¥0, as v. 2. BBA¥ omits all the rest of the names down to
the end of v. 2.—15. 2 n] Bl Peoup = o, as v. 2.—17. After onvnt]
®B" has Maoa. Some name is required. ®® has Beviapetv & xaf-
pots Tp gelfrer, reading oy, —24. mavn] 6 Al Acafx(g)ARE—
bionp-ia] BBAR xal ol uiel Kadpehh; BL xal of utol altob, Kedupihi; con-
sistently that text reads ot &3edgol alred, showing vnx, and having
Kadmiel alone as antecedent.—25. oo ... mnp] lacking in GBAR,
—arn 0] B muleps! gulaxfs—"wn wosa] B & tp cuvayar:iv ue
todg mukwpeds. We should rd. o1y, asin 110.—, .. “mwn] M custodes
portarum e vestibulorum anle portas.—26, BPAX lacks nox and Anpm.
—Before 'o21] B* has a part of what is also found in v. ¥, giving this
as the date of the dedication of the walls,
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NE. 1278, 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 original order was 7% 12t7-% 7¢-8a r11f.. 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.
unparalleled in 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 unintelligible fragment 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 offering of splendid sacrifices and participated in the loud
rejoicings. On this section see Kost. Wied.+o 1., and esp. the excellent
article by Mitchell, JBL. rgo3,® ., 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 Levites
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 B2AR here
generally agree, showing a single prototype 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 af the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem], a phrase
which shows that we are not dealing with 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
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the country.—Te¢ make a dedication and refoicing). In joyful
singing the Levites are assumed to be leaders, ¢f. v. *.—And with
thanksgivings] fits in very poorly, as it interrupts the connection.
The dedication and rejoicing were to be made with song of cym-
bals and of lules), i. e., 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 $. Harps would hardly be suit-
able in a procession.—28f. is parallel with 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 sl:illed
in song.—From the plain* around Jerusalem and from the villages
and from the fields] so B, to which in MT. we find additions thus:
from the villages of the Nefophathites and from Beth-haggilgal and
from the fields of Geba and Azmaweth]. Netophah is about fif-
teen miles south-west of Jerusalem, and was in later days the
home of Levites. Belh-haggilgal is 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 living from the
soil. The simpler text of @ 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 religious office the priests and Levites purified themselves),
¢f. 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 purified the peopic and
the gates and the wall]. & saw the incongruity and rendered, as
is perfectly possible by change of pointing, “gatekeepers” for

*G. A. Smith holds that pigin or circwit here has a political rather than a geographical
sense (Jer. i,2),
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“gates,” but we still have “wall,” and “gatekeepers” is not ap-
propriate here. How this purifying was accomplished we are
not informed; Sieg. says by a sacrifice, and by sprinkling with
the blood of the victim.—31, And I had the princes of Judakh go
upon the wall; and I stationed fwo great processions and they were
proceeding lo the right at 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, consisting of the princes and the processions of
singers or of the people generally. Mitchell, however, proposes
“and the one went” for “and they were proceeding” (JBL.
1g03,%7), making the passage refer to one of the two companies.
The place where they ascended the wall was at the dung gate
in the Tyropeeon valley on the south. (But ¢f. note on v. 3.)—
32. And there went after them Hoshaiah and half of the princes of
Judakh], but corresponding to this in v. 8 we have kalf of 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. 38, we are dealing
now with the first procession only. Further, this division goes
to the right, while the second goes to the left, v. 38, Possibly the
clauses are transposed in v. * and that we should read: and I
stationed two great divisions upon the wall; one was af the dung
gate; and I caused the princes of Judak [the first division] 4o go to
the right—331f. Some names are inserted here absolutely without
connection. Most of them we can identify with Levites. Judah
and Benjamin as they stand in the list are persons, not tribes,
and yet it is tempting to think that they are really used here to
cover the whole community.—35 f. And some of the sons of the
priests with clarions), ¢f. “sons of the singers,” v. 2. The clarion
was a priestly instrument. It was not intended for tunes but
for signals, like our bugle. The priests named are Zechariah,
whose ancestry is traced to Asaph the singer, and (according to
) Shemaiah and Azarel. The other names are partly corrupt
forms not found elswehere—With the singing instruments of
David the man of God], ¢f. v.* and Am. 6% This can hardly be
criginal; for the priests had clarions and the Levites had the ac-
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companying instruments, v. *.—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 procession is now described: wunto the
Jountain gate], “by” of RV., instead of “unto,” or literally
“upon,” is a doubtful rendering forced by the difficulty of the
situation: and straight before them], RV ., rather and over against
them, but it is impossible to say over against what.—Tkey went
up by the stairs of the city of David] v. 3'5—1t is generally as-
sumed that the procession leaves thc wall and goes straight
north, Ryle, Sieg. But from the qualifying clause 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 impossible to determine the exact force
of the words.—And to the water gaie on the east] of the temple,
¢f. 3%. 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 procession was going to the left], i. e., to the
west: lo meet them there in one Greek text.—And I was following
it; and half the people]l. Nehemiah himself was in the rear of
this procession, as Hoshailah followed the other, v. ¥; the Chron-
icler put Ezra with the former, a high dignitary being with
cach company.—U pon the wall above the tower of the ovens as far
s the broad wall] is the description of the course followed by the
second division.—39. Here we find the course of the march re-
sumed: beyond the gate of Ephraim and past the old gate* and the
Jish gate and the tower of Hananel and the fower of Hammeak and
to the sheep gatc and they stopped at the gate of the guard]. This
procession went 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 close
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 Ipool],” Mitchell, JBL. 1903,132 .,
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the same as that of the first procession.—40. And both proces-
sions came to a helf at the kouse of God]. One had come into the
city at 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. #, for vv.9{ contain material inappropriate to
this place.—And I and half the nobles with me] is doubtless a
genuine fragment of N., but the predicate is gone beyond re-
covery, perhaps buried in the list of priestly names. It may be
a duplicate of “I and half of the people,” v. 38—41, This con-
tains a list of seven priests who had trumpets. It is perhaps in-
tended to imply that this is the body of priests in the second
company corresponding to those assigned to the first company,
v.%, and so the Chronicler has put his material in at a very
bad place, for here we have done with the second procession
and are dealing with the whole body at rest before the temple.
—42, A further list of eight priests is given, but with no in-
timation of their office.—And the singers chanied aloud] seems
to be authentic, as this singing would naturally begin as the
two processions halted before the temple.——The following end
Tarahiak was the overseer] is certainly corrupt or a bald inter-
polation by the Chronicler. ® has and the singers were heard
and paid attention.~—43. The conclusion of the dedicatory exer-
cises consisted of great sacrifices, for which purpose the pro-
cessions had halted at the temple, and rejoicing on the part of
the whole people, including women and children, who had nat-
urally gathered to watch the great proceedings.—The rejoicing
of Jerusalem was keard afar off ], i. e., the joyful shouting was
loud and participated in by many people, ¢f. Ezr. 3%,

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” (¢f. 131) is about as vague
as “once upon a time.” The passage by subject matter is con-
nected with 10%-%, and with some parts of ¢. 13. It is quite im-
possible to assign any definite date. It appears to be due to the
Chronicler or to some other whose supreme interest was the cult.
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44, Men were appoinied over the storerooms], the rooms in
which the sacrificial supplies and 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 firsi-fruits and for the tithes], the chief offerings that are made
by an agricultural people.—To gather into them), i. e., the store-
rooms.—For the fields of the cities] makes poor sense. From the
fields, as we find in @, would do in itself, but why fields of the
cities? ", by a difference of a single letter, gives for the chiefs
of the cifies, a better reading, as the meaning Is that general offi-
cers were delegated to make collections for the whole country
instead of intrusting the task to the local officials.—Tke 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 strictly by law. The collections described here
are exclusively for the support of the priests and Levites. It
was possible now to make such collections, for Judah rejoiced
in the priests and 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 subject of kept cannot be the “collectors” of
v. " for we are finished with them; nor “the priests and Levites,”
for they are objects in this passage, not subjects. There is only
one other choice: read therefore and the singers and the gate-
keepers performed the gffices of their God and the office of purifica-
tion according to the command of David and of Solomon his son].
“Purification” is more than doubtful; possibly we should sub-
stitute the low, an emendation requiring but a slight change
in the original.—46. The Chronicler persists in attributing the
temple institutions to David and Solomon. For in the days
of David and of Asaph of old]l. We should expect Solomon in
place of Asaph, as v. 8. —There were chiefs of the singers], or,
as Sulzberger renders: “a guild of singers” (Am-ha-aretz, ),
Asaph himself being the great chief, at least according to the
Chronicler. The text should run: for in the days of David, Asaph
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was of old the chief of the singers, ¢f. 1 Ch. 63- 3. We know noth-
ing of Asaph from the authentic history of David’s time.—A#nd
a song of praise and thanksgiving to God] is certainly disjointed.
The meaning is apparently that temple songs as well as singers
go back to the time of David. M forces a connection, leaders
of songs were appointed over the songs, etc.—47. In the days of
Zerubbabel and in the days of Nehemiah), 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.—Al Israel paid the portions of the singers and
of the poriers, the obligation of a day on iis day]; the support
of these officials is here separated from that of the priests and
Levites, and is described as if the payments were made volun-
tarily without the intermediaries named in v. 4.—From the fol-
lowing we get a different story from that told in v. #: and they
set apart for the Levites and the Levites set apart for the sons of
Aaron). From this it would appear that the singers and porters
received support from the people, and they gave a part of their
supplies to 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. mmna] & &y BuhaBaBAR, a transliteration, though there is a con-
fusion of letters in @; ® adds & &foporoyfcer, showing a dup. T has
it dyadhedost = N, W an ackione gratiarum.—vw] 6 odaig = 3w,
—no2Y lacking in BBAR.—28, ovwnn w2] G of viel Aeve.—npws]
lacking in BBA%.—29, Si%n neamy] lacking in @&BAN (BL 2y Babyad),
SO MmEn pr—maap] GBAN &y —30. o] GBAR todg mulwgols.—
31. nbpwr] B dviveyxay; v. b lacking in BBAR,—nobam] B xad SiAboy,
M et ierunt preceded by the plus loudeniium. Rd. ns»nm pte. as in
v.#,  Or with Mitchell, JBL. 1go3,%, nabn rmxm for nsbnm.—33.
avy] BB Zayapuzg = nmim—34. poaa] B Miapey = pow, of. v, 10
—npre] GBY Tapare.—36. . . . bhr] GBAN oivety &y @3aic, prob,
reading o @ Spp. & has all the names and then tod aiveiy &
oneleat %@l 3aic, showing a dup.—37. pyn] @BAK coi aiveiy. This
may be a transliteration which has then crept back to the preceding v.
—nmir] to ooy, v. 39, lacking in BBAN,—38, bxmb] B ouvavtGon abtals,
i. e., onnpb. Many rd. Ssweb, corresponding to 1%, v.#, and this
Is right.—39. 7w “pe Y] lacking in BBAR 5o nnpn L-a0y and oy
to end of v.—40-42+ lacking in $BAN,.—42, nnw] lacking in BBAR,
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—1psn] BBAR xz) éxeoxémnoay = 1o, —44, nimnb] lacking in 6.—
mwb] & Eoyousty = mw. &L has a doublet, gwd tHv dyedv . 7. TéAswy
Totg dpyouat t. mbhewv.—1 NN lacking in @BAN, M principes civitatis in
decore gratiarum actionis,—46. now, 1 lacking in @.—n1m. .. we] GBAX
Yavoy xat alvesty, T Guveg x. &Gopohéynos x. afvesis.—4T. mom o)
lacking in BBX.

NE. I3. 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 Jerus.,
his leave having expired, he returned to Pers. We have no information
as to the time of his coming back te Jerus., but since Eliashib was still
high pr., though an old man (v. note on v. ), and To. the Ammonite
was still a troublesome character, the interval between the two admin-
istrations could not have been long (v. Intr. § 11 ®),

The reforms remind us of the matter in c. 5, though a number of
evils are dealt with here as against a single one in c. 5; but the descrip-
tion of each is characteristically brief. The affairs receiving atten-
tion were: (1) To.s residence in a chamber of the temple, vv,1-9;
{2) the securing of the tithes to the Lev. so that they could give their
services to the temple, vv, 10-14; (3) the prevention of traffic on the Sab-
bath, vv.15-%2; (4) the abolition of marriages with foreign women,
vv.#-27; and (5) the banishment of a pr., vv. -1, Clearly all is from
N. save vv.1-s. 2z 2 i 29b-s1a, Tn regard to vv.1-s it is hard to reach a
definite conclusion. The material is practically all drawn from vv., -3
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.1- originally stood after Ezr. 10% (OTJC.%7), 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 vv. - is incomplete, and the conclusion is plain
that the Chr. preserved but a small section of the record of the second
administration, selecting only 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 {or we read] in the book of Mases).
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., ». Dr. As provision was made that
TEdomites might be received in the third generation {Dt. 239), the ex-
clusion to the tenth, acc. to a later writer, would be a sufficient penalty
for the other peoples.

2. The cause of the exclusion was not hostility to 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 singular follows 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.!f- are a reproduction
of Dt. 234¢ (Eng.®-%), 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 blighting curse on Israel. DBut Balaam was a true prophet
of Yahweh and could only utter in the ecstatic state what
Yahweh put into his mouth (Nu. 2218 38 2413), 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 foreigners were
banished from the land, but merely that they were denied the
privileges of 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 before this], earlier than the excom-
munication of the foreigners, Eliashib the priest had been ap-
pointed in charge of the chambers of the kouse of our God]. Eliashib
was high priest and is named often in these books.—And ke was
near fo Tobiah). This is Tobiah the Ammonite slave who was
one of Nehemiah’s chief enemies, 21, “Near” is usually in-
terpreted as referring to blood relationship, BDB. Ges.®, Ryle.
There is no evidence of such a connection, and the meaning may
well be that the relationship was purely one of friendship, or
that Eliashib had attempted to placate an enemy of the people.
According to 6'8 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
likely that Tobiah was also.—5. And ke assigned lo 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. 8 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 offerings of the people,
both those used for sacrifice and those for the support of the
four groups of temple officers.—The description of the offerings
is quite different from that in c. 12, and shows ancther hand,
influenced a good deal by Dt.—Tke 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 ef al. But it is better to follow
the Latin and render by a slight emendation “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. #703] may be Niph, or first p. pl. Qal. As we have wnbx invv. o ¢
this passage may be one of those in first p. pl., though v.1is against
this conclusion. After <s0] ®L adds vépou. From mv n5 toend of v.?
consists of extracts of Dt. 23¢9, giving the substance of the law.—
owmban] Dt, M, showing plainly the Elohistic bias of our author.—
2. »] Dt. = 937=by.—5xwy a~nx] Di. ook —aoem] Dt. (s s,
® reads pl. Zuabdaayto, 50 W—rby] Dt. 155, —55pb] DeAYops.—abs]
Dt. 1> prbyx mm.—nbbpn] GBL xatépay abrtod.—3. 37y] is a rare word,
but the mng. mixture is well established. The word naturally means 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.—Sxwern] 6 év I.—4. wgh
mn] means before a particular event, while o0%o% in v. ¢ is a general
word, “formerly.”—nni] & oixdy, W fueral prepositus. & has missed
the idea, but M has rendered correctly. The sense “appoint” is found
in 1 S. 1291 Ch. 12¢, 9. BDB.— %] must be pointed as a pl. to make
the sense required.—5. nwn] G &upa = nun, unleavened cakes, H
partes = My, as 1247, which gives the best sense.—noin] & drapyai,
M primiiias, which represents also My, as in 124

6-9. Tobiah’s belongings are ejected from the temple.

After an absence of uncertain duration Neh. returns to Jerus., and
finding To. residing in the temple chamber, he ejects his furnishings,
orders the room cleansed, and puts back the vessels and offerings for
which the room had formerly becn used. We are certainly dealing with
N. again. The intr., in all this, and the contents show a connection
with the preceding. Yet vv.1-s are not from N.

8. In all this] refers only to the events described in vv. -5,
not to the long story of Ezra’s promulgation of the law.—
Thirty-second year] as 51, indicating the end of the first adminis-
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 ai the end of a time I [again] asked leave [of absence] from the

19
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king and came to Jerusalem. But in a Greek text preserved only
in a duplicate rendering (z. 7.) we find a better sense. The
clause should be closely connected with what precedes, for our
verse division is here right, thus: I came in to the king even af the
end of the period for 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 charges of 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 (2f),
and Nehemizh 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
carlier in the verse, 4. 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 interpretation does not lecave something wanting
here. But we note that the clause in v. ¢ 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 explain how he had come to return.
In view of the full report of c. 1 f., perhaps he thought it would
be assumed that a second furlough would easily be obtained.
Probably Nehemiah was led to return because rumours of what
he found at Jerusalem had already reached him in Persia.—
The words are closcly connected with what follows: and un-
derstood the evil] of EV®, is not happy; observed is better. The
evil from the narrow Jewish point of view would consist in the
profanation of the temple because Tobiah was an Ammonite.
Nehemiah may have made use of this sentiment in view of the
purifying which followed (v. ¢); but one may wonder whether
Nehemiah was not largely moved by his remembrance of Tobi-
ah’s striving to thwart him in his efforts to rebuild the wall.—
The room in which Tobiah had taken abode is further described
as in the courts of the 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 ejecting was probably done
in his absence. With Nehemiah on the ground Tobiah would
very likely prefer to live elsewhere for a time.~—House of Tobiak)
implies that he had set up a regular housekeeping establishment
and that his family lived with him, thus explaining the large
room assigned him, v. 8.—9. And I spoke], equivalent to com-
manded; and they purified the 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 singular is 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 early times, 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. 3, in which
there is doubtless an editorial addition.

6. oo ... ¥p9] BT elg thv xanpbv Tév fuepiv Oy Prreduny mapd Tob
BactAéwg, xat weta T Téhog THv Huephv OV fTnoduny Tapd Toi Paciiéwe,
This represents two interpretations rather than two texts.—o'=] has
the specific sense of & 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 Jerus. But
Neh. is usually very exact in his dates, and presumably would have
specified the time accurately if that had been his mng.—7. m323] is
[ound elsw. only in Ne. 3% 124, and the mng. is exactly the same as the
common 52, for which it is prob. an error. Neh. would hardly use a
strange word alongside of a familiar one.—8. I *% ym] G has a dup.,
%zt movneby ot dodvn, xat EAumhlny opddpa, ¢f. TRD Wb am, 58,—9, Mmovbnj
@ has 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, rcbukes 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 portions of 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 period the people seem to have been slow to discharge
the lawful obligations to the temple, ¢f. Mal. 3% - —And the
Levites had fled each one fo his lond]. The Levites may have
owned land, or they may have hired themselves out to other
landowners to make the living which the temple offices no
longer furnished them.—And the singers doing 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.” Witk the rulers is lacking
in the best Greek texts. The fault lay with the whole people,
not with limited classes asin ¢. 5. If the text is right, the rulers
were reproved because they had not enforced the law.—Wkhy
1s the house of God neglected?] The implication is that the sacred
offices were not conducted at all in the house of God, and that
situation in turn implies that the Levites were those who exe-
cuted the priestly offices, that is, that the Deuteronomic con-
dition in which priests and Levites were identical still pre-
valls.—And I gathered them, i. e., the Levites, from the fields
where they had been employed in secular work; end I placed
them at their station] in the temple, so that they could fulfil their
holy offices. Station implies not only place in the sense of
locality, but also covers the particular office in which the Levites
were employed.—12. And aoll Judah brought in]. The response
to Nehemiah’s demand was general; for he would brook no
further neglect and ruled always with a strong hand. Benjamin
is not mentioned, but obviously “Judah” covers the whole
people.—Tke tithe of the corn and of the wine and of the 0il]. 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, 126 1-17 p4%.28 2612, In the
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later law of Holiness the tithe became the absolute property of
the Levites (Lv. 18%-3),—138, This verse is sadly confused in
our text; by eliminating some unnecessary lumber and correct-
ing from ®, we get the true sense: and I commilted to the hands
of Shelemiak the priest and of Zadok the scribe, and of Pedaiah of
the Levites and of Hanan the son of Zakkur the son of Maltaniah,
because they were accounied lrustworthy, to them (I committed] Lo
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 equitable distribution so that
every one should have a just share and none be neglected {¢f.
Acts 6, a similar condition which led to the appointment of the
seven deacons). Shelemiek we know nothing more about, as he
cannot be identified with the men of that name in Ezr. ¢*
103 4 Ne. 3%, Two Zadoks worked on the wall, 3% 2, but
the scribe may be a different one still. Pedeiah cannot be the
one who stood with Ezra, Ne. 8¢, and is hardly the wall-builder
of 3%, In spite of the elaborate genealogy of Hanan and the
frequent recurrence of the name, we cannot identify this man
either. The treasurers are therefore unknown to us save in
this enumeration, but were appointed because they were deemed
honest so as to insure a just apportionment of the Levitical dues.
—T o their brethren) would imply that all the officers were Levites;
but the expressions, the priest, the scribe, and especially of the
Levites, would suggest that only Pedaiah belonged to that order.
Of the Levites may, however, be a predicate of Shelemiah and
Zadok as well as of Pedaiah, since the priest was 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, 24 3% s'®—My kindness), ¢. e., In restoring the
support of the Levites and so the re-establishment of the sacred
offices.—I# the house of my God and in ils observances], the last
clause is lacking in % and may be a gloss added by the
Chronicler.
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10. wy] BL xal ol motolvres, similarly M.—11. navw] T xal dwpliny,
—avon-nx] lacking in BBAR —13, maxm-by Avswa] GBAN inl yetoals),
B xad dvetetidpny éxl xefows = *m-bp msmy, This is the only occur-
rence of the Hiph., and it is used in a peculiar sense, not “I caused
to store,” but ‘“appointed treasurer.” It is difficult to extract this
sense by the usual devices of calling it a denominative (BDB.). &
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 distributing the tithes.—ov+-ty]
could only be retained by rendering and with them. But it stands here
for vy as @, being misplaced in the confusion of the text.—amvon]
@BBAR 21’ gdtolic.—14. 721 'noR] BBAR yuolou Tod Beob.

15-22. The enforcement of the Sabbath law.

Finding the people working in the fields and trading with the Phceni-
clans 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 10,

15. In those days] ¢f. v.3, another indefinite note of time.
Nehemiah evidently made a tour of the country on the Sabbath,
possibly for the purpose of noting the way in which the day was
kept.—The points of violation may easily be obscured in trans-
lation. These are only two, as I understand the text: (1)
[people] were treading wine-presses on the sabbatk]. This is the
only case in OT. where we find the literal use of this expression.
But the figurative use shows that the wine-press was always
trodden, for another verb in Jos. 4% is suspicious. (2} And
[people] were gathering in the harvesis and loading asses with grape-
wine and figs and all sorls of produce and bringing them fo Jeru-
salem om 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 selling it on that
day. The recurrent use of sabbatk day justifies this connection.
—And I testified on the day they sold provisions).

Ryle says this could not have taken place on the Sabbath, but on 2
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 of their
traffic because they sold provisions; and W: I protested that they should
sell on @ day when it was lawful to sell. On this basis we can easily re-
construct the text and get: I proiesied because they sold provisions on the
sabbaih day. The food was manifestly sold on the Sabbath as it was
borne to Jerus. on that day; and the offence was the selling as 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. 15, at
least nothing more is said about that phase of the trouble. This brings
us into exact agreement with the conditions in Am. 85, where barter
alone was suspended on the Sabbath, Evidently the amplification of
the Sabbath law was later than Neh.

16. Now the Tyrians dwelt in it]; “it” could only be Jeru-
salem, but the use of that name in v.'s can hardly serve as an
antecedent here.

Tyrians is lacking in @, 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, ¢f. 102 But
it is difficult to think of Pheenician merchants as residents of Jerus. at
this period. On the other hand, ¢. 5 shows that the nobles were greedy
of money, and would not be likely to stickle at profitable traffic 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 & 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. ““Pco-
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: end tkhe provision bearers re-
turned therein, bringing fisk, etc. Neh. had warned them on their first
offence, v. 13, protesting against 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 figs which 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), ¢f. v. 11, 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 sows should be
read for #obles (v.4.), and in that case the reproof is admin-
istered to those who had purchased supplies on the Sabbath.—
Profaning the sabbath day) is late, found only in Ex. 31 (P),
Is. 56% ¢ 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, 208 228 2338, But
our passage more likely refers 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 ve 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 Nehemizh 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 of Jerusalem grew dark before the sabbaih] is an impossible
way of saying “when evening came on,”” The text must be
changed and we may best render with ®: when the gales were
put in place. ‘The reference plainly is to the closing of the gates,
and only indirectly the approach of evening. The time is
sufficiently indicated by the phrase before the sabbath. Nehe-
miah had previously directed the closing of the gates at night
(7%, and it is to that customary act to which reference is made
here.—And I spoke] is an accidental repetition from 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, as
in v. %, because now a new regulation is issued (to the porters)
that they shouwld not open them uniil after the sabbath]. It now
became impossible for a person to go in or out of Jerusalem on
the Sabbath.—And I sfationed some of my servants of the gales];
a superfluous precaution, says Winckler, Alt. Forsch. ii,*", 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 plainly the 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, finding the gates shut, lodged outside of the city
until the Sabbath was over. But it is difficult to see why Nehe-
miah should so seriously object to that. Indeed, their camping
outside was no violation of the law from any point of view.
The text is doubtful. In ® we find a striking reading: and they
all lodged and engaged in traffic outside 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 twicel, i. e., 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 protested to them and said unto them]. “ Testified,” of
EV®, hardly gives the sense. The word serves to introduce the
threat.—Why are you lodging before the wall?] There is no word
of trading; but % 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 i @ 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 easily bear.—I will put ¢ hond on youl, i. e.,
inflict punishment, though the same expression is 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 lo waich the gates to sanciify the sabbath
day]. The passage plainly shows 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.1%. The passage naturally ends with v.2,
but the Chronicler was not satisfied to have the Levites ignored.
~—On the closing prayer, ¢f. v.*—According to God’s good deeds]
now, not his own as in v. 14,

15. mn} = ripg2, from {1, which does not occur in Heb., pl. only
here. The wine-press was usually hewn from the rock (DB. Benz.n -,
7. also Haupt, SBOT. on 1 K. 15). 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. 61). The word is found
also in Is, 63 Lam. 11* Jo. 4. The passage last cited rd. v, as
11 is never found with nx and is inappropriate, ». Mar. Dodekapr.—
royn] does not mean ‘‘sheaves,” as Wetzstein contends {Zeit. f.
Eik. 1873, art. “Dreschtafel”), though it might mean “shocks of
grain.” But in Ru. 37 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 figs were ripe (7th month), and Ryle
is reduced to the desperate expedient of supposing the people were
bringing in the straw! The word means piles of any sort as we use
“pile” in “wood pile,” “potato pile,” etc. In 2 Ch. 3189 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
haruvests, for it refers to the wine in skins, figs, and whatever else was
carried to market.—axy] is rightly ignored in % M. Even if original
it has no translatable force. It may be an error for nx.—In late Heb.
we may find 1 before a direct obj., for 1 ¢f sq. is obj. of owny.—o30p 1]
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.”—xwp~t3] is easy to understand, but hard to render tersely.
It means all the other marketable stuff.—s ... ora] @BAM &y dudpe
wpbaosws altdv, lacking v3; @ adds Bre émidrouy dmortiowdy, showing
one of the usual duplicates. ¥ has an interesting reading, or possibly
interpretation: # in die qua vendere liceret venderent. The original text
must have been 3% cv23 nawn ora—16. ovwm] lacking in GBAX,
The clause is quite unintelligible, and some conjectural emendation is
essential. T venture to suggest na 1w oM. 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 fighting Pheenicians, but Sabbath-
trading among the Jews. Tyrians may have been substituted by alater
hand on the basis of ro%2.—ix} is wrong, and we may substitute i3
as easily as 1.—17, 1] BBA® 107 ulolg Toig &Aeubépors, showing an
original text, "3, and a later correction, fortunately not by substitu-
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tion.—18. 2rbr] BBANL has &r’ afteds & Bedg Huéw, a dup. showing
omby and wabs—10, 95x] 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. 313 but is corrected by most recent writers. ® has xatéamaay,
prob. 1oy, As this may be rendered “put in place,” the sense is good.
@ precedes by #olyacx =vpw. Similarly M cum guievissent porte.
Winckler (AL, Forsch. ii,%7) follows B and renders from As. salalu,
“drop,” “the merchants deposited their fish at the gates” (reading
»ywa). Why that should be done he does not say and I cannot guess.
—nnoxv] lacking in BB.— o] lacking in GBAX,—20. »%] does not
necessarily imply that they spent the night, but means rather “went
into camp,” perhaps setting up a sort of temporary market.—o%277]
BBAR wiyteg, BT whvreg ol petdBohot.— 10D 53 ] GBAN ya) molinoay
mpaov. At end BT reads xod énwlibeay Fxaf wal 3lg, adding whav.—
22, oyen. .. ovwn] BT e fpybuever Eyvilwvton xal guidasmot Tdg
wihze, 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 Jerus. The book closes with general
statcments about the temple ritual. Not more than vy, %-%. 3. 2a. aib
are from N. This is the kind of story which the Chr. would delight in
elaborating.

23. In those days [cf. v. 19| I saw the Judeans who had married
women, that were Ashdodiles|. Ammonites, Moabites, seems to me
a later addition. These were the people toward whom there
was the greatest animosity, ¢f. v. !, and therefore these names
are added here. There may have been marriages with these
peoples, but Ashdodite in ¢f. v. ? shows that Nehemiah is deal-
ing with a single class.—24., We may render: and their sons were
speaking half Ashdodile], a corruption of speech producing a
patois, half foreign and half Jewish; or end helf their sons spoke
Ashdodite®]. The latter is more probable, in spite of 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

* Really Nabatxzan, Neubauer, Studic Biblice,2%,
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be pretty certain to use the speech of the mother. And the
clause and they were not able fo 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.

nvnm] is used of the Jewish speech in 2 K. 18% 8, to which we
have the parallels in Is. 361 and 2 Ch. 32:%, the only occurrences.
The word in those passages certainly means Hebrew; indeed, Heze-
kiah's officcrs 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. ii,5). Nch. wrote good Heb., and that was doubt-
less still the language of the people. The construction indicates an
incomplete clause. The rendering strictly correct is: end their sons, half
of them spoke Ashdodile; 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 peaple] is a gl. intended to define more accurately
the foregoing, but the definition is quite as ohscure as the text.—nwb]
is used often in the sense of language, but mostly in late passages.

25. The violence of the punishment shows how greatly Nehe-
miah was incensed: I cursed them and I smole certain of them),
perhaps some chief offenders, and I pulied out their hair], usually
from the beard, ¢f. Is. 50% but in Ezr. ¢® both hair of head and
beard as a sign of distress; “my cheeks to them that pulled out
the hair,” Is. 508 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. 1ot—And
made them swear by [the name of] God]. The oath is put in the
second person, either to conform to Dt. 73, 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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for yourselves] 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 foreign wives. 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 losing their identity..—D¥d not Solomon the king of Israel sin
in regard to these [foreign wives). And among many nations there
was not @ king like him] is based upon the promise in 1 K. 3%,
And he was beloved of his Godl, ¢f. 2 S. 125, Even him], in spite
of his greatness and the blessings showered upon him from on
high, the foreign wives made ta sin] or turned aside asin 1 K. 118
“turned aside his heart.”—27. The conclusion of Nehemiah'’s
assumed address. As it stands the verse is barely translatable.
M has often a happy disposition to insist on sense and gives us:
and shall we by disobedience do all this great evil that we should act
insolently toward our God and marry foreign women. To make a
bold try at the text, we might extract: and es for you shall we
Iisten to [tolerate) the doing of this great evil, the acting violently
against our God, the marrying of foreign women?—28. We find
now a specific instance of a foreign alliance which naturally
aroused the governor.—And ene of the sons of Jehoiada, the son
of Eliashib the high priest, was son-in-law to Sanballet the Horon-
ite]. The offender could hardly be Jonathan the successor of
Jehoiada, 12%, but must have been another son, since his
name is not given. As Eliashib was contemporary with Nehe-
miah (¢f. v. %), 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. 28 introduces a new section,
I suspect that the original text 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, 2% 38 4t 6. It was by such alliances that
the enemy was kept posted in regard to Nehemizh’s doings,
of. 6'8.—And I drove him from me]. Drove away is used of
putting enemies to flight, 1 Ch. 8% 125 of driving a mother
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(from her house), Prov. 19?%. Doubtless the offender was ban-
ished from Jerusalem. His punishment was different from that
inflicted upon the others, v. 2% because of the hostility toward
Sanballat and his house.—29. Instead of supplication we find
now imprecation as in 64, Remember against them, O my God,
for they are corrupters of the priesthood]. But there was only
one priestly offender mentioned, and Nehemiah was not con-
cerned about the purity of the priesthood. Jehoiada’s son was
not a grave offender because he was a priest, but because he
had married Sanballat’s daughter. 583 has another sense,
which appears in $, and Nehemiah may have said: because they
have sought kinship with the priesthood. The imprecation would
then be against the house of Sanballat; perhaps with a recol-
lection of Tobiah, vv. 42-.—The covenant of the priesthood and of
the Levites]. For which we find in the Greek text: of the priesis
and of the Levites, and in M: the priestly and the Levitical right.
As the passage stands it is part of the object of ““corrupters,”
¢f. Dt. 3351 Mal. 21-8.—30., And I purified 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 Levites each one for
kis task]. For the Levites this had already been done, v. 1L.—
31, And for the offering of wood in its appoinied seasons], cf. 10%;
and for the first-fruits), cf. 10% % —Remember me, O my God, for
good], breaking off the supplication abruptly, ¢f. vv. 4 12- 22,

23. 12'2n] is impossible after an acc. subj.; & ol éxd8iaay, W ducentes.
We may rd. oawnpin or substitute wwx for n& before ovnwn. On 2w,
mng. fo marry, found only in Ezr.—Ne., v. Ezr. 102,—24. op oy peba]
lacking in BBAX, It has the appearance of a crude explanatory gl
—25. opew] lacking in ®BAR . —23h] lacking in ®BBAN,—26, nbx-b;]
®BPAR olreg, BL wep” robrwy.—After wno] BT has wéyag.—woenn] G
&Eéxhvoy = 07, the word used in 1 K. 112.—28. w ] lacking in BBAN,
—29, ‘5x] BBAR Gyyeorelg, 4. e., understanding w1, o act as kinsman;
®BL dMovoviag,—mnsnt] @L vav lepdov.—"ma] W jusque sacerdotale et
Leviticum,
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EZR. 7-10. THE HISTORY OF EZRA.

The priest-scribe receives 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. § ¥ 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. §u2).
This source is used with few exceptions in c. 8 f, In c. 10 there are
but two buried indications of the original E., v. on vv.151, Who
revised the text of c. 1o 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 vv. 17,
It appears that there was a gradual transforming of the memeoirs into
the third p., for varicus Gk. texts show more of it than MT. In the
main the story seems to be entirely worthy of confidence,

7% =Esd. 87, The intreduction to the story of Ezra.—
The narrative consists chiefly of the priest’s genealogy and of-
fice and of the dates of his departure from Babylon and arrival
at Jerusalem.—1. And ofter these things], a general statement
meant to connect this passage with Ezr. 6 which precedes in MT.,
a favourite phrase of the Chronicler.—7# the reign of Artaxerxes
the king of Persial. The reference is to Artaxerxes IT (404-358).

Ezra’s genealogy is traced through seventeen generations back to
Aaron. Thegenealogy is wrong in several respects, 2. 2. Were we to allow
three generations to a century, this would carry us back 567 years, that is,
about to the pericd of Sclomon. Seraichk is the same pr. named in
Ne. 111, Azariak is lacking in the priestly genealogy, Ne. 11", but
recurs 3 t. in that of 1 Ch, §» % (EV. 62 5-). The name, which means
Yakweh hath helped, was borne by many persons. Hilkiak was a high
pr. of Josial’s time, 2 K. 224, the one who found the beok of Dt.,
and from the table in 1 Ch. 5 this might be the same one.—2. Shallum
is found as Meshullam in Ne. 111 1 Ch. g1, Like others in the list,
it was a common name.—Zgdok 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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deposed Abiathar, 1 K. 235, Akitub is named as father of Zadok in
2 5. 817, but the text is rejected by We. (Bécker Sam.).—38. Amariak.
This name is also regeated in 1 Ch, 5%- 37, Azariak in the Chr.’s table
is wanting at this place, though fcund 3 t. elsw., Amariah being the son
of Meraioth. The name fails also in Esd.BL. Meraioth occurs in Ne.
111t 1 Ch, ¢ between Zadok and Akitub, evidence of the imperfection
of these genealogies.—4. Zerakhiak, outside of the lists in Ch., occurs
only in 8¢, Bukki is the name of a chief in Dan, Nu. 34%2.—5. Abishua
is named among the sons of Bela, 1 Ch. 8¢, Bela being a son of Benj.
Phinchas, Eleazer, and Aaron are well known.—Thke first pr.] applies
to Aaron and should not be rendered ‘““the chief pr.” as in EVs,
@ gives it correctly.

6. This 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: ke [Ezra) went up from Babylon].
But the text is made to fit the later introduction of the gene-
alogy.—He was g ready scribe in the law of Moses). Ezra would
not have applied this term to himself. The word rendered
scribe is used often in the pre-exilic writings of a royal official,
a secretary; so in Persia, Est. 3 8% it is given to Baruch,
Jeremiah’s private secretary, who wrote his prophecies at his
dictation, Je. 36%2 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.” The term applied to Ezra does not imply
primarily that he was learned in the law (Str. Newked. Spr.3),
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 38*-30l, The adjective “ready”
or “quick” shows the true idea. In papyrus 49 there is the
term “a wise and ready scribe” (Sachau,4s). The law of
Moses is either the completed Pentateuch or the priestly por-
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 ke law, which is everywhere assigned to a divine
origin, Moses having received it from God. V.%is very obscure.
The best we can make out of MT. is: and the king gave to kim all
that he sought according to the hand of Yakweh upon him]; or
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with B: because the hand of YVahweh was upon him. Esd. reads:
and the king gave him honor, for he found favor with him for all his
undertakings.—T. 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, 8. —
In the sevenih year of Artaxerxes the kingl. On this date, 2. 4.,
Intr. § ©, Kost. Wied.!'5—8. Esd. omits and ke 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 first day of the first month]. 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 repetition more mean-
ingless than it is even in MT.

Esd. reads: ke 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, 815, from which place a final start was made on the 12th day of
the 15t month. The obscure statement above may be due to the dis-
tinction between the original start from Bab. and the later one from
Ahava. As the distance was about goo 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: o seek the law of Yah-
weh and o do it, and to teach in Israel siatute and judgment), or
with @& statules and judgmenis, both being familiar synonyms
for the law. Esd. has a different idea: for Ezra possessed much
knowledge, not to omit anything of the law of the Lord and of his
commands fo all Israel, statutes and judgments, the last two words
being a corrective gloss.

As the passage vv. - runs, it is not surprising that it is labelled Chr.
and passed by as unimportant; for it is overloaded with genealogy, with
specific and 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. ithe king of Pers. Ezra (6) went up from Bab.
Now he was an accomplished scribe in the law of Moses which Y ahweh the

20
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God of Israel had given. And the king granted all his requests, acc. o
the [good] hand of God upon him. (10) For Ezre had set kis heart upon
following and exccuting the low of Yahwek, and to teach kis statutes and
judgments in Israel. (B} And he came to Jerus. in the sth month of the 7th
wyear of the king; (9*) for he had departed from Bab. on the 15t day of the
15t month.

To this v.” is surely an addition, for the verbs before and after are
all in the sg. It is true that we find the pl. in some Vrss., but they are
obvious corrections. The material is easily gathered 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 W1y #¥1in v.5. Esd. has
gone further and added a vb. in v.1. A comparison with Esd. shows
that there has been tampering with the dates in v.#f. It is difficult
to determine whether “acc. to the good hand,” etc., in v. 9, 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 2ll 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 is generally the case with
introductions. In my opinion, this original intr. long preceded the
editing of the Chr. We note that the writer has chiefly in mind the
intr. of the law.

That the genealogy has been shoved in is disclosed most plainly in
®L, where we have: end afier these things in the reign of Art. the king
of Bab., Ezra went up from Bab. Ezra the son of Seraick. . .. 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 fairly obvious. The passage is much later than
L., however, as the stress is laid on the law,

1. 8] Eopag®, BlpacAl, Esd. has mpooifn Ecpag, G ¢vén Elpas,
3 Esd. accesit Esdras.—5. wxn 1737] B Esd.l <of tepdog tob mpdrou,
Esd.B t6f mpdtov lepéwg, BBA ol watpdou, an ad). in Prov. 271 and
representing 3x; otherwise it is found only in Apocr. W secerdotes ab
initio, 3 Esd. primi sacerdotes. The words bring out the idea very
well that Aaron was the father of the priestly order.—6. #=y ] om.
®E. T adds to this #x BafBulwvos and then repeats Elpag vids = ©. A,
—np] seems sufficiently explained from -, “to hasten,” and to
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have the mng. quick, a scnse applicabie in the only other occurrences of
the word, Ps. 45* Prov. 22% Is. 165. Miiller (ds. ». Ex.'™) compares
Egyptian mahira, “ capable.” & gives a variety of renderings: cayis®,
ofG¢L, Esd. edgufic; W velox, 3 Esd. ingeniosus.—2] & &1t xelp, i c.,
", sov.? Esd. hasin v.b: xat Eoxey abrd & factieds 368av, sbpbyrag
x&otv vavelov adtol émt mhvex t& &Eudpara albrod, thus reading =+ as
M35, w5y as by, Mok as vox, and M as 0 x32.—T7. omba] & prefixes
4xé correctly, since the partitive should 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. xaw] & ¥ Esd rd.
w3 here and v. e.—nyawn] Esd.B 3edtepog, but this offers very little
help, unless for We.’s conjecture that we should rd. 27th year.—9s
is lacking in GBA,—nbmn w0y #7] is difficult; L runs: adtdg dbepe-
Awoe Ty dvdPacty &mb, 4. ., D!, a reading generally accepted, and in-
terpreted “he began the journey from Bab.” BDB. gives sense “ap-
point ” here. Esd. has &8ehbévrog ydp x5, lacking w0.—. . . 13} Esd.
nard iy Sofeigay altois elodlav mapd <ol nuplov &n’ altd: acc. lo the
good journey given lo them from the Lord to him, the last two words be-
ing added as a correction from MT., and lacking in 4#.—10. ron] G
BonevBA, drolpalsl. Esd, reads: & vdp "Elpas [A¢apacB] modliy
Ematheny mepetyey elg o uyddy mapalelnewy tav & 60 vépou Ruplou xal
&x tov dvtohdy [wpdsl] whvta thy lopafh Suamdpata xdt xpfparz. In
part this is traceable, reading n297 nran for wab pan. 3 Esd. shows
further correction from MT., reading at end: e docendo universam
Israel omnem justitiam el judicium.

7%  Esd. 8%, 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 ¢. $140,000 in cash; indeed,
it is impossible that Ezra, whose purpose was the proper institution of
the temple ritual, should need any such sum. It is absolutely out of
the question that such enormous powers were conferred upon a Jew-
ish pr., making him really the 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 displace them if he saw fit.
Moreover, a large part of the decree is flatly at 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
himsclf that he would not ask even a guard from the Pers. king. There
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is no hint of any tremendous sacrifices such as we should have heard of
if the leader had received such liberal donations.

Ezra is here clothed with all of the power of the Pers. king in the
whole of Syria, yet he was unable to effect a single divorce 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. Ewven Sta. seems to accept the idea that Ezra’s law
became the law of the king (BT.%%). 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 Torak the law for the Jew-
ish people. Now these two points are explicitly covered in the edict,
and if there were nothing clsc, 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 mentiocned.
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 heen
made of his memoirs offers further proof. To dispose of this edict as
a whole by calling it 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 ¢. 1 in Heh., 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 glorification was demanded. To find the original we
have first the easy task of eliminating vv, -2, 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, { 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 little occasion to quarrel. Fischer
accepts as genuine vv, 1-1. 2. 25. % hut this presupposes toc much am-
plification. There may have been a little retouching here and therc 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 liberal things on paper. Witness the gold bricks so freely inter-
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
differing texts of Esd. I have chosen that which in each instance seems
to be best: (1) But the person approacking who did the writing of King
Art., ke delivered the wriling, which had come from King Ari. to Ezra the
pr. and reader of the law of the Lord, of which the subjoined is a copy:
(12) King Art. to Egra the pr. and reader of the law of the Lord, greeting.
(13) And I having a preference for benevolent acts have ordered thai 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 therefore as are eager, let them set fortk logether, (14) as seems good
to me and lo the seven friends counselling with me, that they look afier the
welfare of Judak and Jerus. in accordance with the law of the Lord; (15)
and o carry Lo Jerus. gifis which I and my friends have vowed to the Lord.
(x6) 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 collecied, and the
gold and silver for bulls and rams and lambs and the things which go with
them, in order that they may offer sacrifices on the allar of the Lord which
is in Jerus. (18) And all that seems right to thy brethren to do with the gold
and silver let it be done, acc. lo the will of thy God. (19) 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 shali take from the royal treasury.

(21) And I, Arl. the king, give orders to the treasurcrs of Syria and
Phenicia, that whalever Ezre the pr. and reader of the law of the most high
God demands, shall be scrupulously given to him, (22) up to a hundred
talents of silver, likewise up t0 a hundred cor of wheat and a hundred
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bottles of wine. (23) And acc. to the law of God, lel everyihing be com-
pleted for the most kigh God that there be 1o wrath against the realm of
ke king and of his sons. (24) And to you it is said that to all the pr. and
Lev. and singers and porters and Neth. and scribes of the temple, there
shall be no iribute nor other imposition, and no one shall kave authorily
to lay anything upon them. (25) And thou, Ezra, according to the wisdom
of God, appoint judges and magistrates of those who know the law that they
may judge in all Syrie and Phenicia; and all who do not know the law
of thy God do thou teach. (20) And all as many as shail irangress the law
[of thy God and of the king] skall be sirictly punished, 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 lefter], of. 4
55, The writer claims to have an authentic document before
him.—The scribe, the scribe of the words of Yahwel’s command-
menis]. In place of “scribe,” Esd. in one place, by pointing
differently, reads “book.”

In this v. 3 Esd. has an interesting plus: bul those approaching who
did the writing of King Ari., they delivered the writing which had come from
King Art. to Ezre, 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 startling in its implications; for it re-
veals plainly a beginning én medias res. 1In 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; ¢f. 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 se forth] as ARV. is nonsense. By a
slight emendation we get the true sense, perfect peace. 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 (¢f. the seven
princes, Est. 1), 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. gifts for the Lord whick I and my
[riends have 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. 4% %. The expression “vow” is
stronger than the Aramaic “offered.”—Tke God of Israel whose
dwelling-place is in Jerusalem]. The dwelling-place is 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 gold which thou shalt find in the whole prov-
ince of Babylon]. This is not qualified by the following words,
since the voluntary gifts of the people and priests are quite
distinct. Ezra has a roving commission so far as raising money
is concerned.

Ryle explains by 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 82¢ 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 gift of 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: oll the gold and silver belonging to the Lord of
Jerus. which can be found in the province of Bab. From this we get an
entirely new idea. The temple had been repeatedly plundered 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 spoil which
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 [or whick] is in Jerusalem]. In Aramaic
it is not possible to tell whether the relative stands for “house”
or “God”; GB®* ¥ have former, U latter, for in Greek and Latin
the distinction must be made, ¢f. 14—17. That thou mayst faith-
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fully buy with the money], showing that the purpose for which
it was collected was the proper institution of the cultus.—Bul-
locks, rams, lambs], the same animals (lacking the goats) named
as offered at the dedication of the temple, 6'".—And their meat
offerings and their drink offerings], that is, those which prop-
erly accompanied the animal sacrifices, ». Nu. 1510, 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, according fo the pleasure of 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 82527 and are gifts of 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, ¢f. 17%- g“
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 priest to 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
requisitions of 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: salf which is not written, or re-
stricted. The cor is the same as homer = 393.¢ 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 gifts of
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 correctly executed 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 displeasure of God, which might fall upon the Persian em-
pire, may be averted by establishing the rightful cult at Jeru-
salem. That kind of an appeal would be the most effective and
adds probability to the liberal terms of the edict, ¢f. 6105.—24,
To you it is directed]. The antecedent can only be the treas-
urers named in v. 2,

As the decree was issued to Ezra (v.) and in view of the material
intervening between v.?t 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. 2, 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, corresponding to 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 provision that no kind of [pliblic] service may be exacted of them.

25. And thou, Ezra]. The name recurs because a passage,
vv. 2. had been addressed to others.—According to the wisdom
of thy God wkich is in thy hand], does not mean, according to
the priests’ inspired discretion, as Esd. implies, but according
to the written law-book which he carries and to which he must
conform, ¢f. v.14; “wisdom” is often in late literature used as a
synonym for “law,” The government established by Ezra was
therefore to be hiergrchical.—Appoint judges and magistrates].
® better scribes and judges, as they were the administrators of
the religious law.—T0 all the people who are beyond the River] is
qualified by the following: 1. e., fo all who observe the law of thy
God], so that Ezra’s jurisdiction is confined to Jews in the Syrian
province.—And whoever does not observe [the law] you shall in-



314 EZRA—NEHEMIAH

siruct]. 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 knotr or follow it.
—26. And every one who does not obey the law of thy God and the
law of the kingl. 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 (¢f. Jn. 197). The officers appointed
by Ezra were authorised to administer both the religious and
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: mpoomecbvtag [Bt Tol vpapdvrog™ T mongrdypmatoco™ B mapd
*A pratéptou Toi Basthéwg mpb "Eapay thv tepéa xal dvaywharny Tob véou
wwplou ob dotiv dyrlypagoy o5 bmoxefwever. Tuis is nonsense as it stands,
because a clause has dropped out after mpostdyparos. The deficit is
found in 3 Esd.: accidentes autem, qui scribebant scripla Ariaxerxis
regis, tradiderunt scriptum, guod obvencral ab Artaxerxe rege ad Esdram
sacerdotem eb lectorem legis Domini, cujus exemplum subjectum est.
Doubtless @ is right in the use of the sg.—~7=7] om. GBA—po] B
BtBriow = ap, Esd. dvaywdotgy = ¥W. The title “scribe” Is never
found in Esd. (save for the gl. in ¢%5T). “Reader” is doubtless the
earlier term. For b .. v337] Esd. shows only mm nwn, agreeing
essentially with title in v.12—12. 873 om, 8BB4 —xn] is Pers. dadk
(Andreas, in Mar.5®).—n1y: i) is a much-disputed phrase. In & we
find: Tetédeoro Néyog xal W dmbupiotsBA, let Lhe word and the answer be
performed; in L to the above is added: xal vov = nay:; Esd. yalpewy;
3 Esd. salutem; Esd. begins v.13: %al & ptAdvfpwma dyd nphvag, which
is not represented in the Aram. ='01 would correspond to tetéieqro,
though Berth. says Gk. did not understand this word; but the rest, at
all events, is not discoverable. Torrey thinks ob® has fallen out after
s (Comp.ws), a correction supported by Esd. and now frequently
adopted. But if we rely on the Vrss. we must suppose more lost than
a single word.—np3] 2. 411.~13. ‘Mmabpa] Esd.B xal tavde év tf huetéog
Baairelg.—Sxen] Esd. wév *Toudalwy, 2 reading overlooked by Kost.—
14. v %3p~53] wanting in ®BA, xab® Svl.—wmopr] of. v, Sachau,®; it
corresponds to Heb. v and has the same mng.—16. ab3nb] BBA ek
olxoy wuplou, 4. €, 931 T has a dup.: drmeveyxetv elg x. 1. A.—runn]
Esd. 0tuny = Heb. 772 not found in B. Aram.—16. nyrnn] Esd. §
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gav ebpebf) (Mo ¢f. 62) év of ydeg tiic B. wd xwply Iep. Kuply is best
interpreted as a dative of possession, i. e., belonging lo the Lord of
Jerus.—16. wnun] lacking in Esd., which knows of no contribution
from the pr.; this agrees with 82 and is prob. right.—pann ... op]
Esd. cdv <ip dedwpnuévey Oxd tof Fveug, referring to Bab.—17, ... b
A7) GBB5 xql xdy wpoomupeubpevoy, Todtov ETolws Evtabov év BifAly toi-
7p; L adds to this a lit. rendering of the Aram.; W libere accipe el
studiose eme de hac pecunia; Esd. suvny0fjvat ©6 ©e ypusloy »al dpylpioy;
so 3 Esd. w colligatur hoc aurum et argentum. ® looks like a bad cor-
ruption: =& = 23, Tpoor. = 37 (%3p), Todtey = N1Y, itofueg = RISDN,
Fvralov = ®pn (R'\p), BeBiiw = wp0> (M30). MT. is poorly supportcd,
but the words are not of great moment.—19. 1%] only here as subst.,
but ¢f. v.#. @ Aectouvpriav. Esd. uses a less technical word, ypetay,
in Heb, nmap.—aben] B mapédes. The word is lacking in Esd.BA, as
well as the preceding and following, so that we have merely the temple
of thy God which is in Jerus. Sieg. Berth. BDB. render “deliver in
full number.” That implies a certain distrust of Ezra, and would be
supcrfluous in any case. Ges.P renders “restore,” implying, wrongly
I think, that these vessels had previously been taken from the temple.
Torrey renders “deliver in the presence of.”” We should prob. assign
a weakened sense, “lay up,” as Esd.l 8#serg.—a%en abx] & &v *lzp,
Guthe emends 73 " bxer Abx to correspond to v.15. The most
elaborate text is Esd.L: eig wv ypsiay to0 tepod to0 Oz00 gou tod év lep,
Ghoeis dvavriov ol Beod *Topahh.—20. mnwn] T All Gk. texts have ypelay
= mbp, v.19,—22, nwn pna) lacking in B and Esd.: 4 Zaiov Ladov
Exathv; L EAaiov g Bativ dxatév. The unusual order and the witness
of & make the mention of the oil suspicious.—2n> &7='7] means with-
out prescription, 4. e., acc. to requirement.—23. opv-io] & &v yvdpy;
but MT. shows no need of correction.—24. 23] is a manifest He-
braism; Mar. corrects to 13%; similarly we should have by at end
of v.—pymn] G dyvdpotaiBA, ywwpilopeyt, Aévetalsd, The idiom
is explained in Kautzsch, § . The Gk. variants prob. represent only
different attempts to make intelligible a circumlocutory expression.—
wnor] Heb. ovmazon, 24 v Kautzsch, § . Zimmern connects with
Bab. zammaré (v. Haupt’s note in Guthe).—rbe] (. nbp, v.1%) &
Actroupyoic = Heb, nvw; Esd. npaypatinoic®h, ypaupatinoish. The word
must have some technical sense, but just what it is impossible to
say. @ offers a variety of renderings of v.b. I alone agrees with
MT. BA has: gbpog pd) Eorw sot odx EEouctdoets xatadouholohar adrals.
The first part is easily derivable from MT. %3 = oux, 9™ = eorw oot
. ¢, M1, With this reading Esd. in part agrees: wndepla gogodoyie
wndt &AAm EmPouAd yhytar, wndéva Exerv fouslav EwmtBaisiv Todtoig.—
25. m] Masore magna in B disertis verbis aif. In libris Denielis
et Esdre ubique nMiR scriptum est, uno loco rax excepto (Str.). Doubt-
less the text preserves a mere scribal error,—1v2 "] lacking in Esd.—
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1wst] ypampmareicBAL (1mD), xpredcEsd, 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's we find
oy ooow, B xptds x. veappatoctsatwysis. The officers were ec-
clesiastical, not civil—.1] & véuoyPAFsd L yiuwa: with Torrey rd.
m.—1p1nn] Guthe corrects to m31 ¥nn, ®L yvopsize alte.  Guthe ap-
pears not to have noted this reading, but his emendation has little
support.—26. ] B wadslayPA, dxeldomt adtdy §) madedoul; Esd.
drnial, disfranchisement, tuwplaP4, forture, so 3 Esd. cruciatu. w-e
means roof, so the lexicographers argue uprooting, baniskment, ignoring
the big gaps in the chain of reasoning. Sieg., perhaps taking a hint
from Ges.B, refers to Ps. 527, where Pi. is rendered “ uproot,” but we
should rd. with @, vy, “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.—von o] & Coulay
BlouBA, “loss of life”; Ynuidoam <& dmépyovra®, Esd. dpruplpln. The
punishment is the imposition of fines.—or] B map&doav®, déopat,
quianiy éyxdeionl; Esd. dmayotiPA, deouedoxl.

7*7* = Esd. 857, Ezra's thanksgiving.

As usually interpreted the 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 cxpedition. The
passage is directly continued in 815, the Chr. having interjected one 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 info my heart. This refers not to the decree, which was
ne 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.® has my keart, doubtless the original read-
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 glorify the house of ¥ ahwek] by estah-
lishing the full system of sacrifices. “Glorify” is a favourite
word of Is.? 448 49° 55° 607-% 13- 2 613, 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
praising God is: ke extended mercy to me before the king and his
counsellors and his officers] as we should probably read like 825,
Al the mighty officers of the 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 Y ahweh my God
was upon mel. “Good” is inserted from B. 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 T gathered leaders [4. e., heads of fathers, Esd. men]
from Israel], 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 interrupted by a list
of the names of those who went up with him. On these vv. #.
also Intr. § 1 &,

27. Esd.A begins: xai elwev "Elpag & ypapparelc (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 surely regard 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 really due to the Chr.’s omission of the introductory part 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 place in all texts.—wman] lacking in Esd.BL; matépay
woult = sn3x, a better reading.—nwr] Esd. taita, prob. a free render-
ing.—1opm 153] Esd. efc vy xapdiay pou tel Pasthéms. The last two
words are a corrective addition.—mn] om. GBL, while Esd. curiously
rcads alros.—28. 00 AwA] is a peculiar combination, but recurs in ¢
Tsd. éclpmasy, prob. 1A for wwn.—upY] & &v dgfadpeis = '»ya.  Esd.
Byaytt. Prob. a case of an obscure word rd. in two different ways.—
a1 ... %% The change of construction and its peculiar character
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raise suspicions. ® rcads: whvtwv . dpybvtov T. B. T. émmpudvevBA
fSuvat@vl]. Esd. has a different text for the whole: Baathéwg xat wévrov
iy v adtol xat tév peytotdvwy adtol. It is likely that the original
was the same as 8%, and is here awkwardly ampliﬁed.—m"m] on basis
of ® Guthe adds m3w7, ¢f. 7°. Esd. has a simpler text: edfapang éye-
vbyy xormg oy dvriAndty xwploy Beol pov.—venn] Esd. &lpag = owrx;
® &oyovrag = in v.a, This is another case of an obscure word;
w1 may be a correction from 81

8¢ = Esd. 8%, The list of the leaders of Ezra’s com-
pany.—1. Heads of the fathers] v. s. on 15.—And their genealogyl,
read with Esd. companies.—In the reign of Ariaxerxes the kingl.
These words show that this list was not originally composed
for this place, or the date would be quite superfluous after c. 7;
still less would it be necessary in E. The separation of “with
me” from “from Babylonia” indicates that the date was not
originally in the text. The Chronicler evidently found the list
ready to his hand. “With me” is an editorial note to lend
plausibility to 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 (z. Kue. 4bk.4%). Daniel and Hattush are
mentioned among the pr. in Ne. 10%f-, It is very doubtful whether
David here means the famous son of Jesse, though Hattush is given
as of Davidic descent in 1 Ch. 322.—3. Here begins a list of twelve names
of heads of houses all originally with a formula: of tke 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 cight recur among *““the heads of the people” in Ne.
105 -, identifying Adonikam and Adoniah, i. e., all except Shekaniah,
Shephatiah, Joab, and Shelomith. In the list of Ezr. 2 we find ten
of these names, 4. ¢., all exc. Shekaniah and Shelomith. The text is
therefore very doubtful and the name Shekaniah is certainly wrong.
Shekaniah is a priestly name in our books, Ne. 320 105 123 1, & has
Zattu, a name found in both Ne. 10 and Ezr. 2, and that is prob.
right. Skelomith is a Levitical name found often in Ch., and does not
belong here as head of a clan. Esd. supplies the true text: of ske sons
of Bani, Shelomiih the son of Josephiah. Bani is found in both parallel
lists. Tt 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.5,
Zaccal, v. 9) 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.—18. 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”
wouid properly fill up 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, Esd.® and ¥ having: Eliphalet ithe son
of Jeuel and Shemaiah.—14. Instead of Uthal and Zabbud we should
rd. Utkai the son of Zabbud, or Zacchur, as some texts have. The
numbers vary somewhat in the different texts,

1. wwxn] BY adds ofxwv as Ex. 64 el pass., but ¢f. 1s.—oennm]
Hithp. inf. with sf. Ges.'#, The word is hard to render here. Esd. has
wal o peprdapying (4 adrodl); BBA of 837yol connected with ovbpn,
the guides going up with me; pepidapyius recurs in 15 =2 Ch. 355 for
nubs, in 1t =2 Ch. 351, nubon; we should rd. here prabom = gnd
their divisions {or companies].—5330] BBA lack v and rd. king of Bab.
The dateis a late insertion. Esd. transposes: went up with me from Bab.,
though this does not presuppose a different text.—vy] is found in all
the texts. It was doubtless added by the Chr. to make the list fit into
its context.—my>2 waz]. The expected name following does not ap-
pear. In v.s this name is repeated, but still with a name lacking. Esd.
omits the name in v. %, and BB omits v. 5 altogether. We should om,
the name here and supply a name in v. 5. Since in 1 Ch. 32 Hattush
is the grandson of Shekaniah, we might rd. mu¥ 12 eon.—5. After
@* Esd. éx tov vidy Zaborfc Eieyoviag Tebfhouv (so 3 Esd.), rd. s wap
Linmemyy s ——0vt> wnonn] 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 &wpec.—8. 725] should cer-
tainly be a n. p., but it is peculiar certainly, ® offers Q@n68, QpqA,
ApevadaBl (= =2y 1p); Esd. Ovpn®, Q3704, AundeBl.  On the whole,
a2y is best supported and may be an abbreviated form, as there are
numerous n. p. with 73y as the initial element.—10. A name is evi-
dently lacking, as Esd. offers & tiv viov Bavidg Serewdd louoagiouBA,
%A has a similar text. In Esd. the first two names are transposed.
Rd. ...*»a »ae. Inx Ch. 262wy is the great-grandfather of a Shelo-
mith. There is a suspicious phonic resemblance to yspv, here named
as father of Shelomith.—11. In &% Esd. the names are differentiated;
correct with Guthe to ... »an, v. on 102,—@BA has 78, MT. 28,
i. e, ovaw for ovwwy.—12. 1pn] the litile one, ¢f. “James the less,”
Mk. 15%; the name is attested by & H Esd.—®" has 120 for 110.—13,
awanx “unintelligible” (Berth.); Seis. says it has a distinguishing sig-
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 distinguish names in the same list. & renders Eoyato,, W qui erant
novissimt, 3 Esd. ipsis postremis. The text is well supported; but, if
correct, is a mystery.—14. man] om. &B; text is wrong, as wyp, the
best reading, indicates but one name. Esd. has: Ottob *ToraxdixouB,
040t & 700 ’Lotadxebpou®; T agrees with MT. Guthe suggests & as
the first part of this name, aiter 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.
a3 sy, But Totaxdhxou may be s moos, “I have spread out
unto thee.” Qr. substitutes Mt and the Vrss. vary greatly: ZaBoud4,
Zaxyoupt, Zachur W. The whole v. is lacking in 3 Esd.

8'5%° = Esd. 8%, The assembly ai the river Ahava.

Here Ezra collects his company. During a three days’ encampment
it is discovered that no Lev. havc 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 chiefly by addition of vv. i %,

15. And I assembled them]. The antecedent is keads or chiefs,
7% not those named in the list (vv.1-4) interpolated by the
Chronicler. In 7?8 the reference is to collecting the people to
form a caravan; here it is to the assembling of the company at a
particular place in preparation for departure.—The river whick
comes into Akava). With Esd. we must read: the river which is
called Ahgva; for in vv. 2 3 we find “the river Ahava,” this
being the name of a river not of a place (so Ewald, Hist. v,157);
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. iii,® ) .—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 scrutiny of 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 laity and 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 intelligible text: I carefully observed them [the assembled
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caravan], and of the priesis and of the Levites I found none there,
1. e., priests as 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 lacking temple servants, it appears that an embassy
was sent out comprising two classes of men: one called “heads,”
consisting of nine men whose names are given; the other called
“intelligent,” and consisting of two men. But we find Elna-
than three times, and the very similar Nathen once. Jarih
and Jojarib are repetitions, and thus a noun, “leaders,” and
its adjective, “intelligent,” have been separated. We should
therefore read: I sent Eliezer, et al., intelligent leaders, men com-
petent for the task in hand. Of these leaders but two, Zechariah
and Shemaish, are mentioned in the Chronicler’s list, vv.1-14
an evidence of the character of that list. It is impossible to
tell just how many Ezra sent. The shortest and critically best
list is found in Esd.": Elieser, Aricl, Shemaia, Elnathan, Nathan,
Zecheriah, Meshullam, seven in all.—1T. And I sent them], not
“I commanded them,” which we find as an alternative reading.
—Unio Iddo the chief in Casiphia the place]. We must omit the
place to 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 (Al Forsch. iii,*® T.)—
I put words into their mouth]. In spite of his care to choose
intelligent chiefs for his embassy, Ezra framed carefully the
message they were to carry to Iddo.—Uwnio Idde kis brethren
the Nethinim] cannot be right. We should read unto Iddo and
his brethren the Nethinim, or possibly Iddo and his brethren
dwelling in. Unless Levites and Nethinim are synonymous, it
was evidently not merely Levites which Ezra sought to add to
his company. On the Nethinim, ». 5. 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 largely represented at 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
2T
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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 fo
us]. Another, but erroneous, text, though found in @, is: end
there came to us. The meaning is that the intelligent leaders
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: @ man of prudence, of the 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.*
Ne. 87 g* .. “Son of Levi” is here not genealogical, but official,
being equivalent to Levite. “Son of Israel” is a corruption.
Mahii was a son or grandson of Merari, v. 1%, 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: @ prudent man of the sons of Makli a Levite
as the chief, Sherebiakh, etc.—19. And with him Isaiak of the sons
of Merari, his brethren and their sons lwenty]. The text is ob-
viously impossible. & 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 M gives good sense: Hashabiah, and with him
Isaiak of the sons of Merari, and his brethren and his sons hwenty.
—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 easily recognised here. It is prob. that kings
had been wont to present slaves to the temple (v. Smith, OT. Hisi.s»),
The statement is amplified in 3 Esd.: and they themselves were the
chiefs for the work of the Lev. who served in the temple. 1t is barely pos-
sible that with 6 we should understand two classes here: (1) of the
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Netk. whom David established, (2} and the chiefs for the Levitical service,
the Neth. 220.—All of them were mentioned by name], or designated by
name, is & 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. Fzra
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 protecs those who sought him
(Sta.®5), and his wrath was against those who abandoned kim).
The closing threat is wanting in Esd., which runs: tke power of
the Lord is with those who seek him for every reparation. Tt 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 loucking this, and he was entreafed of us]. Esd.
reads: end we again sought from our Lord all these things and we
found him favorcble. The beneficent disposition was not de-
terminable at the time, but was shown by the ultimate success of
the enterprise.—24. The first person singular is resumed: and
I selected lliterally, 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 vv. 8 1., 3 Esd. has: from
the leaders of the people and the priests of the temple, making a lay
representation in this important body. It looks as if there
were a gap here and that originally the text ran: and I sef apart
from the leaders of the people twelve, and from the priests of the
temple Sherebiak and Hashabioh and with them ten of their breth-
ren. The whole committee comprised 24, half laymen and half
priests.—2b. The purpose of their selection is now given: and
I weighed out to them the silver and the gold and the vessels, the
offering for the house of our God], the gifts to which reference
is made, at least according to the Chronicler, in the king’s de-
cree, 71°%., Tt appears that the property, which was sacred
on account of its destination, was carefully weighed and then
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committed to hands deemed peculiarly trustworthy.—And ol
Israel that were found]. So is designated one of the sources of
the gifts. The qualifying clause is not found in Esd., but is
attested by ®. It is not the kind of expression that would be
added as a gloss. The explanation may bein 7%: “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 subscriptions for the temple were collected.

26 f. The total amount is given as 650 talents of silver, 100 talents
of gold, 1oo 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 possible and still the fizures are impossibly big. We
realise the Chr.’s fondness for large sums, and his imagination may
have led to raising the figures in Ezra’s chronicle. As I weighed fo them
or lo their hand is repeated from v. 25, and as v. * connects closely with
v. %, vy, 7 f. are almost certainly a 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, acc. to Mey. about
$5,000. On the daric, a Pers. coin, v. 2%.—And lwo 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 of the best brass, ten [or twelve] polisled
vessels.

28. You are holy to Yahwek] by virtue of your sacred office,
and the vessels are holy], because they were to be placed in the
temple, 719, and the silver and the gold is a free-will offering to
YVakweh], and therefore that also is a sacred trust. With & and
Esd. we should read God of our fathers, since Ezra would not
say your fathers.—29. Be walchful and vigilant until you weigh
it again in the presence of the leaders of the priesis and Levites and
leaders* of the fathers of Israel in Jerusalem]. Whatever may

* Guthe makes a slight change and reads “ heads,” the more common expression for the
laity; but ** heads ” is characteristic of the Chr., not of E. There is no need to emend where
the Chr. has let the text alone.
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have heen the amount of the sacred property, Ezra carefully
impresses upon its guardians their great responsibility.—7%e
chambers of the house of Yahweh] designates more particularly
the place where the gifts were to be put. With $ we should

({3}

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. IEsd. has a radically different text: and the
pr. and Lev., receiving the silver and the gold and the vessels which were in
Jerus., brought them to tke house of the Lord. Tt becomes thus an exact
dup. of v.%,

15. sx-bw x37] Esd.L thv motapby thy Aeyépevoy Bewa; so rd. ¥ pn,
This important reading seems to have escaped all the commentators.
The text is at variance with vv.#.31, The Vrss. give several forms
of the name: EyeipB, EvetAl (vv. 2. 31), OoutB, Aocuch, Aaouabl. FEsd.
@zpav; M Ahava, Esd. Thia. Winckler reads: naw or nax,—ayax] &
owvipxaB, xatevénoal, W guesivi, Esd. xavépalov, 3 Esd. recogrovi.
These all support the text.—For what follows Esd. has a better text:
xorépafiov adtols xot €x 6 tepéuv xod éx Tov Asurtdv oly edpby éxet.
Therefore rd. ...gwmm oraxy. The Chr. having put pr. in the list
(vv.2%.) must, of course, have them here.—16. We must cither drop
the prep. 5 before each name, as Gt ¥ and Esd.L, or interpret b nbw
as mng. “summon” or “sent for.” V.7 shows that the men named
were Ezra’s messengers. The Vrss. show much discrepancy in the list
of names; ®® has Aped for 37 and a*w»; the names are certainly du-
plications; ®L omits from 2w to end of v.; Esd. lacks the last two
names altogether, and so recognises no classes. The evidence shows
that jnsbxy 3» are accidental repetitions. Then awsn~ and map
should be joined together as in Esd.: #youpmévous nat émothrovagBa,
Goxovrag quvetolgh.—17. Ix¥w] so BBA éfveyra. Qr. M, so BL év-
etzthduyy. The former is the better reading. Esd.BA xa} elra altoig
éABeiy = mnrb oAy, —. . .. For this very difficult text 38 has: éx
Spyavros &v dpyvply Tod Témou, 4. e, PN wd33 wx1 by, This makes
no sense and this version is still more hopeless in v.b. Esd. mpdg
Aoadaiov [A3al, Ach3atovA], Ty fyelevoy thy &y Té Témp valoguiaxio,
4. €., "am% oPNa e vr=%x.  In spite of the antiquity of the cor-
ruption, it is best to regard the ungrammatical ownn as a marginal
note to show that the unknown Casiphia was a place; it is employed
like the Bab. determinative. We might easily imagine that this pas-
sage was originally written in Bab.—wnx vx] BBA xohs tolg ddshgbug
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aitoy tov “Abaveln; T xal mpds T. & o todg Nabevatfoug, It suffices to
rd. with Esd. v Esd. lacks 2un:?, and this may be an error for
oraenn.—xan5] Esd. drogtéhat = nbe.—onwn] & §BoviagBa (Dvon);
L has dup., Aettoupyods xat Flovrag, Esd. tepazeboaviog, in agreement with
its reading in v.5; so 3 Esd. eos qui sacerdotio fungerentur = onunon.—
18. wav] so Esd.L #yayov, M and 3 Esd. adduxeruni; Qr. wian, so B
#ABocayBA, fABovL, The first clause is lacking in Esd.B. Kt. is pref-
erable, as the Hiph. corresponds to #17%, v, .—33w7] Esd.AL xpamidy
= npa,—532 er] puzzled the translators; & has dviip cayd(x)BA, «.
ouvesbcL, docitssimunm W, Esd. &Bpa dmothpovaBL, &vdpag émotiuovach,
viros perilos 3 Esd. There is no good reason for a pl, as the words
apply only to Sherebiah.—m33en] & xal dpyhy HAboaayBA, &y dpxfi Za-
poual, so Esd.l; &eyq is used to translate twenty-four different Heb.
words (Hatch and Redpath, Concord.}, but the text was apparently
pexna, “at the head,” and that has been corrupted to txs=1a. That
designation would agree with the statement that Sherebiah was a
prudent man.~—Y 13] is wanting in L. —19, The text is corrupt. H
requires the slightest change to make sense: ef Hasabiam, e cum eo
Isaiam de filiis Merari, fratresque ejus, e filios ejus viginti. @& and Esd.
rd. nx for 1nx, BBA have ulol adtiv, L t@v vidy altod xal thv ddehpmy
altod, transposing in agreement with v.18, But in Esd. L has obtav
in both cases, while B has for the whole v.: of éx v vty yavouvdioy
xa! ol ulal alriv elnos &vdpeg; 3 Esd. Asbiam et Amin ex filiis filiorum
Chananei, & filii eorum viri viginti. Two names are pretty well at-
tested, but there is doubt between Merari and mun.  On the whole,
the reading of the Latin is the simplest, requiring but a single change,
i, €., M2,—20. 1] =“appoint,” ¢f. BDB.—a»wn] 6 ol Fpyovres, Esd.
ot fyouudvor, 3 Esd. principes. Therefore there is no support for
Winckler’s emendation, 9rmen.—awens . . . wae] is inserted by the Chr.
as an explanatory note. The rel. @ never occurs elsw. in Ezr.~Ne.,
but twice in Ch. (Dr.Istr.s40t)  Sieg. regards whole v. as a gl.—
un] G cuviygdnoayBA, dvopdotnaevl, M vocebariur, Esd. wévrov éo-
udvbn [SvopachnA] dvopatoypaplaB; ofitor doquivimsay v dvopatoypapizl;
3 Esd. omnic nomina significate sunt in scripturis. It is a favourite
phrase of the Chr. (Dr.totr 88) —22, wwpb] @ adcwr, Esd. dogzhelas.
There is much variety in the rendering of the last clause: & renders
Iit., but Esd. has: loxdc [y for ] ©od xvplov Hpdv Zotar petd tov
dmilnrobviwy abtdy elg wa@oav éxavépbuatv; 3 Esd. virtus Domini erit cum
eis qui inguirunt eum in omni affectu. This lacks the last clause entirely,
i. e., the threat to those who abandon God.—23. 1] Esd. wéhwy =
anwes—24. ounon mwn] 3 Esd. ex plebis prepositis e sacerdotibus tem-
Pl = 5300 a3 opn sy, —mawwb].  The prep. is supported by B4,
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, mhpex] @ Zotiea, so vv. - 1.3, Esd, as &, but in vv.
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B 2 gapSwxev. In my addenda to Guthe (SBOT.s") I stated that in
Ezr. 8% 3 mapéduxey stands for %pw. Torrey denies this and insists
that Y%pw is represented by ovhoeg and atabév (ES.#). It is true that
totévan stands for bpw, though very rarely, but in Esd. 85 (= Ezr, 8»),
zazpadotvar does represent 5pw. In 8% o1 (=Ezr. 8% %) we have both Gk.
words, mapéduxey aTioxs, otabiv mapeddly; sthsec and orafédy may there-
fore be complementary vbs.—26, 233%] cannot be connected with
any word as it stands; nx» gives the number of the vessels, not of
talents as RV, The word is lacking in & M. Mey. suggests that a
number has fallen out, but says that it may be that each vessel averaged
a talent (Ent.#). Guthe omits the word as a gl. On the analogy of
nox ou>vwd, v. o7, the most natural supposition is that a number fol-
lowed, so that the text originally rd.: 100 sifver vessels [weighing] . . .
talents.—27. 03 RY] B el tiy 83y youaveln (Spdypovd, Spdypach).
This is a dup. reading, first 77" and then correcting by adding a
weight. Esd. lacks the word and the numeral following as well.—
nwny vo3).  Here we have a mpl. followed by a f. adj., The Vrss. vary:
® onelny yxhxod otfAfoviog dyafold Jidpopa mBupmra év [gL] xpualy,
Esd. oxelm goahed drd yoahnol ypnotod otlifovra oxedn Stxa [ypusoeidols
3éxa 30o]k, showing a correction from MT. This would be: nwm >
~2p oransn o navs nwmn. Sieg. emends naw 373D to 3w 3m, “bet-
ter than gold,” and then disposes of m™mpn 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.—29. opwn] Esd. wepadoivar alitk
bpae.—Swweb] lacking in ®BA, but it is used in place of a genitive and
denotes the lay order that had a part in the government as well as
the pr. and Lev.—mawbn] @ eig onnvdeBA, elg t& Tactopbpal, H in the-
saurum, 3 Esd. in pastoporio. Doubtless we should rd. 30rb for n;
the art. could not be used with st. cstr.—30. Ypwr lacking in Esd.; it
is certainly unnecessary.

As our text stands, Ezra discovered that there were no Lev. in his
caravan, and therefore he sent a large embassy, seven or possibly eleven
men, to Iddo to make good the deficiency, or, as he says, “to bring us
ministers for the house of God.” Sherebiah 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.%, and rightly, for the precious
money and vessels would have been committed to the highest class of
sacred officials. mb=13 in v. 18 is lacking in %L and may be a gl. to har-
monise with v. 15, 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 persuasion and 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.

8"3% = Esd. 8°%. 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 vv.#f are
from E.; the rest is the Chr.’s.

31. On the twelfth day of the first month]. On the date, 7. 77 £,
According to that passage the journey lasted about four months,
Jerusalem being reached in the sth 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. 2.
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. 22; the large amount of treas-
ure carried, the possession of which could scarcely be kept a se-
cret, made an attack especially inviting.—32 f. And we remained
there three days, and on the fourth day]. 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 3%Ydoes not mean that. Therefore we had
better follow Esd.: on the third day of our being there, we weighed,
etc., or better with & 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] 10 Ne. 3% 7 108 125 15, not the same
person, though, in every case, and Eliezer], who had been one
of those deputed to fetch temple servants, v. %, Besides there
were two Levites, Josabad] (10%* Ne. 87 11%) and Noadiak], a
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name elsewhere only of a prophetess, Ne. 64. 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 tally with
the list made 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 priests purloined money given for the repair of the temple.
—A¢ that time] is better connected with v. %, as in some Greck
texts.—3b6. The sons of the captivity who 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 persistent theory that the
new Israel comprised the whole nation. The specific number 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-goats of e sin offering] {v. on 617), but
Esd. reads 12 he-goats for deliverance, making this sacrifice a
thank-offering for the safe journey, or it may be a peace-offer-
ing.—36. And they delivered the king’s decree] not decrees, pre-
sumably meaning the edict in 712 -], to the king’s 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.—A#nd they
supported the people and the house of God] is difficult. We may
take recourse in one Greek text: and they supporied the people
and honored the kouse of God, or emend the text slightly, reading:
the people honored the house of God, thus explaining the large
offerings. The subject of “supported” is usually held 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.15 1 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."). In the
rest we have the first p. pl. throughout, but it is consistent in vv, 3 ¢
with Ezra’s usage to employ the pl. to describe a corporate act. In
v.% we should surely have 1nay, though MT. is supported by all texts.
In v.ub Esd.B has third p. throughout; and other Mss. of Esd. and &
have it in places. Yet something is required between v. # and ¢, The
only part of our text which inspires confidence is vv. # 1., The rest is
written by the Chr. or edited by him beyond recognition of the orig-
inal. Itis plain that, omitting the Chr.’s “after these things,” v. con-
nects well with gt.

31. ©nw ;] Esd. témou OepdB, motapaiAL —] Esd. xatd xpetaidy
xetpz.  We should restore npm for the superfluous nnvn,—2amy avx Aar]
@B dnd yeipbs éxbpol nal wodeplouBA 4 évedpelovtagl, showing a double
rendering of 37w; Esd. has only dxd Tévrog éx0ped (3nw=ban), 3 Esd.
lacks v.b. Tt isprob. that %3 was corrupted to n3 and that 3w is an
amplification by the Chr. or an accidental repetition of a similar word.
—82f, ... 3vn]. The unrevised Esd. gives merely: tevouéms (fuiy)
altébe Huépas tplungB, to which <ff Hwépg TH terdery has been added
in AL from MT., but without changing the construction, and se making no
sense. 3 Esd, ef cum factus fuisset tertius dies, quarta autem die.—Spws]
Zothoapey of B goes better with ma3,—34. ... =s00a] Esd. wpbg &pid-
udy xal dAxfy mdvea.—35. nyaen 0yaw] Esd. AL §33aufmovea Sbo, rightly,
since every offering is twelve or a multiple of twelve.—nwon vvo3] ¢f,
woor by, 617; B yukeous wept draptiag; Esd.BA tpdyoug bmdp swrnplon,
i.e., noeb D3, or pen 75, —36. 0] of. 7% in spite of & we must rd.
sg. m.—wnx] Pers. Khshaliapavan, used also in Est. 31 85 g2, ®BA
tois Stomxytaic. LEsd. tofg oixovéporg, 3 Esd. dispensaloribus. @ has a
wholly different text: the governors of the king and the officers beyond
the River gave the burnt-offerings of the king.—. ..rwnp| is an explanatory
gl.—ww)] BBAEed gFbEacay, L dxijpay Thy Aady xal £865acay tdv olxov 1. 6.

EZR. 9, 10. 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.

9% — Esd. 8%7°, The officers report to Ezra that the
Jews had been marrying women of alien races.—1. Now
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 mermoirs, and there may be
a gap between 8% and ¢!, poorly filled by the Chronicler’s notes.
These words are certainly a connecting link due to the Chron-
icler. So far as we can see, though, this passage directly follows
v. 3%, and the connection is passable.—We dwelf 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. 2 * 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 nol
separaled 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 religious practices, while
here the only fault is the mixed marriages. Ewald’s proposal
to emend and read “from their abominations” (Hist. v.139)
improves the grammatical construction, and should be adopted
if the phrase is accepted.—The list of foreigners is based on
Dt. 7%, where we find Girgashite and Hivite, but not Ammonite,
Moabite, or Egyptian; in " these three are at the end of the
list, suggesting a gloss. Esd. omits Ammonite, and reads Edom-
ite for Amorite, a reading accepted by Smend (Listen,tt), thus
having seven nations (¢f. Acts 13'%). Nehemiah found mar-
riages only with the Ashdodites (». 13%").—2. The specific
charge is now made to explain the general accusation in v.1:
they have laken wives of their [peoples of the lands’] daughters for
themselves and for their soms]. There is no hint that Jewish
women had married foreign men. The condition is attributable
to the scarcity of women in the new community.—The result
is that the holy seed is amalgamated with the peoples of the lands].
Israel is called a “holy seed” in Is. 6%, ¢f. 6212 Mal. 215—
Now the hand of the leaders and nobles was chief in 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 original text: the officer of
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lawlessness has been a parlicipant [in the wrong] from the begin-
ning of his rule. Here is a specific charge 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
pulling his hair from his head and beard, and saf down appalled].
Esd. forcefully renders anxious and very sad, B silent 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. & has all that fol-
Jowed 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 (¢f. 1 K. 18%) and to indicate the appropri-
ate moment for prayer.—I rose from my kumiliation], a doubtful
sense; the word is only used here. Esd. renders fasting.—Even
with my garment and my robe rentf]) RV., which Ryle prefers to
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 harmonisc 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, 1 K. 8%4. The hands
were extended upward (Ex. 17%), so the supplicant could not have
bowed his face to the ground.

955 = Esd. 8%, Ezra's prayer.

The history of Israel is reviewed, showing that the sufferings of 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 prophetic word forbidding mingling with aliens. The prayer closes
with a despondent cry that the people cannot stand before an offended
God.
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6. And I said]. In some Mmss. of Esd. we read: and Ezra said.
—I am ashamed and confounded before thee], as Esd. lacking to
lift wp my face, is better language than MT. If we retain fo
lift up my face unto thee we should expect but one preceding
verb.—For our iniguities are many above head] is what MT. has,
but this is unintelligible. The idea cannot be “higher than our
head” in parallelism with our guilt is great unio the heavens;
for the verb /137 means “to be many’ not “to be high.” EV®,
“our iniquities are 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 iniguities are more numer-
ous then the hairs of our head, cf. Ps. 40 695.—Unlo 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 unio this
day, means from the beginning of history.—Because of our in-
iquities we, our kings, our priesis, have been delivered]. It is
hard to see why kings and priests should be specified as the
victims of the sword, captivity, plundering and shame of facel.
The Vrss. vary greatly, but I have ventured to restore we o/
with owr brethren and our soms, and thus we get a characteristic
general description so frequent in these books. Esd. has a plus:
our iniguities and those of our fathers, showing the idea that the
past suffering could not be due to present sins.—Izifo lhe kands
of the kings of the lands), “lands™ as often meaning foreign coun-
tries; so @ plainly, kings of the gentiles—8. And now [to come to
the heart of the matter] as for @ moment, there was mercy from
Yahweh our God [for which @ has only and now our God has re-
stored us| to leave us a root and a name in kis holy place], emending
on the basis of Esd. MT. has lo give us a tent-pin in his holy
place, interpreted to mean a secure position. Why a tent-pin
should have such a significance is 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 lighten our eyes, O our God)] occurs in Prov, 29" Ps. 13*
1% but fits poorly here. The real meaning is to give under-
standing or to restore health or to refresh, ¢f. 1 S. 14*". Esd.
has a suggestive text: o uncover our light in 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. 137%).
—Give us a litéle reviving in our bondage], ARV, is scarcely to
be extracted from MT. Making a slight correction from Esd.
and translating correctly we have: lo 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. 9, 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: (x) fo grve us
sustenance]; but this is a repetition of the statement in v. %
therefore with Esd.” read to skow us mercy, i. e., by the release
from captivity; (2) #o erect the house of our God], referring to
the rebuilding by Zerubbabel and Joshua; (3) fo raise up ils
ruins), so amplifying the preceding; but this is a needless repe-
tition, therefore read with Esd. fo raise up the desolation of Zion,
and so we have a more comprehensive statement than building
the temple and referring to the new houses which had certainly
been erected in the city by Nehemiah; (4) fo give us a wall in
Judak and Jerusalem]. “Wall” is occasionally used 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 scarcely say a wall in Judak and Jerusalem, we may
best omit ¢z Judak 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 prophets therefore means Moses. On this
conception of the prophetic origin of the law, v. OTJC 3. 13,

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 lo possess it” (Dt. 7v) is ¢ polluted land,
by the pollution of the peoples of the lands, by their abominations in that
they have filled it from end to end with their uncleanness. (12) “And
now you shall not give your daughters lo their sons nor shall you take their
daughlers for your sons” (Dt. 79). “And you shall not seek their peace
and their good forever” (Dt. 237) in order that you may be strong and eat
the good of the land and possess it for your sons forever. All direct quo-
tations are from Dt. We may note the change to the pl. 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! Is, 11,
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% ¢l pass.), “a good land, a land of brooks of water,” etc. (Dt. 871).
Nevertheless the idea is found in Lv. 18%-%, 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 lo end,
lit., from mouth to mouth, is found in 2 K. 10% 2118, 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 Isracl. The whole passage (from saying)
seems to show the Chr.’s hand.

13. And after all that has befallen us because of our evil deeds
and our great guill]. 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-exilic Israel. We must go back to v. 19 to get sense: we have
transgressed thy commandmenls which thow didst command by thy
servanis, the prophels, and all that has come upon us [has come]
because of our evil deeds and our great guilt, i. e.,in the transgres-
sion stated in v.19%.—For thou, O our God, reckonest our sins down-
wards]. Determined to extract sense, this is usually interpreted
“punished less than our iniquittes deserve.” Esd. reads: for
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thou, O Lord, art he who lightenest our sins; this makes sense,
but requires some correction of the text. @ has a much longer
passage: for thou, O our God, kast taken away our scepire because
of our sins, and it is not like thee; for thou lightenest our sins.
This would connect fairly well with v.», and with the following,
and givest us a remnant, or with & deliverance. Good sense is
obtained by two slight emendations: and now thou hest withheld
the rod from our sins, and hast given us deliverance—14. Yet we
have again broken thy commandments and intermarried with the
peoples of these lands). Vet as B is better than the interrogative
of #; for the intermarriage was an accomplished fact.—Wilt thou
not be angry with us lo a finish, without residue or remnant?] This
very awkward passage is much smoother in Esd.: W3lf thou not
be angry [enough) to destroy us until there is left neither root nor
seed nor name.—16, Thou art righteous] or innocent, or lruthful
(Esd.). The punishment which Israel had endured was not
due to the injustice of God; for the people had richly deserved
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 : dekold we are before thee in our guill]. The same con-
ditions which destroyed early Israel are prevalent now; there-
fore the conclusion is inevitable: ¢t is not possible to stand before
thee in this maiter]. If the guilt of 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
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 (Comp.12t-). 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
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its observance, and shrewd in his devices lor 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 vv.ub.12, which
are due to the Chr.

1-5 in Esd.L is in the third p. throughout, having v EtSpx for
bx.  Other texts of Esd. lack all sf. of the first p.—2%. s~ oya] is,
of course, not original. We might explain %2> as an explanatory gl.,
or drop the art.—a™map>3] is without construction. @BA has &y pox-
ebpwaoty, a word used only here and v. in (. Esd. renders prep.
amb; the latter offers a variant: olx &yoptoxy xal ot dpyovreg nal ot
tepeic nat ot Asusitar xad dAAoyevh B0vn wijc vijs (dmd) dnabopoiag abtdv.
AL show a correction from %, inserting tb ¥6vog toi "Topahh after waiz.
L has éwd t@v ahAorevv é0viov, while A has dmd zav &0vav in place of
aldtdv. 3 Esd. has a still further amplification : non segregaverunt genus
Israel el principes ef sacerdoles ef Levile et alienigen® gendes el naliones
terre immundilias suas ¢ Chananeis, etc. The evidence is very strong
in favour of reading @& or some word of similar mng. instead of o3n
790 — o] Esd. [Boupaiwv.—2, 137307] GBA zaphyln = 21p; cuvepéyrL,
énepiyn Esd. All Vrss, have a sg. vb. with *“seed” as subj. BDB.
gives six roots, but wrongly translates here “have fellowship with”;
Ges.B is correct, i e., “mix.”—] om. Esd. The circumstantial
clause of MT. suggests a note by the writer rather than a part of the
charge. V.Pin Esd. runs: xat persiyoy [petéoyovl] ol mponyolpevor xal
ol peyotaveg tis dvoplag Todtyg dmd i dpyfs Tol wedvpatos. 3 Esd.
has a startling text: ef participes erant et magisiraius iniquilalus ejus
ab initio ipsius regni. The peculiar construction in these texts shows
that we should rd. n®2nn 120, corrupted into 100 241207, and mng. “the
officer of lawlessness,” the one whose duty was to restrain all kinds of
wrong-doing. Then Esd. shows 1mabn psan, the last word a corrup-
tion of M byn. How 2wn % became participes erant, originally par-
ticips erat, is not clear. 10 is from As. Saeknu. The word occurs in
the Eleph. pap. in connection with “judges,” i. e., 1 10 (Pap. 2.1 53,
2. Sachau,=v1),—3, "rym] éraiiéuny BBA, leap, a word only here in
@, but in Gn. 311%12 we have ovoyn, mng. leaped. Esd. thv lepdv da-
Ofra, so v.5.—amer] & fpsudlwvB, Epsudluwvh, fipepdy xot Baupdlant,
Esd. adwoug xal mepfiumog.—4. 17n] B JuoxdvBA, Evrpopog mal émi-
StwawvL, showing originally % and a correction from MT. Esd. éme-
#evoivtaBLl (. A, in LXX), to which 4 prefixes {yA@tar xal.—"27] Aéyey
&, phpanEd. so rd. 2%.—n5un byn bp] Esd. ot Jaltosl} mevbodvrog
dni ) dvoplg, so Syp Sy baxmo um (Guthe).—5. . . ] Esd. wsp-
pywéva Exwy T tndniae xal v lepdyv dabfte.—2pn Amrn] om. Esd.—
smaynz] Esd. & i yperelag = 01n,—2713-5p nyaow] Esd. xdpdag &
yévata.—nbs] om. Esd.

22
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6. Anpx] elrov BL, Esd. elnevl, EAeyovBA, but 3 Esd. dicebam.— o]
om. 82, so Esd. x0peAl,—ovn%] om. Esd,—nbx2] om, B Esd.—T15x 1z]
Esd. xata wpbawndy oou = Ta0~5p—wn~ nbynb] an expression occur-
ring nowhere else. ® 4rp xepadfic HudvBA, dmip Fvwl, Esd. xepahdgBa,
Umdp g tpixas ths xepaAfic Hu@vl. The evidence is convincing for
wewn,  The presence of tpéyas = "y in L is interesting; by modify-
ing a little more we get good sense, 7. e., Nexy My, of. Ps. 695
soxy Myep 111, No one seems to have noticed the important text of
L, though every one sees the difficulty. Torrey rendered nbyoh, “ex-
ceedingly” (¢f. 1 Ch. 231") and explains @x" as due to dittog. (Comp.'s,
ES. 7). —7. wumo] @ of viel fudvBA, of lepeis iy xal ol mhvreg Hudvl;
Esd. odv Toig d3ehgoic Hpdvy, obv Toig Paariedaty Ay, xal aby Tolc lepei-
atv fudv. K] is here rd. as wnw, 3 Esd. cum fratribus nostris, et
sum sacerdolibus wnostris. By an eclectic process I would restore the
text thus: Wwaarwms wh un. whs became wabn, whn became uny,
and 123 became wan>,— 3] lacking in Esd,; &L &v yspol (>12).—
mywn] @ tav 20vav, Esd. tig vhs.—o%s] lacking in Esd., & wposdizau
Hdy = wiup.—m 0103 Esd. wéypr the ofuepov fuépag, a better sense
and prob. from onn3.—8. & offers variant for the awkward hegin-
ning of MT.: xai viv éncoxcudoaro Huiy & Oebg hudv, 7. e, uH pmn=n
wiox, L oadds &g Bpaxd. M reads: ef nunc quasi parum & ad momen-
tum facta est deprecatio nostra apud Dominum Deum nosirum; 3 Esd. et
nunc quantum est hoc, quod conligit nobis misericordia abs te Domine
Deus.—yop ... vxend],  Esd, xareheodivar fiy pllay xal Evopx v 1
Téme To0 [TobrwB] aywddpuaros [ autoul]. M relingue mobis radicum et
nomen in locum sanctificationss tue. We must, at all events, get rid
of the inappropriate 1. & has otfipty[olua, which elsw. stands for
mvp,  Tsd. may have rd. 123 “posterity, ”—ub nnb] would scarcely be
used here in view of uprnd, v.b wabw ... wanb] @ lacks wnbx, the
least possible emendation. Esd. has: tef dvaxaAldat puotfipa Hpdv év
T ofxip Tod xuplou Ty = WnbR M3 PR Mbb.—wn nno] 6 Ews-
wolgaty wixpdvB, meptmofnoovt, Esd. tpogly &y TH xapd Tis SovAelag
fwisy; W cibum in omni lempore servitentis nosire.—eyn] cannot be an
adj. as @ and EVs, render; “a little sustenance” would be mnp wyn.
Therefore substitute with Esd. nya.—mnar] can scarcely mean reviz-
ing, RV. BDB. It indicates that which supports life, so food, as Ju.
6¢ 170 —9, GL v tf) mapaPioer Npdy év § mapéBnuev Husis, connecting
whx 03P o with untaya of v. 8. This reading avoids the monotonous
repetition of “in our servitude.” Esd. has év 1§ SovAedetv Hudg, read-
ing wap2, and lacking unmapn—uap] is rd. as Pu. in Esd. éyxore-
Aelgbruey.—1ox] preceded in @ by wipog, Esd xuplov fudv; Gk.
and # often disagree in the use of the divine names; Esd. is the work
of a pretty consistent Yahwist.—. . . v»] Esd. émalnosv tudg év ydettt =
12 wepn.—ann wh nnb) Esd.L 3ofva: #uiv FAeoy (0n).—omb] B o0
dpoaar adtols, mistaking Polel for Qal with sf.: Fsd. xa! 3o&&owt tepby
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fudv.—rraan], Esd. wiv Zenuoy Tiwv, 3 Esd. edificare deseria Sion =
3 nawn— ] G geayubvBAN, ceiyock, atepéwpaked. (vp0), 3 Esd. sla-
bilitatem.—"m nwa] is supported by all Vrss., yet we might better
td. 75 303p3, 9. 5.—10. "] lacking in @BAX.—nwr sanx] Esd. Zyovreg
wadta, B petd tolto.—uap] Esd. wapéBnoavB, mopéBnuevAl, i, e., nnas.
—11. nrs] Buxag 6 and Esd.—7m3p] om, Bi.—. . . mo1] to end of
v. is lacking in Esd.—13. *w«] om. Esd.—wby] 6 &’ buacB, and con-
sistently second p. in v.2. V.? is amplified in ®L: 8§t od 3 Oedg Huavy,
ratémausag to oxfwreoy YoV Std Tag duoptiag Hrey, xal odx oty g al,
&t dxobgrong tdg Gvonfas Hudy, al Foxag futy tméheppa. Esd. has:
ob vép, xbpte, & nouploag tag dpaprias Ny Eaxag fiv toabtny pilav.
@ has rd. ngp pavd for nonb nawn, a very slight change. Esd. shows
rwn, but not Azeb, 68 therefore shows a dup., but BBA represents an
approximation to Esd.: odx Zativ &g & Oebg fpav, e éxolptaas Hudy Tdg
gvoplag xal EBunag iy cwtnelay (7. ., nywn). It is possible that one
of two similar passages has been lost. This text is entirely ignored
by Guthe,—14. 2217 better with @ >3 for n interrogative.—"n snyz]
® tolc AxolcBX 4 <@y yarivd - tobtanvl, Esd. ff dnabapoig tdv E0vay
s YRS, 4. 6., nayna,—nbrn mynsa o). For consistency we find 2me-
weyfvae = (37pnn3) in Esd., where & has ~youBpetom (= wnnm).—=y
... 193] Esd. dmohéom fuds fws 100 i) xetolirev pilay xal onépua xat
vopax Hdy = wwn prb Sy umbs,—16. 7] om. GB.—pw] Esd. gin-
fvée.—ovna] Esd. év vf ohuepoy = orma.—ovbe] may be construed as
an acc. or as appos. with the subj. of the vb. (Ges.? 118).

10"* = Esd. 8-9*, 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 cath to cast cut 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 7%, This form continues in the rest of the Ezra story.

1. And while Ezra was praying end while he was making con-
fession, weeping and prostrating himself before the house of Godl,
The language is exhausted to show Ezra’s deep distress. Here
for the first time a place is indicated; the priest offered his public
prayer in the open space before the temple.—From Israel] or
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
postexilic Israel ¢. Smith, Jer. 1, c. x.).—For the people wept with a
great weeping) is scarcely intelligible as 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, 9*; the terms are different here, the crowd being of a more
general composition.—2. Then answered Shekaniak]. *Answer”
is used idiomatically in 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. Shekaniak is classed here
among the sons of Elam, and there was such a clan in Ezra’s
company, 8. This may be a man of royal descent, a son of Je-
hoiakim, 1 Ch. 32 f-.—There is hope for Israel in regard to this),
i. ¢., 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 fo thee, making far better sense.—
And they who tremble ot 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: af the counsel of my lord [i. e., Ezra)] and of those
who tremble at the command of God. In g¢ 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; in fact, it seems that he left it entirely
to others to advise the heroic course to be f{ollowed. If this reading
were accepted, two slight changes should be made so as to get: acc.
to the counsel of my lord . . . and acc. {0 the law of Moses, reading nwp
for meys,  There are several variants for “those who tremble,” etc.;
® reads: stand up and make thems iremble at the command of our God;
Esd.X: and as many as obeyed the law of the Lord, standing up, said to
Ezra, rise, ad. Though this breaks off Shekaniah’s speech suddenly,
it is prob. the best text we have. Le! 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 matier is upon theel or belongs to thee, a recognition
of Ezra’s leadership in the matter.—And we are with thee] a
pledge of the speaker’s support in the righting of the wrong.
—Take courage and acf] 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. @& has: the leaders, the Leviles and all
Israel®; the leaders of the Judean priests and of the Levites and all
Israel”. By a single change we get the best text: the leaders of
the priests and 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], i. e., the leaders just named, thus be-
coming a party to the solemn covenant with God, v.1.—86.
And Ezrq arose from before the house of God] where he had been
prostrating himself, v.!, and where this verse presupposes
that ke is still, ignoring v. $ altogether, evidence of disorder in
the text.—And ke went to the room of Jehohanan], one of the
quarters in the temple cloisters in which the temple officers
lived. For Jehohanan z. Ne. 12°f. Our text gives no hint as
to the reason for Ezra’s going to those quarters. In Esd. we
find the right reading; instead of the repeated and ke went there,
we have: and he spent the night there. Ezra’s prayer had been
offered at the time of the evening oblation, g5 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 waler he did not drink, 1. e.,
overnight; fasting enters largely into the religious life of the
people of this period (Sta.®!), and becomes more prominent
later (c¢f. Est.).—For he was mourning for the sins of the caplivity]
¢f. Dt. ¢'#; in place of “the sins of the captivity,” ¢f. ¢4, Esd.
has the great sins of the exalied ones, or of the multitude. Sieg.
by a slight change reads: “for the great sin.” If MT. is right,
“captivity”’ designates the new community, conceived as wholly
composed of returned exiles. The phrase betrays the Chron-
icler, to whom the Judeans and the golak are one.—7T. And they
[the leaders and elders of v. ] issued a proclamation in Judak and
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Jerusalem to all the sons of the caplivity to gather at Jerusalem].
The assembly was to be general and was to carry out the agree-
ment subscribed by the cath of the leaders.—8. And all who did
not arrive witkin 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: afl kis property should
be confiscated and he should be separated from the assembdly of the
caplivity], 4. e., excommunicated. The word rendered “confis-
cated” means put under a religious ban, devole, and property so
devoted was to be destroyed, Jos. 62 Dt. 20'5. But the word
here probably means confiscaled fo 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. 3, 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 cath 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. oo @ wpoceuydpevocBY, thus repeating bbenn,.—onbra-nea]
Esd. here as often elsw. tod lepos.—ox e n] Esd. dwb "Tepousaddpn.—
5] ® Zxxdmote, Esd. dxhoc, 9. on v.5—2n9] BL and Esd.l veaviat
nadl Taddpta = DVPN B —23 . .. 9] B e Exhavoev & Aadg nat woey
#AaloyBAR Err xhaqulng pevdde ExAauoey b Aabel, Esd. xiavlpbs vop
Tv wéyag év i wARBe, 3 Lsd. fletus enim erat magnus in ipsa muliitu-
dine.—2. o%y] Esd. Lopafih.—232] @ éxadioapeyBA (= 220, “to dwell’”),
eréBopsytl, Esd. xardrnoav®, auvenloapevd, natpxfoapeyl. The mng.
marry is peculiar to 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. 97
(= Ezr. 101) we have cuvvotnfioate yuvabtv. Theidea, therefore, may be
“cohabit,” the prep. which would naturally follow being dropped idio-
matically.—mpzn] G HmopoviBAR, EAxmicL, Esd. dmévw nas 'Ta.BA = nbyn
#ov=by,—3. ] Bsd. dproposie—w1] yuvainag Tdg dAlatpleg BL,
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Esd. yuveirac fuev tdg éx tédv dAhoyevdy 0viy, a necessary qualifica-
tion.—omm 1937 Esd. odv texveic adtév = tmiva—. .. n3pa] B g &
Bolhn dvéornd xal goPépicov altolsBA, Esd. bg éxplly oot nal oot wet-
Sapynoolaty. @ shows o1nm, Esd. wow; EsdX has a noteworthy vari-
ant: xxt oot wetbapyodor T véuw nuplov dvaorivreg elrov xphs YEfpav
Avéera, émtéder, This reading is accepted by Guthe; . his text.—
rmye] @ évtodats, Esd. vépou, ¢f. 9®.—ne» ans] @ G B vépog yevy-
GiteBA, om. Esd.BA—4. 37] BBAR pjue, so v. 5 Adyocl, but jnue,
v.5; Esd. mpéypz, om. v.5 Inv.4the mng. is gencral, e. g., matfer,
but specific in v. 5, plan.—pm] BL, &vdpltou, act like a man.—6. T
ow] is an impossible redundancy. L omits perhaps from a critical
motive. Esd. has the true text: azdholelg dxel = 0¥ 15, so most mod-
ern scholars.—n%un byo] Esd. «. dvoptéy ©. uevéhov tod mhffouc =
ohun 3o vbyn, Sieg. translates wegen des grossen Vergebens = Synn
75wn.—T. B2 om. %25 to end of v.—8. oumm ovwn] Esd. «. po-
xzbnpévav [a word peculiar to Esd.] xpeofucépwv; 3 Esd. assidentium
seniorum.

10°"" = Esd. 9"". The putting away of the foreign wives
and of their children.

Agreeably to the call, the people of Judah and Benj. assembled on
the zoth day of the gth 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 vv. 8, 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 20tk day of the
oth month], i. e., 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 people sal in the plaza of the house of God).
The plaza of the temple, badly rendered “street” in AV., was
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the open space before the water gate, Ne. 3% 8!, 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 maiter and because of the rain] is a
dubious conjunction of ideas. The Vrss. show enough discrep-
ancy to make the text questionable. Esd. reads: skivering on
account of the persistend storm. That may be modified slightly
so as to get shivering because of standing in the rain.—10. Ezra
the priest] previously called the priest the scribe, 7 I % ¢f,
Ne. 12%; 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 guili of Israel]. Esd. fo
add guill to Israel. By the violation of the law the present gen-
eration was increasing the already large record of national sin.
—11. Give praise o Yahwek the God of our fathers], not “your”
fathers as MT. “Our?” is found in & and Esd. The ground for
praise is not very apparent, at least from the people’s stand-
point. The rendering of EV®,, based on Y, “make confession”
is impossible. The same appeal iIs made to Achan, Jos. 713,
where as a parallel we have “give glory.” The author of this
passage seems to have drawn from that story. The idea may
be that praise was due to God because the culprits were brought
to a state of amendment.—The double demand is made: sep-
arale yourselves from the nations of the land and from the foreign
women). This is in agreement with gl f, ¢f. Dt. 3%, The
clauses are practically synonymous, 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, ¢f. 31
2 S. 152 1 K. 8% 2 Ch. 15" 209 Ez. 88 Lv. 175 But @&
preserves an interesting variant: end all the assembly answercd
and said, great is thy demand for us lo do, i. e., 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 W and gives 2 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. 1114, see
Nowack, Arch. 1,3 -.—We are not able to stand without] is based
on the rendering of the ancient Vrss., especially Esd. But “we”
does not appear in ¥, and the idea is: df 45 not fit to stand out-
side, on account of the rain. Ezra’s zeal was not dependent
upon the weather.—For we kave iransgressed very much in this
respect], corresponding to “the people are many”; the number
who had married foreigners was relatively very large.

14. This v. contains the counter-proposal of the pecple, but the text
is very troublesome; we may render: Let now our leaders stand for the
whole assembly, and let oll who are in our cities that have married foreign
women come ab appointed times; and with them elders of eack city and ils
Judges, unio the averting from s of the fury of the wrath of our God in re-
gard to this matter]. In the latter part esp. we find obscurity and bad
constructions, greater in the original than in this translation. @ varies
considerably in detail. Esd. runs: end let the leaders of the assembly
stand, and let all from our homes who have foreign wives be ot hand when
opportunity serves; and the elders and judges of each place until, etc.
3 Esd. gives a connection for the last clause: and lef the elders and judges
from each place assist, but it lacks a pred. for all who have foreign wives-
We get little help from these sources; the ancients were puzzled by the
passage, and their difficulties appear in their translation. The mng,
apparently is that (1) leaders should take charge of the business for
the whole assembly; (2) to this tribunal all transgressors should come
at appointed times (¢f. Ne, 10%%); (3) with the guilty should appear
the local elders and judges. The function of the local officers is left te
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 Jerus. and that all proceedings took place there.
TFor “until,” etc., we should rd.: ¢ order to turn awey from us the
fury of the wrath of our God.—15. This v. contains a sore puzzle.
But by an emendation of the text on the basis of & 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 upen the
v.: (1) We may translate: But Jonathan the son of Asahel and Jo-
haziak the son of Tikvah stood over this, and Meshullam 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.!4; {§) the appoint-
ment of the court is described in v.1; (c) the introductory % 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 72y sivod against, a late usage found in Lv.
19" 1 Ch. 21! 2 Ch. 20 Dn. 82 114 (see Moore’s Judges,"). 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 "oy used in opposite senses in two successive vv. It is
plain, therefore, that if this is the right mng. the two vv. are not from
the same hand. To express his mng. the author would have used a
common and unmistakable word, 2. The authorities have quite dis-
regarded the reading of B: only Jonathan et al. were with me in this
matter. This text requires but an infinitesimal change in #. But can
we get any sense out of that? Witk me would, of course, mean with
Ezra.

Now it is a commonly accepted theory that c. 10 is the Chr.’s re-
vision of E. TIn most places the original has 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 mnot such a
sweeping success as the Chr. makes out; or it may be that with the aid
of the four original supporters the great zealot did succeed in bearing
down all opposition.

16. And the sons of the captivity did so] naturally would 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, e. g., 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 ®.
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.283 1) —The
heads of the fathers for the house of their fathers and all of them
with names| is not a very satisfactory description. “The heads
of the fathers” are the clan leaders called “our leaders’ by the
people, v. 14, The Vrss. show that the text is overloaded; Esd.
has: keads of their fathers all of them according to names, and
that is quite sufficient.—And they sal on the 1st day of the 1otk
month o investigate the maiter]. One text of Esd. has and they
were convened, which is a better expression. The 1oth month
curresponds 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 fo fransact the business, and the greater defi-
niteness commends this reading, for investigation was not re-
quired. The tribunal was charged with executive rather than
judicial functions. (8" has a somewhat different reading of a
part of this verse: Ezra fhe priest set apart the leaders of their
fathers’ houses; and all being called together by name on the usi
day of the 12th month they sat down fo investigaie the matier. This
reading is certainly less awkward than MT.

9. Berth. thinks Y+05] has dropped out before s, so Guthe before
him, but 1*b3 #na would be required, and then the correction is more
prob. 1 suspect that the date is a note by the Chr. After ® Esd. o
unvés, we should rd. o’ for wnz.—. . . o1y m] & &rd BopbBou altav
Tepl Tol Phwatog wal dwd Tol yetnlvogBAR, &y tpbuw dwd . phpatos w.
Gmd 1. yepovogl; Esd. tpéuovreg [Bial] cby évesrdta yewdve. 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 7377=4y, it had, perhaps, oveyn. <oy means
persist in Eccl. 8 (BDB.), and is represented by éwotgvar in 2 K. 135
“persistent rains” would do well here, This, however, requires a trans-
position of words, and T hazard a conjecture, "2 ovymw, shivering
because of standing in the rain.—11, 0] B alveaty nal éopoibynont,
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Esd. tEopohbynay nadt 34ExvL, dpoh. 56ExwBA.  Prob. we should add
My, ¢f. 7. —o>nax] with  and Esd. rd. wman.—unn] & b desotdy
&vdmoy alital, which may be paraphrastic as in Ne, ¢ Esd. <4
66 nua abtoi.—12. Wy Esd.BA xa! dpdvmoay, a rendering found in v. 2
= wpn—. .. 5] B péya toito TH Phud couBA; BL has guv) weydn
with “answered” and continues: péya todto Td Hipa 8¢° Huks, xat xatd
wodc Adyous gou olg ¥png, oltwg morfisopey, a double reading with varia-
tions; Esd. olitws bg e¥fonxas worhoopey; W juxta verbum tuum ad nos sic
fat, 3 Esd. sicwt dixisti faciemus. Certainly we must rd. 1275 (2.
Moore’s Judges,*), inf. and prob. awy, though & may be a free ren-
dering; 3t is incumbent upon us fo do is not, however, as strong as we will
do.—13. 5ax} in late Heb. is strongly adversative.—ryn] BB & témag
natpbGANL &egFed., The mng. is season, not dey.—oowi] has an ad-
jectival force corresponding to a7, so & and Esd., but W fempus
pluvie, 3 Esd. tempus hybernum,is perpetuated in EVs, The lexicons
ignore this use. It is impossible to render “a time of rain® without
unnecessarily emending the text—pwa ... px] Esd. xat obx foyi[clo-
usy orijver aiflpror [xat ody edpopev], bracketed parts in B only. A¥fpiog
elsw. stands for 1mep, “threshold,’” or ©us, but it would serve as well
for pn2. We note here a neat idiomatic rendering instead of the sla-
vish literalism of B. B% plus is difficult to understand unless we get N3
out of nax%n, though the latter is represented by &pyev, followed, it
may be noted, by Hpovl HuivBA,—14. "op] is here given the mng.
among rare uses, “be appointed,” BDB. This would require bnpa=by,
and the subj. would be o*w; ww shows that existing officials are
meant. Ges.B proposes die Gemeinde vertreten. The idea seems to
be: let our officers stand for [or represent] the whole assembly.—5np 535]
om. @B, év wdopL, Esd. of mponyoluevat toi whflous = Sapn mw.~—yvpa]
Esd. éx tév ratorudv fuey = waenon, 3 Esd. qui vobiscum inhabitant.
~—pounin Dnp5] Ne. 10% 135, 6 els xaipods dxd cuvatwydvB [ouvtay@va™]
gxd xotpivl; Esd. Aafévres ypévov; 3 Esd. accepto tempore. B has rd.
nype, AL ovpep, and Esd. perhaps 2o ry.—ny] 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 expressions of time are m. (ZAW.
1896,44).—y] om. BL. Esd. lacks this and also ooy, —an 1] épyhy
®A Esd.~—mn 35 w] M super peccato hoc. For ™ 7y rd. Yy as Sieg.
—15. ] & whiv, om. Esd.BA, W dgitur, 3 Esd. autem. The mng. is
important; it never represents a continuation like “and so,” but has a
restrictive or adversative sense. The construction, vh. following subj.,
indicates a circumstantial clause, another fact having significance for
the exegesis.—1my] @& per’ &l = 12y, Esd. émedéfavro, W sicterunt
susceperunt.—omy] B Pordov alroigBAR, dvredapfévoy 15 adrdvl, Esd.
ouvePodBevsay alroic.—16. 1] more emph. in Esd.: xaté wéva taita.
—b ] is grammatically impossible. @24 ieardAnoay, thus making all
the nouns the subj.; BLX Bidateidey, having the nouns in acc.; Esd.
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gmenélaro abtd . . . Hdpag %. 7. A= > 21 acc. to Guthe, Berth. ef al.
But 2 is used always with a bad association, as in ““separate yourself
from people of land”’; émehéyerv never stands for 993, but for =n3 ar, by
confusion of gutturals, 7y3. Therefore rd. \» “na.—minws owss]. GBa
om.—aomax]. Esd. &dpag hyovirévous tév matpidv abrév whvias xat’
Fvoua, so lacking w135 marn,—now3 oba] ¢f. 8%, where 13p) intervenes.
@L puts this after 132 and renders: wdvreg of xAnBéyteg év dvbpaay =
73 xpin 93, It is tempting to see a confusion of 12p3 and %2, and we
may have the triue text in a reading ignored by all scholars so far as
I know.—2ww] is not easy. @ has ¥t énéorpaayBaX yal dxdbioav +
e ol whnfévrecl, Esd. xal cuvexhelobnoavB, suvendBioavAl, 3 Esd.
considerunt. Esd.B must be an error for suvexAfBnaay, ¢f. 8L, and then
we have the best sense: they were convened for business, etc.—wyn|
3wdexdrou B¥L, Esd.L~—pv5] must be pointed e b, but the word
is inappropriate; we should expect a word like *begin” or as Esd.
&tdaar, fo fransact (the business).—17. oy 933 %on] M ef consummali
suni ommes viri, Esd. xal Hbn éx} wépag t& xatd tods H3pag = =4y Yom
owasm 5o is explained by dittog.—y] is well supported, and has here
the unusual sense af, or on; but we should expect am.

10%*= Esd. 9"*%, 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 ¢. 2 and other lists.

18-22. The pr. are grouped by clans, of which there were four,
the sons of Jes. Immer, Tiarim, and Pashhur. These are the same
priestly clans found in 2%-%, 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.’s brothers were classed
under the more celebrated name. The Chr., however, thrusts in
“sons” and “brothers” rather recklessly when writing about pr. or
Lev.—19. And they gave their hand lo put away their wives]. “Give
the hand” as a symbol of swearing is old usage, 2z K. 105.—And guilty,
a ram of the flock for their guill] requires some editing. RV. inserts
“they offered”’; Kue. emends to read: “and their guilt-offering was a
ram of the flock for their guilt.” Torrey renders: “they were fined a
raia of the flock.” A slight change yields: and I appoinied a ram of the
Jflock for their guili, with the startling result 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 position of 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 better
after v. %, which connects poorly with v. 13>, but very well with v. 19,
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 flock for their guilt. Of the sons of
Jes., etc. This is a great improvement on MT.—28. 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 officials were the stricter observers of the law, but perhaps they
were foreigners and 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, exc. 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 represented in Ezra’s caravan, 8¢, but not found in c. 2—34. For
Bani, which is already found in v. 2, we may possibly rd. Binoui.—38.
Instead of Bani and Binnui on basis of & we should introduce another
clan: and of the sons of Bigvei or some other name. The text in this
part is so corrupt that the original names can no longer be determined.
44, All these had taken foreign wives, and they had wives of them, and they
—sonms]. The omitted vb, of last clause means fo place, but it cannot
be translated so as to make sense. The text is doubtless corrupt. @
offers: all these had iaken foreign wives and had begolten sons of them.
This would mean either that all who had foreign wives had children
also, or that only those who had children were required to put away
their wives. This reminds us of the ground of Neh.’s divorce proceed-
ings, Ne, 13*. Esd. reads still differently: &l these had married foreign
wives and they pul them away with their children. A pretty radical
emendation is necessary, and I would rd.: all these put away foreign
wives, end some of them had children, and they resiored 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 secking to eliminate all foreign influences.

18. wyp)} so we should rd. with BANL Esd. instead of sg. of MT.
—19. v} Esd. énéfaioy.—a37] @ ysipas abtdy, Esd, tag yeipag.—
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oows] BL mept mhnuuehetas, Esd. els é&haopéy, W pro delicte suo, 3
Esd. ad litandum in exorationem. Kue. proposes onwx, “their guilt-
offering” (Abk.2¢8). Tt is natural, though, to expect a vb. here, and I
suggest ovizy), “and I appointed.”—onnex] Esd. &yvolas adtav, 3 Esd.
ignorantia sua.—28. 050 tev vidy tdv Asutwy BL Esdl—. . . mbp)
® Kored abtvs Kohed, Esd. oltog.—17] is to identify this Lev. with
mv5p of Ne. 87 ot (JBL. 1898,10%).—24. 3w5%] Esd. Ehzoefos, Bax-
youpos (Zaxyoupl).— ] lacking in Esd.BA, & Q30ubB, Q3aued, OupracL.
—37. wyn] BBA¥ yal érolnory. It is lacking in Esd. and ®L; ¥ Jasi.
Qr. reads *wy», to which we may add n.—88. ... nmn] GBAR g} ylol
Bavou! xai utol Zepel, ®L Bowal xal uviel Bowé, We might 1d. as
Guthe, m13 wam.  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. "1 in v.* as above and substitute "2
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
foreign wives, a fact already sufficiently emphasised? Moreover, we
find here nwy for marry, while in the body of this story 2w+ is always
used, vv,2 w1015, We do find 8wy in g2, but it is followed by jo.
The point here is the putting away, and that is expressed in this
story Dy X (vv.3 1), not nde, as Guthe has it. Rd. therefore wsn
for wwy: all these put away foreign wives. To clear up the rest of the
v., substitute 03 for 0w (repeated from v. 8), thus: and some of them
[the men] kad children. What must have been done with these children
appears from v.: We may rd. 12w in place of the impossible w1
and they resiored the children (to their mothers).

The ethics of the great divorce—Sta. has pointed out the evil conse-
quences of the mizxed marriages, in that they tended to threaten the
imperfectly established solidarity of the community and the develop-
ment of the religious life (BT. 3»f). 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 golak.
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 spite of
the classic story of Solomon’s downfal! (x K. 11 Ne. 13%), the position
of a Jewish wife was not such as to make her a very influential factor
in the religious life of 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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TEzra’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 officiat
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 possible hardships to the women are easily exaggerated
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 rejoice in the development of more humane
methods of dealing with social problems, even if these reforms came
slowly.

8-10. THE READING OF THE LAW. THE LEVITES’ PRAVER.
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. 1o that
that c. really belongs to Neh.’s second administration. C. ¢ also con-
tains no evidence of Ezra’s presence. This name in v.% in % is a late
interpolation, and contradicts vv.-5. As certain Lev. are the only
officials who have any part in the proceedings, Ezra is really excluded,
for he was not likely ever to be an idle spectator. The c. really describes
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.3, is the only connec-
tion with c. 8, as if there never had been a public reading of the law
in postex. Israel exc. under the guidance of Ezra. Indeed, v.3 is so
disjointed that 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. 112 there is no room for doubt, but the case is not quite so clear
for vv. -1, 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.12, for the one word of v. %, which is found in
Esd., being the same word essentially as found in @, 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 LEzra’s
presence. Still the reinstitution of an ancient feast is more in harmony
with Ezra’s chief purpose “to glorify the house of God,” Ezr. 7%, than
the reading of the law.

1t is impossible to trace c. g 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
positively to the contrary. It is very likely that the Chr. found this
story of the keeping of a fast, and incorporated it in his book, adding
some of his characteristic editorial annotations. In its original form
the story certainly had 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 772, for notes on which ».
Ezr, 2, Connecting the text of MT. alter Esd. we find this prelimi-
nary notice: and the pr. and the Lev. and some of the people dwell in
Jerus., and ell Israel in their cilies. And the 7th month approached,
and all the people with one accord assembled in the plaza af the east gate
of the lemple. This is part of the long deuterograph (Ezr. 21-31 =
Nz. 70-812); the section is used in Ezr. as the intr. to the building of
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, v. Intr. § v,

1*-12 = Esd. 9°*%5. The public reading of the law.—All
the people being gathered, Ezra reads the law of Moses.—1°.
And they said fo Ezral. Tt is assumed that the people knew
that Ezra had the law and had gathered for the purpose of
hearing it. As in Ezr. 10*f-, the leader does not act on his own
initiative, but in response to the suggestions of others.—Which
Yakweh commanded Israel) is preserved better in Esd.: whick was
given by Yakweh the God of Israel—2. Before the congregation].
Esd. uses the less technical term mudtitude. 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

23



354 EZRA—NEHEMIAH

phrase. Esd. has gl the priests to kear the law. This is clear,
but does not suit the context. The words really mean 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 10* 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 7tk montk] in the early autumn. This
date is probably original in 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 ke read
in it . .. from daylight until the middle of the day]. ® is more
specific: from the kour the sun gives light. W was not satisfied
with a half-day’s reading of the law, and so has until evening in-
stead of until noon. In Esd.™ we have and I read, suggesting
a trace of E.—Before the men and the women and the children].
The same components of the assembly are named in v. 2, but the
last word is lacking in Esd.—And the ears of ol the people were
lowards the book of the low]. Esd. has a reading here which is
clearer than MT.: and they gave their whole atfention 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 lower; 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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indicating that the platform was newly erected in view of this
anticipated reading of the law. “Purpose” is not too broad a
meaning for the comprehensive 137, though the strict meaning
is word. It is tempting with some ancient texts to read jfor
speaking. In that case Ezra uses a platform which had already
been long in use by those like Nehemiah (¢f., 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 %is right and
seven on his left.

The list of names is regarded by Mey. as quite worthless (Ent.
1794). Torrey regards these men as laymen (ES.»8), There must
originally have been but twelve, six on each side. Meshullam is lacking
in & and Esd., and, as Torrey suggests, may be a variant of YxowD, on
the left. Sm. thinks with much plausibility that the readers of the law
were Lev, (Listen,®).

8°. Another story of the reading of the law.—As the text
stands, we make little, if any, advance over vv.1-4, The only
thing new is the effect upon the people.—5. And Ezra opened
the book in the sight of oll the people]l. As he had already been
reading the law for a half-day, v.3, this must be a duplicate.
® has before the peopie, but our text is better, for it means that
Ezra stood so that all the people saw him.—For ke 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 glory in the sight of 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 Yahwek the 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 raising of their hands] in token of adoration, the
attitude of prayer. So Moses held up his hands in prayer
while Joshua fought with Amalek (Ex. 14%). BDB. interprets
this passage as equivalent to taking an oath, but it is not easy
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to see what place an oath has here.—And they bowed down and
prosiraled themselves to YVakweh with the face to the ground], an
Oriental posture of homage, universal to-day among the Mo-
hammedans, and supporting the interpretation given 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 om. “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
M: caused silence among the people for the hearing of the law, a function
of the Lev. acc. to v.u, 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 ike people o 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=. aiter W “the people stood in
their place.” The words are best connected with v. 3, 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
pecple stood up.

B. Tkey 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 ordinary rendering is: distinctly, and they gave 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. ® renders: and ke tought and instructed them in
the knowledge of Yalweh, and the people understood at the reading.
3 Esd. has: and individually they singled out those who under-
stood the reading.

On the basis of Ezr. 4'® the word for “distinctly” may be rendered
in transiation. The last clause is clear, and they undersivod what was
read. @D must define the means by which the people understood.
The obscure clause may mean: and the transiator set fortk the meaning.
The office of translating is given to the Lev. who were teachers, and
who certainly stood by Ezra while he rd. The law was in Heb., and
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this interpretation assumes that most of the people no longer under-
stood that tongue. Ne. 1324 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 ¢ loud
woice. The point then would be that Ezra reads a sentence, which is
repeated by the Lev., famous for their high, far-carrying tones, so that
it could be heard by all the assembly.

8%, 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 joyful feast.—9, The speakers named in
our text are Nehemiak, that is the governor, and Ezra, the priest,
the scribe, and the Levites who taught the people]. Nehemiak the
governor has been interpolated into the text by the Chronicler
to justify his wrong chronology, making Ezra and Nehemiah
contemporaries (so Mey.1*4). Torrey considers only “Nehe-
miah” as the interpolation (ES.%¢), Esd. has an interesting
text: the governor said to Ezra and fo the Levifes. It would have
been unseemly to the Chronicler that a civil governor should
inform the priest about holy days.—To-day is kely to Yakwek
our God]. Our of & is preferable to your of H. The 1st day
of the 7th month (Tisri, v.?) was set apart for the Feast of
Trumpets, Lv. 23%-25 Nu. 2916, 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 certainly Ezra could not have been ignorant about the re-
quirements for the Feast of Trumpets.—Des 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 striking parallel, for King Josiah rent his clothes
when the new law of Dt. was read to him (2 K. 221). 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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(b. v. ). The same reasons might explain the mourning of
the people now, ¢f. Ezr. 101.—10. Directions are given by Ezra
for the people’s observance of the holy day: come, eat the fat
pieces and 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 por-
tions to those for whom nothing is prepared], or better with &
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 till noon. The people were hungry. Animals may
already have been slain and now the invitation is given to feast. The
last sentence is obscure on account of corruption; the text may be
rendered: and de not gricve, for the joy of Yakwek is your stronghold].
This word for “joy” is found elsw. only 1 Ch. 16?7; “stronghold” as
a place of shelter is often found as a pred. oi Geod, e. g., Ps. 27! 313
Is. 251, But how could the joy of Yahweh be a shelter? We might
possibly suppose a very refined sense: you will find your refuge from
the dire threats of the law by filling yourselves now with a divine joy.
The Vrss. show that the text was hard to rd. or to understand, Esd.,
e. g., reading for Yahwek will give you glory. ® has merely: for ke 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, describing more par-
ticularly the method by which the people were quieted.—And
the Levites were quieling all 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. 0, the writer adding and fo make a great rejoicing]. The rea-
son for the joyful feasting is then given in words hard to com-
prehend: for they understood the words whick kad been laught
them]. Here again the statement is clear in itself, but it serves
poeorly 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 possible reference is to the words of vv. 1 ., about the
holy day and the feast. But it would seem superflucus to explain
that the people understood such simple directions as to eat and drink.
Tt may be that the meaning is: tkey perceived the duly lo feast in the words
of the law which kad 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
greatly exalied by the words which they had been taught.

1. opn %] Esd. mav b whibog = 5p as v.t—anx] BT adds eig Te-
pougahfe, thus completing the sentence as Ezr. zL—owmn ., . 9wy]
Esd. toi wpbg dvarords lepod muAdves.—pbR] Esd. ©( lepel nal dvay-
vty = ¥ 10— .. Nk ] om. &B; Esd.AL bmdb xuplou Ocod Is-
pafiA, B om. xupiou.—2. 17n] ®L adds b ypapparebs, Esd.BA & doyrepeis,
which 4 has in v.?! also.—pan-52] GBL xa! Tavtdg drodovros cuvidvar, Esd.
%ol oty Tols lepeioB4, showing 172 for pan, eloquent witness of the il-
legibility of mMss. L adds xod mavt! dxolovti 7ob cuwidvar, showing the
common correcting dup.—yowb] Esd.BA, dxoloar by véuov.—3. &M
Esd.l avéyve.—ama 205 lacking in BBAR, Esd. év <¢ wpd ol iepod
wuA@vog edpuydpouBA, &y Tp elpoydpy Tol Tpdtou lepol TwAdvogl.—=n
sxn] Esd. dwd Bpboou, B &wd tie Heog Stagwrisot thy Hitoy = TR Opn
voen —nnnn ... 0w Esd. wad dnfBwney wévea [Tav 5 TAZH0cAT] thy
voOv elg Tov véuwov. This text lacks 3% and 20 and construes ov3van
as pred. of oyn or bmpn.—4. vn] Esd. & lepeds xal dvaywborng o0
vowou—131% . . . “2i] om. BBAX, I has § Zmofnoev elg b Snunyophoar =
37> nwy wx; Esd. ol xataoxeuaoBévtog.—um-by] & Esd. . Of
the last four names ®® has only Zecharich—6. nnon} Esd. xa! dva-
Aofdv, dvéhafevl = K23y or rp.—apen] EsdA t BiAov o0 vépov.—
s3p%} & and Esd. &vdmeoy = ranb.—opn 53] Esd. w05 mhifoug—mn . . . ]
Esd. mpoexdBnroe ydp émdblug dvomtov méviwv. 3 Esd. presidebat enim
in gloria in conspectu ommium, showing *3p> here—6. xy] lacking
in B, Esd.B has Afogtac, one of those on Ezra’s right hand in v. <.
—. .. Esd. xuplw 029 19 dploty B¢ oxfadd IavronpdropiAl.—
wpn] Esd. ZpdvnoeyBa, dEspdwnosl.—ont] B xal elway = 1oNy,—jon]
om. Esd.AL, Esd. lacks o*or and puts nsaw directly after vp», thus
wpooTeabyteg éxt v THv Tposextwmoay T Bed.—T. 1] BT and Esd.T
xad ol ulol abtod xad Bavatag.—on5m. .. 2] lacking in BBA¥ perhaps
accidentally skipping a line.—ov%m]. The conj. is lacking in Esd.—
A .. vean) B osilentium faciebant in populo ad audiendam legem,
showing ownp for onan, Esd. has #3BaoxovB, but “teaching” an-
ticipates v. 8, and teaching could not precede reading. Tor the whole
clause 3 Esd. has: et prefercbant singuli eos qui intelligebant lectionem,
and they each one chose those who understood the reading.—o0y=y oym|
Esd. xal mpds 7o wAfbos (connecting with a9 v, 8) = opn~by. MT.
may be due to careless dittog.—8. wpn] BL xal évéyvn "Efdpzs.—
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bro ... emen] B wal fdaaxev ["Bopeeom L] wal 3dotedRev &y émiorihy
Kuplou; the words are lacking in Esd., rd. b5v ow wepon, and the trans-
lalor gave the mng.—s P03 wyan] B xal suvipney & Aadg &v of) dvayvdasr;
Esd. duguaioivres dua tiv dvdyvoaty; M el intellexerunt, cum legeretur—
9. "nn w3 nona] BBAR Neepdag. Esd. has xat elmev *Artoparty “Eopg
o % . A. 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 original have been applied to Ezra,
though it is given to him nowhere else.—o>n%x] lacking in Esd. BBaK ¢
e fudv correctly.—an . .. bx] lacking in Esd.—37] lacking in Esd.
—10. 3n5 “nxv] lacking in Esd.BA, 3 Esd. ef dixit Esdras.—o'pnoo wnen]
lacking in Esd.B.—miz] Esd. dwostodds = owbw.—b nza pad] @ and
Esd. olg gy Exouaty.—0ayn ... ] G ¥t dotly Toyxde HuaB® (SpiovA);
Esd. & tép xdpog Sobdoer bpdc—11. owm] v. on v.7; Esd. &xéhevoy,
only used in Apocr., but mng. “make an announcement”; so 3 Esd.
denunticbant.—wn] lacking in Esd.BA; transposed and placed after wp
in L,z e, otyate xal wi) Aumeicfe.—127370 3] Esd. ¥tt nat Eveguotdhiinoxy;
3 Esd. magnifice enim sunt exaltati, where we may note " lacking
in its proper place, and o~ has been rd. for jo2,

8°7%, The Feast of 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. Ox the 2d day of the
7th month, and so directly after the events described in vv. 112,
all of which are assumed to have taken place in one day, ¢f. v. 2.
The assembly is now described as composed of the heads of the
Jathers of oll the people, a favourite term of the Chronicler, the
priests and 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. Unio 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 insight into [or give heed to]
the words of the low]. The clan leaders and the ecclesiastics
were gathered now to put the law into effect.—14. And they
Jound written in the law which ¥ ahweh commanded by the hand of
Moses that the sons of Israel should dwell in booths on the feast
of the 7th month. RV. “how that Yahweh had commanded”
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is wrong. The first "N is a relative and the second a con-
junction,

The law referred to is found in Dt. 16%-15 Ly, 23% %, The time
prescribed in Dt. is after the gathering of the harvest, and the festival
corresponds with the ingathering of the earlier code (Ex. 231t 3422b).
The Levitical code gives the 15th of the 7th month as the appointed
time, but connects the feast with the gathering of the harvest. Acc.
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 specific date is prescribed,
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 9! 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 original connection at all.

15. And they commanded and issued a proclamaiion). So we
must read by a slight correction, for here we have the orders
given to the people, and not a continuation of the law. On
“issuing a proclamation’ v. on Ezr. 12.—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. ¥ and v. ¥ —Go fo the
mountain), referring prebably 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. 41'%: olive, oil-tree {oleaster), myrile,*
palm, 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 rightly that it was not material what kind
of trees the branches were from.—16, The people obeyed the

*Once common in Palestine, and still found, though rarely (GAS. Twelve Prophets, ii,23),
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proclamation and built the booths eack 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.!, and therefore pre-
sumably the largest open 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. 148 = 2 Ch. 25% Ne.
12*.  See Guthe, ZDPV. viii,®® ., It was presumably the
main outlet to the north country.

17. Awnd ail the congregation who 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.
—~Far 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 history the 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
ol the words “done so0.” “So” or “thus” is indeed an in-
definite word, but here it can only refer to the particular fes-
tival described. The feast had been kept by Solomon, 2 Ch.
78 83, by Zerubbabel and Jeshua, Ezr. 3%, ¢f. Zc. 141518, Hos.
12? shows that the feast was generally kept in his time. But
the author ignores this evidence. The law was new, and every
institution appears to be new.—And there was a very greal
refoicing]l. This was but complying with the law for the feast
according to Dt. 16'5 Lv. 23%.—18, With a Greek text we
must read: and Ezre read in the book of the law of God daily from
the 15t day lof the Feast of Booths, as we find in a Greek ms.]
until the last day), i. e., the 7th day of the feast.—And on the
8th day there was an assembly according lo the ordinance]. This
word for ‘“assembly’’ is found in Lv. 23% to define kofy conrvoca-
tion. The law forbade any work on that day; perhaps thus we
may explain the abrupt stop of the narrative at this point.

* Simple tents were often set up on the roofs for transient guests (Kittel, Kimige,198),
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The narrative assumes that the peopie were absolutely ignorant 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. 34. Some other writer might easily have 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
xal émouviylnoxy corresponding to wbxy in v.%, In L we have the
whole of v. 8, but it agrees so exactly with BL that the broken sentence
of Esd. must have been completed from &, perhaps by Lucian himself.
Material for textual criticism, therefore, is sadly deficient for the rest of
the book.—14., 73] lacking in 8.—15. " vaym] & séhmyEy = nsnn,
“clarion,” a word found often in P (v». BDB, and Benz, Arck.»7).—
“ox5] @ xat elxey "Bopag. 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. 2133 ovon y»] BBAR 1fic wblews xal
Zwg = " wyn. L has this and then adds full text of MT., showing
the frequent correction by addition.—17. ax=z] lacking in BAR —18,
1] 3 "EtSpacL.—nei 0] 4 tov eanvavk,—vowns] lacking in 6B,

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 monih]. The
day but one after the completion of the Feast of Booths by all
the people of Judah, 8. For so the Chronicler connects the
events.—Our text has: and earth was wpon them]. This is not
found in the best Greek texts, and where it does occur it is
correctly specified wpon their head. This was a common sign
of deep distress (v., e. g, 1 S. 4 2z S. 1* 15 Jh. 2%).—2,
Aund the seed of Israel separated themselves from all the sons of
foreigners. This shows the priestly spirit. 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.2%). They must include all that could not prove their
Israelite blood (Ezr. 25-?; see further Mey. FEnt.?®), This
statement is inconceivable after Ezr. 9 f. The separation had
already taken place according to that story.—dAnd they stood and
made confession of their sins and of the iniguity of 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 strictly is the seed of Israel, v.2. Probably the
Levites of v. 4 are really meant.—The fourth of the day and a
fourth they made confession and prostrated themselves to ¥ akwek
their God]. The assembly was apparently held only in the morn-
ing, as that was the duration of Ezra’s reading, 83. 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 ¢. 8, and Levstes
is the body whose names are recited. We may easily translate:
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.—A»d
they cried with a loud voice unto Y akweh 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, 81. It looks as
if we should have ““unto the people” instead of “unto Yahweh,”
for in v. 5 the Levites address the assembly. It may be that
the Levites led the people in chanting some psalm.—8. And the
Levifes said], this time to the assembled people. There follows
a list of eight names of Levites, the same number as in v. ¢,
and surely we should expect the same names. Our text, how-
ever, has but five in common. This is an unmistakable sign of
corruption.—The direction to the people is rise, bless ¥alweh
oUr las @] God from everlasting to everlasting]. The call is for
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the people to rise from their prostration, v. 3, in order to praise
Yahweh and to be ready to listen.—The people obeyed, doubt-
less following the Levites in some ritual, and they blessed the name
of thy glory and exalied above all blessing and praise]. For this
jumble B" has tried to make sense by rendering: bless the name
of the glory exalied above all with joy and with praise. M makes
“exalted” a predicate of “name” and thus helps to determine
the true meaning: and they blessed his glorious name exalting it
above all blessing and praise. A slight change in the text is re-
quired, but some correction is essential.

9%2°, The confession.

This is much like many other prayers, exhortations, and addresses
found in the Bible, the NT. parallel being the speech of Stephen (Acts
7). It is quite unlike the confession of Ezra (Ezr. g}, 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, . 7., vv. % 1.
On the character of the prayer, 9. further Kost.#2 4., Sta, 1,

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 ® has a prefatory note, and Ezra
said. From this note the c. has been associated wrongly with Ezra.

6. Thou alome art Yahweh] is obviously not original, God
being the proper word. The change was presumably due to
an illogical Yahwist.—As usual, the history goes back to the
creation as told in Gn. Yahweh had created not only the
heavens, but also the keaven of heavens), an expression found in
Dt. 10" and elsewhere. It would naturally be the heavens
par excellence, somewhat as we say the seventh heaven.—T.
The history jumps 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 keart faithful before thee] might be a reference
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to Abraham’s whole life of fidelity, but the author had especially
in mind the great act of obedience (Gn. 22).—T#ke land of the
Canaanite]. In the E. story of this covenant ten nations are
mentioned {Gn. 151°-%), of which we find but six here. This
same list is found in Ex. 23% Jos. 24".—Awnd thou didst es-
tablish thy words, for thou ari righleous]. God, though foreseeing
the poor use which would be made of his boon, nevertheless
from his own righteousness, which includes truthfuiness, must
make good his promise.—9. We plunge into the midst of the
Egyptian bondage, for the author is reciting the most con-
spicuous of God’s gracious acts toward his people.—T#ou didst
hear their cry af the Red Sea]. This refers to the cry when the
pursuing Egyptians overtook the fleeing Israelites (Ex. 14).
—10. And thow 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 strictly to chronological order, 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 againsi them]. The same ex-
pression occurs in a speech of Jethro’s reviewing this deliverance,
Ex. 18, The presumption consisted in the pursuit of a people
to whom liberty had been accorded.—And thou didst make for
thyself a name as this day]l. Name is here and frequently in the
OT. nearly equivalent to reputation.—11. Info the depths like
a stone] is a quotation from the Song of the Sea, Ex. 155; thou
didst cast replaces “they sank” in Ex., showing the speaker’s
conception of God’s intervention.—12. The pillar of cloud by
day and pillar of fire by night are described in Ex. 13*, where
it is said that Yahweh himself was in the pillars or 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 keaven].
In Ex. 19® Yahweh actually descended to the top of the moun-
tain and spoke to Moses face to face (Dt. 54 349).—14. One
part of the law is emphasised: thy koly sabbath thou didst make
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Enown lo them], indicating a supremacy for this law such as we
find in NT. times (Mk. 2?7 - Lu. 13 & Ju. 51%).—15. Bread
from heaven thou gavest them for their hunger]. The story of the
giving of the manna is found in Ex. 16*% The supposed
miraculous character of this bread makes its gift one of the
great acts of God.—And water from the rock thou broughtest out
to them for their thirst], v. Ex. 17% and a longer account in Nu.
20"8,—To go in lo take possession of the land] as we find com-
manded in Dt. 18; whick I raised my hand to give them]). We
find Yahweh swore to give Israel the land of Canaan (v. Gn.
268 Ex. 33' Nu. 14® 32). Raising the hand is the gesture
accompanying the oath and is here its equivalent, so Ex. 68
Nu. 14® Ez. 202 € 4714 Ps. 106%, v. on 8.—16. The list of
Yahweh’s gracious acts ends and the speaker turns to the at-
titude of the people toward God. Thkey and our fathers acted
presumpiuously]. 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.
10, and v. Je. 7% 142 19'% and vv.'"- 2, The repetition in
v. 7 is probably a copyist’s error.—17. The rebellious spirit of
Israel is elaborated after the manner of some of the prophets
to impress the hearers: and they refused to listen [obey], nor did
they remember thy wonders which thou didst with them]. Then
we come again to a specific act of insubordination: and they ap-
poinled a leader to return io their servitude in Egypl]. By the
accidental dropping of a letter, MT. has in their rebellion, ».
Nu. 14.—But the salvation of Israel was assured from the
character of God. Our text runs: thou art a God of forgiveness,
gracious and merciful, slow to anger and abundant in loving kind-
ness]. With the exception of of forgiveness these are conven-
tional attributes of God and are found verbatim in Ex. 34°
Jon. 42.—18. Nevertheless [with reference to the preceding]
thow didst not abandon them]. In spite of God’s overlooking
their wrong in resolving to 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 vea, when (so BDB.) and con-
nect with v.1% but the above-named connection is better.—



368 EZRA—NEHEMIAH

And they commitied greal blasphemies]. This may refer to the
idolatry just described, but it is more natural to refer it to the
general faithless attitude of early Israel toward God.—19.
And thou by reason of thy abundant compassion didst not abandon
them in the desert], evidence of the long suffering of God as de-
scribed in v.17.—20. Thy good spirit thou gavest to make them
wise]. A Greek text has the more common koly spirit. There
is no reference to this gift in the Pentateuch, {for Nu. 117 deals
with quite another matter, but it is in harmony with the later
conception, as we find the same idea in Is. 631.—21. This
verse is a free quotation of passages in Dt. 8+ 9 ». Dr. Dt
The common rendering ““swell” is not so good as “blister” as
a description of the trouble caused to the feet by long marches.
The actual hunger, thirst, and other privations of the desert
were decidedly minimised 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 peoples are
explained to be the two districts conquered on the east of the
Jordan, while still under Moses’ leadership. Thou didst allot
them [the kingdoms and peoples] f0 @ corner] is interpreted to
mean “into every corner” (BDB), 4. e., the land was divided
to its utmost extent. The rendering of EV®. “after their por-
tion” is unjustifiable. But the sense is vague at best, and the
phrase needless; therefore it is better to read with & allot io
them.—The text is badly confused in the following: and they
took possession of the land of Sikon land the land of| the king of
Heshbon]. The bracketed words are an accidental repetition.
For the history v. Nu. 21.—23. And their sons thou didst multiply
like the stars of heaven) is a reference to the promise to Abraham,
Gn. 15° 227 264 But this passage may come from Dt. 1%
With v. ® we are brought to the conquest of Canaan and so to
the period after Moses.—24. Their kings and the peoples of the
lands to do with them according to 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.: fortified cities, 3%, houses
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full of everything good, cisterns [already) hewn, vinevards and olive-
yards, is condensed from 64; faf land occurs in Nu. 132 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° Ez. 23%%. The phrase is
equivalent to turning the back to the law (¢f. Je. 2¥%), and so
disregarding it. It is interesting to note the late conception
which puts the law where earlier writers put God.—Thy proph-
ets [standing first for emphasis] who testified against them to turn
them back to thee, they have slain]. Elsewhere in OT. this crime
is cited only by Elijah, 1 K. 19'; it is an offence emphasised in
NT., Mt. 52 233137 Lu. 119 13% Acts 7% Rom. 11* Rev. 166 184
The slaying of the prophets was a peculiarly obnoxious crime,
because they were executing the will of Yahweh (Je. 261%).—
27. God’s efforts being thwarted, punishment was inflicted:
thou didst give them into the hand [power] of their tormentors, and
they tormented them, and in the time of their torment they cried
unlo thee], so we may reproduce the word-play of the original.
The reference is not to any specific invasion, but is a general
survey of the early peried as portrayed in Ju. The moralising
here is very like that of the editor of Ju. 2™ -, & pass.—And
thow 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 saviowrs]. The saviours are
called “judges” (Ju. 2% %%); they were the warlike heroes
Ehud, Jerubbaal, et o/.—28. But when they had a respile], as
soon as the punishment was withdrawn and conditions were fa-
vourable, they again did evil before thee, and thow 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, setting the
enemy free to act, then Israel was no match for the foe. There
follows a repetition of the story of the people’s distressful cry
and Yahweh’s resumed intervention.—T/ou didst deliver them
according to thy compassions many times). ‘“‘Many times,” as
EV®, is impossible on any just principles of Hebrew syntax.
“Many” or “abundant” must qualify ‘“compassions” as in
24
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vv. 1227 “Times"” is lacking in most Greek texts, and where
it occurs it introduces v. #. ‘“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 is from their
enemies.—29. And thou didst testify against them] by the mouth
of the prophets, as v.%. Here the object is to bring them back
to thy law], but in v.% {0 thee. God and the law are practically
identified in respect to Israel’s obedience.—Which @ man shall
do and live by them] Is a quotation from Lv. 18% with the usual
slight inaccuracies.—30. The first clause is difficult; EV®. have:
“Many years thou didst bear with them” as in ". The other
Vrss. render literally. Ryle supposes an object, “mercy,” to
be omitted, “prolong” being equivalent to “prolong mercy.”
But in Ps. 36 10112 the object is found. Such a sense is suit-
able. The passage may be rendered : thou didst draw many years
unto them, i. e., a long-suffering God gave them many years of
grace.—And thou didst give them into the kand of the peoples of
the lands] refers to the final catastrophes resulting from 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 mercyl. 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 little before thee]. The word
hardship is almost technical like “the exile,” referring espe-
cially to the bondage in Egypt, Nu. 20't. 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 regard to 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 singular forbearance 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.
—38. And they in their kingdom and in thy great good which thou
govest to them and in the wide and fat land whick thou gavest
before them 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
gifts was to make the people righteous as well as prosperous.
—36. The writer now comes to the clearest description of the
present plight, a description which points insistently to the
miseries of the Greek period. And bekold, we are to-day bond-
men; and the land, which thou gavest to our fathers to eat its fruit
and ts good, behold we are bondmen wupon ifl. 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.—387. And its 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 foreign kings.—And over our bodies they rule]l. Words could
scarcely be found which would make Israel’s humiliation deeper.
The word for bodies also means corpse. The bodies of these
bondmen are virtually dead bodies, for the people are the mere
tools of foreign tyrants.—And with our caitle they do according
to their pleasure]l. 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-loving people, bearing a galling servitude
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. oYy aow] lacking in @BA®; BL has xal xéwic dnd tiic negaldis
abrav = orerToy 8. —2, pv] B of ulof—:3] B ulod.—3. mm] lack-
ing in @BAX . —nsyam o1 mpan] lacking in BBAR, L has & tétaprov
Tfic fwéees in both clauses.—ov ] @ adds ©p wuply.—mmb] lacking
in BB.—4, bep 2] B xal vler Kadueqh—:25 913] lacking in @B,
vlol Xavana®, Xeveviask = m330.—6. Of the names BBAR has only
“Tyoots ot Kadudih. T has all the names exc. the two Banis.—o>nox]
G by Bedy Fudy.—onmo 1a73] BT thg 38Ens <ol Owepudoupdvou; rd.
y33.—onmr] is a Polal ptc., the only case of its use. W, exalting
#t, would be better.—n>1] & dyaiAdaer = ni11.—6. B prefaces to
MT. »al elwey "Eopag = xmp moxn,—owpwm] lacking in BBA,—oxay]
@BAR iy otdowv adt@y = DWp.—T. m™] lacking in B3.—on2x] GNL
ABpaop. as in v. b.—w] G ydeas = pw.—8. nn%] & adds adrp; G
adds Euvawwv to the list of peoples,—nnb? lacking in @BAR.—For nnb
251 rd. w5 15.—9. 1] doubphy, as always exc. Is. 632, when it stands
for owx.—10. orom] B adds & Ailyimre.—15. worl & & #H.—17.
o pa] BB &y Alybmry = 003 —20. Amon] GL Jviev—21, 1on &)
BL 53t olx dmedefbmoay phpatoc, reading =37 A1 . —22. Mxsb] GBAX
abroig = onY, BL el mpbowwoy = 00305, —23f, pnn ... x135] GBAX hag
only xal gxAnpovbumoay dutiv.—on yxn] G vily tov Xavavatwv.—25,
moe Ao lacking in B3a%,—26, o¥n] BT adds ofg odx éGsAaté-
wnoay = 1330 &b arn as Dt, 61.—28. onp] lacking in BGBA¥, ®L has
xat v xetpois as beginning of v.®. For ma1] we should rd. o310, as
vv. 1% 2.3 —pny] may be a corruption of arom¥n.  There is no possible
legitimate construction of the text as it stands.—29. v fom] lack-
ing in GBAN-—31, 58] 6 loyueds, so b in v.2.—385, onbne] B Bu-
ctheig cou.—36 . nMaaw ... ndw~nw] lacking in BLAX,

10 (EV. 9°-10°°). A list of names on a sealed tablet and
an agreement to provide supplies for the temple-worship.

The c. is written in the first p. pl. 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.8 begins with third p., but the text shades off into the
first p. again in v. 2*b; so again in v. %, the original form being resumed
at the end. The passage is therefore peither from N. nor the Chr.
To any one carefully studying the characteristics of N. no argument
is needed to show that the governor had no part in this composition.
We miss altogether his sharp, brief, and clear expressions. I am per-
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suaded that the Chr. never used the first p. exc. occasionally in the
<xpansion of N. or E., and very little then, 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.2s. The conclusion is
therefore apparent that the c. is from the pen of a layman of the period,
possibly a 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 templa
were not the consequence of legal enactment, but of mutual agreement.
It is prob., therefore, that the phrases referring to the law arc 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 () to pay the tithzs,
Now four of these matters (1, 2, 5, 7) are identical with the reforms
of Neh.’s sccond administration, c. 3. Indeed, all exc. (3) are prac-
tically covered by those reforms. The most fitting place 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, 51z 13%. We have here a story, by one of
the participants, of the mezasurcs 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 -. came Lo be misplaced. By its structure,
being in first p. pl.. 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 ecasy sequel to the story of Ezra’s promulgation of
the law. In the original form 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. 3,571, Schiirer, Jewisk People, div. ii,
vol, i,z .,

10°%, 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, ¢f, 13, “and in all this



374 EZRA-NEHEMIAH

time”; but the connection will scarcely hold here. The usual
conception is that the phrase means én view of this, i. e., the
condition described in ¢°-%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
literally mean we are cutitng support, and “cut” is not equivalent to
“make a covenant”; niox occurs elsw. only in 11%, 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 arc cigraving correctly, referring
to the list of names, and thus the word f;p¥ 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.» 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 &, 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. 3214 onn is the part of a clay cylinder or 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 Leviles, our priesis] 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 likely mere 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. the
governor ihe son of Hachaliak. The doubled specification identifies 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 of Azaniah] 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. 32.—11. And their brethren] often recurs in Levitical lists, and
generally is interjected awkwardly as here. The implication seems to
be that the names which follow are the brethren of Jes. Binuni, and
Kadmiel. Tt is not clear whether the relationship is of blood or of
office. 15-28. The list of princes.—They are called here keads of the
people, a title equivalent to the more common heads of the fathers,
FEzr. 15. Many of these names recur in the list, Ezr. 2. On the names
v. Gray, Heb. Pr. N.1s¢ 2. Sm. Listen,n.

1. M & <obroic.—ownnn=by] B Eriogppxy Couay = wnnmy, But as this
is the only occurrence of this compound in & (save that ®T has it in
v. 1), and as we find in v.  &xl TOv oppaytlbvrwy, it is easy to find in the
prefix &x! an attestation of the %9 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 pl. in both cases (@mnn as v. 9. The same
form must belong to both places, and the sg. is preferable.—2. xnwana]
lacking in ®BA¥. In L it is an obvious insertion, as we find a conj.
& wat "Afapoacdis.—11, omnx] B ot ddehgol adtol—nbp] BB Kavea,
The five names following this are wanting in BB.—14, 1232 +23] GBR
viol Beviapery (Bavovarard, Bavoural).—15f, "2 113] BB ulol Baw. T
has only ulde. Here the names in & are confused in division as in
v. 4. B has Bawt ag I'ad fudat ¢ Aavex.—20. 23] Qr. 23, BE¥ Buvar
("212), NowfztAl.—22. 7] lacking in @B, Ie33ounr.—25f. Asin vv. ¢t
15 1. there is confusion here, ®B has Padz eig ow Byx paovpe oz Bava
wz Acata.

29 f. The compact lo obey cerlain requircments of the law. The
whole of v.?® is the subject of the verb in v.®, To get the
sense the whole must be taken together: the rest of the people,
lhe priests, the Levites, the porters, the singers, the Nethinim and
every one who kad separated himself from the peoples of the lands
unto the law of God, their wives, their sons and their daughlers,
every one knowing how to understand (30) adhering to their breih-
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 ¥ ahweh
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 original form, 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.%).—FEuvery
one knowing how fo understand] is an appositive to sons and
daughters (v. 82).—30. 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 prevailing upon
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, especially if
the sense above given is correct.—Yakwekh 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.

10", The regulations agreed upon.—This is in the
first person and represents the people’s point of view, as the
priests and Levites are spoken of in the third person. It is a
different source from vv.? -, —3L1. 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 oll grains on the sabbath
day to sell, we will not take from them on the sabbath nor on a
holy day]. This also connects with 131%%., Here only for-
eigners are violating the Sabbath, while in 13!% & 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 forego the 7th year and
every debt]. The law that no harvest should be gathered in the
7th year is found in the earliest code, Ex. 23" 1., a law greatly
elab