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CHAFT=R I

INTRCIOUCTICH

The post-exilic period in the history of the Jews is

5

a fascinating study. The paucity of information gives a
jig—-saw-puzzle aspect tc the events. Many géneral histories
of Israel pass over these times with but a few paragraphs.

The problems of this era are of zn historical and 2
theological nature, Actually these two aspects were so
closely intertwined in that period that it is hard to sepa-
rate them. Yet to deal with both simultanecusly would
regquire more time than is presently at the disposal of the
author. For this reason this investigetion will concen-
trate upon the historical problems of this era.

The two most vexing historical questiions of the post-
exilic times concern the relationship of Sheshbazzar to
Zerubbabel and that of Ezra to Nehemisgh. The latter prob-
lem is of vastly more importance in the understanding of
the history and therefore assumes a central position in
this study, while the former will be treated as background
material.

This guestion of the relationship of Ezra and Nehemiah
hes been answered during the past seventy years from two
extreme points of view. GSome of the attempted answers are
predicated upon the assumption that the Scriptural records

of their activity are a complete falsification of history.



2
Others are based upon an understanding of the origin and
transmission of Scripture which reflects a rather mechanical
theory of inspiration. Neither of these assumptions is
satisfactory for a solution of the problenms.

Since the Church claims to be rooted solidly in his-
tory, such an historical question as the relation of Ezra
and Nehemiah to one another must be explained on the basis
of facts. On the other hand, while the Church accepts the
truth of Scripture, it must not overlook the possibility
that mistakes were made in the transmission of the text. It
must also take seriously such evidence from other socurces as
may furnish information about or has bearing upon the his-
torical problems of Scripture. These general axioms must
alsco be applied in dealing with the post-exilic period in
general and with the bLzras-Nehewish qguestion in particular,
God's actions through men are important alsc in this period
of the history of God's people snd merit incessant search
for the truth which God has revealed.

In this study the question of the relationship of these
two men is approached on the basis that the Scriptures are
the inspired Word of God. This proposition is accepted as
true whether the author c¢f & particular bocok is known or
not. At the same time it is assumed that misunderstandings
of later scribes may have rearranged the text or that simple
errors of dittography and haplography may hsve occurred.

Aside from the possibilities of such textual errors, the
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originel writer is given credit for knowing what he was
trying to write., The attempt will be to understand the
text in its present form and to resort to reconstructions
only if absolutely necessary.

The first pert cof this study consists of a brief pre-
sentation of the story of Ezra and Nehemiah, based solely
on the Scriptural account. Then guestions are raised which
emerge from a close reading of the text, followed by a dis-
cussion of other literature which is concerned with these
events. Next the technical problems of Introduction to the
books are considered. At this point a short résumé of the
history of the Persian Empire during this period is added.

The solutions offered by three well-known Cld Testament

ik

scholars--Charles C. Torrey, dJulius ﬁorgenstern,2 and

1Charles C. Torrey, "The Chromicler as Editor and as
Independent Narrator," American Journal of Semitic Languages
and Literatures, XXV (January, 1907; April, 1907), 157=175,
188~-217; The Chronicler's History of Judah (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1954); "Medes and Persians," Journal of
the American Oriental Society, LXVI (January, 1946), 1-15;
"Sanballat 'The Horonite,'" Journal of Biblical Literature,
XILVII (1928), 380ff. Becausc of the large number oi shorter
articles by Torrey available, no attempt was made to obtain
his PBzra Studies in which he combined much of what he had
already published. This view of his work was stated by the
author himself in The Chronicler's History of Judsh,
Peuxxviils

2Julius Morgenstern, "Jerusalem--485 B. C.," Hebrew
Union College Annual, XXVII (1956), 101-179; XXVIIT 31957?,
15-47; XX 1960), 1-29; "The Message of Deutero-Isaiah in
its Sequential Unfolding," Ibid., XXIX (1958), 1-67; XXX
(1959), 1-102; "A Chapter in the History of the High Priest-
hood," American Journal of Semitic Languasges and Litera-

tures, LV (1938), 1-o&, 183%-197, 360-577.

R el
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Adem C. Welchﬁ—-were found to be of such nature 2s to re-
quire separste discussion. The theories of each of these
men are therefore presented and subjected tc a critigue.
Following this solutions are sought to the several difficul-
ties arising out of the Biblical narrative. In =ach case
the suggestions of various scholars are considered and eval-
vated. This chapter comprises the major part of the study.
Finglly there is a recapitulation of the history of Ezre
and Nehemiah and a short statement of their importance in
the history of God's people.

Until nearly the end of the nineteenth century the
traditional view of the chronological relationship of Ezra
and Nehemiah was scarcely guestioned. In 1889, however,
Maurice Vernes opened a new trail with his suggestion that
Lzra probebly was not an historical character, but that if
he were, he should be dated under Artaxerxes II.4 Van Hoon-

acker maintained the historicity of Ezra but also placed

3Adam C. Welch, Iost-ixilic Judaism (sdinburgh and Lon-
don: William Blackwood and Sens Ltd., 1935); "The Source of
lehemiah 1a," Zeitscoriit fuer die glyyggpggentliggg_%ifggn—
schaft und die Kunde des nachbiblischen Judentums, ALVI
(1929), 251-253; "The share of N, Israel in the Restoration
of the Temple Worship," Ibid., 4LVIIL (1930), 175-187; The
dork of the Chronicler; Ifs Furpose and its Date (London:
Oxford University fress, 19§9§.

4'J.‘his statement is cited from Harold H. Rowley, "The
Chronological Urder of pzra and Nehemioh," Harold @.ﬁRowley,
The Servant of the Lorc and Other Hssays on the 0ld Iesta-
ment (Londen: Lutterworth fress, 1952), p. 157. The work
of Vernes was unavailable,
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him in the reign of Artaxerxes II.” This general viewpoint

wes championed by such scholars as Loring Woart Batten,6

W. O. Oesterley snd T. H. Robinson,’ Norman H. Snaith,®
Adolphe Lods,9 and Harold H. Rowley.lo

The trediticnael view that Ezra came to Jerusalem in the
seventh year of Arteaxerxes I and Nehemiah in the twentieth
year of the same king has been upheld by many scholars dur-

ikt 12

ing these years: Hans Heinrich Schaeder, Artur Weiser,

’Ibld., P. 133, The works of Van Hoonacker were un-
available, but in addition to the statement of his views
by Rowley, most scholars who treated the subject stated
his views in substantially the same language as did Rowley.

Lorlnb Wwoart Batten, A Critical and Lxegetical Com-
mentary on the Books of Lzra and Nehemiah (lncernational
Critical Commentary on N the HOly ocriptures of the Cld and
Wlew Tcotaments; lew York: Charles ocribner's Sons, 1913,
pp. 28-50.

?w. GC. Oesterley and T. H. Robinson, An Introduction
to the Books of the 0ld Testament (London. SFCK3; New York:

The lMacmillan Company, 1954), pp. 127-129

8Norman H. 3naith, "The Date of #Zzra's Arrival in
Jerusalenm," aeltbeIlft fuer die alttestawentliche Wissen-
schaft und die Kunde des nachbiblischen Judentums, LXLILL

(1951), ©3.

c»dolphe Lods, The Frophets and the Rise of Judaism,
translated from the French by o. H. Hooke (London: Routledge
and Kegan, Paul, 1955, reprinted from edition of 1937),
PD. O‘f_jOLL

10

RO‘.’-"}.ey, -O_El E_é-_zu’ p. 1590

1lfans Heinrich Schaeder, Esra der Schreiber (Tuebingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1930).

]2
Artur Jeiser, Einleitung in das Alte Testament (2te
Auflage, Goettlnhen' Vandenhoeck und nuprechf, 19437,

PP. 235-237.
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Faul Heinisch,l? J. Stafford Wright,
6

%y, M. F. Scott,1?

Edward J. Young,1 Julius Morgenstern,l7 and Samuel J.

Schultz.18
Variations of the view of Van Hoonacker have been ad-
vanced by some scholars. William Foxwell Albright wavered
in his view between a date for Ezra in the seventh year of
Artaxerxes II and the thirty-seventh year of Artaxerxes I,
but in his last writings he stands committed to the earlier
date.lg Sidney Jellicoe assumed that the scribe deliberately
changed the chronology so tha: Nehemish should be dated in

the seventh year of Artaxerwes I and Ezra in the twentieth

1533u1 Heinisch, History of the Old Testament, trans-
lated by William Heidt (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical
Press, ¢.1952), p. 331.

14J. Stafford Wright, The ITate of Ezra's Coming to
Jerusalem (London: Tyndale rress, 1947).

15w. M. F. Scott, "Nehemiah--Ezra?" The Expository
Times, LVIII (1946-47), 263-267.
16Edward J. Young, An Introduction to the Cld Testa-

ment (London: Tyndsle Press, c.l1949), Dp. 360.f.

17Morgenstern, op. cit., XXXI, p. 24.

188&muel J. Schultz, The 0ld Testament Speaks (New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1960), p. 265.

19‘viilliam Foxwell Albright, "The Biblical Period,"
The Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion, edited by
I. Finkelstein (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1949), pp.
53, 643 "A Brief History of Judah from the Days of Josish
to Alexander the Great," Biblical Archeologist, IX (1946),
10£ff.; "The Date and Personality of the Chronicler,"
Journal of Biblical Literature, XL (1921), 1O4-124; cf.
John Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia: The West-

minster Fress, 1959), PPe 58OL.
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Charles C. Torrey simply re-
21

2]
year of the same monarch., 20

Jected the historicity of Ezra completely.
22

In this he
was followed by Robert H. Pfeiffer.

The evidence is sufficiently ambiguous tlhct none of
the scluticns offered csn be substantiated tc the point of
being a demonstration. In spite of the effort expended
during recent years, the problems of the post-exilic era
are still open questions. However, a combiration of inter-
pretztion which was not met with in research has inclined
the author to offer a solutic: closely approximating that
of Albright.

The primary sourc:s used were the canonical books of
Ezra and Nehemiah, the agpocryphal book of I Esdras, the

relevant portions of the Antiquities of Josephus, and the

Elephantine Papyri. Secondary sources available are too
numerous to mentiocn, but it should be acknowledzed that the
greatest amount of help came from Snaith, Rowley, and
Albright.

The solution suggested in this study is briefly the
following: Sheshbazzar was the first Persian governor of

Judah, but Zerubbabel was leader when the temple was built.

2OSidney Jellicoe, "Nehemish-Ezra: & Recomstruction,"
The Expository Times, LIX (November, 1947), 54.

21,
(@]

22Robert H., Pfeiffer, Introduction to the Cld ?esta—
ment (New York: Harper and Brothers, C.1941), pp. 851if.

ee note 1.
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Nehemiah arrived in Jerusalem in 444 B. C., with the commis-
sion to build the wall of the city. He completed that task
and returned to Babylon in 4%2 B, C. In his absence the
reactionary group gained control of the city. With the
help of Nehemiah, the Babylonian golah sent EZzra tc Jeru-
salem in 427 B. C. The governor returned to the city in
426 B. C., and in cooperation with Zzra destroyed the

opposition and made the reform a living reality.



CHAPTER II
THE BIBLICAL PRESENTATION

The books of Lzra-Nehemish present an sccount of the
history of the Judean nation from the time of the Exile
until the transition to Judaism was well on its way. Cyrus,
the founder of the Persian Empire, captured Babylon in Ccto-
ber, 539 B. C.l In the first year of his reign over Babylon
he issued a decree permitting the Judean exiles to return
to their homeland to rebuild the country and to reestablish
worship in the temple at Jerusalem (Ezrs 1l:1-4). During that
year Sheshbazzar, a prince of Judazh (Ezra 1:8), led a group
of Jews to Jerusalem and rebuilt the altar. The foundations
of the temple were lasid in the following year (Ezra 5:16).
When the people-~of-the-land offered to help in the revuild-
ing of that edifice, they were rebuffed. They responded by
causing difficulties which delayed the project for about
fifteen years (Lzra 4:1-5).

Some time later another caravan led by Zerubbabel, the
governor, and Jeshua, the priest, arrived. Just when this
happened is not made clear, but this group was present in
Jerusalem in the second year of Darius I, 520 B. C. At that
time the preaching of Haggai and Zechariah gave iampetus 1o

a fresh start to build the temple (Ezra 5:1-2). This new

lA. T. Olmstead, History of the Persian Empire (Chicago:
University of Chicago Fress, c.l1948), Dp. ZOff.
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attempt brought a qguick investigation by Tattenai (Ezra 5:3),
the Persian governor of Aber-~Nshara, a province which in-
cluded Judeh at the time. In the face of a claim that the
structure had been authorized by Cyrus, he merely collected
the pertinent facts and sent the problem to Darius for set-
tlement (Lzre 5:17). The latter ordered an investigation of
the court reccrds and, upon finding the original of the
decree of Cyrus, ordered the project to be completed with
aid from the imperial revenues (Ezra 6:1-12), With this
help the temple was finished in the sixth year of Darius,
516 _B. C. (Ezra.6:15).

After mentioning this event, the record remains silent
about the heppenings of over half a century. Then, in the
seventh year of Artaxerxes I, 57 B, C., Ezra led a group
of returnees from Babylon to Jerusalem (Ezra 7:1-5). He had
been sent by the Great King to inguire into the religious
life of the people of Jerusalem and to teach them the Law of
God (Ezra 7:14,25). Through his efforts the people were led
to repentance, and the evil of mixed-marriages with for-
eigners was attacked (Ezra 9, 10). This reform, apparently
without permanent results, seems to have been carried out
during the first year of szra's presence in Jerusalem, and
nothing more is said of him until thirteen years later
(Neh. 8:9).

In the twentieth year of Artaxerxes I, 444 B, C.,

Nehemiah, the king's cupbearer, was appointed governor of
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Jerusalem and given special orders to rebuild the wsll of
the city (Neh. 2:1-10). This undertaking had been prevented
by the opposition of the people-of-the-land. To make sure
that this decree would be carried out, Nehemiah was provided
with a body of troops (ifeh. 2:9). The work on the wall was
so well-organized that it was completed in the short time of
fifty-two days (Neh. 6:15). With the help of Zzra, the
problem of the mixed-marriages was again faced, while cer-
tain economic and religious questions also received care
(Neh, 8, 9, 10). Then, in the thirty-second year of Arta-
xerxes I, Nehemiah returned to Babylon to resume his duties
as cupbearer (Neh. 1%:6).

When he later paid an undated second visit to Jerusalem,
he found that his reforms had lasted only a@s long as his
presence in the city enforced them (Neh. 13:7). The problem
of mixed-marriages wes still present, since even the son of
the high priest had married the daughter of Sanballat of
Semaria, Nehemiah's most active opponent during the building
of the wall (Weh. 13:28). Furthermore, Tobiah, the Ammonite,
another of his opponents, had been installed in the temple
precincts (Neh. 1%:5), while the Levites had gone without
their just dues (Neh. 13:10-13). Tobiah and the son of the
high priest were expelled (Neh. 13:8,28), while the rest of
the people were forced into compliance with the Law (Neh. 13:

25-27). Thus the reform ended in success.




CHAFRTRR TII
PROBLENS RalonD BY §Hn BIBLICAL PRESENTATION

At the first glance, this straight-forward account
ppears vo present no problems in establishing the course
of events during the period. A closer study of the mate-
rial, however, raises questions which call for an answer.
There are apparent inconsistencies in the narrative which
the careful reader cannot fail to notice:

a, The edicts of the Persian kings preserved in the
book of Lkzra are written in such definitely-
Jewish style that their authenticity has been
gquestioned.

b, The relationship of Sheshbazzar to Zerubbabel is
unclear since both are credited with laying the
foundations of the temple.

c. From the story of the building of the temple in
Ezra it appears that the primary problem was the
opposition of the people-ofi-the-land, while the
book of Haggai jmplies only injernsl difficulties
caused by spiritual lassitude.”

d. Essentially the same list of those who returned
from Babylon is presented in both Ezra and Hehe-
mian.

e. A story of an attempt to build the walls of Jeru-
saelem is inserted in the midst of the account of
the building of the temple .2

Bzra 1l:2-4; 6:13-12; 7:12-26.

Ezra 1-5, especially 1:8; 3:2-8; 5:14,16.
3Erra 4:1-5; Hag. 1:2,9; 2:16-19.

Ezra 23 Neh. 7.

5Ezra 4:16=-24,
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30

The record states that fzra znd Nehemiah were in
Jerusalem at the same time with a2pparently overlap-
ping authority and commissions. in spite of this
the two men seem_to have had very littlie cconunection
with esch other.

Ezra epperently thanked God for a wall inp Jerusalem
thirteen years before Nehemiah built it/

The Ezra nsrrative presupposes & settled city with
conparative safety for the inhabitants. Thirteen
years later Nehemiah tells of a semi-deserted plsce
with danger surrounding the people.

The lack of correlation between the list of those
who returned with Lzra end the list of those who
helped Nehemiah build the wall is odd if the group
which Ezra led came 8nly thirteen years before the
arrival of Nehemiah.,

The attitude of Ezra toward foreign wives was one
which insisted upon divorce, while that of Nehemiah
vas milder, except in the cese of Sanballat's son-
in-lsw, demanding only the proaise not to allow
children to marry foreigners. At the saane time
Lzra apperently had_no enemies, but Nehemiah was
surrounded by then.?

Iliashib, the high priest, is presented as a con-
temporary of Nehemiah, On the other hand, Johanan,
a son or grandson of Eliashib, is portrayed as one
who had a room in the temple precincts during
Ezra's first yzar in Jerusalem.™

The contents of the Taw which Zzra brought are not
made clear,

Unfortunately, there is little help in solving these

6
i

Egzra 7:12-263 Neh., 2:1-1C and his governmental acts,

passimy cf. Neh. 8:9; 12:26,36.

e e

7Ezra 9:9; cf. whole story of Neh. 1-7.

8

Ezra 8:1-20; Neh. 3%:1-32.

OEara®l0: 155 - SReh L2582 25

10

Ezra 10:6; cf. Neh. 12:10,22; also Neh. 3:1; 13:4-6.



14
difficulties just mentioned by studying two other ancient
accounts of thess eveats, namely the book of I Zsdrast® and

the pertinent sections of the Antiguities of Josephus.12

Neither is there support for the Biblical sequence of events
in the records of the contemporary Jewish community in Egypt,
known from the Elephantine Papyri.l5 In fact, these docu-
ments aggravate some of the problsms of the Biblical narra-
tive and raise additional guestions. TFor an over-all view
of the period, however, these extra-Biblical sources require
consideration.

I Esdras is a Greek account of the last years of the
Judahite Kingdom, the Exile, the return, and the work of
Ezra. 1t is roughly parallel to the contents of 2 Chron-
icles 35 and 36, and the canonical book of fzra. It closes
with a few verses from the book of Nehemigh, 7:%5-8:13, the

story of the reading of the Law by Ezrz after his attack

upon the mixed-marriages. However, there is no mention of

llAny references will be to Alfred Rahlfs, editor,
Septuaginta, id est Vetus Testamentum Graece iuxta LZX Inter-
pretes (zditio {uarta; Stuttgarc: Privilegierte Wirtemberg-
ische Bibelanstalt, 1950).

o> )

125 avius Josephus, "Antiquities of the Jews," The Life
and Works of Flavius Josephus, translated by W. Whiston
(Philadelphia: The John C. wWinston Company, n.d.). Here-
after cited as Ant.

15A. E. Cowley, editor, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth
Coantury B. C. (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1923); also

rail G. Kraeling, editor, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic
Papyri (New Haven: Yesle University Press, 1993).
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Nehemish. The story of the three youths,l4

used to introduce
Zerubbabel, is an expansion of the Biblical narrative. It

is quite likely that I Esdras esntedates the Septuagintal
text of lzra-Nehemiah. The evidence for this conclusion is
well-summarized by Thackery.15 (1) The book was called I
Esdras in distinction to II Esdras, a Greek translation of
the present lMassoretic Text of Ezra and Nehemiah., While
botn books appear in the earliest manuscripts of the Septua-
gint, I Esdras is always given a position preceding II
BEsdras. (2) The contents indicate that it was translated

before Chronicles-kzra-Nehemiah appeared as senarste books.

=3

here is no evidence in 1 Esdras that the translator changed

scurces between the sections of Chronicles, &zra, and Nehe-

miah from which he had made his version. (3) While Josephus

shows no knowledge of the preseant II lkisdras text, he includes

the story of the three youths, which is included in I &£sdras.

(4) Many of the Fathers of the first five centuries gquote

I Gsdras as if it were canonical. (5) In places 1 Esdras

implies a better Hebrew text of Ezra than does II czdras.
Torrey suggests that the present I dsdras is really

the original, and the present liassoretic Text a deliberate

reworking. This revision was made tc eliminate the

lL"I Esdras %:1-5:0.

15Henry 3t. John Thackery, "I ssdras," Dictionary of
the Rible, edited by James Hastings (Edinburgh: T. and T.
Clark, 1901-1923), I, 760. This evidence is suumarized,
not guoted.
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unscceptable story of the three youths and to rearrange
other sections in conformity with a preconceived theory of

the return and the work of Ezra.16

This position, however,
has no explanation for The existence of those parts of
Chronicles which do not appear in I Esdras, nor for the book
of Nehemiah. Torrey also assumes that the story of the
three youths originated sometime in the reigns of Seleucus
and fFtolemy, that is after the death of Alexander the Great
in 323 B, C. Such an assumption reqguires a date for the
book well after the end of the Persian period.

Much more likely is the suggestion that I Esdras is
the revision of an earlier Greek translation of Chronicles-
Lzra~Nehemiah into good liiterary Greek. The translator,
however, was not accurate in pr:serving the proper seguence
of the Persian kings. According to I Esdras, Cyrus pub-
lished the edict allowing the Jews to return to Jerusale:n.l7
Then irtaxerxes is nemed in connection with the wall-

18 Next, Darius is mentioned in connec-

tion with the story of the building of the temple.19 Fi-

building incident.

nally, Cyrus sppears once more as the immediate predecessor

l6Charles C. Torrey, "The Nature and Origin of 'First
Esdras,'" American Journal of Semitic Languages and Litera-
tures, sLIII (January, 1907), 1l6-141, passim.

1?1 Esdras 2:2.

181 ssdras 2:12,

191 Esdras 2:26.
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e Xerxes is omitted completely. This confusion

of Darius.,
eliminates the claim that I Esdras is an independent account
of the history of the period based upon a better knowledge

of Persian chronology than that offered in the Bible.

The chief value of I Esdras is the evidence that the
histories of Ezra and Nehemiah circulated in at least two
differing forms before the canonization of the Hebrew text.
It is alse cited as support for the suggestion that
Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah was once an extended and unified
history cf the people of God.

Since Josephus wrote the Antiquities cires 95 4. D.,
the assuuption that I Lsdres may have been based upon
Josephus is untenable. A number of factors point to a
literary dependency of Josephus upon I Esdras. He mentions
the building of the temple as a part of the letter of accusa-

21 This reference is

tion against the Jews as does 1 Esdras.
not in the book of Ezra. He also includes the story of the
three youths from I Esdras and uses the sequence of events

of that book when telling the story of the building of the
temple. Both accounts place the rebuff to the people-of-the-

22

land after the story of the accusation. BEzra reverses the

relation of these two stories, citing the refusal of help

20
21

I Esdras 5:70f.

Josephus, Ant., xi, 2, 1; cf. I Esdras 2:14.

22Josephus, Ant., xi, 4, 3; cf. I Esdras 5:635-66.

L a7
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s the cause of the people's enmity.

However, Josephus recognizes that the kings of Persia
were not mentioned in the correct order of their succession
in I Zsdras. When he tries to correct matters, however, he
introduces even greater confusion. He identifies Cambyses
with Artaxerxes as the king to whom the letter of accusation

23

was written. Darius, correctly placed inmediately after

Cambyses, is also mentioned in connection with the erection

24 But since

of the temple under Zerubbabel and Jeshua.
Xerxes followed Dariuvs, Josephus transfers the stories of
kzra and Nehemiah to the reign of the former. Evidently

the mention of the temple in the accusaticn led him to
assign events which were correctly placed under Artaxerxes I
in I Esdras into the reign of‘Cambyses. He knew that this
edifice had been completed during the reign of Darius, so

an accusation containing a reference tc a contemporary
temple-building project must precede the latter king. It

is impessible to conjecture why he places the reformers

in the reign of Xerxes unless there were a lacuna in his
copy of the record of Nehemiah. In hie Memoirs the latter

expressly says that he returned to the king in the thirty-

second year of his reign, but Xerxes ruled only twenty

25Josephus, ANt xin 2, lisict i Esdrass 21y

24Josephus, Ant., xi, 4, 1-9; cf. I Esdras 6:1-2.
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years.25 Whatever the reason, his attempts to rectify the
chrorological errors only made them worse,
There are other deviations from the Eiblical account
in Josephus. Ezra and Nehemiah are not reprcsented as con-

o

temporaries since he depicts Ezra as dead before Nehemiah

appeared on the scene.26

The fifty-two days required, zc-
cording tco the Eiblicsl portrayal, for the building of the
wall are prolonged to twec years and four mon’ths.27 The
narrizge of the high priest's son to the davghter of Sanbal-
lat is pleced in the years imunedisately preceding Alexander
the Great.=o
The acccunt of Josephus may be guesticnable as an aid
in determining the chronology of the period. At the same
time it would be hazardous to regard the whole history as
useless., He preserves details which cast light on some of
the events, if their proper chronological position can be

determined.

The Elephantine Fapyri are a group of contemporary

25
Josephus, however, speesks of the twenty-fifth and
twenty-eighth years of Xerxes, while relating the story of
Nehemiah, sc a theory of a lacuna is hardly sufficient to
explain this chronological misplacement; cf. Ant., xi,
5, 7 and 8.

25 josephus, Ant., xi, 5, 5; cf. xi, 5, 7 and Neh. 8:9;
T o

27Josephv.s, Ant.i, X1, 55830 chiiiNeh. 6:15.
28 yosephus, Ant., xi, 8, 1; cf. Neh. 13:28.
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Aramaic documents which were found on the Island of Assuan,
in upper Egypt, during the years from 1893 to 1906 A. D.
Most of them are perscnal letters and contracts, but several
are concerned with public figures and events of the late
Tifth century 5. C. Their grestest importance is their aid
in e¢stablishing the date of certain high priests and Persian

officials in Palestine, a3 will be shown later.

-
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CHAETER IV

SURVEY OF AUTHORSHIF 4ND DATE OF CCMPUSITION
OF EZRA-NEHEUMIAH

The books which are called Ezra and Nehemiah in the
English Bible were counted as one by the Jews. The Masso-
retic notes for both books are found at the end of the com-
bined volume, Most modern scholars accept this fact as
evidence that the books were originally one.l Moreover,
their style and vocabulery is so like that of Chronicles
that these three books are regarded as the work of one
author. 4s such, these books are a brief history of the
Israelite nation from Adam to the end cf the Reform under
Ezra and Nehemiah. The long period from Adam to David is
bridged by a series of genealogies, while other eras are
covered guite completely. Their commecn concern with the
Davidic Kingdom, the temple and its cult, and the Law, is
advanced es pointing in the same direction.

some scholars, however, take the position that these
books were originally separate works. The fact that the
Jews counted Ezra-Nehemish as one work is regarded as an
ertificial attempt to make the number of the books corres-

pond to the number of letters in the Hebrew alphabet.2 AS

lSee the standard Introauctions.

CEdward J. Young, An Introduction to the QOld Testament

(London: Tyndale Press, c.1949), p. 382; cf. Carl F. Keil,
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Keil points out, one could just as easily argue for a theory
of unitary authorship of the minor prophets because the Jews
called it "The Twelve."” Moreover, the diction of Ezra,
Nehemiah, and Chronicles is not sufficiently alike to neces-
sitate a serious consideration that they may be parts of a
longer work."+ Young agrees that BEzra may have written
Chronicles, but avers that it azlways was s separate book.
He states his position thus:

Here appears the great problem which faces those who

think that the books were originally one. Hew did

these books come to be separated and placed in their

present order, and how did it happen that the conclu-
sion of Chronicles and the beginning of Ezra are so
gimiler? Up to this time no satisfactory answer to
these questions has been given.

It likewise is evident that Chronicles as well as Ezra-
Nehemiah are based on sources. In Chronicles some of these
are named.6 None are explicitly mentioned in the books of
Ezra and Nehemiah, but it is possible to isolate sections

which look like such sources. In doing so, however, it is

sometimes hard to set exact limits. The author probably did

The Books of Lzrs, Nehe and Lsther, translated from the
German by uophla Taylov §;_l;ggl Qgggentagx on the 0ld
Testament in Clark's Foreign Theological Library, fourth
series; bdinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1888), VILL, 6; here-
after cited as Ezra.

3Keil, Ezra, p. 8.

“Ibid., p. 14.
5Young, loc. cit.

61 Chron. 29:29; 2 Chron. 9:29; et al.
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not name his sources when writing Ezra-Nehemiazh becsuse he
was working with untitled documents. MNorecover, fof the
largest part of his work he was dealing with practically
contemporary events. There was no need to define his
sources for the story of the reform.

If the writer of Chronicles is also the author of
tzra, then he has incorporated in his account the so-called

7

Ezra Memoirs. These sections are identified by the use

of the first person in the narration and consist of Ezra
7:27,28, and 8:1-34, In addition, kzra 7:1-10, 9:1-10:34,
and Wehemiah 7:73b-10:39 are based on a record by Ezra.

In a literary study of these parts of the two books, Arvid S.
Kgpelrudg comes to the conclusion that the langusge of both
the first- and third-person sections of the narrative is
the same. He rejects the material of Nehemiah S and 10

as not being a genuine part of the fzra-narrative, his
designation of the story of Ezra. I!oreover, he concludes
that the literary similarity of this [zra-narrative to
both Wehemiash and Chronicles proves that all three had

originated amcng a school of writers he czlls the

—

"For a list of varying limitations on the Ezra llemoirs
see the standard Introductions, and especially Loring Woart
Batten.AQnmdlammmwgnmmﬁﬁ
£zrs and Nehemiah MM%MWLM

Holy Scriptures of the Testaments; New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1913), DD LG LR

®irvid 8. Kapelrud, The Question of Authorship in the
Bzra~-narrative (Oslo: Jacob Dybwad, 1944).
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"Chronicler circles."9 Torrey takes the results of this
careful study as confirmation of his contention that the
whole Ezra story was pure fiction.10 Albright, however,
concludes that this study simply confirms the Jewish tra-
dition that Ezra was the author of Chronicles.ll
The position of Torrey has been made untenable by

archeological discoveries which will be mentioned 1ater.12
Kapelrud, to establish his position, must assume a long
period of time after the death of Ezra and Nehemiah for the
development of an oral tradition and its fixing ian writing.
Since the genealogies of Chronicles end in the high priest-
hood. of Johanan, or, at the latest, in that of Jaddua, this
agsunmption is questionable. Albright's view that Ezra is
the Chronicler remains as probably essentially correct.
This solution does not rule out the possibility of a dis-

location of the original writing at a later date.

The Nehemiah Memoiggl5 are more extensive, consisting

91bid., pp. 95ff.

lOCharles C. Torrey, The Chronicler's History of Judah
New Haven: Yale University Fress, 1954), p. xxviiil.

11William Foxwell Albright, "The Biblical Period," The

Jews: Their Histo Culture, and Religion, edited by L.
Finkelstein (lNew %oék: Harpef and Brothers, 1949), pp. S54ff.

121nfra, pp. 47f.

15 - ing limitations on the Nehemish
For a list of varyliig -.M1&E - :
Memocirs seeathe standard Introductions &nd especially

Batten, op. cit., pp. 14ff.
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of Nekemigh 1-7, 1l:1-2, and 13%:4-31, and sre regarded as
the source for the account in Nehemiah 12:27-1%:3. From the
topical arrangement of some parts, for example, the fifth
chapter, it appears that Nehemiah wrote his account near the
end of his governorship. The lists contazined in chapters
11:5-12:26 are usually not regarded as a part of Hehemiah's
own record, but their historical accuracy is accepted.
Chapter eleven may merely be & summary of the census men-
tioned in chapter seven, but this assumption cannot be
demonstrated.

Torrey dates Nehemiah in the twentieth year of Airta-
xerxes II, 386 B. C., and the Memoirs near the end of his
term as governor, about ten years later. He ascribes noth-
ing after Nehemiah 6:19 to the author; all the rest is the

yi d
14 Snaith describes the lMemoirs

fiction of the Chronicler.
as a memorial of a hero-worshipping follower of Nehemiah.

This originally independent book was later included by the
Chronicler in his history.15

The Arameic sections are found in Ezra 4:7b-6:18 and

7:12-26., These are largely correspondence and edicts of

the officials of the Fersian Empire, but they include also

1L"Charles C. Torrey, "The Chronicler as Editor and as
Independent Narrator," American Journal of Semitic Lan-
cuages and Literatures, XAV (April, 1907), 188if.

15Norman H. Snaith, "The Date of Ezra's Arrival in
Jerusalem," Zeitschrift fuer die alttestamentliche Wissen-
schaft und die Kunde des nachbiblischen Judentums, LXITI

1951), 56.




26
e story of the building of the temple.

Since Ezra-Nehemiah is the conclusion of the history
begun in the book of Chronicles, its date must be calculated
with reference to the latter book. Unless the genealogies
of the first nine chapters of Chronicles are disregarded,16
the writing could not have been done earlier than the time
of the last men included.'’ In 1 Chronicles 3:17-24 the
senealogy of the Davidic family is carried to a period six
generations after Zerubbabel, who led the Jerusalem commu-
nity circa 520 B. C. If twenty years are allowed to a gen-
eration, the date of the last persons would be about
400 B. C. This is supported by the fact that evidence has
been found indicating that Zerubbabel was probably well over

18 Two of the

fifty years old when the temple was built,
six zenerations could well have been living st that time.
In addition to this, the lists of the high priests in Nehe-
miah 12:10 and 22 point to a time during the pontificates

of either Johanan or Jaddua as the time of the writing. One

164dam C. Welch, Fost-Exilic Judaism (Edinburgh and
London: William Blackwood and Sons Ltd., 1935), pp. 185ff.

17qme possibility of additions to the list at a later
date is granted but discounted because of the evidence of
Neh, 12:22,25. .

18,1111am Foxwell Albright, "King Jeholachin in sxile,"
Biblical Archeologist, V (1942), 52f., quotes the information
of 2 set of tavblets found by C. F¥. Weidner at the Ishtar
Gate of Babylon, which shows that five sons of Jehoiachin
were born before 592 B. C., Since Zerubbabel was fathered by
one of these five, he was likely born before 57C B. C.
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other bit of evidence strengthens this supposition. In
Nehemiah 12:22,25 the Hebrew text is usually emended from
5 %o 7> on the assumption that Darius II is the king

19

concerned. A1bright has preoposed a different emendation
on the basis of haplography. He reads ﬁérp » using the
last letter of the immediately-preceding [}7‘[ﬂ'3f7[, and
the sentence then reads: S84 :

The Levites in the days of [Bliasshib, Joiada, Johanan,

and Jaddua were recorded . . ., from the reign of Darius

the Persian, . . . even to the days of Jdohanan, the

son of Eliesshib.

Darius the Fersian is used in distinction from Darius the
lflede, and is the first king of that nsme. Since it is known,
on the basis of the Elephantine Papyri, that Johanan was
high priest in 408 B. C., it is probeble that the time of
the Chronicler was about 400 B. C.°C This is then the date
of Ezra—Nehemiaﬁ also.

Also among the sources of Ezra-Nehemiah there are a
large number of lists of men (Kzra 2; 8:1-14; 10:16-44;
Neh. 3; 7; 10:1-27; snd most of 11:3-12:26). Some of these
lists are included in the Memoirs sections, but others are
not. They are all, however, very likely copies of official

lists of the Jerusalem community.

19%udolph Kittel, editor, Biblia Hebraica (Stuttgart:
Privilegierte Wlirtembergische Bibelanstalt, ¢.1937), p. 1321.
20yi11iem Foxwell Albright, "The Date and Personality

of the Chronicler," Journal of Biblical Literature, 4L
(1921), 1l2ff. |
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The purpose of the writer of these books is the hardest
factor to determine. Since he does not explicitly tell the
reader what his intentions are, these must be gathered from
his emphases. As. has been stated, the central interests of
these books seem to be the institutions of the Davidic King-
dom and its worship, and the narration of their continuation
in the post-exilic period. This is, then, a history of
God's dealings with His people and His blessings upon their
response %o His will, not a chronicle of a nation. Atten-
tion is centered on those eras in which the obedience of the
people to God's lLaw brought the promised blessings. Nor
should the view that these books were wriitten by one man be
understood as a rejection of their suthority as the imspired
record of God's dealing with His people. It is merely
evidence of the many ways in which He attempts to bless
His people with His promises., It must be approached from
that point of view, with an attempt %o understand, not

merely to criticize.



CHAFTHER V
THE RISTORICAL OVERVIEW

It is impossible to complete a study of this nature
satisfactorily without placing the action of the Biblical
history into the events of world history. In doing so it
is necessary to choose s point of departure in a somewhat
arbitrary way. For the purposes of this study it will suf-
fice to begin with the conguest of Babylon by Cyrus the
Fersian in October, 539 BE. gud For several centuries prior
to that time the historical events of the Tigris-Zuphrates
valley had been dominated by the great Semitic empires.
These earlier empires had had the advantages afforded by a
coinmon linguistic and cultural base throughout the greater
part of their dominions. This is mnot to say that they all
spoke the same tongue, but that the linguistic structure of
their various dialects wes much the same, so that in a
greater-or-lesser degree they used the same thought pattern.
Yet no one had ever been able to wela these peoples into a
nation. The Biblical references to revolts such as doshea
(2 Kings 17:3-4), Hezekiah (2 Kings 18:13-14), Jehoiakim
(2 Kings 24:1), and Zedekiah (2 Kings 24:20), indicate the

widespread discontent with imperial rule.

y,om, Olmstead, History of ihe Persian gmpirg_(Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, c.l948), pp. 49fi. This book
is used as the chief source of background material on the
Persian Empire.
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The last of the neo-Babylonian rulers, Nabu-nsid, seenms
tc have had no political acumen whatever., He was much more
interested in archeological research than in the complexi-
ties of imperial rule. He attempted to revitalize the wor-
ship of the moon-god, Sin, and estranged the priests of
Marduk in the capital itself, Under the pretext of protect-
ing the statues of the gods of other cities, he carried them
to Babylon. This antagonized all the local priesthoods.
Thus he washed out the only cement, religiocus loyalty and
satisfaction, which might have staved off disaster. Cyrus
wes able to turn these acts of Nabu-naid to his own advan-
tage. The latter's army was defsated at Opis on the Tigris
and all resistance collapsed. The Fersians entered Babylon
on October 13, 539 B. C.

The Persian Empire did not change the problems which
had plagued the Semitic overlords. The range of local lan-
guage and culture from the Sanskrit of India, through the
Persian of the Iranian plateau and the Semitic dialects of
Mesopotamia snd Syria to the Greek of Ionia and the Egyp-
tien in Egypt, intensified the task of government. The

Persian chancery adopted the lingua franca of the late

Babylonian Empire, namely Aramaic, as the diplomatic
language to solve their most immediate difficulties in
ruling the polyglot population. However, the Persian
kings never succeeded in fusing the empire into a nation.

The policies of Cyrus were such as to appeal to all
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the peoples of the conguered city and empire. By invoking

Marduk, the chief god of the Babylonians, as the great god

who hed given him the kingdom, he claimed for himself the

legitimete rulership in Babylon and gained the support of

the Babylonian priesthood. He also sent the idols of other

cities back to their homes--in one stroke removing an of-

fence to the priests of Marduk in Babylon and gaining the

good will of those people devoted to the worship of the

other gods. This religious policy is well set forth in the

words of the Cyrus Cylinder:

e o« « I am Cyrus, king of the world, great king,
legitimate king, king of Babylon, king of Sumer and
Akkad, king of the four rims (of the earth), son of
Canbiyses (Ka-am-bu-zi-ia), great king, king of Anshan,
grandson of Cyrus, great king, king of Anshan, de-
scendant of Teispes (Si-is-pi-is), great king, king
of Anshan, of a family (which) always (exercised)
kingship; whose rule Bel and Nebo love, whom they want
as king to please their hearts. . . . (as to the re-
gion) from . . . as far as Ashur and Susa, Agade,
Eshnunna, the towns of Zamban, Me-~Turnu, Der, as well
as the region of the Gutians, I returned to (these)
sacred cities on the other side of the Tigris, the
sanctuaries of which have been in ruins for a long
time, the images which (used) to live therein and
esteblished for them permanent sanctuaries. I (also)
gathered all the former inhabitants and returned (to
them) their habitations. Hurthermore, I resettled
upon the command of Marduk, the great lord, all the
gods of Sumer and Akkad whom Nabonidus had brought to
Babylon (Su. an. na. ki) to the anger of the Lord of
the gods, unharmed, in their (former) chapels, the
places which made them happy.

May all the gods whom I have resettled in their sacred
cities ask daily Bel and Nebo for a long life for me
and may they recommend me (to him); to lMarduk, my lord,
they may say this: "Cyrus, the king who worships you,
and Cambyses, his son . . «" « . « all of them I set-
tled in a peaceful place . . . ducks and doves . . .« ,
I endeavored to fortify/repair their dwelling places
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s % feixididined destroyed.).2

This policy was not merely a pious wish but was carried
out. Certain letters and foundation inscriptions testify to
the accomplishment of the acts listed on the Cylinder.5 By
naming his son and heir, Cambyses, titular king of Babylon,
he restored the prestige of the conguered city. Of course,
the reason for doing all this was to a large extent enlight-
ened self—interest.4 Cyrus wanted peace in the empire and
freedom for further conquests. His death came some ten
years later while engaged in a military expedition.

The next ruler of the Persian Empire, Cambyses, spent
practically his whole reign on his campaign against Egypt.
The success of this expedition was assured through the
desertion of Thanes, a Greek mercenary general, from Amasis,
king of Egypt. ©Since this traitor was acgquainted with
Egypt and the route through the desert, his advice enabled
Cambyses to move his army safely to the borders of Egypt.
He also had the a2id of some Arabian chieftsins. The date
of this campaign is rather precisely set by Diodorus of

Sicily:

ZJames Bennet Fritchard, editor, Ancient Near Eastern
Texts Relating to the Old Testament ESecond edition, cor-
Tected and enlarged; Frinceton: Princeton University Press,

1955), pp. 315f.
50lmstead, op. cit., p. 51, notes 100-102.

“The relationship of this general policy to the return
of the Jews will be discussed, infra, pp. 59-63.
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After o reign of f£fifty-five years he [imasis] ended
[239] his days at the time wher Cambyses, the king of
the Persians, attacked Igypt, in the third year of the
Sixty-third Olympled, that iz which Parmenides of
Canmarina won the "3tadion." [margin, 526-525 3. C:]5

One battle was sufficient tc open the entire countxy to
occcuration.

Canbyses had neither the religious tolerence nor the
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f his father. When he nistreated the
Zris bull he outraged the Zgyptian priesthood and made

impeesible the gaining of their zupport for his rule in
'm:cmmwyﬁ

On his militory expedition to Upper Hgypt, Cambyses

found a colony of Jews on Elephantire Islsnd. The papyri

L]

which came to light in the remains of the fortress about

)

19C0 i, D, prove that this group existed before his con-

"uest.7' It is safe tc assume that this force wes & nili-
tery command of the IZgyptian kings, but the date of its

founding is clouded ir uncertainty. Come scholars place it
before the fell of Jerusalem, interpreting Deuteronomy 17:16
as 8 reference to the sale of mercenarlies for horses.

Others dste it immediately after the fall of the Judahite

Spicdorus of Sicily, History., sdited and translated with
en introduction and notes by C. E. Oldfather (Loeb Classical
ILibrary; New York: G. P. Tutnam's Somns, 1933), s G ek 4k

6Herodatus, History, translated by George Hawlinson
(New York: Tudor ruslis%ing Co., ¢.1928), pp. 156ff.

7 . : : MAPNON <
L. E. Cowley, editor, Aramaic ragzrl of the Fifth
Century 3. C. (Oxford: The Clarendon FPress, 1923), papy-
Tus 50, line 13,
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kingdom, when a number of survivors fled to Egypt.a Ac-
cording to the opinion of still others, it may have been
organized even later since no documents were found at Ele-
phantine which antedate Dasrius I. This conclusion, however,
ignores the statement in papyrus 30, that Cambyses found
the colony in existence.9 Whatever the time of origin, it
is known that Cambyses treated the colony well. He allowed
thelr worship to continue. This concession had the effect
of isolating these Jews from the neighboring Egyptians and
making them very loyal to the FPersian kings.lo

Cambyses was recalled to Persia by rumors of a revolt.
When he reached Syria on his return journey, he died sud-
denly. His death threw the Persian Empire into a turmoil.
From the ensuing confusion and fighting Darius I emerged &s

victor in 522 B. C.l1

Although he was not in the direct
line of succession, he was an Achaemenid. He reorganized
the empire into a system of satrapies over each of which he
placed a triumvirate of administrators. The satrap, chosen
from the nobility, had the assistance of a secretary and a

military commander who, however, were responsible directly

8Jeremiah 4% and 44,

9Cowley, op. cit., papyrus 30, lines 13 and 1l4.

10The connection betwesn this colony and the reform in
Jerusalem will be discussed later, together with the infor-
mation from the papyri for the problem of the date of Lzra
and Nehemigah,

llOlmstead, op. cit., p. 108,



35
to the Great King. LEach military contingent was a unit in
itself and could operate within its area without neceassity
of cooperating with the neighboring satrapieé}l2

The religious policies of Darius were modeled after
those of Cyrus, rather than those of Cambyses. Since Egypt
had revolted upon receiving the news of the death of Camby-
ses, Darius had to reconquer that country. He finished this
campaign by the spring of 518 B. C.l5 The settlement of
religious and militery problems followed the pattern of his
general policy of tolerance toward the religion of others.
The activity of Darius in Asia Minor brought the Persians
into conflict with the Greeks, and set off a war which con-
tinued for generations. It ended when the antagonists,
weskened by fighting and treachery, fell before a new
barbarian, the king of Macedon. :

Almost automatically the death of Darius in 485 B. C.
resulted in snother revolt in Egypt. Xerxes, son and suc-
cessor of Darius, reconquered Egypt and placed his brother,
Achaemenes, in control of Egypt as satrap. Then he marched
off to Greece, sustaining the disasters of Salamis in

480 B. C. and Plataea in 479 B. C. After these failures he

12G. S. Goodspeed, "The Persian Empire from Darius to

Artexerxes," The Biblical World, New Series, XIV (October,
1899), 252ff.

1§R. A. Parker, "Darius and His Egyptian Campeaign,"
American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, LVIIT
(Octooer, 1941), 377.
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retired to harem life in Babylcnia. After his murder by

-

sone attendants in 465 B. C., his son irtaxerxes I became
the Great Xing. 7The former’s death was probably precipi-
tated by the failure of the FYersian armies to hold the
eastern Mediterranean sea-coast. 4bout 467 B. C. Cimon,

the Athenian general, had destroyed the Persian fleet at

1

the mouth of the Eurymedeon River in Asia liiror, and in the
words of Plutarch:

This exploit so humbled the purpose of the King that
he made the terms of that notorious peace, by which
he was to keep away from the Hellenic sea-coast as

far as a horse could travel in a day, and was not to
sail west of the Cyanean and Chelidorian Isles with
armored ships of war. And yet Calisthenes denies that
the Barbarian made any such terms, but says that he
really acted as he did through the fear which the
victory inspired, and kept so far aloof from Hellas
thet Pericles with fifty, and Ephialtes with only
thirty ships sailed beyond the Chelidorian Isles with-
out encountering any navy of the Bsrbarians. But in
the decrees collected by Craterus there is a copy of
the treaty in its due place, as though it had actually
been made, and they say the Athenians [447] also built
the altar to Peace to commemorate this event, and p:stii.LL
distinguished honours to Callias as their ambasssdor.

The victories of the Athenians and the change of kings
precipitated another revolt in Egypt under Inarus, son of
Psammetichus. After defeatigg and killing Achaemenes in a
battle at Papremis in the Delta, he appealed to the Atheni-

ans for aid. Athens was guick to oblige since she was in

14Plutarch, Lives, edited and translated with an intro-

duction and notes by Bernadette Perrin (Loeb Classical Li-
brary; New York: The Macmillan Co., c.191%, reprinted 1928),
G %45f.; cf. William wWatkiss Lloyd, The sge of Pericles
(London: Macmillan, 1875), II, 74ff.
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the process of converting the Delian League into the Atheni-
an Empire, and needed the commercial advantages of a foot-
hold in Egypt. A fleet of two hundred triremes which had
been opecrating near Cyprus was diverted to Lgypt. The first
asssult swept up the Nile to Merphis and captured two-thirds

(a1

ct

he

(42

city. However, the citadel of that city, the so-
called "White Fortress" held out, while the local men of
zgypt stood aloof.

In the meantime, other battles of the opening years of
the Peloponnesian War were foughf largely to the advantage
of Athens. As a result her generals were teupted to insist
on holding any position they had captured. Southern Egypt,
including Elephantine, had remained loyal to the Persians.
Finally, after about five years, in 455 B. C., lMegabyzus,
the satrap of Syria, drove the Athenians out of Egypt by
destroying prectically the entire armament, including fifty
more trirsmes sent in support. Inarus was captured on the
promise of safe-conduct of liegabyzus. When he was executed
five years later by Artaxerxes, Mecgabyzus revolted since
he considered that his honor as a soldier had been tarnished
by the king's deed, After two years, 448-447 B. C., and
two victories over the king's troops, he re-entered the
service of the Great King.15

The events of the reign of Darius II, 424-4C4 B. C.,

15The effect of these revolts on events in Jerusalen
will be discussed later.
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who assumed the throne after the death of Artaxerxes, are
of little interest for the purposes of this study. The war
with Greece continued with little adventsge to either side.
Persian satraps, particularly Tissaphernes, used financial
subsidies very cleverly to insure that neither the Athenians
nor the Spartans could win the Peloponnesizn War. Harem
intrigues forced the recall of this able official., The suc-
cessor to Tissaphermes threw full support to the Spartans,
so that their general, Lysander, wzs eble to destroy the
fleet of Athens =t Aegospotami in 405 E. C. and to capture
Athens itself a year later. In the weantime Darius had
died and Artaxerxes II became king. His younger brother,
Cyrus, plotted to gain the throne. Since his intrigues
failed, he began an open revolt. The mercenaries of both
Greek factions, but particularly of Sparta, now enlisted in
the army of Cyrus and marched deep into the heart of Baby-
lonis. The battle of Cunaxa, 401 B. C., was %o all effects
a draw, but Cyrus was killed and the revolt ended.l6 In
the meentime Egypt had agein revolted and with Spartan aid
freed herself from the Persian kmpire, although Elephantine

seems to heve been loyal as late as 402 B. Gl Since this

16Augustus William Ahl, Outline of Persian History
Based on the Cuneiform Inscriptions (New York: Lemcke and
Buechner, 1922), pp. 10CIf.

17Emil G. Kraeling, "New Light on the Elephantine
Colony," Biblical Archeologist, &V (1952), 62.
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is the latest possible period for the date of kEzra, there

is no purpose in tracing the history of FPersia any farther,



CHAPTER VI
THReE UNSATISFACTORY SCLUTICHNS

In the following chapter there is a brief discussion
of the answers which three scholars offer to the many ques-
tions of the dzra-Nehemiah history. &ELach of these men has
suggested such far-reaching and radicel reconstructions of
the daeta offered in the Biblical books that their solu-~
ticns do not lend themselves readily to a point-by-point
consideration. Hence the view of cach scholar is outlined
and a critique given at the end of his suggested recon-

struction,
Adam C. Welch

Adam C. Welch considers that Nehemiah had no part in

1 More~

the religious reconstruction following the exile.
over he pleces the responsibility for continuing true wor-
ship among the remanent population following the Assyrian
Conguest of 722/721 B. C.© Nehemiah 9 is regarded as a
litany and as representing a response of the loyalist
Israelites to the dominance of a foreign power.5 On the

basis of Jeremiah 41:5f. he points out the probability that

\

1jdam C. Welch, Post-sxilic Judsism (Ldinburgh and Lon-
don: Willism Blackwood and Sons, Ltd., 1935), p. viii.

21bid., pp. 19ff.
5Ibid., pp. 26-35.
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secrifice was continued in Jerusalem throughout the exile.4
Nehemiah 10 is then viewed as an account of a covenant be-
tween the remanent Israelites and Judshites ts maintain the
worship at this altar.5 Tue natural result of this pact was
a rebirth of community worship of both North and South Israel
around the old temple site in Jerusalem.6

Welch accepts the report of a return of the Jews under
Cyrus as a part of a general Persian policy.7 In the book
of Ezra he finds two versions of the edict of permission,
each colored by the purpose of the editor. In his opinion,
the Chronicler gave Sheshbazzar a rather secondary role be-
czuse he was a foreigner. The emergency of Tattenai's in-
vestigation, however, forced the Jews to claim him as the
one who had laid the foundation of the temple. Sheshbaz-
zar's laying of the foundation stone was all that was accom-
plished until the time of Zerubbabel. Welch believes this
happened becsuse there was insufficient addition to the
strength of the Jerusslem community during those years. The
report of the Chronicler blaming the people-of-the-land for

£
this delay is polemical i‘iction.d The list of men in Ezra 2

Ibid., p. 68.

5Ibid., pp. 70-86.

Ibid., p. 88.

?1bid., p. 90.
lbid.' pp. lOBf.
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and Nehemiah 7 is regarded as a census of the true Israel
for some feast.9 On the basis of this understanding of the
Ezra-Nehemiah text, Welch concludes that these books are an
official account of the events as fabricated by those who
returned, after they had gained control of the temple and
cult.lo

In further support of his thesis that the real recon-
struction was done by the remanent population of Palestine,
Welch makes Ezra just a leader of a caravan who had diffi-

culty in keeping his own followers under control.ll

The
mixed-marriages are described as a problem existing only
among his followers. The leaders of those who had never
gone into exile are considered tc have demanded that Ezra

12  Thus Weleh as-

enforce the local ban on such marriages.
signs no real spiritual progress to the exiles, but gives
it all to the people who had remained in Palestine.

Welch marshalls his arguments with persuasive skill,

but they lack convincing proof. He fails to account for the

spiritual advance among the remanent population and the lack

of such progress among the exiles. He ignores the purpose

of deportation among the ancient empires. The overlords

Tbid., p. 141.
107p34., p. 158.

lopig., pp. 245-279.
121via., pp. 247f.

B T .
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used exile of the nobility and religious lesders of con-
qQuered provinces as a weapon to destroy resistance., In
Israel and Judah it was these more-educated classes which
were removed. The people remaining were exactly those
groups least likely to be able to preserve the old ways,
since they would have known the least about them. The king,
the nobles, the artisans, and the priests were gone, Where
would the remanent population find the leadership necessary
to make the reconstruction with which Welch credits these
wmen? This is not to say that unlearned men cannot preserve
faith in God. Yet it is far more likely that the portion
of the people who had the knowledie of the Law as taught
by the priests, and had been exposed to living in the midst
of heathenism and the necessity of working out methods of
serving Yehweh while absent from Yahweh's land, would be more
able to restore the worship of Yahweh than those who lacked
these qualifications. Since Welch's entire reconstruction
of the account of the exile and return is based on a mis-
interpretation of this consideration, his whole approach

is undermined.
Charles C. Torrey

During the period from 1896 to 1954 Charles C. Torrey
participated in the study of the period of the exile and
return. He developed his theory of the literary snd his-

torical relationships of the post-exilic era early in his



44
life, and defended that position vigorously for many years.l5
He holds that the whole story of the exile and the return
was a fiction of the Chronicler invented for apologetic pur-
poses against the Samaritans. At times it seems as if the
direction of his research and writing on the problems of
the Bzra-Nehemiah history is dominated by his theory.
Torrey's litevary studies of the Chronicles-Ezra-
Nehemiah history of Israel are of unguestioned wvalue. His
demonstration that these books employ the same langusge and
are interested in much the same topics is accepted by most
scholars today.l4 However, his ascription tc the Chronicler
of a single-minded anti-Samaritan polemic forces him to
interpret many Biblical passages one-sidedly. Perhaps it is
best to allow Torrey to speak for himself abcut this subject:
Against the claims of the exclusive party in Jerusalem
stood some formidsble obstacles. Of these, the most
important by far was the tradition, which had grown up,
that Jerusalem and Judea were not only completely de-

populated by the armies of Nebuchadnezzar, but that
they remained vacant for a long time. Thus especially

150harles C. Torrey, "The Aramaic Fortions of Ezra,"
American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, XXIV
(april, 1908); "The Chronicler as Editor and as lndependent
Narrator," American Journal of Semitic Langu=ges and Litera-
tures, X4V (January, 1907; April, 1907), hereafter cited as
Editor; The Chronicler's History of Judah (New Haven: Yale
University rress, 19o5%), hereaiter cited as History; "The

Nature and Origin of 'I Esdras,'" Americen Jourmel of Semit-
ic lLaupgusges and Literatures, aalil (JanuaITﬂ.1907); "San-
ballat 'The Horonite,'" Journal of Biblical Literature,

£LV11 (1928), hereaftsr cited eas Sanballat; and many others.

luSee the standard Introductions.
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II Kings 24:14ff.; 25:8-12, 26; Jer. 25:11ff.; 29:10,
etc. This tradition--due chiefly to a misunderstanding
of Haggai and Zechariah--was harmless at first; but
when the new Israelite sect of worship was established
at Shechem, a most effective weapon was put into the
hands of the rival sect. The Samaritans could claim,
and with much apparent right on their side, that they
themselves were the rightful heirs and the true church.
« « » The contest of the Jews with the Samaritans was
really a life and death struggle, and the latter pcos-
sessed some external advantages at the start. . . .
They could probably prove, in a great many instances,
that not only individuals of priestly reank, but also
whole priestly families, had migrated into North-
Israelite territory when Jerusalem was destroyed, and
that their descendants were now pillars of the Samari-
tan church. These were the sons of Aaron, and with
them were Levites; were there any in Jerusalem who
could show a clearer title? FProbably not, until the
Chronicler wrote his history, carrying back through the
past centuries the genealogy of the families who in his
day constituted the loyal Jewish church in Jerusalem
and the neighborigg towns, and excluding all others
from legitimacy.

For Torrey this struggle between the Jews and the
Samaritans was the key to the understanding of the whole
history of Israel embodied in the Chronicler's work. Each
change from the record in Samuel or Kings is seen by Torrey
as another attack upon the people living in the former

North Israeli=s

Thus the Chronicler's recapitulation of
the story of his people is falsified. MNoreover, Torrey
asserts that the large number of sources cited by the
Chronicler were but a figment of his imaginetion, used to

make his statements authoritative. Since Torrey considers

15Torrey, Editor, p« 158.
161pid., pp. 165ff.
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that the Chronicler had no sources other than the earlier
canonical books, he believes that the latter's literary
methods can he ascertained by a compariscn of the books of
Chronicles with those of Samuel and Kings.17
OCn the basis of the knowledge gained by this comparison,

according to Torrey, it is possible to estimate the extent of
the Chronicler's sources in Ezra and Nehemizh. Such a study
discloses that the editor of the work had only two documents
for the period of the return and reconstruction. The first
of these was the Aramaic story of the temple (Ezra 4:8-6:18)
sritten by a member of his own school, This document was
used almost without change in the present book of Ezra.
The second source conmprised what is now Nehemiah 1:1-2:6;

2:9b-20; 4:1-6:19. All other parts of the two books are the

18 The use of the first and

invention of the Chronicler.
third persons in the narrative is simply a literary device.
Torrey states that in a literary sense the worst work of the
Chronicler appears in his redaction of the Nehemiah docu-
ments, The editor failed to study the writings of Neheaniah
19

carefully enough to be able to imitate them successfully.

In Torrey's view, the ultimate success of the Chronicler

Y71pid., p. 175.

lslbld., pp. 188ff, This position was later modlfled
to include gll of Nehemiah as part of the Chronicler's work;
cf. Torrey, History, p. xii, n. 3.

19T0rrey, Editor, pp. 21417,
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was complete. The original readers knew that this editor's
history of Israel was a midrash and ignored it.20 Later
readers had forgotten the true history of the period and
accepted these books as accurate and finally canonical. In
addition, Torrey points out that the fall of the Samaritans,
first from political power and then also from spiritual in-
fluence, contributed to the acceptance of the Chronicler's
fiction. It was not until centuries after the canonization
of this work that asnyone again suspected its fictitious
character.

For Torrey the whole qguestioa of the date of Ezra is
irrelevant since there never was an Ezra, He affirms the
nistoricity of Nehemiah, but places him in the reign of
Artaxerxes II, whose twentieth year was 386 B. C. Since
the Elephantine Papyri show that Sanballat was governor of
Semaria at a time near the middle of the fifty century 3. C.,
Torrey postulates a grandson by the same name who was the
opponent of Nehemiah at this later time.21

Torrey's views received little direct support from
recognized scholars when they were first advanced. Archeo-
logical research has eliminated his basic supposition that
there was no evidence of an extensive destruction of Jeru-

salem and other urban centers in 587/586 B. C. It has been

2OTorrey, History, p. xxvii.

2lporrey, Sanballat, pp. 380£f.
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demonstrated guite clearly that urban life had practically
ceased to exist from the time of the Chaldean invasions
until well into the Persian period.22 Thus there is no
reason to regard the account of the return as fiction and

scholars are Jjustified in rejecting Torrey's conclusions.

Julius Morgenstern

: P
Julius MorgensterneJ approaches the problems of post-

exilic history from the viewpoint that the opening verses

of Nehemiah prove that the latter received ﬁews of a differ-
ent nature from what he expected. This poses the question
whether some event can be discovered to account for the
sorrow of Nehemiah. To answer this query Morgenstern erects
a structure of great proportion on the basis of a new in-

terpretation of a series of Biblical passages.

22Nilliam Foxwell Albright, "The Biblical Period," The
Jews: Their History, Culture, and Religion, edited by L.
Finkelstein (New York: Harper and Brotaners, 1949), p. 49,
n. 122. In his latest work Torrey has tried to turn this
argunent by essuming that the destruction was so vast that
there were no cities nor villages to which the exiles might
return. He has ignored the possibility that "their cities"
of the period of the exile may not be the same places as
"their cities" after the return; cf. Torrey, History,
P XxVi,.

2'7:'Ju1iu.s.=, Morgenstern, "Jerusalem--485 B. C.," Hebrew
Union College Annual, XXVII (1956), XXVIII (1957), and XXXT
(1060), hereaffer cited as Jerusalem; "The Message of
Deutero-Isaiah in its Sequential Unfolding," Ibid., XXIX
(1958), and XXX (1959), hereafter cited as Isaiah; and "A
Chapter in the History of the High Priesthood," American
Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures, LV (1938),

hereafter cited as Chapter.
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Morgenstern begins by stating that the book of Zech-~
ariah pictures Jerusalem as rather depopulated in 520 B. C.
On the other hand, Psalm 48, which he dates from the period
516-485 B. C., testifies that Jerusalem was well-peopled
at that time. On the basis of this evidence he postulates
a period of prosperity after the building of the temple in
520-516 B. c.2% Since a community without a fortress would
be open to raiders, such prosperity can be understood only
if there were the protection of a walled city., lHorgen-
stern further holds that Lamentations was not written in

3

<
586 E. b-“5 because the nstions mentioned there as enemies

26 1,

were sllies of Judah in the last war with Babylon.
addition, he statcs that Ezekiel 21:53-37; 25-32; and
%55:1-326:15 do not reflect the events of Nebuchadnezzar's
rule.27 Because these passages mention the temple they
nust have originated in a period after thst structure had

beendFebudl t1ini520=5168BIuCA2S

Hence he posits a second
destruction of Jderusalem some time after 516 B. C., for
wnich he finds indirect testimeny in the surviving records.

Support for this hypothesis is derived from the book

24Morgenstern, Jerusalem, XAVII, 103.

251bid., p. 106; cf. Lam. 4:20 and 2 Kings 25:4-7.
26 -~

271bid., p. 109.

281p1d., pp. 11LEZ.
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of Obadiah.eg Its rege is directed specificelly against
Zdom, one of the nations sllied with Judeah during the revolt
egainst Nebuchednezzar. He also points to the opening ver-
ses of Melachi., £ince they also gpeak of Yahweh's hatred of
Edom, MHorgenstern dates Malechi circs 478 B. C. and sees the
book as a reflection of & second destruction of Jerusalem
about s century after 586 B. 0.30

Morgenstern then turns to some Psalms which he places
into the post-exilic period, but nct as late as the time of
the Maccabees, These Psalms speak of a destruction which he
cazanot equate with any kunown capture of the city.31 The
common element of these Isalms is found in their reference
to the doctrine "for His Name's sske."” The idea about God
contained in this phrasé¢ was first expressed by Ezekiel in
the latter pert of his career, some time after 586 B. C.
itccording to lMorgenstern this doctrine was a result of the
continuing sin among the Judahite exiles in Zabylon. Their
actions made God's Name a source of blasphemy to the other
n-a‘cions.52 Their sins forced God tc rehabilitste His people

in spite of what they were. It was a part of Ezekisl's task

297vid., p. 114.
501pid., p. l16.

o e

allbid., p. 117; the Fsalus in guestion are 44:10-17,23;
60 (=108):5-5,10~13; 74:1-11,19-23; 79; 833 137:7-9.

527pid., p. 120,
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to stress this truth of God's promises by formulating the
doctrine of "for His Name's sake," first expressed in
56:16—28.33 Morgenstern regards the mention of this doc-
trine in earlier books as interpolations.34 In order to
make Psalm 87 fit inbto this circle of ideas he interprets
Assur in verse 9 as a circumlocution for Persia.55 Psalm 2,
a coronation song, becomes a part of the same pattern by
emending verse 12 to read, "Give glory to iis Hame."56

Morgenstern also finds support for hié view in the
books of Isaiah and Jdoel. bhe assigns a date of between
490-445 B. U, to Isaiah 63:15-64:11, A4is a statement of
grief for Jerusalem it points to the disaster postulated
for this period.?’ Joel 4:2bg-8,19,20 also spesk of a sub-
jugation of the Jews by some of the nations noted in Lzekiel
and therefore are found to reflect the same historical situ-
ation.58 The combination of this whole group of passages

points to a hitherto urknown destruction of Jerusalem.,

Morgenstern arrives at the date for this destruction

551pid., pp. 122ff.

54l'bid., p. 126; the passages in guestion are zxodus
32:11-12; Num. 14:13-20; and 1 Kings 8:41-45.

521pid., pp. l32f.
561pid., pp. 139£f.
57Ibid e 9 I:‘P ° 1471‘ °

8ivid., pp. 150ff.
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on the basis of his interpretation of Ezra 4:7-23.2° Since
this letter of accusation was written to Artaxerxes and
contained a reference to rebellion under his fathers (Ezra
4:15), this destruction must have occurred beforec his reign.
Un the other hand, the story of the rebuilding of the temple
under Darius 1 makes no mention of a wall in Jerusalen
(Ezra 6:24) after the failure of a revolt by Zerubbabel.
Thus it is likely that the disaster struck the city somewhat
later.qo

According to Morgenstern Nehemiah 1l:1-4 confirms this
assumption since the implication is c¢lear that he expected a
better report than he received from his brother Hanani. He
knew of an expedition which had been sent to rebuild the
walls, but this was the first intimation that it had failed.
It was this disappointment which caused his great grief.4l
He secured permission to go to Jerusalem and succeeded in
rebuilding the walls, but his opponents managed to put his

2 Thus

actions in such a bad light that he was recalled.”
Morgenstern avers that the destruction must have occurred
afiter Derius and before Artaxerxes.,

In mzra 4:6 lMorgenstern finds the information which

391vid., p. 156.
“Orpid., pp. 159f.
4l1pid., p. 165.

421pid., p. 164.
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establishes the date of the fall of the city. ‘his passage
speaks of an accusation against the Jews at the bsginning of
the reign of Yerxes, circa 485 8. 0. 42 Ezra 4:15,20 mention
former rebellions of Jerusalem which lMorgenstern interprets
as referring to the revolt wnder ZXerxes. He then recon-
structs this revolt thus: The failure of Zerubbabel's plans
to revelt in 520 8. C. had only driven the Jewish national-
ist party underground. The Persian defeat at llarsthon in
490 8. C. led them to believe that God would soon bring then
freedom. Because they were activists, however, they planned
a revolt, timed to begin with the death of Darius. In fur-
therance of this plot they ancinted & king on New Year's
Day, 486 B. C. in firm confidence that God would fight for
them as He promised in Fsalm 2.44 Xerxes was busy with a
revolt in Egypt and merely gave token aid to seven neighbor-
ing nations who destroyed the city and sold many of the
inhebitants into slavery.45 The unfortunate king leading
this rebellion was probably named Menshem, a son of Zerub-
babel. ELvidence for this identification is found in Lamen-
tations 1, 2, 4, 5. Melachi 2:10-1l6 indicates that there
was a commercial and marriage treaty with Tyre. FPsalm 45 is

adduced as supporting evidence. The king of Tyre, seeing

“51pid., p. 166.

“Ipid., p. 168.

e e

451pid., p. 173.
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the futility of the rewvolt, withdrew his support in time to
avoid any serious consequences.
Morgenstern believes that this revolt was precipitated
by those sctivists who misunderstood the messaye of Deuterc-

47

Isaizh. The hatred of the neighboring nzations he explains
by the war legislation of Deuteronomy 20 which he dates fronm
this period.#a The Davidic covenant of 2 Samuel 7 was used
by the revolutionists as the promise of a Jewish World Bm-
pire.49 The disaster of 485 B. C. crushed the nationalists
so that they did not regain influence until the era of the
Haccabees.5o The universalists, a group who understood
Deuvtero~Isaiah as preaching friendship to foreigners, were
undercut by the actions of the neighboring nations and
never recovered influence among the Jews.5l The Servant
Songs were written to explain the suffering of Israel. A4s
HMenahem had suffered to save Isrsel, so Israel suffered to

save mankind. They were an attempt to explain God's actions

461pia., XAVIII, pp. 15-47 passim.

47Morgenstern, Issish, X&LIL, 1 contains an arrangement
of Second Issiah as Morgenstern reconstructs it: chaps. 47,
48, 46, 45, 42-44, 41, 40:6-8, 12-18, 21-31. Chaps. 49-55
are denied to Second Isaiah.

“aMorgenstern, Jerusalem, L£4X1, 9,
' Q

“I1pid., p. 13.

O1pid., p. 16.

11pid., p. 17.
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after the revolt.52

Morgenstern states that the remnants of the people
were saved because Dor was captured by the Athenians who
held this city during the years 460-450 B. C. Artaxerxes,
faced with this threat to his supply lines and the revolt of
Inarus in Egypt,55 sent Ezra to rebuild the temple and the
city of Jerusalem in 458 b. Ot The latter was a rabid
separationist from the golsh who carried these ideas to
the Jerusalenm community.55 He built the temple but failed
to fortifiy the city. Nehemiazh then built the walls, but
was not appointed governor until long after this time.56

Morgenstern concludes that the success of this sepa-
ratistic reform was not assured until Johanan became high
priest. The latter had come under the influence of Ezra
ebout 445 B. C.?? After the death of Ezra snd Nehemiah
ne becaume the leader of the separatist party. By killing
his brother, Joshua, a good friend of the Frersian gover-
nor Bogoas, on New Year's Day of 411 5. U., he became

high priest. bBogoas then damaged and pollutea the

521pid.y pe 20.
53

-

Supra, pP. 5.
‘Morgenstern, Jerusalem, A44L, 23.
Ibid., p. 24.
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591pid., pp. 28f.
57Morgenstern, Chapter, p. 302, n. 107.
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o8 When Darius II died, 404 B. C., the Persian gov-

temple.
ernor was recalled and the separatists came into full con-
trol. The Jews in Babylon now supported the high priest
whole-heartedly, enabling him to drive those who disagreed
with his policies out of Jerusalem.59 The essy-going Yah-
wise of the Palestineans was repudisted and the particular-
ism of the gelsh became the norm for all Jews. It was the
murder of Joshua, not the work of Ezra and Nehemiah, which
crowned this policy with success.

The historical reconstruction which Horgenstern sug-
gests for the post-exilic period is an imposing structure.
The logic of his conclusions is irreproachable if one grants
his assumptions. It is precisely at that point that his
reconstruction is vulnerable.

In the firet place liorgenstern assumes dates for Bib-
lical books and parts of books in a rather arbitrary way.
His criterion for the date of certain Fsalms, that they all
contain references to Ezekiel's doctrine "for His Name's
sake," is open to serious question. He offers no evidence
that Ezekiel was indeed the first person to express this
doctrine. He gives no real support to his statement that
the references to this doctrine in Exodus 32:11-12;'Numbers

14:13-20; and 1 Eings 8:41-43 are interpolations. Thus

. ————

2°Ibid., pp. 364Lf.
591bid., p. 376, n. 140.
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the first step in lorgenstern's attempted proof rests upon
some uawarranted assumptions.

The further assumption of lMorgenstern that these Fsalms
refer to a capture of Jerusalem in 485 8. U. is also weakly
attested. In fact, Psalm 83 refers to iAssur as an enemy,
walle Psalm 137 refers to Babylon. To read both of these as
circumlocutions for Persia goes beyond that which is
probable,

The same lack of ohjectivity is shown in lorgenstern's
assumptions as to the dates of llalachi, Second and Third
isaiah, OUbadizh, and Joel, In no case does he offer solid
evidence to substantiate the dates he proposes. Yerhaps he
has such evidence, but it is not present in thsse articles.
Fiorcover, his assumption that the war legislation of Deuter-
onony 2C comes from about 490 b. U. cannot be sustained in
the light of the ban of Jericho (Jdosh. ©:17-27) and the
traditional lists of enemy nations.

When one looks at llorgenstern's historical reconstruc-
tion, this same method of piling assumpticn upon assumption
is present. Le accepts the traditiomal cate of 458 b. C.
for the mission of Ezra, but he states that the task of
the latter uas to rebuild the temple and walls of Jerusalem.
The Eiblical evidence for such a mission is non-existent.
He sets the date of Nehemizh at 444 L. L. but denies that
he was a contemporary of hzra. &He further considers that

Nehemiah was recallea shortly after builaing the walls
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and was not appointed governor until many years later when
he returned to Jerusalem. This assumption, too, has no
support in the Biblical record.

When one reads this series of articles by iforgenstern,
one gains the impression that this scholar began with a
certain theory of post-exilic history. He then sought for
evidence in the Biblical text to support his theory, not to
let the record speak for itself. As an example, Ezra is
dated in 458 B. C. not because the Bible places him in the
seventh year of Artaxerxes, but because llorgenstern's hy-
pothesis requires an attempt to rebuild the temple and wall
at that time. The same sort of false logic is epparent in
identifying Assur in Psalm 83 with Persia.

For the above reasons lorgenstern's reconstruction of
the post-exilic times must be rejected. On the other hand,
certaein of his conclusions are probably correct, for in-
stance, that Nehemiah came to Yerusalem in 444 3. C., and
that the success of the reform was assured by the succession

of Johanan as high priest ¢circa 411 B. C.




CHaPTER VII

DIoCUSHICN Cr THe PROBL=MS OF

THe BIBLICal NadnaTIVe

In a sense all that precedes has been of an introduc-
tory nature. As far as possible, the problems which make
up the larger questions of the Bzra-Nehemiah history have
been defined and isolated. The recounstruction of the re-
corded events offered by three scholars have been examined
and found to be unacceptable. In the discussion which fol-
lows, each difficulty will be treated in the order of its
mention in Chapter III. The answers of other scholars will
be evaluated and an acceptable solution offered.

a. The edicts of the Persian kings preserved in the

book of Ezra are written in such definitely-
Jewisp styli that their authenticity has been
gquestioned.

The edicts of the Persians are preserved in three
places in Ezra (l:2-4; 6:3-12 and 7:12-26). The first two
of these, relating to the return of the exiles and the
building of the temple, sppear to be variant forms of the
same decree. The former is written in Hebrew and the lat-
ter in Aramaeic. The third one, alsc written in Aramaic,

is concerned with the mission and authority of Ezra.

lSu Ta, D 12.




&0
Some scholars reject both content and form of these

edicts as forgeries.2 lMost, however, agree that there must
have been some sort of official statement of permission for
the Jews to return to Jerusalem, but there is divided opin-
ion on the question of whether the decrees preserved in the
Bible are imperial documents of Cyrus.3 The reasons usually
adduced for denying their official character are: the naa-
ing of Yahweh instead of Ahuramazda as the god of heaven,
since Cyrus, as far as can be determined, was a worshipper
of the latter god; the mention of Jerusalem in comnection
with the temple of Yahweh, thereby recognizing that the only

egitimate place for a Jewish temple was in that city; and
the orders for neighbors to assist the Jews with gifts of
noney and goods, for most of those neighvors would have been
non-Jews., lloreover, it is sometimes pointed out that the
decree as recorded in Lzra 1l:2-4 is concerned more wita the
return than with the temple, while the reverse is true of
the edict of Ezrea 6:35-12.

The orders concerning izra's mission present a differ-

problex to scholars. In this case the objections %o

[()]
=)
ct

suthenticity are based upon the assumption that the

ersians would not be concerned with the religious welfare

(W)
ct
(6]

| ]
(0]

2Robert H. #feiffer, Introduction to the Old Jestament
(Few York: Harper and Brothers, c.1941), pp. 824ff.

3See standard Introductions and Commentaries.
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of their subjects and the apparent grant of many secular
powers to Ezra over non-Jews.
According to Keil the Persian king entered consciously

into the purposes of God.4

The prophet Daniel had acquaint-
ed him with the writings of Isaiah, particularly with those
sections naming Cyrus as the deliverer of the Jews. Keil
considers both forms of the document authentic.5 WrightG
and Young & point out that the Cyrus decrees are in rfull
accord with the known policy of the Fersian congueror.
Rowley® and Albright’ feel that these edicts as preserved
are substantislly historical, bubt were probably extracted

from older offiicial documents,.

The most thorough discussion of the reliability of the

%carl F. Keil, The Books of Ezra, Nehemish and Esther,
translated from the German by Sophia Taylor ( ;bL1CéL ggm—

mentary on the 0ld ievtament in Clark's kgrelgg
Library, fourth series; Edinburgh: T. and T, Clark 1888),

VIII, 21; hereafter cited as Kzra.

2Tbid., pp. 82ff.

7. stafford Wright, The Building of the Second Temple
{(London: Tyndale Fress, 1958), pp. 14ff.; hereafter cited as
The Temple.

7saward J. Young, An Introduction to the 0ld Testament
(London: Tyndale Press, ¢.1949), pp. 371f.

8Hdrold H. Rowlay "Nehemiah's llission and its Back-

round," Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, XXiVII
%Harch 1955), 5%5ff.; hereafter cited as Mission.

9W1lliam Foxwell Albright, "The Biblical Period," The

Jews: Theixr Hi Culture, and Religion, edited by PR
Flnxelsteln New York: ﬂarper an& Brothers, 1949), p. 49;

hereafter cited as Biblical FPeriod.
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decree as it is found in the Bible is by Elias J. Bicker-
mann.lo According to his view, the recorded double form
of the decree, each version slightly differing from the
other, is exactly what should be expected from a study of
the system of publishing decrees in the Persian Empire.
When a decree was issued, a copy or memorandum was written
down and placed in the court archives. At the same time
imperial heralds published the decree orally in the lan-

1l Bickermann

guage of the people to whom it was addressed.
continues by arguing that the objection to the authenticity
of the decree on the grounds that the Achaemenids never
were called simply "King of Persia" is untenable. This
title is found in inscriptions of Darius I in Egypt and
Babylon. It is also a known fact that he was called by
that name among Greek-speaking people.12

It is true that the edicts as they are preserved in
the Bible have what seems to be a Jewish cast. On the other
hand, the Persian chancery normally used the name of the god

worshipped by the people to whom a decree was addressed.

The ambiguous title "God of Heaven" was also employed as it

10Elias J. Bickermann, "The Edict of Cyrus in Ezra I,"

Journal of Biblical Literature, LXV (1946).

111v3iq., pp. 249ff.; of. Raymond 4. Bowman and C. W.
Gilkey, The Book of Ezra and The Book of Nehemiah (The

Interpreter's Bible; Nashville: Abingdon Press, c.1954),
I Ia 571" _75°

1aBickermann, op. cit., pp. 254ff.
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could be understood in one way by the Persisns and zanother

13

by the recipients. There is, however, nc evidence that
either Cyrus or Darius was attrocted to Yahwism. Both kings
apparently acted from pecliecy. Since the Persians many times
consulted the oracles ci foreign nations,14 it is highly
probable that they would have considered the religious sen-

15

sibilities of the Jews. Josephus ” may be right in assert-
ing that Cyrus issued this decree after being shown a copy
of Isaieh with its oracles against 2abylon. Bickermann
closes his article by concluding that Ezra preserves &

genuine edict of Cyru8.16

The designation of the temple of Yahweh in Jerusalem

S

21tid., pp. 256£f.

!.._.I

TIbid., p. 269.

Loplavius Josephus, "Antiquities of the Jews," Tae Life
and Works of Flavius Josephus, translated by W. Whiston
(Fhilsdelphia: The John C. Winston Coumpany, n.d.), xi, 1, 2;
hereafter cited as Ant.; cf. Adolphe Lods, The Frovhets and
the Rise of Judaism, translated from the French by =. H.
Hooke (loondon: Routledzge and Kegan, Paul, 1955, reprinted
from edition of 1957), pp. 185ff.

&
loBickermann, op. cit., p. 275, gives his translation
of the edict as it appears in kzra l:2-4: "Thus says Cyrus,
King of Fersia. 4ll the kingdoms of the earth has Iidu, the
God of Heaven, given me, and He commanded me to build Him a
house in Jerusalem, which is in Judan. Wwho is thers -~mong
you of all His people? IlMay his God be with him and let hiu
go up to derusalew, which is in Judah, snd build the house
of YuwH, the God of Israel, which is God in Jerusalem. And
21l who remain, in any place where be sojourns, have to
help him, the men of his place, with silver and with gold,
and wita goods, and with riding-beasts, beside the freewill-
offering for the house of God which is in Jeruszalem."
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is simply geographic to distinguish it from other centers
oi Yahweh worship. It is highly probable that the reissue

oi the decreec by Darius (fzra $:8-12) took particular cogni-

(&

U

zance of the orders coacerning the temple. In his reign the
return was an accomplished fact. However, since he ordered

thnat the temple be finished with money and materials from

J

the imperial revenues, he would be more concerned with the
dimensions of the building than was the writer of the first
chapter of Ezra.

in view of these considerations the contents and form
ol the variant records of the decree of Cyrus are tc be
accepled as authentic.

The decree of Artaxerxes which authorized the migsion
oI Lzra is also accepted by Kell as uutHcgtic.l7 He con-
siders thot szra was a man "learned in the Law of lMoses,®
primarily & teacher. Ian addition the latter was endowed
with great secular vowers. Jnaith rejects the viewpoint
that Ezra had great governmental authority because the nar-
rative shows that he never exercised it.lg Albright feels

thet this edict was issued in a fora which reflects Jewish

diction bzcause of the influence of Nehemiah at ths court.

Y7%ei1, zzra, pp. 96£L.

18Norman H. Snaith, "the Date of Lzra's Arrival in
Jerusalem," Zei, t fuer die alttestamentliche Wissen-
schaft und die Rgnag QQ§ nachbiblischen Judentums, LX1il
(19)1)0 58.
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In his opinion the contents as recorded are correct.19
Schaeder explains its Jewish cast by suggesting that the
decree was actually written by Ezra himself, since the title
"scribe" denoted an official in the Persian Secretariat for
Jewish Affairs.20 Wright accepts this proposal.21 Kapelrud
rejects the view of Schaeder and Wright by pointing out that
the usage of the word "scribe" in the Ezra-narrative was
restricted to one learned in the Law.22 He also indicates
that the use of the term, "God of heaven," is perfectly in
order as a phrase for communication between the Jews and
Pergians in religious matters.2§ Batten assumes that the
decree is authentic in the main, but that the last two
verses are an addition by the herd-worshipping chronicler,
whom he places much later than l::zx:a.gi+

Bzra was above all a religious leader. His task was to

lgullllam Foxwell Albright, "A Brief History of Judah
from the Days of Josish to ilexander the Great," Biblical
Archeologist, IXL (1946), p. 13; hercaiter cited as History.

2OHans Heinrich Schaeder, Esraz der Schreiber (Tuebing-
en: J. C. B. Mohr, 1930), pp. 39-59.

2lyright, The Teuple, pp. 14%.
2gnrmd 5. Kapelrud, The Cuestion 27 Authorship in the
Ezra-ngrrative (Oslo: Jacob Dybwad, 194 JApi 20K

251bid., D. 28.

4Loring Woart Batten, A Critical and Ixegetical Com-
pentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemish (International
Criticel Commentary on the Holy Scriptures of the Old and
New Testaments; New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1913),

_L_,p ° 907ff .
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lead the Jerusalem community back to the Law of God. That
he was also a Fersian official as Schaeder and Wright sur-
mise, however, is an assumnption which is lacking full sub-
stantiation. The Elephantine Papyri show that the Persians
were interested in the religious welfare of their sub-
jects.25 Hence there is no valid reason why this decree,
also, should not be accepted as authentic.

b. The relationship of Sheshbazzar to Zerubbebel is
gnclgar'since both are cregéted with laying the
Toundations of the teuple.

The problem of the relationship of Sheshbazzar to
Zerubbabel arises from a compasrison of Ezra 1:8; 5:14,16
with Ezra %:2-8. In the first two passages Sheshbazzar
appears as the goverunor of those whb returned and laid the
foundations of the temple. In the last reference, however,
Zerubbabel is portrayed as one of the leaders of the people
st the time the altar was rebuilt and the temple begun.
Furthermore, Haggal and Zechariah designate Zerubbabel as
governor and do not mention Sheshbazzar.

Keil solves this problem by identifying Sheshbazzar
with Zerubbabel. Since both men are called pechsh (Shesh-

bazzar, bzra 5:14; Zerubbabel, Hag. 1:1), and the same acts

Century B. C. (Oxford: The Clarendon Fress, 1923),
papyrus 38, line 7.

26Sugra, P. 12,

25,. E. Cowley, editor, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth
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are attributed to both, they must be the same man.a7 de
therefore assumes that Sheshbazzar was without doubt the
Babylonian name for 'z:.er-ub’t:»abel.a8 A modification of this
explanaticn, suggesting that one name is a cryptogram for
the other, is oifered by an unsigned article in Harper's
BiblesDiction: '29

Wright comes to the conclusion that Sheshbazzar is the
person called Shenazzer in 1 Chronicles 3:18. A son of
Jehoiachin, he was appointed pechah because the Fersians
considered him "safe." He was, however, repudiated by the
Jews for exactly the same reason. Wright also agrees with
Rudolph that the title pechah for Zerubbabel was one of
courtesy only.ao The latter scholar assumes that Sheshbaz-

zar was not a Davidide although he was a Jew. He laid the

foundation stone in accordance with the orders of Cyrus and

-

51

then went home. Welch supports this view by pointing out

that the Persian government would not risk making a Jew, to

27%eil, Ezra, p. 80.
281pid., p. 26.

29Madeleine S. Miller and J. Lane Miller, editors,

Harper's Bible Dictionary (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1952), p. 676. No evidence is offered to support such a

conjecture,

5OWright, The Temple, pp. 10ff.

51Wilhelm Rudolph, Esra und Nehemia mit 3 Esra, heraus-
gegaben von Otto Eissfeldt (Hondbuch zum Alten Testament;
Tuebingen: J. C. B. Mohr (FPaul Siebeck), 1949), XX,

pP. XxVi.
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Ssay nothing of a descendant of Devid, the governor of
Judah.52 Albright insists that both nsmes are Babylonian
(Sin-ab-user = Shenazzar = Jheshbazzar, and Zer-babil, off-
spring of Babylon = Zerubbabel). In view of this fact he
eliminates the possibility of the use of two names for the
same wan and also identifies Sheshbazzar with the Shenazzar
of 1 Chronicles 5:18.53 I Esdras 2:8 refers to Sheshbazzar
as povernor of Judea under Cyrus, while I Esdras 4:1% por-
trays Zerubbpbel as one of the guardsmen of Darius. Accord-
ing to this account Zerubbabel was sent to build Jerusalem
ané the temple (I Esdras 4:47-563) as a reward for winning a
contest of wit.

A consideration of the above evidence points to the
probability that CSheshbazzar and Zerubbabel cannot have been
the same man. The identification of the latter is relative-
ly easy because thrce separate witnesses (Zzra 5; Haggai;
Zechariah 1-8) testify that he was a leader of the Jews when
the temple was built under Darius I, 520-516 B. C. All
three alsc mention Jeshua the priest as his contemporary and
co-worker.

Who then was Sheshbazzar? There appears to be no valid

reason against assuming that his name is merely a variaticn

32 3am C. Welch, Fost-Exilic Judaism (Edinburgh and
London: William Blackwood and Sons Ltd., 1935), p. 107.

33 )1bright, Bistory, pp. 7£.
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for Shenazzar, a younger son of Jehoiachin, The objection
of Welch that the FPersians would not have appointed a scion
of the Davidic house as governor of Judah is invalid because
the Achaemenids followed such a policy in many other in-
3tances.)4 The fact that Sheshbazzar is called a prince of
Judah in the text of Ezra 1:8 lends support to this identi-
fication, The silence of Haggai and Jechariah concerning
Sheshbazzar has no bearing on the question of who he was.
Their intentions were to nerve the Jerusalem community to
build the temple. Assuming that Sheshbazzar/Shenazzar had
once been unsuccessful in his attempt to do so, these proph-
¢ba would hardly instill confidence by calling up the memory
of 2 former fzilure. The identification of Sheshbazzar as
the Shenazzar oi the Davidic line is therefore adopted.
Thus he was an uncle of Zerubbabel.
¢. From the story of the building of the temple in

Ezra it appears that the primary problem was the

opposition of the people-of-the-land, while the

book of Haggai implies only injernal difficulties

caused by spiritual lassitude.”

As is evident from the preceding section, it is almost

impossible to disentangle the problems of the relationship

of Sheshbazzar tc Jerubbabel from the account of the

54Bernhard W. Anderson, Understanding the Old Testament
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Frentice-Hall, 1957), p. 433; cf.
Herodatus, HBistory, translated by George Rawlinson (New

York: Tudor rublishing Co., ¢.1928), p. 151.
2

ho!

Sui“;:ﬂ, p ° 12 .
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building of the temwple. Yet there are other difficulties
in the story beyond the mere relationships of the two men
which call for an explanation.

Lzra 4:1-5 blames the people-of-the-land for the long
delay in building the teinple. When the Jews rejected the
latter's offer of aid, concern turned to enmity. Their
efforts to check the work on the temple were successful and
the building was brought to a halt. This stoppage continued
until the second year of Darius I, 520 3. C. Haggai 1l:2-4,9
and 2:16-18, however, do not mention this interference by
the people-of-the-land, but place the blame for the uncom-
pleted temple on the spiritual lassitude of the Jews them-
selves, DMoreover, as mentioned above, neither Haggai nor
secharish refers to an earlier attempt to erect the temple.

Keil, since he identifies Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel,
states that the temple was begun soon after the first re-
turn., The people-of-the-land, descendants largely of poly-
theistic idolators, were refused permission to help. Such
action was perfectly legal because the Cyrus Edict referred
only to the men who returned from Babylon. This rebuff,
however, angered the people-of-the-land so much that they
forced a halt to the program.56 Keil makes no attempt to

explain Haggaei's failure to mention anything beside the

56Keil, Zzra, pp. S7Ef.
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spiritual indifference of the people.37

Wright points out that Haggei says definitely that the
temple was begun in the second year of Darius, 520 B. C.
On the other hand, ths Chronicler writes three times (Hzra
4:5,243 5:16) that the work was stopped before the effort
was a success. Sheshbazzar is named as a2 former leader
merely for apologetic reasons bscause the Jews knew that
his name as governor was on the decree of permission to
build the temple. Zerubbabel and Jeshua were the rezl
lecaders of the project. Still Wright believes there may
actually heve been two foundation ceremonies and that the

58

account in both sources is correct. Young calls atten-
tion to the fact that Hagpei's statements need not imply
that np work on the tenple had been done previously, nor
does the lizra record claim that the work had gone on
continuously.59

Hoelscher affirms, on the basis of Hdagsal and Zechari-
zh, thet no work had been done on the temple before the tinme
of Darius., In his opinion it was the arrival of Zerubbabel

with news of the revolts in the East that touched off a

376ar) F. Keil, The Twelve Minor EFrophets, translated
from the German by Yames Martin (Biblical Commentary on
the 014 Testament in Clark's Foreign Iheologng€ Library,
fourth series; Ldinburgh: T. and T, Clark, 1900), II, 178.

38, right, The Temple, pp. 1SEf.
57Young, op- . cite, ps 375,
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wave of excitement and also precipitated the temple-building
project. However, %erubbabel must have remained loyal to
Persia because the temple was finished.40 Albright thinks
thet the number of Jews who returned to Jerusalem during the
time of Cyrus wes small, and that the attempt to build the
temple probzbly came under Zerubbabel., At the same time, he
states that the lstler was probably over fifty years of age
at the time, 0ld enough tc know better than to plan a reveolt

41

gainst Fersia.

(4]
0y

If, as has been assumed, Sheshbazzar and Zerubbzbel are
not different names of the same person, the solution of this
problem reguirecs the zcceptence of two attempts to build the
temple. This is exactly the situation portrayed by the book
of kzra. The first of these under Sheshbazzar led %o noth-
ing. The reason for this feilure is obscure. The story
of the offer of aid by the people-oi-the-land in kzra 4:1-5
correlates this incident with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, who led
the second successful attempt to erect the temple. There is
no rezl informsticu about relations with the people-oi-the-
land during the years from 53%8 to 520 3. U. Ferhaps the
best assumption is that it was a combination of local oppo-

sition of neighboring peoples, the laxity cf the Persian

i 2 - T
OGustav Hoelscher, "ues origines de la communagté
juive 2 1' épogue perse," Hevue d' histoire et de phil-
osovhie Heligieuses, V1 (1926), 11i27f.

/
l--l - -2 [l .
L‘Albrlg;ht, aistory, pp. 9f.
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officials in enforcing the decree of Cyrus, the lack of
means amocng the returnees, and possibly the aeath of Shesh-
hazzar.42 Frustration wculd then lead to the condition of
spiritual carelessness which Bagiai describes.

The record does not tell when Zerubbabel, Jeshua,
Haggai, and secharish came to Jerusalem. They were there,
however, when the death of Cambyses precipitated a crisis in
the Persian iiimpire.i'L5 1t is perhaps impossible to document
a causal relationship between the troubles in the empire and
the attempt to build the temple, but this concurrence of
events does not appear to be pure coincidence. Haggai
2:21-25 states that kingdoms will be destroyed by Yahweh
and that Zerubbabel will be God's signet ring. These words
may seem to imply that the governor will be God's executor
to initiate His judgment on the nations. It is possible
that the prophet's words were understood by the people as
holding out hope for the reestablishment of the Davidic dy-
nasty. Un the other hand, there could not have been an open

revolt bscause, although Zerubbabel disappears from history,

42,5 11iam Foxwell Albright, "King Jehoiachin in Exile,"
Biblical Archeologist, V (1942), 52f. quotes some tablets
found by Weidner near the Ishtar Gate in Babylon, which
indicate that Sheshbezzar (Shenazzar) was born before
502 B. C. 1t follows that he was at least fifty-four years
0ld when he became governor, so that his death shortly
afterward should cause no surprise. This article is here-
after cited as Jehgoiachin,

43

Supra, p. 4.




74
the temple was coumpleted several ycars after Darius had
geined control of the whole empire,

It is very probable, therefore, that Wright is correct
in assuming two foundation ceremcnies a half-generation
apart. Also it seems quite likely that the twe building
projects were headed by different leaders--Sheshbazzar
circa 537 and Jerubbabel in 520-516 B. C. These assump-
tions explain best the obscure statements of the scurces.

de. Lgsentially the same list of those who returned

ﬁigg.ﬁabylon is presented in both Lzre and Nehe-

A list of those who returncd from Bsbylon is presented
in two places, lkzra 2 and Nehemiah 7. Although there are
some slight differences between the two, the agrecument is
s0 great that there is 1little doubt that they are but two

=1 It is an iaportant source of in-

forms of a single list.
formation about the Jderusalem community if the period of
its compilation can be determined. Beczuse the roll is not

dated, however, it is diffiicult to establish the time in

%417 o5 Albright, Jeboiachin, p. 55, has pointed out,
Zerubbabel were past fifty at the time the temple was start-
ed, there is nc need to suppose that he died of other than
natural causes during the project.

455u ra iDies 124
“H, L. 4llrik, "The Lists of Zerubbobel (Nehemiah 7
and Ezra 2) and the Hdebrew Numeral Notation," Bulletin of
Lhe §m§£iggg Schools of Oriental Research, CXXXVI {December,
1954), 27.
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which it originated.

Keil accepts the lists as a correct census of the first
caravan which returned under Zerubbabel (Zheshbazzar). He
defends all the statistical data on the basis of the close
agreement of the two Biblical recensions and I Esdras.47
Wright also feels that the rolls belong to the era of Zerub-
babel, but makes no attempt to set the exact time of its
origin., BSince the Jews returned to Palestine very rapidly
in modern times, he believes that the Jews flocked to Judah
very quickly after permission to return was given by Cyrus.48
Albright suggests that the lists are a composite census of
the Jerusaleum community at the time of Nehemiah, including
the descendants of the Jews of the Restoraticn and those who

O s
had never left the district.q’ Torrey denies the genuine-

ness of the lists because they are apologetic in character.so
Hoelscher assumes that the rolls are a census taken by an
unknown Persian governor to discover the real extent of the
Jewish community. He affirms, without advancing any evi-

dence, that its date should be set at about 40C 8. c.21

4?keil, Egra, pp. 30-47.
48, right, The Temple, pp. 12ff.

.y 49A1brig?§% Biblical Period, pp. 52f.; cf. Albright,
istory, pp. ko

20 Charles C. Torrey, "The Chronicler as dd1+or and as
Lndependent Narrator,” American Jdournal of Semitic Lansuages
and Literatures, eua (April, 1907), 214ff.

51Hoelscher, QU eI PP« L2110
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Galling's discussion of the relationship of the golah ‘
lists to each other and to Jewish nistory assumes that no
real answer to the problems can be secured by literary
criticism. His main question is, "For whom was this list
made?" The form shows that it is an accurate census taken
at a specific time. It includes the nemes of the leaders
and then of the inhabitants and their possessions. The
mention of Zerubbabel and Jeshua places it in the general
period of their sctivity. In Galling's opinica the only
person for whom Zerubbabel would have needed such a list
wes Tattenal, the Fersian governor. The mention of the
families who could not prove their ancestry shows the care
with which the census‘was mace in response to the latter's
investigation. Only those listed constituted the true
Israel, covered by the decree of Cyrus. ©Since this roll is
an ecclesiastical counting, no attempt is made to indicate
where each person lived. According to Galling the original
list had no date because it was not a roll of a caravan,
but the census of a religious community.52
Albright's view that the lists are a record of a census
teken at the time of Nehemiah is refuted by the governor
himself. He states very clearly that he found this roll

among the records of the community (Neh. 7:5). It is

22k urt Galling, "The Gola-list according to Ezra 2 and
Nehemiah 7," Journal of Biblical Literature, trenslated from
the German by C. R. Simon, LXX (June, 1951), 151-157.
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obvious therefore that Nehemiah did not make the origineal
count which he recorded. Hence the list which Nehemiah
copied must have originated before he built the wall. In
view of 2l1ll this there is no reason why the lists should
not be accepted as genuine.

Is it possible to date the origin of this roll more
precisely than simply to place it at some time before Nehe-
miah? The name of 3heshbazzsr does not appear, which gives
the inpression that he was no longer present when the list
was compiled. However, the names of the next important
leaders of the Jerusalem community, Zerubbabel and Jeshua,
appear at the head of the census. This fact testifies to
the origination of the roll sometime in the period of their
Joint leadership.

At this point Galling's guestion, "For whom was the
list made?" becomes very important. ©Since Zerubbabel and
Jdeshua are named ag leaders in this census and since the
only event for which they needed such & rell was the inves-
tigation by Tattenai, it can be safely assumed that this is
a report of the Jerusalem community to the Persian governor
and supplies an authentic record of the number of Jews in
FPalestine late in 520 or early in 519 B. C. Since it would
require an average immigration of only about three thousand
people each year, the community could easily have reached
the number of over fifty thousand during the decade and a

half since the Cyrus KEdict.
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€. 4 story of an attempt to build the walls of Jeru-
salem is inserted in the midgt of the account of
the building of the temple.53
The account of the offer of aid by the people-of-the-
land to build the temple and its refusal by the Jews opens
the fourth chapter of Ezra. A= a result of this rcbuff the

>eople became angry and opposed the work. Beginning

T
f -

form=r
with Bzra 4:6 and continuing to verse 23 there is a section
wiich concerns the building of the walls of Jerusazlem. The
last verse, 24, then repeats the summary statement of

verse 5. In the following chapter the story of the temple-
building is resumed.

While it would not be surprising that the Jews should
undertake to build the walls, the kings mentioned in Ezra
4:6-2% were not reigning at the time of the teuple project.
Darius I, in whose reign the temple was coupleted, was the
third king of the Persian Empire. Xerxes and Artaxerxes 1
were respectively the icurth and fifth kings. Yet this
text scews to place them between Cyrus the first king and
Darius.

Keil believes that this episode was placed here %o
demonstrate the continued opposition of the enemies of the

c.‘fea«rs.ﬁt'L He finds nc evidence that there had been an attempt

4

Supra, p. 12.

\Ji

54Keil, Ezra, p. 74.
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to build the walls shortly before the time of Nehemiah.
Lven if there hed been, the work was stopped before enough
progress had been nade to necessitate any destruction.55
Young agrees that Zzra placed this story here to coumplete
the topic of opposition before describing the erection of
the temple.56 Galling supports the view of Young.57

Wright sees in this account a picture of events in
Jerusalem during the mission of Ezra. The latter was prob-
ably implicated in the project. Because of his actions the
Fersians withdrew his authority and he lost prestige among
the Jews. Even though this story reflects disgrace upon
his hero, the Chronicler, wko was an honest man, included
it.58 He placed it at this point to show the continued
opposition of the enemies of God's people.59

Rowley finds in this section three sources which are
bound together by the anti-Samaritan bias of the Chronicler.
The first two of these sources are fragmentary, consisting

merely of verses & and 7. The rest (8-23) is all a part of

22Tpid., p. 157.
Young, op. git., pp. 372ff.

577urt Galling, "Kronzeugen des Artaxerxes?" Zeit

schrift fuer die g!ﬂteaggmrnt,;ggg senscg und die
Kunde des nachbiblischen Judentums, “TXILT 1951 E75 L.

58J. Stafford Wright, The Dat of Ezra's Comine to
Jerusalem (London: Tyndale Prnss, o47), p. 25; hereafter
cited as Ezra.

5%yright, The Temple, p. 6.
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the third source. The Chronicler, however, misunderstcod

60 Rowley argues

the seguence of the events he related.
rather forcefully that Wright's position is impcseible,
peinting out that Lzra would have been severely punished
for an act which looked like rebellion against the king.
Moreover, such a reconstruction would be a gratuitous be-
sumirching of the name and character of Ez:c'a.él This hy-
pothesis implies that Lzra ignored his religious commission
and engaged in political actions against the wishes of the
king. 'The Biblical account gives no warrant for such an
accusation against Lzra.

On the other hand, Rowley states that the news brought
to Nehemiah by Hanani (feh. 1:1-3) was a report of the
failure of the attempt to build the wall (Ezra 4:8-25).62
The implication is that this project had taken place shortly
before the arrival of the tidings, otherwise it would have
caused no grief to the cupbearer.65 His knowledge of some
sort of disaster just preceding his mission explains many
of the governor's actions: the secrecy of his plans (Neh.

2:12ff,), the speed of his work (6:15), his suspicion of

buRowley, Mission, pp. 537ff.

Ibid., pe. 554,
Ibid., pp. S554f.

3 Harold H. Rowley, "The Chronological Urder of Lzra
nd Nehemiah," Hdarold H. Rowley, The Servent of ithe loxrd

a_i Other Egsays on the Old Testament (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1952), p. 1l43; hereafter cited as Urder.

6l
62
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Sanballat (6:2£f.), and his fear of military attacks
(‘l-:ll).E’L'L Rowley further states that Nehemiah knew the
problems he faced and met them with all the skill and force
he had available., However, since Lzra was not concerned
in this affair, it is not likely that he was in derusalem
in the years preceding Hehemiah.65 Batten's views are es-
sentially the same as Rowley's, except to lay more stress
on the fact that the text does not record an absolute pro-
hibition ever to build the walls of the city.66

There is no doubt that Ezra 4:6-23 is a résumé of sev-
eral deeds of harassment by the enemies of the Jews. Row-
ley's theory that the account is based on three distinct
sources is a definite possibility, although it is more
probable that there were only two. Verse © obviously re-
fers to a different incident than the attempt to build the
walls since the letter of accusation is addressed to Xerxes
and is very general. The letter to Artaxerxes in Ezras
4:7-2% is very specific concerning the building of the
walls. It also indicates that the ringleaders were men
but recently come from Babylon who would know of the many
troubles Airtaxerxes faced in the opening years of his

reign. This acccunt is not concerned with the temple in

O4Ro1~*1a;5r, Mission, pp. 559ff.

65See note 63.
56patten, op. cit., pp. 160£f.
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any way. The Chronicler very likely placed it here as
added evidence of the enmity of the samaritans. There is
no need tc assume that he misunderstood the chronology of
the lersian kings.

in dating Uhe major incident of this section, the pro-

posals of Rowley and Batten seem justified. HNehemiah's
methnods in building the wall are explained best if it is
assumed thet the troubles mentioned immediately preceded
his mission. There is no doubt that he expected opposition
and was ready for it when it developed. At the same time
it should be noted that the opposition was not to the tem-
ple, but to the walls. The underlying motive in this case
was probably politicazl and not religious,

f. The record states that Zzra and Neheniah were in
Jerusalem at the same time with appsrently over-
lapping authority and comaissions. In spite of
thig the btwo men seem Go hagg had very little
connecticon with each other,

The Biblical narrative explicitly connects the work of

Ezra and lichemiah in only three verses, Neheaish 8:9, 12:26,
and 36, and thereby indicates that the two men were active
in Jerusalem at the same time. Yet a careful reading of
the Zzra and Fehemizh lemoirs shows that except in these
three verses there is no other acescription of contact be-

.

tveen the two men. [lloreover, their commissions and

67..
“7ougra, PoL13%
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authority seem Lo overlap and conflict since both appar-
ently exercised supervision of the secular and religious
bheses of the life of the Jerusalem community.

In keeping with his view that £zra and Nehemish wrote
the respective books in toto, Keil sees no problem at this
pboint. He accepts thne full rforce of the decree of Artaxer-
xes appointing fzra (mzra ?:12—26),68 and, at the same time,
afiifirmas thet Nehemian was appointed pechah and was given
tihe necessary means to sustain that position.69 All reli-
glous dvecisions of the governor were in accordance with the
Law.70 Keil assumes the two men were in constant contact
with one anotvher after the coming of Nehemiah and finds nc
Gifficulty in the fact that the record speaks of their col-
lsboration in only three verses.7l Scott draws attention
to the fect that the Law which Nehemiah enforced on his
second visit (Neh. 13) dealt in most cases with the same
problems meantioned in the covenant to which Ezra obligated
the people (Feh. 10:1ff.). In accordance with the provi-
sions of this compact, Tobian was ejected; the tithes were
restored to the Levites; oSabbath trade was stopped by force;

mixed-marrisges were ended; the unrepentant priest was

6Breil, Fzra, p. 18; of. pp. 96-102.
©91pid., pp. 167f.

701vid., pp. 284-297.

“l1bid., pp. 142f.
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ejected; and a supply of wood was provided for the temple,
All this makes sense only if the theorist rEzra preceded the
admini strator Nehemiah.72

Wright supports Schaeder's position75 that Ezra was
some sort of official in the Fersian Chancery and was sent
to enforce the Lzw of God among the members of the Jerusalem
community. The Elephantine Papyri indicate that the Per-
sians were interested in the religious problems of their
subjects., The difficulties with the mixed-marriages were
prevaelent among both the people of the Jerusalem group and
those of Lgra's caravan. Wright does not mention the possi-
bility of a clash between the authority of ELzra and of
Nehemiah.74

Snaith feels that kzra had no authority except moral

72w. M. ¥. BScott, "Nehemiah-Ezra?" The Expository
Times, LVIII (1946-1947), 266.

795chaeder, op. c¢it., pp. 39-59 passim argues that
Ezra must have been a Persian official. His hypothesis is
based upon the fact that in sarly times the Hebrew scribe
was a government official, and that the Aramaic cognate
word had this meaning in the period of the Fersian Empire.
{apelrud, 9op. ¢it., pp. 20ff., points out that ths Ezra-
narrative does not support this view. Ezra 7:6 continues,
"skilled in the Law of Moses," as is stated also in 7:11,
and implied in Neh. 8:1,4,9,15. In Neh. 12:26,36 the con-
bination "the priest, the scribe" is found. The necessity
of the priests to study the Law very carefully after the
loss of the chance to sacrifice in Jerusalem points also
toward the meaning of scribe as one who was learned in the
Lawe. This is the understanding of the word adopted in
this study.

?yright, Ezra, p. 23.
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suasion. He resembled Gandhi in modern India, fssting and
pPraying while others acted (Ezra 10:2f.; Neh. 8:1-14). In
addition, for one who accepts the present Biblical account
there is no possibility of a clash of authority since Ezra
preceded Nehemiah by thirteen years.75 S5ince Snaith, how=-
ever, rejects as interpolations the three passages which
mention the two men as contemporaries, he dates Ezra later
than Nehemiah., In Nehemiah 8:9 he deletes Nehemiah's name
because it deces not appear in the parallel passage of
I Esdras. In the case of Nehemish 12:36 the name of Ezra
is to be regarded as a scribal embellishment. He remarks
on the third instance:

The remaining case (Neh. 12:26) is, in the Hebrew, as

clear a case of editorial interpolation as could be

found anywhere. An editor has added "gnd of Ezra ithe

priest the scribe," presumebly because he did believe

the two to be contemporaries.
Having thus removed Nehemiah from Nehemish 8:9 and Zzra
from the other two places, Snaith has eliminated from the
record every indication that the two men were in Jerusalen
at the same time. Since they were not contemporaries,
there could be no question of conflicting authority.76

Rowley takes much the same position as that of Snaith.

He assumes that the interpolations in the text were made by

the Chronicler in accordance with the latter's belief that

733naith, op. cit., p. 58.
761pid., pp. 60-63.
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tzra and Nehemizh were contemporaries. He further states
that postulating the whole story of fzra as a fiction is of
no help in explaining the few instances in which Nehemish
and Zzra appear together. If the Chronicler were a novelist
he could easily have invented further incidents of joint
activity for his heroes.77 Rowley accepts the rather wide
authority attributed to the two men as genuine, but thinks
it was exercised at different times. Nehemiah also carried
out religious reforms to support his political progranm.
The fact that both men had to settle the problem of mixed-
marriages can be explained only by assuming that Nehemiah
arrived during the reign of Artaxerxes I, 444 B, C., while
Lzra was active under Artaxerxes 1I, 397 B. €. No other
assumption provides a period between them sufficiently long

%0 allow the problem of mixed-marriages to have arisen

The view of Hoelscher that the reform of Nehemish en-
deavored to enforce a clergy-oriented law follows Torrey's

79

o
H

¥

theory o enying the historicity of Ezra.
Befors proposing & solubtion of these rather involved
problems, an examination of the texts which make Hzra and

Hehemiah contemporaries is in order. The first of these

77Rowley, Order, p. 152.
781vid., pp. 154f.
79Hoelscher, op. ity pp. 120f.
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Passages resds:
Then Nehemish, the Tirshatha, and tzrs the priest, the
scribe, and the Levites, the ones who explained to the
people, said to all the people, "This day is a holy
day to Yahweh, your God! Do not mourn nor weep'" be-

zause zll the people were weeping as they heard the
words of the Torah (Neh. 8:9).

In I Esdras 9:49, the parsllel passage, Nehemizh's name does
not appear, but another, Attarates, does. Obviously the

latter is merely a transliteration of the Hebrew }(I]Q}Wfﬁﬂ .
ST

This omission of Nehemiah's name in I Esdras points to its
onissicn in the Hdebrew text used by the translator of the
former version. On the other hand, the text of I1 Ssdras
follows the Massoretic Hebrew. The critical apparatus cof
Biblis Hebrasica givses no evidence of any textual variants

for this verse.go Since thersz is a conflict between the

evidence of I fsdras and the Hebrsw text, the guestion of
the inclusicn of Nehemiszsh's name in this verse must be
decided on the basis of evidence from other parts of the
books.

The second passage under consideration is Neheniah

These [list of men preceding! were in the days of

Joiakim, son of Jeshua, son of Jozadak, and in the
days of Nehemish the Fechah, and Zzra the priest,

the scribe.

The II kEsdras translation of this passage is useless for

80pudolf Kittel, editor, Biblia Sebraica (8te Auflage;
Stuttgart: Privilegierte Wlertembergische RBibelanstalt,
1937), p. 1313.
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purposes of compsrison. Beginning with Nehemiah 12:24, it f
reads:
The rulers of the lLevites . . . singing and praising
after the commandment of Devid the man of God, course
by course, (25) while I [Who is he? entered *he gates
26) in the days of Joiakim, son of Jeshua, son of
ie

.Ldah, and in the days of Nehemiah, sné Ezra the
o 1‘-, u A(—' .;CI‘lb\...

Jo

T
On the surface this purports to be an account of an eyewit-
ness, but it is hardly g translation of the Hebrew text.

™

There is nc parallel text from I Esdras for comparison.
“ince in general 1I Esdras seems to be a translation of the
present Massoretic text, and since the critical apparatus
of the 2iblis Hebraics indicates no textual variants at
this point, one is forced to assume that the translator of
Il Zsdras, or a copyist, reworked this passesge to strength-
en the witness to BEzra and Nehemish as contemporaries. The
use of the first person in thes sense of an eyewitness is
best explained in the same way.
The third passage is a verse in the story of the dedi-
cation of the wall cf Jerusalem, Nehemiah 12:%6:
« « o and his brothers Shemaiah, Azarel, Milalai,
Gilaleai, laai, Nethanel, Judah, Hanani, with the
instrumwents of music of Dasvid the man of God. And
Ezra the scribe was in the front.
This verse is a part of the Nehemiah ilemoirs, written in
the first person. There is no possibility that the original
writer made a misteke., This is either a true historical

statement or a flat interpolation. There is no parallel

passage in I Esdras for comparison, just as in the case of
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Nehemiah 12:26. 3ince there is no textual evidence upon
which to decide the authenticity of these passages, the
text itself must be examined to determine the issue,
There are four possibilities of explaining the failure
of Ezra and llehemish to mention one another except in the
three passages examined. (1) Ezra preceded Nehemiah and

was dead before the latter's arrival, as Josephus tells the

(0]
)

(2) Nehemiah preceded Ezra and had completed his
32

story.
work hefore Ezra arrived in Jerusazlem. (3) The two men
were personally antagonistic and avoided any mention of one
another unless absolutely necessary. (4) The two men were
in Jerusalen together for only a relatively short time, do-
ing different work, so that they did not cross each other's
paths in an official manner, except for the three incidents
which are mentioned.

fodern scholars for the most part have implicitly de-
nied the possibility of Hzra's having died before the arri-
val of Nehemiah in Jerusalem. ©Since Josephus is unreliable
in many details, they are very likely correct in this atti-
tude. The suggestion that the two men, while allies in

their work for their nation, disliked one another personally

casts an unwarranted reflection upon the integrity and work

81

82mis is the position of a large number of scholars
who have worked on the problem. Jee Rowley, QOrder, PP-. 1555,
for a list of these scholars,

Josephus, Ant., xi, 5, 5.
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of the two men. The other two possibilities, that Nehemiah
arrived first and finished his work betfore Ekzra arrived, or
that because of differing work the two men's paths crossed
infrequently while both were'in Jerusalem deserve further
attention.

Is the apparent overlapping authority of the two men
sufficient to force a conclusion that they could not have
been in Jerusalem at the same time? A careful examination
oL thne Biblical account discloses that the overlapping of
authority is not as great as many times assumed. The work
ol pzra was ovased upon a rescript of Artaxerxés (Zzra
7:12—26).85 txcept for the last two verses, this is actu-
ally a very moderate grant of privileges and power. Verse
15 states that all Jews who wish to do so may go to Jeru-
salem with kzra, Verse 14 gives Ezra the authority to in-
quire coucerning the religious liie of Jerusalem. Verses
15-19 order the transportation of the king's gift to Jderu-
saelem and specify the way it was to be used. Verses 20-23
direct the western satraps to support the temple within
specified 1limits in order to sssure the kindliness of the
God of Jerusalem. Verse 24 excuses the temple perscnnel
from taxation. o far there is nothing in the rescript

which should cause one to doubt the authenticity of the

Baﬁany modern scholars reject this decree for the same
reasons mentioned, supra, pp. 60f.
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document,

As already stated, there is some evidence that the
Persian kings were interested in the religious welfare of
their subjects.84 Thus the sending of an eaissary to check
upon conditions and the granting of a specific allowance to
help in the work is well within the usual interests of the
Persian kings. Also, as already nointed out, the use of
the teruws "your God,"” and "God of heaven," is perfectly in
keeping with Persian imperial practice.85 The mission of
such inspectors was made necessary also by the fact that
local satraps many times obeyed the orders of the king only
when it suited their purposes. 1t is quite likely that the
kirg's grants through the satraps to local temples, includ-
ing others than that in Jerusalem, were paid spasmodically
by the Fersian officials.

The last two verses, 25=-26, however, present a more
serious problem. The text seems to indicate that Ezra was
given authority to appoint judges and magistrates over all
the people in Aber-Nahara. The penalties for discbedience
squate the "Law of your God," with the commands of the king.
If such were the intent of the decres, it must be taken as
an order given with the king's tongue in his cheek or as a

renk forgery. But need the order have this meaning? Could

846ouley, op. citi., papyrus 21, line 4£f.
85Bickermann, Qp. cit., pp. 256ff.
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it not apply merely to the Jews who lived beyond the immedi-
ate area of Jerusalem? Its purpose then would simply be a
directive to exempt the Jews from the Jjurisdiction of the
local satraps as far as their religious life was concerned.
The added provision that they were to be taught the Law of
God lends strength to this proposal.

Therefore it may be concluded that the power granted
Ezre was in reality confined to the religious life of the
people, and thalt the decree need not imply that Ezra had
satrapal functions. This view is also substantiated by the
fact that there is no wmenticn that he exercised secular
authority in his work with the people. Ezra was not a
seculsr reformer, but a teacher of the Law of God.

In the case of Nehemiah, on the other hand, it is quite
evident thet he was sent on the secular mission of building
the wall of Jerusalem. To accomplish this task he was given
letters to the western governors and a military force.
These provisions imply his eppointment to the governorsihip
(Neh. 2:6~9). Thus, the authority granted him by the king
was completely secular.

In his dealings with the people, however, he seems to
have made decisions on religious questions. ©Several pass-
ages are cited as indicating his interference in religious
affairs (Weh. 7:65; 1C:333 13:10ff.,15ff., 23ff.). The
first of these is irrelevant since it is contained in a

list which Nehemiah himself says he found. The governor
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there mentioned was not Nehemiah.

The second passage reads thus: "We imposed upon our-
selves to give one third shekel a year for the service of
God's house." This regulation was not a law which Nehemiah
issued because the verb form used is a first person plural.
It was rather a mutuasl agreement by the members of the com-
munity to provide for the services of the temple. It was

86 but was no doubt based upon an

not imposed from above,
agreement from earlier times. The enforcement of this pro-
vision by Nehemiah therefore cannot be used to demonstrate
his interference in the strictly religious affairs of the
community.

The reforms mentioned in chapter 13 were all the re-
sult of the enforcement of laws known to the people which
had been allowed to fall into disuse. There is no hint
that Nehemiah instituted sowmething new. He simply acted as
a good administrator of the laws of the community.

Thus it can be seen that therc was no essential con-

flict of authority between Ezra and Nehemiah. The former

used moral force in leading the people into the right paths,

86Welch, op. ¢it., pp. 8Cff., Welch interprets this as
a covenant between the remanent population in both North
Israel and Judah for the provision of the sacrifices between
586 and 520 B. C. This wes the only time such a provision
was needed since before 586 the royal house provided the
secrifices and sfterward the Persian royal house did so,
according to the orders of Darius at the time of Zerubbabel.
That such an assumption is dubiocus can be seen from the fact
that Artaxerxes had to repeat the gifts and the orders.
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while the latter used physical power to enforce the laws.

The study thus far does not eliminate the inherent

possibility that bzrs and Nehemiah were together in Jeru-

salem at some time as demanded by the texts which state

that they sppeared together on three occasions. The gques-

tion remains, however, why neither of the men mentions the

other as participating in joint endeavors.

ing
the

any

W

Pirst of all it is noted that the three passages link-
their work are found in Nehemiah 8:9 and chapter 12 of
seame book. Furthermore, nc precise date is given for

of the three incidents. While it is mentioned that the

agssembly in Jerusalem met to consider the problem of mixed-

narriages on the twentieth day of the ninth month, no year

is specified (Ezra 10:9). The conclusion of the investiga-

ticn came on the first day of the first month; but again no

year is given (Ezra 10:17). The reading of the Law by Ezra

is placed on the first day of the seventh month (Neh. 8:2),

without meantioning the year.

It is often assumed that Exra 10:9 and Nehemiah 8:2

refer to the same year and that the events of the latter

passage precede those of the former onme. This inference

does not necessarily follow. In fact, the very position

of the passages in the sequence of the record militates

against such conclusicns. Their validity reguires the

demonstration that the people in Jerusalem did not know

about the prohibition of foreign marriages before Ezra
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brought the baw. In the face of evidence in the Sible ig-
norance of such a law at this time cannoct be maintained
(Judges 14:%; 1 Eings 11:1-23; 16:351), The probability sug-
gests itself that the formal reading of the Law took place
in Jerusalem during Zzra's second or still-later year. If
this is the case, it is furthermore quite possible that the
events of Zzra 7-10 took place at z time when Nehemiah was
not in Jerusalem, while the events of Nehemiah 8-10 oc-
curred in a leater year when both men were bresent.

support for this possibility comes from an examination
of the account of the dedication of the wall. It is gen-
erally assumed that the walls were dedicated immediately
after their completion. Normally this sequence would be
expected, but it is not required by the account. In fact,
it may be concluded that the dedication of the walls did
not take place until after Nehemiah had gone back to Babylon
in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes and had returned to
Jerusalem. The description of the dedication of the walls
begins, "At the dedication of the wall of Jerusalem ., . ."
(Neh, 12:27). TFollowing the story of the dedicatory pro-
cession and praise to God there is a description of certain
arrangenents stating, "On that day appointments were made
e o« «" (Neh, 12:44). Then the record of events on that day
closes with a story of reading the Law to the people with
the introductory note, "Also on that day . . ." (Heh. 13:1).

This whole story of the aedication of the wall relates a

e
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sequence of events which is perfectly normal. There was
first the procession along the walls and the formal dedica-
tion with praise to God. There followed the appointments
to ecclesiastical positions which were vacant, and the cele-
bration was closed with a formel reading of the Law to the
pPeople,

In th

4]

verses lumediately following the description of
the dedication day, there is this significant note:
Now before this, Elisshib the priest . . . had made
for Tobiah & large room. « . o When this happened I
[Nehewish] was not in Jerusalem . . . I had returned
to the king, (Neh. 1%:4-6).
These notices seem to state in unmistakable terms that the
wall was not dedicated until Nehemiah had gone to Babylon
and returned. It is when one reads into the account that
the dedication followed immediately upon the completion of
Tthe building project that the text becomes confusing.87
It is true that no reason for this delay is explicitly
mentioned in the text. It is also clear that the dedication
of the temple, under Solomon (1 Kings 8), and again under
Zerubbabel (Ezra 6:16), was held very soon after the comple-
tion of the building. What could be the rcason for a delay

in this case? The suggestion already made by George Rawlin-

son88 seems to answer the question adequately. He points

87It was when a chart of all dates in Ezrs-Nehemiah had
beer made that this conclusiocn regarding the dating of the
dedication was reached. See Appendix A, p. 175.

SSGeorge Rawlinson and G. YWood, The Book of Nehemiah

T —
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out that in the midst of the opposition by the neighboring
Peoples and in the face of a continuing accusation of
treachery and rebellion against the king of Persia (leh.
6:5-7), Nehewiah simply did not dare to dedicate the wall
until he had received permission to do so from the king.
In view of the dangerous situation he did not even dare to
send such a request to the king by letter. He feared that
his words could be twisted by the clique at court as indi-
cating that a rebellion was the real motive behind the
building of the wall. AL the same time he did not dare to
leave Jerusalem himself until he was sure that affairs were
safe both from external and internal enemies.

If bzra and Nehemish were in Jerusalem together only
in the latter part of Nehemiah's governorship, the question
arises whether it is possible to fix Ezra's arrival in Jeru-
salem as occurring between Nehemiah's return to the king
and his second visit to Jerusalem. Such an hypothesis would
explain why there is no further mention of their joint ac-
Tivity in the record. The sequence of events would be as
follows: Nehemiah arrived first, built the wall, governed
for twelve years, and returnea to the king. During this
time it is quite likely that he enforced no great changes

in the religious life of the people. All the notices of

(The Pulpit Commentary; Grand Repids: ferdmans, n.d., Te-
print, 1950), VII, section 2, 132.




98
religious reform in the text occur after he came to Jeru-
salem the second time., Ezra arrived in the period of Nehe-
miah's absence and was faced immediately with the necessity
of reforming the spiritual life of the people, particularly
in the area of marriages with foreign women., His first ef-
forts were partially successful, but the problem could not
be settled completely because of oppositicn within the high
priest's family. Joiada's son had married danballat's
daughter (Neh. 15:28), but there is no mention that this
case was investigated.

During the absence of Nehemiah there was no suthority
sufficient to keep the high-priestly family in line. With
his return %o Jerusalem, however, the circumstances changed.
The governor dedicated the walls, giving Ezra a prominent
rlace in the ritual, but seemingly excluding the high priest
(Neh. 12:27-4%), 4as part of the ceremony, the Law azainst
marriasge to foreigners was read (13:1-3). Then, with the
prestige gained by this successful political accomplishment,
Nehemiah enforced the measures against spiritual evils. He
drove out the son-in-law of Sanballat and demanded obedience
to other provisions of the Law.

This hypothesis may be charged with overlooking the
fact that the text records Ezra's arrival at Jerusalem in
the seventh year of Artaxerxes (Ezra 7:7.8). To obviate
this objection only a slight emendation of the text is nec=-

essary. 1t is proposed that the reading of "the seventh
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year" be changed to either the "twenty-seventh" or "thirty-
seventh year," involving the accidental dropping-out of
only one word. Since in the assumed original text there
were three successive words beginning with the same letter

(/ » such an omission on the part of the copyist is guite
like.'l.y.89 The probasbility of such haplography is much
greater than the conjecture of the interpolation of names
at three different places which is necessary if it is as-
sumed that Ezra and Nehemiah were not contemporary. The
question whether the original read twenty-seventh or thirty-
seventh year is decided in favor of the latter by the very
fact that Lzra and Nehemiah are placed together aiter Nehe-
miah's return to the king in the thirty-second year of
Artaxerxes. [zra then arrived five years later.

This sequence of events raises one more difficulty.

An explanation must be given to the question how Ezra 7-10
became separated from lehemiah 8-10. In accepting the
authorship of Ezra for the whole Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah
history, it is not necessary to assume that the text has
been preserved in the exact order in which he left it. A4
later scribe, who did not realize that the word "thirty"
had dropped out of the "thirty-seventh year," could have

decided to rearrange the order of the text. If Ezra came

89There is at least one such loss of a part of a num-
ber known in the Bible (1 Sam. 13:1).
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in the seventh year of Artaxerxes and Nehemiah in the twen-
tieth, he could have concluded that obviously Ezre should
precede Nehemiah in the record. Xet the text named the two
men together in the incident now recorded in Nehemizh 8. So
the scribe simply moved that part of the story of Ezra which
contained no reference to Neheumiah to a position preceding
the history of Nehemiah.

This section began with an inguiry into the three pass-
ages which mention Ezra and Nehemisah as contemporaries.
Since there was insufficient textual evidence to decide
whether the conjunction of the two names is authentic, the
investigetion shiited to the gquestion of the overlapping
authority of the two men. When it was found that there was
ne essential clash of authority, another explanation of the
linking of EZzra and Nehewiah on three, and only three, oc-
casions was sought. This was found in the fact that appar-
ently the two men were present together in Jerusalem only
aiter Nehemiah had gone back to Babylon and returned again
to Jerusalem. Their joint activity centered about the dedi-

cation of the wall and a religious reform, especially the

problem of mixed-marriages.

g. Lzra apparently thanked God for a wall in Jderusalem
thirteen years before Nehemiah built it.

9OSu Y8, Detlde
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AT the same time of the mixed-marriage difficulty,
Lzra mentioned the relationship of Israel tc Yahweh in
prayer. In the course of this devotion he thanked God for
many benefits. Among them he mentioned a wall. This would
seem To indicate that Nehemiah had already finished his
vwork before izra arrived.

Keil takes the term 1'73 » wall, in the figurative
sense of divine protection and not as a reference to an
actual wall.gl Wright affirms that Ezra was praying about
a wall which was being built at that time. According to
him, preyer by Ezra during the actual work on the wall was
more likely, psychologically, than to pray for a wall built
by Nehemiah some forty years earlier as dates of 444 B. C.
for Nehemiah and 397 B. C. for Ezra would require.92 Scott
mekes the point that only in lMicah 7:11 does this word mean
2 city wall., Its real mesning is a vineyard fence. 1In
Fsalm 80:1% it may be understood figuratively of Yshweh's
protection.95 In commenting upon Scott's article, Wood
insists that the word in Ezra means the actual city wall.
3ince it took only fifty-two days for Nehemiah to finish

the wall, he concludes that it must have been standing,

9lgeil, Ezra, pp. 120f.

9EWright; Ezra, pe. 18. This interpretation is based
upon his connecting Ezra with the wall-building project of
Ezra 4:6-25%.

9Bscott, gp. cite; pe 264.
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needing only repair. &zra, he believes, exceeded the
authority of his religious mandete becazuse he saw his re-
ligious reforms would be useless unless he had firm politi-
cal control., 4s & result Artaxerxes relieved him of his
position but inflicted no further punishment. Zzra was
still the de facto religious leader in Jerusalem at the
time that Nehemiah arrived.g4

Snaith infers thst the whole argument about‘?‘f}is
pointless. Gince it can be understood both figuratively
and concretely, there is no possibility of deciding which
Ezra ﬂcuﬂt.95 Since I Esdras translates h]j?g with
d‘reféﬁﬁbhx (foundation, stronghold),96 Rowley feels
that the word does not mean city ‘.-iall.97 Xapelrud dis-
cusses the usage of the word on the basis of other occcur-
rences., Although the word can be interpreted figuratively,
he insists upon its use in a concrete understanding here.
He says that any other interpretation destroys its meaning

98

in this context.

%G, 1. Wood, "Nehemiah--Ezra," The Expository ILimes,

LIX (November, ?947), 55f.

e}
’5°n°4th, op. ¢it., pp., 58f.

9 s15red Rahlfs, editor, Septuagin Lﬂa ic est Vetus

Testamentum Graece iuxta LXX Interpretes (Editio Quarta;
btuttgdrt Privilegierte Jﬁrtembcrglsche Bibelanstalt,

1950), numbers the verse in question 8:78.
97Rowley, Order, pp. l40ff.

98Kapelrud, op. ¢cit., pp. 66f.
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In the entive 0ld Pestament the root 7 [ f occurs
twenty-three times as a noun and ten times as a verb, There
is one more instance in which it is conjectured thet a word
should be emended to 7 74 (2 Sam. 22:30 = Ps. 18:30)., Of

i T

these cccurrences, seven in the nominal form (Is. 5:5; Hos.
2:8; Fs, 80:13; Ezek, 13153 22:30; Mic. 7:11; Ps. 62:4) and
eight in the verbal form (Is, 58:12; Ezek. 13:5; 22:30; Hos.
2:8; Amos 9:1l; Lam. %:7; dob 19:8; Lam. 3:9) appear to be
figurative. In six of these examples the word occurs twice
in a2 cognate accusative construction. Thus ther¢ are actu-
ally twelve passages in which the word is used figuratively.
At the 2ame time it should be noted that im all but one of
these coses (Miec, 7:11), the figure is that of vineyard

or fence. &S nmost of these were built of stone in

f.:
=
[

telestine, this word probably means simply such a fence
built for protection ageinst wild animals or swall-time
thieves,

Jn eight cases of the nominal form (llum. 32:16,24,56%
1 Saimn. 24:4; Jer. 49:3; Hahum 3:17; Zeph. 2:6; Fs, 89:41)
the word refers to actual fences built tc protect small
cattle, although the parsllel line of Fsalm 89:41 could
imply a city wall. In two cases the nominal form (Kum.
22124, Prov. 24:31) can refer only to an actual stone wall
of & vineyard. In two cases the participiasl form (2 Kings
12:1%; 22:6) is clearly used to denote stone masons, Sup-

portinrg the idea that a‘TZTﬁ was built of stone. 1In the
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case of thres occurrences of the nominal form (Zzek.
2:7,10,12) it is impossible to determine absolutely
whether the term is used figuratively or in a real sense.
However, it is more likely that they are meant in the
sense of real walls since the vision of the temple was
not described in a figurative sense.

The usage of the word is ambiguous enough to make it
impossible to decide in which way Hzra was using it in his
prayer. sven a study of the reasons for his thankfulness
to God does not help to decide the meaning here. In Ezra
9:8,9 there are four blessings named which are concrete:
"a remnant to return from captivity," "life might be re-
newed a little in bondage," "the opportunity to erect the
house of God," and "to set up the ruins once more." Con-
versely, two of the blessings named are figurative, "that
we might have a nail in His Holy Place," and "that our
eyes might be enlightened. The final blessing is the

“J:fﬁ. Again there is no possibility of attaining a dem-
onstrated interpretation. s difficulty is of such a
nature that it cannot be resolved on the basis of what
knowledge is available at this time.

The fact that it is impossible to define the usage of
7) T as either figurative or actual, however, does not

o
affect the suggested dates for Ezra and Nehemiah. Since
Nehemiah arrived in 444 B. C., he had already built the

wall before Kzra ceme in 427 B. C. The wall was built at

S
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the time he prayed; therefore, the precise meaning of the
word does not affect the understanding of the relationship

between kzra and Nehemiah.

he. The Ezra narrative presupposes a settled city with
comparative safety for the inhabitants. Thirteen
vears later Nehemiah tells of a semi-deserted
rlace with danger surrounding the people.99

m

The Ezra narrative reflects a settled city with com-
parative safety for the inhabitants (Ezra 10:1). The story
of Nehewmizh end his work tells of a city which did not have
enough inhabitants to £ill its own space (Neh, 7:4). More-
over, the builders were in denger from the surrounding peo-
ple. The situetion should be the reverse if Lzra preceded
Nehemiah,

Keil does not treat this aspect of the problem. Ac-
cording to him the city had been inhabited for ninety years
gince the first return.loo The notice about the city nov
being built implies only that there were empty spaces. No
attempt is maede to explain how the temple was protected in

an open city, nor how the treasures which Ezra brought were
101

-4

safeguarded. Wright points out that there is a great

difference between & temporary crowd such as is mentioned

L’951.119131, Pe. 15,

lOOKeil, Ezra, p. 226.

1011y5a. . p. 113,

e

o .
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in EBzra 10:1 and a settled city. In addition, Ezra 10:9
and 15 refer to many people standing in the open during a
rainstorm, which indicates a certain lack of accommodation

102 Scott aszumes that the

in which to hold the assembly.
crowd at prayer with Bzra was relatively large in relation
to the space occupied, and besides it came from all Israel.
Jerusalem need not have been heavily populated. As an ex—
ample Scott cites a certain Laster Sunday service he attend-
ed in Plymouth, England, during World War II. Although the
city had been practically leveled by bombing, a sign "All
seats taken" hung on the church d.oor.105 Young seems to
have missed the point here. He speaks of the need of sup-
port for the temple worship in the time of Ezra, while
during Nehemiah's days no help was necessary. Then he
states that "the language of Ezra 10:1 and 15 need not be
Pressed to conflict with other statements of the book."104
Snaith accepts the explanation of Scott as satisfacto-
Ty, adding only that I Esdras 8:88 states that the congre-
gation came from Israel, not only from Jerusalem.lo5
Rowley believes that nothing can be proved from the facts

given in these passages. One may either assume that Ezra

102Wright, Ezra, p. 19.

103gc0tt, op. cit., pp. 263f.
10% oung, op. cit., p. 374

1055 naith, op. cit., pp. SEf.
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arrived after Nehemiah had built and populated the city, or
that some disaster had wiped out a large number of the in-
habitants between the time of Lzra and that of Nehemiah.106

The arguments advanced by Scott offer the simplest

explanation of this problem. At the same time it cannot

be demonstrated that the city was depopulated in Ezra's
days. 3Since the relatively large crowd mentioned in Ezra
10:1 could have come from a semi-deserted city or from a
bheavily-populated one, or evea from the outlying community,
it is iwmpossible to draw any conclusions from these circum-—
stances regarding the relationship of Ezra and Nehemigh.

i, The lack of correlation between the list of those
who returned with BEzra and the list of those who
helped Nehemiah build the wall is odd if the group
zﬁiigafzgi %ggegiig.?a%y thirteen years before the

The lack of correlation between the lists of those who

returned with wzra (Zzra 8:1-%3) and the list of those who
helped Nehemiah build the wall (Neh. 3:1-32) is odd if the
group which came with Lzra arrived only thirteen years be-
fore Nehemiah bocame governor. 4+t is fairly certain that
not all the leaders are listed on either roll, so that no
absolute comparison can be made, On the other hand, if the

lists are as close to being contemporary as the account

106&owley, Crder, pp. l&3f.

107supra, p. 13.
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states, one would expect a greater number of identical
leaders to be named in both.
Keil is more interested in the topography of Jerusalem .
than he is in the names. Still he identifies Hattush, son
of Shecaniah of the house of David (kzre 8:2) with the Hat-

).108 He mentions

tush of Nehemizh's builders (Neh. 3:10
also the Meremoth ben Uriah who appesrs in Ezra 8:3% and
again in Nehemiah %:4 and 21 and asserts that the same per-

109 Wright begins by

son is referred vo in Nehemiah 12:3.
menticning Meremoth, son of Urish, who appears in both ac-~
counts, He also calls attention to a Malchijah, soa of
Harim, who according to Ezra 10:31 married a foreign wife.
While this man's name does not appear in the list of Hzra's
caravan, it is mentioned amcng Nehemiah's builders (Neh.
5:11)., In addition he points out that a man by the nane

of Hattush appears in Ezra 8:2 as well as in Nehemiah 3:10,
He believes the correspondence between the lists of names is

110

s¢ slight because only the leaders are enrolled. Scott

agrees that the correspondence is small because only the
leaders are named., I1n support of this view he points outb

that only sixteen men are actually named as members of

108¢ei1, Ezra, p. 105, This identification is impossi-
ble since in Ezra 8:2 his name is listed as Hattush, son of
Shecaniah, a&nd in Neh. 3:10 as Hattush, son of Hashabneiah.

1091pid., p. 212.

110y i ght, Ezra, pp. 21f.
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Ezra's caravan., Nevertheless he believes the Meshullam of

Ezra 8:16 may well be the same person as the one who is

listed as a builder in Nehemiah 3%:4 and 30, Meremoth, son
of Uriah (Ezra 8:%3), is probably the builder of Nehemish |
334 and 21, This correlation of two men from such a small
number indicates a fairly close chronological relationship
between the two lis”'s.lll
Snaith affirms that these lists are a real difficulty
to one whc holds to the traditional dates for Ezra and
Nehemiah. The correlation is so small that it is hopeless
to hold té that chronology. 1f it is assumed that Ezra
arrived in 397 B. C., however, no correlation between the
lists need be expected. Such an hypothesis also explains
why Lzrs found treasurers in the temple (Ezra 8:33%). Nehe-
miah installed these officers previously (Neh. 13:13),
thereby apparently creating a new office. This solution
assumes a dislocation of the text and involves the removal
of the name of Nehemizh as an emendation in Nehemiah 8:9,

LA Rowley takes

and that of Ezra in Nehemiah 12:26 and 36.
the position that the correlation between the lists is so
slight as to make a positive connection almost impossible
to prove. Apparently the only man surely named by both

leaders is Meremoth, son of Uriah, who as a young man built

111
2

SoobtiNoT Lt LopIroE5,
Sn&ith, ODe gi;tog FDoe 58ffo
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two portions of the wall under Nehemiah (Neh. 3:4,21), and
as an old man received the treasures of Hzra in the temple

A
).11) Albright remarks that if Ezra preceded

(Ezra 8:33
Nehemiah, it is astonishing that of all the prominent men
named only one can be found who is certainly mentioned by
both of the principal leaders.ll4
A collation of the two lists shows that there is lit-
Tle correlation between them. Names which appear in both
lists are Meshullam (Ezra 8:16; Neh. 3:4,6,30), Shecaniah
(Bzra 8:5; Neh. 3:29), and Shemaiah (Ezra 8:16; Neh. 3:29).
The second of these names can almost certainly be ignored,
since in Lzre 8:5 it appears rather as a clan name than a
péersonal name, !Meshullam appears in the list of Ezra's

115 A certain

leaders with no further identification.
Meshullam, son of Berechiah, appears among Nehemish's
builders as an enthusiastic workman, laboring on two por-

tions of the wall. In addition another lleshullam, son of

l15Rowley, Order, pp. 156ff.

1155114 am Foxwell Albright, "The Date and Personality
of the Chronicler,” Journal of Biblical Literature, XL
(1921), 123. This statement was made at a time when Al-
bright held to a date of 398 B. C. for Ezra. He has since
changed his mind and now dates Ezra about 428 3. C. (Bibli-
cal Period, p. 64, n. 133). Nehemiah, whom he dates in
444 B CU, still precedes Ezra, and the logic of this
statement remains,

ll5In Ezra 10:15 a lMeshullam opposed the action on
divorce. Perhaps a follower of Ezra became an opponent and
was left unidentified.
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Bosedeiah is noted as a builder. Since there is no atteumpt
te specify the Meshullam of Ezra, and the ancestry of both
of those mentioned by Nehemiah is stated, it would be
hazardous to identify Ezra's follower with either of the
others. In the case of 3hemaiah the same factor is pres-
ent. His father's name is given in Nehemigh %:29, but
net in Ezra 8:16. In addition to the men nemed in these
lists, a few others also appear in both the Ezra and Hehe-
niah stories. However, in their case also a positive
identification is impossible. Hence, as far as any con-
clusion can be drawn from the lists of nemes, they point
toward little or nc contact between the twc men.

The one men who seems to haeve had a part in the work
of both lzra and Nehemiah is a certair Meremoth, son of
Urigh, son of Haggos. Haggos seems to be a clan name
since it appears in both the golah lists (Ezra 2:61; Neh.
7:63) as that of a family which claimed priestly status,
but could not prove its right to that position. Thus it is
fairly certain that the man's name was Meremoth, son of
Uriah. He appears in the story of Nehemiah as a stalwart
builder of two parts of the wall and in the HEzra story as a
priest in charge of the temple treasury. That a priest
should lead a gang of workmen on the walls is not sur-
prising since Eliashib, the high priest (Neh. 3:1), and
other priests are credited with work on the walls (leh.

3:22,28). The guestion, then, is which of these two
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incidents occurred first. Since, according to the law of
the priests, a man took active pert in the office only
after he was thirty years of age (Num. 4:3), Meremoth
very likely was at least middle-aged when he supervised
the temple treasury. If, as the first possibility, it is
assuned that kzra arrived in Jerusalem in 457 8. C., lere-
moth must have been born at least by 510 3. C. This would
be only ten years after the list had been compiled which
states that priestly status was denied to his family. It
is hardly to be expected that the family should have attain-
ed the position of priests in such a short time. In such
circumstences Meremoth would not have been born a priest.
It is unlikely that a man would go from a lay status to
that of temple treasurer in one generation. In addition,
if the thirteen years to 444 B. C. are added to his age,
he would be an elderly man for whom it would have been a
burden to head the workmen on two portions of the wall.l16

If, as a second possibility, it is assumed that kbzra
arrived in the seventh year of Artaxerxes I1II, 397 5. C.,
Meremoth could easily have been an old men in charge of the

temple treasury. At the same time he could easily have

been an enthusiastic builder under Nehemish forty-seven

116It is true that Eliashib, the high priest, was
probably of an advenced age at this time, but it is un-
likely that anyone else could be named supervisor of the
building in and around the temple,
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yesrs earlier. lMoreover he need not have been born until
470 or 460 3. C., which allows fifty to sixty years for
the Haggos family to have attained priestly status. This
sequence of events would not make it necessary to assume
a change of status from layman to supervisor of the temple
treasury in one generation.

There is a third possibility. If the proposed emenda-
tion of the thirty-seventh year for the seventh year of
Artaxerxes I (Ezra 7:7,8) is accepted,ll7 the situation is
as follows: IlNMeremoth headed workmen on two sections of the
wall in 444 3. C. under Nehemiazh in the full-flush of his
strength as a young priest. Since his birth would have
been about 480 bB. C., the family of Haggos would have had
Torty years to establish its priestly status after the
golah list (Ezra 2; Neh. 7) had been presented to Tattenai.
Thus it is quite possible that he was born a priest. 1%
is quite likely that such an enthusiastic worker as Mere-
moth demcnstrated himself to be should be advanced to more
responsible positions. HEHis attaining the position of tenm-
ple treasurer by 427 B. C. in the thirty-seventh year of
Artaxerxes should occasion nc surprise. He was probably in
his early fifties at that time. While this solution has
fewer difficulties than either of the first two, none of

the three has completely answered all possible questicns.

Nsupra, p. 99.
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de The attitude of Ezra toward foreign wives was one
which insisted upon divorce, while that of Nehe-
mish was milder, except in the case of Sanballat's
son-in-law, demanding only the promise not to al-
low chilaren to marry foreigners. At the same
time unzra apparently had no enemies, but Nehemizh
wes surrounded by them.118

The Bib al asccounts show that bLzra had a severe at-
titude vowara the foreign wives, demanding that they be
divorced (izra 10:1-5). DHNehemiah had a milder approach.
Zxcept in the case of Senballat's son-in-law, he insisted
only upon the promise not to allow children to marry for-
eigners (Neh. 1%:23-28). At the same time the records dis-

close strong opposition to the work of Nehemiah, while fZzra

apparently had no enemies.
Keil states that Zzra certainly demsnded an oath from
119

the people to put away their foreign wives. However, it

was impossible to convince all the Jews that the mixed-
marrisges were a danger, because some of the foreigner
worshipped Yanweh in a syncretistic manner. For this

reason the problem of foreign wives continued until the

120 “mne marriage with Sanballat's daugh-

121

ehemiah.

-y

time of 1

ter was a pollution of the priesthood. According to

1188up 8,0 Pkl

11q”e11, Ezra, pp. 126f.

1204514, , pp. 135f.

lal;gga., pe 295.
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Keil the enmity of Sanballat and Tobiah toward Nehemiah was

a result of their being chiefs of enemy nations.

Wright points out that Nehemiah took action twenty-—
five years later than Ezra. This time-span was sufficient

122 scott as— H

to allow for another outbresk of the evil.
sumes that the measures of Ezra were too drastic. The op-
position of the people brought an end to his policy. Since
The methods of Nehemiah were more reasonable, he rescued
the program. Lzra met with no real opposition because he
was in Jerusalem only fourteen months. He stirred up the
hornet's nest which the later governor haé to fight. While
bzra's work was religious and Nehemiah's political, the
two facets were so closely allied that they actually formed
& single complex of life.125
Snaith writes that if Nehemiah 1%:6-30 is accurate,
tzra failed in his mixed-marriage pelicy (Zzra 10). Fur-
thermore, he states that it is intrinsically more likely
that Hehemiah's cursing and smiting would raise more re-
sistance than Uzra's praying and fasting. It should also
be noted thet in the former's time as governor, the high
priests Elisshib and Joiada opposed the separatist policy
in regard to foreign marriasges (Neh. 15:4,28)., Thus the

true situation was that Nehemish's reform was successful on

122, ight, Ezra, p. 21.

123500tt, gp. giti-, D. 266.
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the surface, but temporary, while Ezra's work was final and
complete.lz# Rowley takes the position that Nehemish's
action in ¢riving out the son-in-law of Senballat was more
political than religious. it was the political enmity of
these two governors which opened a wider breach between the
Two racial and religious communities. However, all social
relations were not broken ofi‘.lg5 In addition, he points
out that Semaritan tradition is much more bitter against
Lzra than lehemiash., This antagonism can only be understood
if the Samaritans knew that the basis for the expulsion of
Sanballat's son-in-law had been political, while the di-
vorces forced by Ezra had a religious reason.126

The reason for the reactions of contemporaries to the
work oif the two reformers can only be conjectured. There
is no doubt that religious and political life was so inter-
twined that it is impossible to separate one aspect from
the other. Yet Rowley is probably correct in assuming that
Nehemiah concentrated his attention on making the Jerusalem
community politically strong, protected by a military force

eand the walls of the city. His chief opponent in this task

was Sanballat (Neh. 2:1,19; 4:1; 6:1), who probably wanted

124Snaith, Ezra, pp. 61f.

125Harold H. Rowley, "Sanballat and the Samaritan Tem-

ple," etin of the Jdohn Rylands Library, WUAVIIT (Septem-
ber, 1955), 184f; hereafter cited as Sanballat.
126

Ibid., p. 192.
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the Jerusalem community added to his own province. lore-
over, this policy of the governor crossed the apparent
ambitions of Lliushib and Joiada to build up political in-
fluence in the surrounding provinces (Neh. 13%:4,28). If
this were the case, it would explain his obduracy in the
case of Tobiah and Joiada's son. It would also cast light

upen the enmity of such other families as put personal

)

ains above the welfare of the community. At the same time

o

this would explain Nehemiah's harshness toward the opposi-
tion Yo the reform among the leaders of the people and his
more lenient solution of sccepting the present foreign
marriages smong the other members of the community. These
people were not politically dangerous, and with them the
religicus guestion of absolute separation could be postponed
for a generation.

Lzrs seems to have been of a different temperauent.

{

‘ersonally, he preferred to fast and pray while letting

for

others take scticn (lizra 10:1-2). Yet on basic issues he

was much less likely to accept a compromise than Nehemiah,

In his gzeal and enthusiasm for religious reform, he wanted
all Jews tc worship Yahweh with the same single-mindedness
which he displsyed. OUn the surface he may have appeared %o
have been a man more easily dealt with than the fiery Nehe-
miah, but such a conclusiocn is based on a false impression.
The Samaritsns were probably right in ascribing to him the

policy which led to their final excommunication by the
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Jerusalem group.
The historical and religious situation made these two
men allies. The marriage policy of the high-priestly fam-

ily ran counter to the religious ideals of Ezra and the po-

litical plans of Nenemiah. Together they destroyed the
comnecticns of Jeoiada with the outside world. Then Nehe-
wiah teupersd the demands of Zzra to the extent that they
would be possible of atteinment, but he let the ideals
stand as the gosl for the future. His activist policy made
him the target for all internal obstructionists as well as
lor external opponents such as Sanballat, Tobish, and
Gesheuw., The seemingly more passive policy of Ezra pro-
tected him from personal attacks during his lifetime. The
actual working out of his ideals exposed him to the hatred
of future generations as the real instigator of Nehemiszh's
more drzstic actions.
k. Eliashib, the high priest, is presented as a con-

temporary of Nehemiah., On the other hand, Johanan,

a son or grandson of Eliashib, is portrayed as one

gpo ?ad & ?oom ?n ?he tgmple prig%ncts during

Bzra's first year in Jerusalen.

While Elieshib, the high priest, is presented as a

contenporary of Nehemiah (Neh. %:13 13:4-6), Johanan, his
son or grandson, is portrayed as having had a room in the

temple precincts during hzra's first year in Jerusalem

lz/guggg, Disi 1S
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(Ezra 10:16; cf. Neh. 12:10,22), Such a syunchronization
does not seem congruent with lzra's preceding Nehemiah by
thirteen yeara.
Accoraing to the statement of the Elephantine Fapyri,
o o o 1In the month of Tammuz in the l4th year of
Darius the king, « « « at the time this evil was
done to us, we wrote to gour lordship and to Johanan
the high priest . .
it is evident that & certain Johenan was high priest in
Jerusalem in 408 B. C. 1In fact it is highly probable that

he was high prie

o

hn

8t elready by 41C b. C. The only Johanan
named in the Bible as high priest during this period is
the grandson of Eblieshib (Neh. 12:22).

This ldentification is based upon the assumption that
the Johanan of lNeheniagh 12:22 is the Jonathan of Hehemiah
12:10. 7These two are not the same name, as & quick check
will show. 7I]jl is a variant of 7]]11-7 which means
"Yahweh pave," ]J'1r'on the other hand, is a variant of

],4£)ifj’wn ch means "Yahweh favored." However, it is

apparent that 7'[;) J}’can be readily mistaken for ?:’”3 ]
T

when written in the Aramsic square characters of leate

Biblical times. The fact that the two lists of Nehemiah

12:10,22 are exactly alike except for this one name indi-

cates the possibility of such a scribal error.

The next data to be considered are the notices

lzobovley, gp. cit., papyrus 30, lines &%, 17, and 18.
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concerning iliashib and Joiada, father and grandfather of
Johanan. The first of these helped Nehemiah build the wall
in the opening yecar of his governorship (Neh. 3:1). He
appears once more as the one who allowed Tobian the An-
monite a voom in the temple precincts (Keh. 13:4-5), This
latter passage, however, does not sbate that this high
priect was still alive when Nehemiah returned to Jerusalem,
3ince Joiasda is mentiocned as high priest in Nehemish 12:28,
it is likely thuot £liashib had died during the governor's
absence, These data indicate that Nehemiah was active in
Jerusalen during the end of the pontificate of Eliashib
and the beginning of that of Joiada. It is certain that
Nehemian was no longer the administrator by 408 B. C. be-
cause the Llephantine Papyrus names Bagohi (Bigvail) as the
Fersian ruler.129

This evidence shows quite conclusively that the only
Artaxerxes under whom Nehemiah could have served was the
first of that name. Since he ruled from 465-425 B. C.,
the twentieth year of his reign (Neh. 2:1-10) was 444 B. C.
This then was the date of Nehemiah's first visit to Jeru-
salem., According to Nehemiah 15:6 the governor went back
to the king in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes I, or
in 432 B. C. Thus the death of Eliashib and succession of

Joiada took place some time after this date, but before

1291piq., line 1.
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Nehemiah's return.

In Ezra 10:6 the simple statement is made that Zzra
spent the night in the room of a man named Jehohanan (Jo-
hanan). Wothing further is added to identify this man
definitely as the high priest. Kapelrud states that the
very lack of particulars of identification points %o a

4
130  scott

well-known official, probably the high priest.
argues in exactly the opposite way. Since he is not men-
tioned as the high priest, and in the case of other incum-
bents of this office such identification is expressly noted,
it follows that this Johanan was not the pontiff.lil Al-
though it is supported by a rather tenuous argument, the
decision tips slightly toward the position of Kapelrud.
Johanan is not merely a name among others as part of a list,
but it is mentioned as involved in an event and was s0
well-known that no further identification was needed. As-
suming that some years may have elapsed before the story was
recorded, it is likely that this man was the high priest at
the time the account was written.

The opinion of Keil concerning the succession of the
high priests was written before the publication of the Ele-
phantine evidence. Yet his dating of the high priests is

surprisingly accurate, largely because he placed Nehemiah

13OKapelrud, op. Cit., p. 74.

lBlScott, op. cit., Pp. 2641,
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and Eliashib in the reign of Artaxerxes I, He also posited
a long life for Jaddua, extending it to the time of Alex-
ander.ljz On the other hand, he makes the bald statement
that the Johanan of Ezra 10:6 was not the son of the high
pr-iost.l55 This interpretetion ignores the problem since
it essumes thst the later high priest did not play a part
in the work of Ezra. Young takes essentially the same
position, ie dates Nehemiah at 445 B. C. on the basis of
the Elephantine and Biblical evidence. He thinks that the
Johansn of Ezra 10:6 was probably not the later high
priest.lb4

Wright seeks a solution by pointing out that Eliashib
could have had both a son and a grandson with the name
Johanan., Then the son who had a room in the temple at the
time of Ezra need not huve been the future high priest.
Wright also points out that Josephus names Joiakim ss the
high priest during the time of Nehemiah.135 Scott adds
the fact that Nehemiah was conteaporary with a grandson of

Eliashib, who wss old enough to be married (Neh. 13:28).

%2
1528ei1, fzra, pp. 147ff.

135 p1d., p. 127.

.'1.34.I -
oung, op. cit., pp. 374ff.

135yright, Ezra, p. 20, The fact that Josephus, Ant.,
xi, 5, 5, makes Joiakim the high priest during the governor-
ship of Nehemish is not good evidence. As has been shown
supra, p. 18, Josephus shifts the work of Nehemiah into the
time of Xerxes, at which time Joiakim wes high priest.
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Hence it is highly likely that Kzra was contemporary with
a son of kliashib twenty-five years earlier.156

Snaith takes the position that since only one Johanan
is named in the lists of high priests, he is also the man
mentioned in the Lzra incident. Then, since only one fur-
ther high priest, Jaddua, is nemed as holding the office
until the time of ilexander the Great, 332 b. C., he con-
siders it highly unlikely that Jchanar was old enough to
participate actively in the affairs of the temple in
457 5. C. Hence these circumstances can be better ex-
Plained if Ezra came to Jerusalem in 397 B. 1 Lo%

Rowley gives much the same explanation as Snaith. In
his opinion the clephantine and Biblical evidence place
the work of Nehemiah in 444 B. C. He feels that Joiada be-
came high priest around 432 3. U. At about the same time
one cof his sons, who must have been a comparatively young
man, married the daughter of Sanballet. This scholar fur-
ther points out that if Johanan hsd been ective as a priest
in 457 B. C., the disparity of age between the brothers is
too great to be probable. Rowley therefore also solves
these problems by dating Ezra at 397 3. R

The views of Keil, Young, Wright, and Scott all

156
S

1375naith, op. cit., p. 62.
138

cott, op. cit., p. 204,

Rowley, Order, pp. 1l45-150,
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ultimately hinge upon the denial that the Jehohanan (Jo-
hanan) of kLzra 10:6 was the later high priest. while this
is a possible solution, it is not completely satisfactory,
because it does not explain why this Jehohanan (Johanan)
wes not identified more clearly. Kapelrud's comment that
the man was so well-known that there was no need for
further clarification sppears valid.

Snaith and Rowley both show the difficulties of the
Traditional chronology of the period. However, the solu-
ticon they offer necessitates the three emendations dis-
cussea above, namely, the removal of Kehemiah from liehe-
nmish 8:9 and of szra from Nehemiah 12:26 and 36. Thus
their suggestion is also not completely satisfactory.

The problem is complicated by our ignorance of the
rule for the succession of the high priests. Nowhere is
it stated that the first-born son followed his father in
the office., Hence it is impossible tc make accurate com-
putations on the basis of generations. OJSuch calculations
can only demonstrate the possibility of a certain sequence
of events, It is in full knowledge of that weakness that
the following tables are offered for consideration. That
it was possible for Johenan to have been a young priest
in 457 B, C. is shown by the following table:

457 8, C. Johanan 30 years old, priest in temple.

2D HONC Birth of Jaddua. This birth can be

explained quite easily by postulating
a young second wife. The high priest
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was forbidden to marry any woman who
was not a virgin (Lev. 21:14),

411 B. C, Johanan became high priest. On the
basis of the story in Josephus that
Johanan killed his brother, it is
very possible that the fOfmsr was not
the eldest son of Joiada.13Y Johanan
would have been 76 years of aze at
this time, a2 far-from-impossible as-
sumption.
(s Jaddua became high priest.
33528105 Jaddua was still high priest during
the conquests of Alexander the Great.
Josephus speaks of him as a man of
venerable zge and the assumption of
his being e centenarian is possible.
The Johanan of &zra 10:6 could therefore have been the later
high priest as far as the time element is concerned.
Dating the coming of Ezra im 397 8. C., however, offers

& more probable sclution, as the following table shows:

di 2B S G Birth of Johanan.
or earlier
41 a2 HosCn Birth of dJaddua.
411 B. C. Johanan became high priest; at least

30 years old.

397 B. C. Johanan as high priest allowed Lzra
to use his rcom.

332 B. C. Jaddua, high priest at time of Alex-
’ gn p ¢
ander the Great; assumed to be 80
years old.
£ this suzgestion consists in reducing con-

=D

The advantage

o}

siderably the age of Johanan at the birth of Jaddua. This

lﬁgJoseLhus, ARbin Ly i El
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schedule, however, requires unnecessary textual emendations.

Since neither of these solutions is ccmpletely satis-
factory, the data concerning the high priests will be
checkgd also against the suggesticn that Ezra arrived in
Jerusalem between the two visits of Nehemiah, presented in
section f.140

On the hasis of the evidence adduced from the Bible and
the Elephantine Papyri, Nehemiah arrived in Jerusalem during
the year 444 3. C. At that time Eliashib was high priest.
In 432 &. C. the governor returned to the East. Eliashib
tock advantage of this absence to install Tobiah in the
temple precincts. Shortly thereafter the former died, and
Joiada succeeded as high priest. According to Nehemiah
12:10,22, Johanan was his son. Another unnamed son married
Sanballat's daughter.

In the thirty-seventh year of Artaxerxes I, Ezra ar-
rived in Jerusalem with his caravan. When the guestion of
the mixed-marriages presented itself, probably during his
first year in the city, he spent a night in the room of
Johanan in the temple. About half a year later Nehemiah
returned and Johanan's brother was exiled, Jaddus succeed-
ed to the high priesthood at an unknown date and held the
position until Alexender the Great in 3%2 8. C. The fol-

lowing table presents the data within the framework of

1408u)ra, p. 99.
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this suggestion:

457 Bo C. Johanan born.
or earlier
427 B. C, Johanan a priest in the temple; 30
years old.
412 B, C, Birth of Jaddua.
411 B. C. Johanan became high priest.
332 B. C. Jaddua still high priest at the age

of 80 years when Alexander the Great
conguered Fslestine.

This interpretation removes the need of postulating a rather
abnormal age for Johanan at the time of the birth of Jaddua
as well as assuming that Jaddua was a centenarian at the
time of Alexander the Great. At the same time it makes
major textusl emendations unnecessary.

1. The contentf4$f the Law which Ezra brought are not

made clear.

The Law which Ezra brought with him is not fully de-
fined. The question of its scope and contents has affected
the estimate of the work of these reformers ever since
radical criticism of the Fentateuch began. Some scholars
even go so far as to claim that the Torah was not completed
until the post-exilic prophets became interested in the
cult. This interest changed the "common law" from a lay-

centered to a clergy~centeréd outlook.l42 Others take the

141$u ra, Ps 13.

142Hoelscher, op. elt s pp. 117488
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position that there is no problem because fzra taught the
Fentateuch, which was revealed to lMoses and composed by
him substantially in its present ;t'orm..l!'rj

There is neither time nor space here to enter into a
discussion of Pentateuchal crit:i.cisnn.lMr One point, how-
ever, must be elucidated. In Jewish literature there is
the tradition that Ezra restored the Law, indeed, that he
rewrote it."? Is there any real connesction between Ezra
anc. the writing of the Law?

fapelrud, in commenting on Nehemiah 8:15, points out
that the regulations for the Feast of Tsbernacles are found
in Leviticus 23. He adds that it follows from this fact
that the tfriestly Code was already a part of the Pentateuch.
Lzra was not interested in introducing something new, but
in securing obedience to the old, the Law of God.146 This

Particular Feasst of Tabernacles, aescribed in Nehemiah,

1"5Y0ung, 0D Qito, Pe 152; (e Keil! ﬁm:! D. 228;

and Carl F, Keil, rentateuch, translated from the Ger-
man by James lartin (Biblical Commentary oa the Old Iesta-
ment in CTETk' Foreign Theological Library, fourth series;

Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, n.d.), I, 17-28.

lanee standard Introductions for the various theories
of the origin of the Pentateuch.

145, Bzra 14:21-46. The edition consulted is in R. i,
Charles, et al, editors, The Apocrypha Lsi Pseudepigrapha
QL the 01d Testament in English; With Introductions and

itical and Explanastory Notes to the Several Books, II
Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1913).

146Kapelrud, op. cit., p. 89.

P
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differed from earlier celebrations only in the use of
booths. This form of observing the Fesst, however, was not
something new, it was a return to the old. At the same
time Kapelrud warns against basing any far-reaching theory
of the origin and growth of the Pentateuch on this pass-
age.147

. L i
hontgomery,l+8 Rowley,l49 and Albrightl5o have about

the same opinion, stating that the only conclusion which

can be drawn from the history of Ezra and Nehemiah is that
their work occurred after the canonization of the Law and
before that of the Frophets. This judgment is based upon

151

the fact that the Samaritans accepted the FPentateuch as

canonical, but rejected the Frophets. Rowley adds that it
is highly improbable that the Samaritens borrowed the Fen-

tateuch after the breach with the Jews was complete.152

LLI
% 1pid., pp. 91f.

Y%Syames Alen Montgomery, Ihe Samaritens; the Zarliest

Jdewish Sect, Their History, Theology, and Literature (Phil-
adelphia: The John C. Winston Co., 1907), p. 73.

t

lqgﬁowley, Sanballat, p. 195.
1504 bright, Biblical Period, p. S4.

lDlThe Semaritans are generally believed to be the
descendants of the Israelites left in the former Northern
Kingdom, who merged to some extent with the foreign popu-
lations brought in by the Assyrian kings (2 Kings 17:6,
24-%%). They worshipped Yahweh, but with syncretistic
tendencies caused by the mixed religious background.

592
15250w1 ¥, San at, p. 195.
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Albright makes the definite statement theot Ezra did not
write nor edit the Fentateuch. 1t was probsbly known in
Falestine sowme generations earlier, but Ezra made it
nermative for c'l'l.ldaism.155

. Gaster mentions that the Sameritan traditions are anti-
Jewish, but thet Ezra stands out as the one hated the most.
They accuse him of chenging the writing of the Law from the
sacred script, ancient Hebrew, to the iramaic square char-

acters., They further charge that he changed the Ten Com-—

on Hount Gerizim.lbq Whatever the truth of the charges,
this tradition testifies that the ifentateuch had assumed
canonical authority before the coming of Ezra. It further
indicates that originally the Judean and the Samaritan
recensions of the Fentateuch were very much alike. If
they had not had a close affinity, no charge of tampering
with the text would have been advanced.

Bcott assumes that in 457 B. C. Ezra brought a new Law
of which the Samaritans had no knowledge. They accepted
this Lew, not realizing thet it was directed against their

inclusion in the people of God. This must have occurred

liiAlbI‘ight, Biblical Feriod, p. 54; cf. also his
History, p. 14.

1%u0ses Gester, Jbe Camaritaps, Iheir History, Doc-
trines and Literature (London: Oxford University Fress,
1925), pr. 2&f.
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before the coming of Nehemiah, in 444 B. C. because after
he ingulted Ganballat by exiling his son-in-law, the ac-
ceptance of the Law would heve been impossible.l55 This
theory essuwes that the Samaritans were unable to recognize
the seperatistic tendencies of this new Law until the action
of Nehemiah brought it into the open. It further assumes
that in the twenty-five years from the arrival of Ezra to
the return of Nehemiah, the Szmaritans accepted as canonical
a Law which excluded them from the true people of God. In
addition to that improbability, Scott has no explenation
for the hatred of Hzra and the comparatively mild attitude
Toward Nehemiah disclosed by the traditions of the Shechem
community.

Any attempt to define what Law Ezra taught must take
cognizance of the following points. The similarity between
the Jewish and Samaritsn laws certainly points to their
origin and completion in a period preceding Zzra. The ap-
plication of regulations (Neh. 8:15) from the Friestly
Code, theoretically the last document to be added to the
Pentateuch, points in the same direction. The matter-of-
fact acceptence of the people of the binding force of the
Law (Neh. 8:1,6,9), also adds strength to this position.
Thus it is safe to say that the Law which Ezra had was

substantially the Pentateuch as it now exists.

1555¢0tt, op. cit., . 276.

<N——.:?_-

o S A ——

el

~ p—.



152

When the view that the Law which Izra taught is the
present Pentuteuch is adopted, however, the further gues-
tion arises: When did the Samaritens receive the Law?
There is no mention of relations between the golsh and
SBamaria from the time of the fall of Jerusalem in 586 B. C.
until the building of the temple in 520 B. C. The keeping
of the Passover (Ezra 1:19-22) at that time indicates that
the Jews knew the Law. FPoreover verse 21 refers to some
of the people-of-the-land as eating with the Jews and in-
dicates a successful attempt to spread the Law among those
people. In addition, the claim of the "enemies of Judsh
and Benjemin," that they worshipped the same God as the
Jews, shows a knowledge of Him and His cult. These data
imply that the Samaritans had the Pentateuch as early as
the first attempt to bulld the temple. oince the first

return was under Sheshbazzar in 538 B. ., the fact that

by 520 L. v. the Bameritans could claim that they worshipped
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