《Keil & Delitzsch Commentary - Ezra》(Karl F. Keil, etc.)
Commentator

Karl Fredreich Keil (1807-1888) was a German Protestant exegetist. Several years after finishing his theological studys in Dorpat and Berlin, he accepted a call to the theological faculty of Dorpat, where he labored for twenty-five years as lecturer and professor of Old and New Testament exegesis and Oriental languages. In 1859 he settled at Leipsic, where he devoted himself to literary work and to the practical affairs of the Lutheran Church. In 1887 he moved to Rodlitz, continuing his literary activity there until his death.

He belonged to the strictly orthodox and conservative school of Hengstenberg. Ignoring modern criticism almost entirely, all his writings represent the view that the books of the Old and New Testaments are to be retained as the revealed word of God. He regarded the development of German theological science as a passing phase of error. His chief work is the commentary on the Old Testament (1866), which he undertook with Franz Delitzsch. To this work he contributed commentaries on all the books from Genesis through Esther, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and the minor prophets.


Franz Delitzsch 

Franz Delitzsch (1813-1890) was a Lutheran, from Leipsic. He came of Hebrew parentage; studied at Leipsic where he became a private lecturer in 1842; held the position of professor in Rostock in 1846; then in Erlangen in 1850; and then again in Leipsic in 1867.

His exegetical activity began in earnest at Erlangen, where he prepared independently and in connection with Karl Keil some of the best commentaries on the Old Testament (Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Isaiah, 1866) which had been produced in Germany. These were soon translated into English and published at Edinburgh.

Delitzsch opposed the idea "of fencing theology off with the letter of the Formula of Concord." In an introduction to commentary on Genesis published in 1887, he made it clear that the Bible, as the literature of a divine revelation, can not be permitted to be charged with a lack of veracity or to be robbed of its historic basis.

In 1886 he founded a seminary at Leipsic in which candidates of theology are prepared for missionary work among the Jews, and which in memory of him is now called Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum.

Biographical text adapted from The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge.
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The Book of Ezra
Introduction
1. Name and Contents, Object and Plan of the Book of Ezra

The book of Ezra derives its name of עזרא in the Hebrew Bible,of Ἔσδρας in the Septuagint, and of Liber Esdrae in the Vulgate, from Ezra,עזרא, the priest and scribe who, in Ezra 7-10, narrates his returnfrom captivity in Babylon to Jerusalem, and the particulars of his ministryin the latter city. For the sake of making the number of the bookscontained in their canon of Scripture correspond with the number of lettersin the Hebrew alphabet, the Jews had from of old reckoned the books ofEzra and Nehemiah as one; whilst an apocryphal book of Ezra, composedof passages from the second book of Chronicles, the books of Ezra andNehemiah, and certain popular legends, had long been current among theHellenistic Jews together with the canonical book of Ezra. Hence our bookof Ezra is called, in the catalogues of the Old Testament writings handeddown to us by the Fathers (see the statements of Origen, of the Council ofLaodicea, Can. 60, of Cyril, Jerome, and others, in the Lehrbuch derEinleitung, 216, Not. 11, 13), Ἔσδρας πρῶτος ( α ), and the book ofNehemiah Ἔσδρας δεύτερος ( β ), and consequently separated as I. Ezrafrom the book of Nehemiah as II. Ezra; while the Greek book of Ezra iscalled III. Ezra, to which was subsequently added the falsely so-calledbook of Ezra as IV. Ezra. In the Septuagint, the Vet. Itala, and the Syriac,on the contrary (comp. Libri V. T. apocryphi syriace e recogn. deLagarde), we find the Greek book of Ezra placed as Ἔσδρας πρῶτον beforethe canonical book, and the latter designated Ἔσδρας δεύτερον .
The book of Ezra consists of two parts. The first part, comprising aperiod anterior to Ezra, begins with the edict of Coresh (Cyrus), king ofPersia, permitting the return to their native land of such Jews as wereexiles in Babylon, and prescribing the rebuilding of the temple at Jerusalem(Ezra 1:1-4); and relates that when the heads of the nation, the priests andLevites, and many of the people, made preparations for returning, Cyrushad the sacred vessels which Nebuchadnezzar had carried away fromJerusalem brought forth and delivered to Sheshbazzar (Zerubbabel), princeof Judah (Ezra 1:5-11). Next follows a list of the names of those who returnedfrom captivity (Ezra 2), and the account of the building of the altar of burnt-offerings, the restoration of divine worship, and the laying of thefoundation of the temple (Ezra 3:1-13). Then the manner in which the rebuilding of the temple was hindered bythe Samaritans is narrated; and mention made of the written accusationsent by the adversaries of the Jews to the kings Ahashverosh andArtachshasta (Ezra 4:1-7): the letter sent to the latter monarch, and hisanswer thereto, in consequence of which the rebuilding of the templeceased till the second year of Darius, being inserted in the Chaldee original(Ezra 4:24). It is then related (also in Chaldee) that Zerubbabel and Joshua,undertaking, in consequence of the prophecies of Haggai and Zechariah,the rebuilding of the temple, were immediately interrogated by Tatnai thePersian governor and his companions as to who had commanded suchrebuilding; that the reply of the Jewish rulers was reported in writing tothe king, whereupon the latter caused search to be made for the edict ofCyrus, and gave command for the continuance and furtherance of thebuilding in compliance therewith (Ezra 5:1-6:13); that hence the Jewswere enabled to complete the work, solemnly to dedicate their nowfinished temple (Ezra 6:14-18), and (as further related, Ezra 6:19-22, inthe Hebrew tongue) to celebrate their passover with rejoicing. In the second part (Ezra 7-10), the return of Ezra the priest and scribe, in theseventh year of Artaxerxes, from Babylon to Jerusalem, with a number ofpriests, Levites, and Israelites, is related; and (Ezra 7:1-10) a copy of theroyal decree, in virtue of which Ezra was entrusted with the ordering ofdivine worship, and of the administration of justice as prescribed in thelaw, given in the Chaldee original (7:11-26), with a postscript by Ezra (Ezra 7:27.). Then follows a list of those who went up with Ezra (Ezra 8:1-14);and particulars given by Ezra himself concerning his journey, his arrival atJerusalem (8:14-36), and the energetic proceedings by which he effectedthe separation of the heathen women from the congregation (9:1-10:17);the book concluding with a list of those who were forced to put away theirheathen wives (10:18-44).
The first year of the rule of Cyrus king of Persia corresponding with theyear 536 b.c., and the seventh year of Artaxerxes (Longimanus) with 458b.c., it follows that this book comprises a period of at least eighty years. An interval of fifty-six years, extending from the seventh year of DariusHystaspis, in which the passover was celebrated after the dedication ofthe new temple (Ezra 6:19-22), to the seventh of Artaxerxes, in whichEzra went up from Babylon (Ezra 7:6), separates the events of the first partfrom those of the second. The narrative of the return of Ezra fromBabylon in Ezra 7:1 is nevertheless connected with the celebration of thepassover under Darius by the usual formula of transition, “Now afterthese things,” without further comment, because nothing had occurred inthe intervening period which the author of the book felt it necessary, inconformity with the plan of his work, to communicate.
Even this cursory notice of its contents shows that the object of Ezra wasnot to give a history of the re-settlement in Judah and Jerusalem of theJews liberated by Cyrus from the Babylonian captivity, nor to relate allthe memorable events which took place from the departure and the arrivalin Judah of those who returned with Zerubbabel and Joshua, until his ownreturn and his ministry in Jerusalem. For he tells us nothing at all of thejourney of the first band of returning exiles, and so little concerning theirarrival in Jerusalem and Judah, that this has merely a passing notice in thesuperscription of the list of their names; while at the close of this list heonly mentions the voluntary gifts which they brought with them for thetemple service, and then just remarks that they-the priests, Levites,people, etc. - dwelt in their cities (Ezra 2:70). The following chapters (Ezra 3-6), moreover, treat exclusively of the building ofthe altar of burnt-offering and the temple, the hindrances by which thisbuilding was delayed for years, and of the final removal of thesehindrances, the continuation and completion of the building, and thededication of the new temple, by means of which the tribe of Judah wasenabled to carry on the worship of God according to the law, and tocelebrate the festivals in the house of the Lord. In the second part, indeed,after giving the decree he had obtained from Artaxerxes, he speaks in acomparatively circumstantial manner of the preparations he made for hisjourney, of the journey itself, and of his arrival at Jerusalem; while herelates but a single incident of his proceedings there-an incident, indeed, ofthe utmost importance with respect to the preservation of the returnedcommunity as a covenant people, viz., the dissolution of the marriageswith Canaanites and other Gentile women, forbidden by the law, butcontracted in the period immediately following his arrival at Jerusalem. Ofhis subsequent proceedings there we learn nothing further from his ownwritings, although the king had given him authority, “after the wisdom ofhis God, to set magistrates and judges” (Ezra 7:25); while the book ofNehemiah testifies that he continued his ministry there for some years inconjunction with Nehemiah, who did not arrive till thirteen years later:comp. Neh 8-10 and Nehemiah 12:36, Nehemiah 12:38.
Such being the nature of the contents of this book, it is evident that theobject and plan of its author must have been to collect only such facts anddocuments as might show the manner in which the Lord God, after thelapse of the seventy years of exile, fulfilled His promise announced by theprophets, by the deliverance of His people from Babylon, the building ofthe temple at Jerusalem, and the restoration of the temple worshipaccording to the law, and preserved the re-assembled community fromfresh relapses into heathen customs and idolatrous worship by thedissolution of the marriages with Gentile women. Moreover, therestoration of the temple and of the legal temple worship, and theseparation of the heathen from the newly settled community, werenecessary and indispensable conditions for the gathering out of the peopleof God from among the heathen, and for the maintenance and continuedexistence of the nation of Israel, to which and through which God might atHis own time fulfil and realize His promises made to their forefathers, tomake their seed a blessing to all the families of the earth, in a mannerconsistent both with His dealings with this people hitherto, and with thefurther development of His promises made through the prophets. The significance of the book of Ezra in sacred history lies in the fact that itenables us to perceive how the Lord, on the one hand, so disposed thehearts of the kings of Persia, the then rulers of the world, that in spite ofall the machinations of the enemies of God's people, they promoted thebuilding of His temple in Jerusalem, and the maintenance of His worshiptherein; and on the other, raised up for His people, when delivered fromBabylon, men like Zerubbabel their governor, Joshua the high priest, andEzra the scribe, who, supported by the prophets Haggai and Zechariah,undertook the work to which they were called, with hearty resolution, andcarried it out with a powerful hand.

2. Unity and Composition of the Book of Ezra

Several modern critics (Zunz, Ewald, Bertheau, and others) have raisedobjections both to the single authorship and to the independent characterof this book, and declared it to be but a fragment of a larger work,comprising not only the book of Nehemiah, but that of Chronicles also. The section of this work which forms our canonical book of Ezra is said tohave been composed and edited by some unknown author about 200 yearsafter Ezra, partly from an older Chaldee history of the building of thetemple and of the walls of Jerusalem, partly from a record drawn up byEzra himself of his agency in Jerusalem, and from certain other publicdocuments. The evidence in favour of this hypothesis is derived, first,from the fact that not only the official letters to the Persian kings, andtheir decrees (Ezra 4:8-22; Ezra 5:6-17; Ezra 6:6-12; Ezra 7:12-26), but also a still longersection on the building of the temple (Ezra 4:23-6:18), are written in theChaldee, and the remaining portions in the Hebrew language; next, from thediversity of its style, its lack of internal unity, and its want of finish; and,finally, from the circumstance that the book of Ezra had from of old beencombined with that of Nehemiah as one book. These reasons, however, upon closer consideration, prove too weak toconfirm this view. For, to begin with the historical testimony, Nägelsback,in Herzog's Realencycl. iv. p. 166, justly finds it “incomprehensible” thatBertheau should appeal to the testimony of the Talmud, the Masora, themost ancient catalogues of Old Testament books in the Christian church,the Cod. Alexandr., the Cod. Friderico Aug., and the lxx, because thecomprehension of the two books in one in these authorities is entirelyowing to the Jewish mode of computing the books of the Old Testament. Even Josephus (c. Ap. i. 8) reckons twenty-two books, which he arranges,in a manner peculiar to himself, into five books of Moses, thirteen of theprophets, and four containing hymns to God and moral precepts for man;and Jerome says, in Prol. Gal., that the Hebrews reckon twenty-twocanonical books, whose names he cites, after the number of the letters oftheir alphabet, but then adds that some reckoned Ruth and Lamentationsseparately, thus making twenty-four, because the Rabbis distinguishedbetween שׁ and שׂ, and received a double Jod (יי) into the alphabetfor the sate of including in it the name יהוה, which whenabbreviated is written יי. Thenumber twenty-four is also found in Baba bathr. fol. 14. Hence wealso find these numbers and computations in the Fathers and in theresolutions of the councils, but with the express distinction of I. and II. Ezra. This distinction is not indeed mentioned in the Talmud; and Bababathr., l.c., says: Esra scripsit librum suum et genealogias librorum Chr. usque ad sua tempora. But what authority can there be in such testimony,which also declares Moses to have been the author not only of thePentateuch, but also of the book of Job, and Samuel the author of thebooks of Judges, Ruth, and Samuel? The authority, too, of Cod. Alex. andCod. Frid. Aug. is opposed to that of Cod. Vatic. and of the lxx, inwhich the books Ezra and Nehemiah are separated, as they likewise are inthe Masoretic text, although the Masoretes regarded and reckoned both asforming but one book.

(Note: Though Zunz and Ewald appeal also to the Greek book ofEzra, in which portions of Chronicles and of the books of Ezra andNehemiah are comprised, it is not really to be understood how anycritical importance can be attributed to this apocryphal compilation. Besides, even if it possessed such importance, the circumstance thatonly the two last chapters of Chronicles, and only Neh 7:73-8:13 ofNehemiah, are comprised in it, says more against than in favour ofthe assumed single authorship of the three canonical books.)

This mode of computation, however, affords no ground for thesupposition that the books of Ezra and Nehemiah originally formed onework. For in this case we should be obliged to regard the books of thetwelve minor prophets as the work of one author. If the number of bookswas to be reduced to twenty-two or twenty-four, it was necessary tocombine smaller works of similar character. The single authorship of thebooks of Ezra and Nehemiah is most decidedly negatived, not only by thesuperscription of the latter book, דּברי נחמיה בּן־חכליה,there being in the entire Old Testament no other instance of a singleportion or section of a longer work being distinguished from its otherportions by a similar superscription, with the name of the author; but alsoby the fact already brought forward in the introduction to Chronicles,Comm. on Chron. p. 384, that no reason or motive whatever can beperceived for a subsequent division of the historical work in question intothree separate books, on account of its reception into the canon.

The contents, too, and the form of this book, present us with nothingincompatible either with its single authorship or independence. The use ofthe Chaldee tongue for the official documents of the Persian kings and theirsubordinates cannot surprise us, this being the official language in theprovinces of the Persian empire west of the Euphrates, and as current withthe returning Jews as their Hebrew mother tongue. It is true that the use ofthe Chaldee language is not in this book confined merely to officialdocuments, but continued, Ezra 4:8-22, in the narrative of the building ofthe temple down to the dedication of the rebuilt temple, 4:23-6:18; andthat the Hebrew is not employed again till from Ezra 6:19 to the conclusion ofthe book, with the exception of Ezra 7:12-26, where the commission given byArtaxerxes to Ezra is inserted in the Chaldee original. We also meet, however, with the two languages in the book of Daniel, Dan 2, where the Magi are introduced, Daniel 2:4, as answering the king in Aramaic,and where not only their conversation with the monarch, but also thewhole course of the event, is given in this dialect, which is again used Dan 3-7. Hence it has been attempted to account for the use of the Chaldee inthe narrative portions of the book of Ezra, by the assertion that thehistorian, after quoting Chaldee documents, found it convenient to use thislanguage in the narrative combined therewith, and especially becauseduring its course he had to communicate other Chaldee documents (Ezra 5:6-17 and Ezra 6:3-12) in the original. But this explanation is not sufficient tosolve the problem. Both here and in the book of Daniel, the use of the twolanguages has a really deeper reason; see Daniel 2:14.. With respect tothe book in question, this view is, moreover, insufficient; because, in thefirst place, the use of the Chaldee tongue does not begin with thecommunication of the Chaldee documents (Daniel 4:11), but is used, Daniel 2:8, inthe paragraph which introduces them. And then, too, the narrator of the Chaldee historical section, Ezra 5:4,gives us to understand, by his use of the first person, “Then said we untothem,” that he was a participator in the work of rebuilding the templeunder Darius; and this, Ezra, who returned to Jerusalem at a much laterperiod, and who relates his return (Ezra 7:27) in the first person, could nothimself have been. These two circumstances show that the Chaldeesection, 4:8-6:18, was composed by an eye-witness of the occurrences itrelates; that it came into the hands of Ezra when composing his own work,who, finding it adapted to his purpose as a record by one who wascontemporary with the events he related, and a sharer in the building of thetemple, included it in his own book with very slight alteration. Themention of Artachshasta, besides Coresh and Darjavesh, in Ezra 6:14, seemsopposed to this view. But since neither Ezra, nor a later author of this book, contemporary withDarius Hystaspis, could cite the name of Artaxerxes as contributingtowards the building of the temple, while the position of the name ofArtaxerxes after that of Darius, as well as its very mention, contradicts thenotion of a predecessor of King Darius, the insertion of this name in Ezra 6:14 may be a later addition made by Ezra, in grateful retrospect of thesplendid gifts devoted by Artaxerxes to the temple, for the purpose ofassociating him with the two monarchs whose favour rendered therebuilding of the temple possible (see on Ezra 6:14). In this case, the mention ofArtaxerxes in the passage just cited, offers no argument against the above-mentioned view of the origin of the Chaldee section. Neither is any doubtcast upon the single authorship of the whole book by the notion that Ezrainserted in his book not only an authentic list of the returned families, Ezra 2, but also a narrative of the building of the temple, composed in theChaldee tongue by an eye-witness.
All the other arguments brought forward against the unity of this book arequite unimportant. The variations and discrepancies which Schrader, in histreatise on the duration of the second temple, in the Theol. Studien u. Kritiken, 1867, p. 460f., and in De Wette's Einleitung, 8th edit. 235,supposes he has discovered in the Chaldee section, first between Ezra 4:8-23 and Ezra 5:1-6, Ezra 5:14 , Ezra 5:15, on the one hand, and Ezra 4:24 on the other, andthen between these passages and the remaining chapters of the first part,Ezra 1:1-11, Ezra 3:1-13, Ezra 4:1; Ezra 7:24, and Ezra 6:14 , Ezra 6:16-18, Ezra 6:19-22, can have no force ofargument except for a criticism which confines its operations to the wordsand letters of the text of Scripture, because incapable of entering into itsspiritual meaning. If the two public documents 4:8-23 differ from whatprecedes and follows them, by the fact that they speak not of the buildingof the temple but of the building of the walls of Jerusalem, the reason maybe either that the adversaries of the Jews brought a false accusation beforeKing Artachshashta, and for the sake of more surely gaining their ownends, represented the building of the temple as a building of thefortifications, or that the complaint of their enemies and the royal decreereally relate to the building of the walls, and that section 4:8-23 iserroneously referred by expositors to the building of the temple. In either case there is no such discrepancy between these publicdocuments and what precedes and follows them as to annul the singleauthorship of this Chaldee section; see the explanation of the passage. Stillless does the circumstance that the narrative of the continuation andcompletion of the temple-building, Ezra 5:1-6:15, is in a simply historicalstyle, and not interspersed with reflections or devotional remarks, offerany proof that the notice, Ezra 4:24, “Then ceased the work of the house ofGod which is at Jerusalem, so it ceased unto the second year of the reignof Darius king of Persia,” and the information, Ezra 6:16-18, that the Jewsbrought offerings at the dedication of the temple, and appointed priestsand Levites in their courses for the service of God, cannot proceed fromthe same historian, who at the building of the temple says nothing of theofferings and ministrations of the priests and Levites. Still weaker, ifpossible, is the argument for different authorship derived fromcharacteristic expressions, viz., that in Ezra 4:8, Ezra 4:11, Ezra 4:23; Ezra 5:5-7, Ezra 5:13-14, Ezra 5:17, andEzra 6:1, Ezra 6:3, Ezra 6:12-13, the Persian kings are simply called “the king,” and not “kingof Persia,” as they are designated by the historian in Ezra 4:7, Ezra 4:24, and elsewhere. For a thoughtful reader will scarcely need to be reminded that, in a letter tothe king, the designation king of Persia would be not only superfluous, butinappropriate, while the king in his answer would have still less occasionto call himself king of Persia, and that even the historian has in severalplaces - e.g., Ezra 5:5-6; Ezra 6:1 and Ezra 6:13 - omitted the addition “of Persia” whennaming the king. Nor is there any force in the remark that in Ezra 5:13 Coresh iscalled king of Babylon. This epithet, דּי־בבל, would onlybe objected to by critics whoeither do not know or do not consider thatCoresh was king of Persia twenty years before he became king of Babylon,or obtained dominion over the Babylonian empire. The title king of Persiawould here be misleading, and the mere designation king inexact, - Cyrushaving issued the decree for the rebuilding of the temple not in the firstyear of his reign or rule over Persia, but in the first year of his sway overBabylon.
In Part II. (Ezra 7-10), which is connected with Part I. by the formula oftransition האלּה הדּברים אחר, it is notindeed found “striking” that the historian should commence his narrativeconcerning Ezra by simply relating his doings (Ezra 7:1-10), his objectbeing first to make the reader acquainted with the person of Ezra. It is alsosaid to be easy to understand, that when the subsequent royal epistles aregiven, Ezra should be spoken of in the third person; that the transition tothe first person should not be made until the thanksgiving to God (Ezra 7:27);and that Ezra should then narrate his journey to and arrival at Jerusalem,and his energetic proceedings against the unlawful marriages, in his ownwords (Ezra 8 and Ezra 9:1-15). But it is said to be “striking,” that in the account ofthis circumstance Ezra is, from Ezra 10:1 onwards, again spoken of in thethird person. This change of the person speaking is said to show that the second part ofthe book was not composed by Ezra himself, but that some other historianmerely made use of a record by Ezra, giving it verbally in Ezra 8 and Ezra 9:1-15, andin Ezra 7 and 10 relating Ezra's return from Babylon, and the conclusion ofthe transaction concerning the unlawful marriages, in his own words, butwith careful employment of the said record. This view, however, does notsatisfactorily explain the transition from the first to the third person in thenarrative. For what could have induced the historian, after giving Ezra'srecord verbally in Ezra 8 and Ezra 9:1-15, to break off in the midst of Ezra's account ofhis proceedings against the unlawful marriages, and, instead of continuingthe record, to relate the end of the transaction in his own words?Bertheau's solution of this question, that the author did this for the sake ofbrevity, is of no force; for Ezra 10 shows no trace of brevity, but, on thecontrary, the progress and conclusion of the affair are related with thesame circumstantiality and attention to details exhibited in itscommencement in 8 and 9. To this must be added, that in other historicalportions of the Old Testament, in which the view of different authorshipis impossible, the narrator, as a person participating in the transaction,frequently makes the transition from the first to the third person, and viceversa. Compare, e.g., Isaiah 7:1. (“Then said the Lord unto Isaiah, Go forth,”etc.) with Isaiah 8:1 (“Moreover, the Lord said unto me, Take thee a greatroll,” etc.); Jeremiah 20:1-6, where Jeremiah relates of himself in the thirdperson, that he had been smitten by Pashur, and had prophesied againsthim, with Jeremiah 20:7., where, without further explanation, he thus continues: “OLord, Thou hast persuaded me, and I was persuaded;” or Jeremiah 28:1 (“Hananiah … spake unto me … the Lord said to me”) with Jeremiah 28:5 (“Then theprophet Jeremiah said to the prophet Hananiah”), and also Jeremiah 28:6; while inJeremiah 28:7 immediately following, Jeremiah writes, “Hear thou now thisword which I speak in thine ears.”As Jeremiah, when here narrating circumstances of his own ministry,suddenly passes from the third to the first person, and then immediatelyreturns to the third; so, too, might Ezra, after speaking (Ezra 7:1-10) of hisreturn to Jerusalem in the third person, proceed with a subsequent morecircumstantial description of his journey to and arrival at Jerusalem, andnarrate his acts and proceedings there in the first person (Ezra 8 and Ezra 9:1-15), andthen, after giving his prayer concerning the iniquity of his people (Ezra 9:1-15),take up the objective form of speech in his account of what took place inconsequence of this prayer; and instead of writing, “Now when I hadprayed,” etc., continue, “Now when Ezra had prayed,” and maintain thisobjective form of statement to the end of Ezra 10. Thus a change of authorcannot be proved by a transition in the narrative from the first to the thirdperson. As little can this be inferred from the remark (Ezra 7:6) that “Ezra wasa ready scribe in the law of Moses,” by which his vocation, and the importof his return to Jerusalem, are alluded to immediately after the statementof his genealogy.
The reasons, then, just discussed are not of such a nature as to cast anyreal doubt upon the single authorship of this book; and modern criticismhas been unable to adduce any others. Neither is its independenceimpeached by the circumstance that it breaks off “unexpectedly” at Ezra 10,without relating Ezra's subsequent proceedings at Jerusalem, although atEzra 7:10 it is said not only that “Ezra had prepared his heart … to teach inIsrael statutes and judgments,” but also that Artaxerxes in his edict (Ezra 7:12-26) commissioned him to uphold the authority of the law of God as therule of action; nor by the fact that in Neh 8-10 we find Ezra still a teacherof the law, and that these very chapters form the necessary complement ofthe notices concerning Ezra in the book of Ezra (Bertheau). For though thenarrative in Neh 8-10 actually does complete the history of Ezra'sministry, it by no means follows that the book of Ezra is incomplete, andno independent work at all, but only a portion of a larger book, because itdoes not contain this narrative. For what justifies the assumption that “Ezra purposed to give an accountof all that he effected at Jerusalem?” The whole book may be soughtthrough in vain for a single peg on which to hang such a theory. To imputesuch an intention to Ezra, and to infer that, because his ministry is spokenof in the book of Nehemiah also, the book of Ezra is but a fragment, weshould need far more weighty arguments in proof of the single authorshipof the books of Ezra and Nehemiah than the defenders of this hypothesisare able to bring forward. In respect of diction, nothing further has beenadduced than that the expression עלי אלחי כּיד, so frequently recurring in Ezra (Ezra 7:28; compare Ezra 7:6, Ezra 7:9; Ezra 8:18, Ezra 8:22, Ezra 8:31), is also once found in Nehemiah (Nehemiah 2:8). But the singleoccurrence of this one expression, common to himself and Ezra, in themidst of the very peculiar diction and style of Nehemiah, is not theslightest proof of the original combination of the two books; and Nehemiah 2:8 simply shows that Nehemiah appropriated words which, in hisintercourse with Ezra, he had heard from his lips. - With respect to otherinstances in which the diction and matter are common to the books ofChronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah, we have already shown, in theintroduction to Chronicles, that they are too trifling to establish anidentity of authorship in the case of these three books; and at the sametime remarked that the agreement between the closing verses of Chroniclesand the beginning of Ezra does but render it probable that Ezra may havebeen the author of the former book also.

3. Composition and Historical Character of the Book of Ezra

If this book is a single one, i.e., the work of one author, there can be noreasonable doubt that that author was Ezra, the priest and scribe, who inEzra 7-10 narrates his return from Babylon to Jerusalem, and thecircumstances of his ministry there, neither its language nor contentsexhibiting any traces of a later date. Its historical character, too, wasuniversally admitted until Schrader, in his beforenamed treatise, p. 399,undertook to dispute it with respect to the first part of this book. Theproofs he adduced were, first, that the statement made by the author, wholived 200 years after the building of the temple, in this book, i.e., in thechronicle of the foundation of the temple in the second year after thereturn from Babylon, concerning the cessation of the building till thesecond year of Darius, and its resumption in that year, is unhistorical, andrests only upon the insufficiently confirmed assumption that the exiles,penetrated as they were with ardent love for their hereditary religion, fullof joy that their deliverance from Babylon was at last effected, and ofheartfelt gratitude to God, should have suffered fifteen years to elapsebefore they set to work to raise the national sanctuary from its ruins;secondly, that the accounts both of the rearing of the altar, Ezra 3:2 and Ezra 3:3,and of the proceedings at laying the foundations of the temple, togetherwith the names, dates, and other seemingly special details found in Ezra 3:1-13; Ezra 4:1-5, Ezra 4:24; Ezra 6:14, are not derived from ancient historical narratives, but aremanifestly due to the imagination of the chronicler drawing upon thedocuments given in the book of Ezra, upon other books of the OldTestament, and upon his own combinations thereof. This whole argument, however, rests upon the assertion, that neither inEzra 5:2 and Ezra 5:16, in Haggai 1:2, Haggai 1:4, Haggai 1:8, Haggai 1:14; Haggai 2:12, nor in Zechariah 1:16; Zechariah 4:9; Zechariah 6:12-13; Zechariah 8:9, is the resumption of the temple building in the second year of thereign of Darius spoken of, but that, on the contrary, the laying of itsfoundations in the said year of Darius is in some of these passagesassumed, in others distinctly stated. Such a conclusion can, however, onlybe arrived at by a misconception of the passages in question. When it issaid, Ezra 5:2, “Then (i.e., when the prophets Haggai and Zechariahprophesied) rose up Zerubbabel and Jeshua … and began to build the houseof God” (שׁריו למבנא), there is no need to insist thatבּנא often signifies to rebuild, but the word may be understoodstrictly of beginning to build. And this accords with the fact, that while in Ezra 3:1-13 and 4 nothing is relatedconcerning the building of the temple, whose foundations were laid in thesecond year of the return, it is said that immediately after the foundationswere laid the Samaritans came and desired to take part in the building ofthe temple, and that when their request was refused, they weakened thehands of the people, and deterred them from building (Ezra 4:1-5). Schrader can only establish a discrepancy between Ezra 5:2 and Ezra 3:1-13 and 4 byconfounding building with foundation-laying, two terms which neither inHebrew nor German have the same signification.
Still less can it be inferred from the statement of the Jewish elders (Ezra 5:16), when questioned by Tatnai and his companions as to who hadcommanded them to build the temple, “Then came the same Sheshbazzarand laid the foundation of the house of God, which is in Jerusalem, andsince that time even until now hath it been in building,” that the building ofthe temple proceeded without intermission from the laying of itsfoundations under Cyrus till the second year of Darius. For can we bejustified in the supposition that the Jewish elders would furnish Tatnaiwith a detailed statement of matters for the purpose of informing himwhat had been done year by year, and, by thus enumerating the hindranceswhich had for an interval put a stop to the building, afford the Persianofficials an excuse for consequently declaring the question of resuming thebuilding non-suited?For Tatnai made no inquiry as to the length of time the temple had been inbuilding, or whether this had been going on uninterruptedly, but only whohad authorized them to build; and the Jewish elders replied that KingCyrus had commanded the building of the temple, and delivered toSheshbazzar, whom he made governor, the sacred vessels whichNebuchadnezzar had carried away to Babylon, whereupon Sheshbazzarhad begun the work of building which had been going on from then tillnow. Moreover, Schrader himself seems to have felt that not much couldbe proved from Ezra 5:2 and Ezra 5:16. Hence he seeks to construct the chiefsupport of his theory from the prophecies of Haggai and Zechariah. In thisattempt, however, he shows so little comprehension of prophetic diction,that he expounds Haggai's reproofs of the indifference of the people inbuilding the temple, Hagg. Haggai 1:2, Haggai 1:4, Haggai 1:8, as stating that as yet nothing hadbeen done, not even the foundations laid; transforms the words, Haggai 1:14, “they came and did work in the house of the Lord” (יעשׂוּ מלאכה בב), into “they began to build;” makes Hagg. Ezra 2:18, by a tautological view of the words למן היּום אשׁר יסּד,mean that the foundations of the temple were not laid till the twenty-fourth day of the ninth month of the second year of Darius (see the truemeaning of the passage in the commentary on Haggai); and finally, explainsthe prophecies of Zechariah (Zechariah 1:16; Zechariah 4:9; Zechariah 6:12; Zechariah 8:9) concerning therearing of a spiritual temple by Messiah as applying to the temple ofwood and stone actually erected by Zerubbabel. By such means he arrivesat the result that “neither does the Chaldee section of Ezra (Ezra 5),including the official documents, say anything of a foundation of thetemple in the second year after the return from Babylon; nor do thecontemporary prophets Haggai and Zechariah make any mention of thisearlier foundation in their writings, but, on the contrary, place thefoundation in the second year of Darius: that, consequently, the viewadvocated by the author of the book of Ezra, that the building of thetemple began in the days of Cyrus, and immediately after the return of theexiles, is wholly without documentary proof.”This result he seeks further to establish by collecting all the words,expressions, and matters (such as sacrifices, Levites, priests, etc.) in Ezra 3:1-13 and 4 and Ezra 6:16-22, to which parallels may be found in the books ofChronicles, for the sake of drawing from them the further conclusion that“the chronicler,” though he did not indeed invent the facts related in Ezra 3:1-5, and Ezra 6:16-22, combined them from the remaining chapters of thebook of Ezra, and from other books of the Old Testament, - a conclusion inwhich the chief stress is placed upon the supposed fact that the chroniclerwas sufficiently known to have been a compiler and maker up of history. Such handling of Scripture can, however, in our days no longer assume theguise of “scientific criticism;” this kind of critical produce, by which DeWette and his follower Gramberg endeavoured to gain notoriety sixtyyears ago, having long been condemned by theological science. Nor can thehistorical character of this book be shaken by such frivolous objections. Three events of fundamental importance to the restoration andcontinuance of Israel as a separate people among the other nations of theearth are contained in it, viz.:(1) The release of the Jews and Israelites from the Babylonian captivityby Cyrus; (2) The re-settlement in Judah and Jerusalem, with therebuilding of the temple; (3) The ordering of the re-settled flock accordingto the law of Moses, by Ezra. The actual occurrence of these three eventsis raised above all doubt by the subsequent historical development of theJews in their own land; and the narrative of the manner in which thisdevelopment was rendered possible and brought to pass, possesses ascomplete documentary authentication, in virtue of the communication ofthe official acts of the Persian kings Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes-acts ofwhich the whole contents are given after the manner, so to speak, of Statepapers-as any fact of ancient history. The historical narrative, in fact, doesbut furnish a brief explanation of the documents and edicts which are thushanded down.
For the exegetical literature, see Lehrb. der Einleitung, p. 455; to whichmust be added, E. Bertheau, die Bücher Esra, Nehemia, und Ester erkl.,Lpz. (being the seventeenth number of the kurzgef. exeget. Handbuchszum A. T.).

01 Chapter 1 

Introduction
I. The Return of the Jews from Babylonunder Cyrus. Restoration of the Templeand of the Worship of God at Jerusalem - Ezra 1:1 

When the seventy years of the Babylonian captivity had elapsed, KingCyrus, by an edict published in the first year of his rule over Babylon,gave permission to all the Jews in his whole realm to return to their nativeland, and called upon them to rebuild the temple of God at Jerusalem. Theexecution of this royal and gracious decree by the Jews forms the subjectof the first part of this book - Ezra 1:1-11 and 2 treating of the return of aconsiderable number of families of Judah, Benjamin, and Levi, under theconduct of Zerubbabel the prince and Joshua the high priest, to Jerusalemand Judaea; the remaining chapters, Ezra 3-6, of the restoration of the worshipof God, and of the rebuilding of the temple.

Verses 1-4
In the first year of his rule over Babylon, Cyrus king of Persiaproclaimed throughout his whole kingdom, both by voice and writing, thatthe God of heaven had commanded him to build His temple at Jerusalem,and called upon the Jews living in exile to return to Jerusalem, and to buildthere the house of the God of Israel. At the same time, he exhorted all hissubjects to facilitate by gifts the journey of the Jews dwelling in theirmidst, and to assist by free-will offerings the building of the temple (Ezra 1:1-4). In consequence of this royal decree, those Jews whose spirit God hadraised up prepared for their return, and received from their neighbours giftsand free-will offerings (Ezra 1:5 and Ezra 1:6). Cyrus, moreover, delivered toSheshbazzar, the prince of Judah, the vessels of the temple whichNebuchadnezzar had brought from Jerusalem to Babylon.

Ezra 1:1 
The edict of Cyrus. - Ezra 1:1 The opening word, “and in the firstyear,” etc., is to be explained by the circumstance that what is hererecorded forms also, in 2 Chronicles 36:22 and 2 Chronicles 36:23, the conclusion of thehistory of the kingdom of Judah at its destruction by the Chaldeans, and istransferred thence to the beginning of the history of the restoration of theJews by Cyrus. כּורשׁ is the Hebraized form of the ancientPersian Kurus, as Κῦρος , Cyrus, is called upon the monuments, and isperhaps connected with the Indian title Kuru; see Delitzsch on Isaiah 44:28. The first year of Cyrus is the first year of his rule over Babylon and theBabylonian empire.

(Note: Duplex fuit initium, Cyri Persarum regis; prius Persicum, idque antiquius, posterius Babylonicum. de quo Hesdras; quia dum Cyrus in Perside tantum regnaret, regnum ejus ad Judaeos, qui in Babylonia erant, nihil adtinuit- Cleric. ad Esr. 1:1.)

פּרס - in the better editions, such as that of Norzi and J. H. Mich., with Pathach under ר, and only pointed פּרס with a graver pause, as with Silluk, 4:3, in the cuneiform inscriptions Pâraça - signifies in biblical phraseology the Persian empire; comp. Daniel 5:28; Daniel 6:9, etc. לכלות, that the word of Jahve might come to an end. כּלה, to be completed, 2 Chronicles 29:34. The word of the Lord is completed when its fulfilment takes place; hence in the Vulg. ut compleretur, i.e., למלּאות, 2 Chronicles 36:21. Here, however, כּלות is more appropriate, because the notion of the lapse or termination of the seventy years predominates. The statement of the prophet Jeremiah (Jeremiah 25:11, etc., Jeremiah 29:10; comp. 2 Chronicles 36:21) concerning the desolation and servitude of Judah is here intended. These seventy years commenced with the first taking of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, when Daniel and other youths of the seed-royal were carried to Babylon (Daniel 1:1-2) in the fourth year of King Jehoiakim; see the explanation of Daniel 1:1. This year was the year 606 b.c.; hence the seventy years terminate in 536 b.c., the first year of the sole rule of Cyrus over the Babylonian empire. Then “Jahve stirred up the spirit of Coresh,” i.e., moved him, made him willing; comp. with this expression, 1 Chronicles 5:26 and Haggai 1:14. ויּעבר־קול, “he caused a voice to go forth,” i.e., he proclaimed by heralds; comp. Exodus 36:6; 2 Chronicles 30:5, etc. With this is zeugmatically combined the subsequent בּמכתּב וגם, so that the general notion of proclaiming has to be taken from יעבר קול, and supplied beforethese words. The sense is: he proclaimed throughout his whole realm by heralds, and also by written edicts.

Ezra 1:2 
The proclamation - “Jahve the God of heaven hath given me all thekingdoms of the earth; and He hath charged me to build Him an house atJerusalem, which is in Judah” - corresponds with the edicts of the greatkings of Persia preserved in the cuneiform inscriptions, inasmuch as these,too, usually begin with the acknowledgment that they owe their power tothe god Ahuramazdâ (Ormuzd), the creator of heaven and earth.

(Note: Comp. e.g., the inscription of Elvend in three languages,explained in Joach. Ménant, Exposé des éléments de la grammaireassyrienne, Paris 1868, p. 302, whose Aryan text begins thus: Deusmagnus Auramazdâ, qui maximus deorum, qui hanc terram creavit, quihoc coelum creavit, qui homines creavit, qui potentiam (?) dedithominibus, qui Xerxem regem fecit, etc. An inscription of Xerxesbegins in a similar manner, according to Lassen, in Die altperisischenKeilinschriften, Bonn 1836, p. 172.)

In this edict, however, Cyrus expressly calls the God of heaven by HisIsraelitish name Jahve, and speaks of a commission from this God to buildHim a temple at Jerusalem. Hence it is manifest that Cyrus consciouslyentered into the purposes of Jahve, and sought, as far as he was concerned,to fulfil them. Bertheau thinks, on the contrary, that it is impossible todismiss the conjecture that our historian, guided by an uncertain tradition,and induced by his own historical prepossessions, remodelled the edict ofCyrus. There is, however, no sufficient foundation for such a conjecture. Ifthe first part of the book of Ezra is founded upon contemporary recordsof the events, this forbids an à priori assertion that the matter of theproclamation of Cyrus rests upon an uncertain tradition, and, on thecontrary, presupposes that the historian had accurate knowledge of itscontents. Hence, even if the thoroughly Israelitish stamp presented bythese verses can afford no support to the view that they faithfully reportthe contents of the royal edict, it certainly offers as little proof for theopinion that the Israelite historian remodelled the edict of Cyrus after anuncertain tradition, and from historical prepossessions. Even Bertheau finds the fact that Cyrus should have publicly made knownby a written edict the permission given to the Jews to depart, probable initself, and corroborated by the reference to such an edict in Ezra 5:17 andEzra 6:3. This edict of Cyrus, which was deposited in the house of the rolls inthe fortress of Achmetha, and still existed there in the reign of DariusHystaspis, contained, however, not merely the permission for the returnof the Jews to their native land, but, according to Ezra 6:3, the command ofCyrus to build the house of God at Jerusalem; and Bertheau himselfremarks on Ezra 6:3, etc.: “There is no reason to doubt the correctness ofthe statement that Cyrus, at the time he gave permission for the re-settlement of the community, also commanded the expenses of rebuildingthe temple to be defrayed from the public treasury.” To say this, however,is to admit the historical accuracy of the actual contents of the edict, sinceit is hence manifest that Cyrus, of his own free will, not only granted tothe Jews permission to return to the land of their fathers, but alsocommanded the rebuilding of the temple at Jerusalem. Although, then, thisedict was composed, not in Hebrew, but in the current language of therealm, and is reproduced in this book only in a Hebrew translation, andalthough the occurrence of the name Jahve therein is not corroborated byEzra 6:3, yet these two circumstances by no means justify Bertheau'sconclusion, that “if Cyrus in this edict called the universal dominion ofwhich he boasted a gift of the god whom he worshipped as the creator ofheaven and earth, the Israelite translator, who could not designate this godby his Persian name, and who was persuaded that the God of Israel hadgiven the kingdom to Cyrus, must have bestowed upon the supreme God,whom Cyrus mocked, the name of Jahve, the God of heaven. When, then,it might further have been said in the document, that Cyrus had resolved,not without the consent of the supreme God, to provide for the rebuildingof the temple at Jerusalem, - and such a reference to the supreme God mightwell occur in the announcement of a royal resolution in a decree of Cyrus, - the Israelite translator could not again but conclude that Cyrus referred toJahve, and that Jahve had commanded him to provide for the building ofthe temple.”For if Cyrus found himself impelled to the resolution of building a templeto the God of heaven in Jerusalem, i.e., of causing the temple destroyed byNebuchadnezzar to be rebuilt, he must have been acquainted with thisGod, have conceived a high respect for Him, and have honoured Him asthe God of heaven. It was not possible that he should arrive at such aresolution by faith in Ahuramazdâ, but only by means of facts which hadinspired him with reverence for the God of Israel. It is this considerationwhich bestows upon the statement of Josephus, Antt. xi. 1. 1, - that Cyruswas, by means of the predictions of Isaiah, Isaiah 41:25., Isaiah 44:28; Isaiah 45:1., whohad prophesied of him by name 200 years before, brought to theconviction that the God of the Jews was the Most High God, and was onthis account impelled to this resolution, - so high a degree of probability thatwe cannot but esteem its essence as historical.

For when we consider the position held by Daniel at the court of Dariusthe Mede, the father-in-law of Cyrus, - that he was there elevated to therank of one of the three presidents set over the 120 satraps of the realm,placed in the closest relation with the king, and highly esteemed by him(Dan 6), - we are perfectly justified in adopting the opinion that Cyrus hadbeen made acquainted with the God of the Jews, and with the propheciesof Isaiah concerning Coresh, by Daniel.

(Note: Hence not only ancient expositors, but also in very recenttimes Pressel (Herzog's Realencycl. iii. p. 232), and A. Koehler,Haggai, p. 9, etc., defend the statement of Josephus, l.c., ταῖτ ̓ (viz.,the previously quoted prophecy, Isaiah 44:28) οὖν ἀναγνόντα καὶ θαυμάσαντα τὸ θεῖον ὁρμή τις ἔλαβε καὶ φιλοτιμία ποιῆσαι τὰ γεγραμμένα , as historically authentic. Pressel remarks, “that HolyScripture shows what it was that made so favourable an impressionupon Cyrus, by relating the rôle played by Daniel at the overthrow ofthe Babylonian monarchy, Daniel 5:28, Daniel 5:30. What wonder was it that thefulfiller of this prediction should have felt himself attracted towardsthe prophet who uttered it, and should willingly restore the vesselswhich Belshazzar had that night committed the sin of polluting?” etc. The remark of Bertheau, on the contrary, “that history knows of noCyrus who consciously and voluntarily honours Jahve the God ofIsrael, and consciously and voluntarily receives and executes thecommands of this God,” is one of the arbitrary dicta of neologicalcriticism.)

Granting, then, that the edict of Cyrus may have been composed in thecurrent language of the realm, and not rendered word for word in Hebrewby the biblical author of the present narrative, its essential contents arenevertheless faithfully reproduced; and there are not sufficient groundseven for the view that the God who had inspired Cyrus with thisresolution was in the royal edict designated only as the God of heaven, andnot expressly called Jahve. Why may not Cyrus have designated the Godof heaven, to whom as the God of the Jews he had resolved to build atemple in Jerusalem, also by His name Jahve? According to polytheisticnotions, the worship of this God might be combined with the worship ofAhuramazdâ as the supreme God of the Persians. - On וגו עלי פּקד,J. H. Mich. well remarks: Mandavit mihi, nimirum dudum ante per Jesajam Isaiah 44:24-28, Isaiah 45:1-13, forte etiam per Danielem, qui annum hunc Cyri primum vivendo attigit (Daniel 1:21; Daniel 7:1) et Susis in Perside vixit Daniel 8:2 (in saying which, he only infers too much from the lastpassage; see on Daniel 8:2).

Ezra 1:3 
In conformity with the command of God, Cyrus not only invitesthe Jews to return to Jerusalem, and to rebuild the temple, but alsorequires all his subjects to assist the returning Jews, and to give free-willofferings for the temple. מי בכם, who among youof all his people, refers to all those subjects of his realm to whom thedecree was to be made known; and all the people of Jahve is the wholenation of Israel, and not Judah only, although, according to Ezra 1:5, it wasmainly those only who belonged to Judah that availed themselves of thisroyal permission. עמּו אלהיו יהי, his God bewith him, is a wish for a blessing: comp. Joshua 1:17; 1 Esdras 2:5, åwhile in 2 Chronicles 36:23 we find, on the other hand, יהוה forיהי. This wish is followed by the summons to go up to Jerusalem and tobuild the temple, the reason for which is then expressed by the sentence,”He is the God which is in Jerusalem.”

Ezra 1:4 

וגו וכל־הנּשׁאר are all belonging to the people of God inthe provinces of Babylon, all the captives still living: comp. Nehemiah 1:2.;Hagg. Ezra 2:3. These words stand first in an absolute sense, and וגו מכּל־מּקמות belongs to what follows: In all places where he (i.e.,each man) sojourneth, let the men of his place help him with gold, etc. Themen of his place are the non-Israelite inhabitants of the place. נשּׂא, to assist, like 1 Kings 9:1. רכוּשׁ specified, besides gold,silver, and cattle, means moveable, various kinds. עם־הנּדבה, with,besides the free-will offering, i.e., as well as the same, and is thereforesupplied in Ezra 1:6 by על לבד. Free-will offerings for thetemple might also be gold, silver, and vessels: comp. Ezra 8:28; Exodus 35:21.

Verse 5-6
In consequence of this royal summons, the heads of the houses of Judahand Benjamin, of the priests and Levites, - in short, all whose spirit Godstirred up, - rose to go up to build the house of God. The ל inלכל serves to comprise the remaining persons, and may therefore be renderedby, in short, or namely; comp. Ewald, §310, a. The relative sentence thendepends upon כּל without אשׁר. The thought is: All theJews were called upon to return, but those only obeyed the call whomGod made willing to build the temple at Jerusalem, i.e., whom the religiouscraving of their hearts impelled thereto. For, as Josephus says, Antt. xi. 1: πολλοὶ κατέμειναν ἐν τῇ Βαβυλῶνι τὰ κτήματα καταλιπεῖν οὐ θέλοντες .

Ezra 1:6 
All their surrounders assisted them with gifts. The surroundersare the people of the places where Jews were making preparations forreturning; chiefly, therefore, their heathen neighbours (Ezra 1:4), but also thoseJews who remained in Babylon. חזּקוּ בידיהם is notidentical in meaning with יד חזּק, to strengthen, e.g., Jeremiah 23:14; Nehemiah 2:18; but with החזיק בּיד, the Piel herestanding instead of the elsewhere usual Hiphil: to grasp by the hand, i.e.,to assist; comp. Leviticus 25:34. על לבד, separated to, besides;elsewhere joined with מן, Exodus 12:37, etc. התנדּב connected with כּל without אשׁר, as the verbum fin. in Ezra 1:5; 1 Chronicles 29:3, and elsewhere. האלהים לבית must,according to Ezra 1:4, be supplied mentally; comp. Ezra 2:68; Ezra 3:5; 1 Chronicles 29:9, 1 Chronicles 29:17.

Verses 7-10
King Cyrus, moreover, caused those sacred vessels of the temple whichhad been carried away by Nebuchadnezzar to be brought forth, anddelivered them by the hand of his treasurer to Sheshbazzar, the prince ofJudah, for the use of the house of God which was about to be built. הוציא, to fetch out from the royal treasury. The “vessels of thehouse of Jahve” are the gold and silver vessels of the temple whichNebuchadnezzar, at the first taking of Jerusalem in the reign of Jehoiakim,carried away to Babylon, and lodged in the treasure-house of his god (2 Chronicles 36:7 and Daniel 1:2). For those which he took at its second conquestwere broken up (2 Kings 24:13); and the other gold and silver goodswhich, as well as the large brazen implements, were taken at the thirdconquest, and the destruction of the temple (2 Kings 25:14.; Jeremiah 52:18.),would hardly have been preserved by the Chaldeans, but rather made useof as valuable booty.

Ezra 1:8 
Cyrus delivered these vessels יד על, into the handof the treasurer, to whose care they were entrusted; i.e., placed them underhis inspection, that they might be faithfully restored. ממרדת isMithridates. נּזבּר, answering to the Zend gazabara, means treasurer(see comm. on Dan. p. 514, note 4). This officer counted them out to theprince of Judah Sheshbazzar, undoubtedly the Chaldee name ofZerubbabel. For, according to Ezra 5:14, Ezra 5:16, שׁשׁבּצּר was thegovernor (פּחה) placed by Cyrus over the new community inJudah and Jerusalem, and who, according to Ezra 1:11 of the present chapter,returned to Jerusalem at the head of those who departed from Babylon;while we are informed (Ezra 2:2; Ezra 3:1, Ezra 3:8, and Ezra 4:3; Ezra 5:2) that Zerubbabel wasnot only at the head of the returning Jews, but also presided as secularruler over the settlement of the community in Judah and Jerusalem. Theidentity of Sheshbazzar with Zerubbabel, which has been objected to bySchrader and Nöldeke, is placed beyond a doubt by a comparison of Ezra 5:16 with Ezra 3:8, etc., Ezra 5:2: for in Ezra 5:16 Sheshbazzar is named as he who laid thefoundation of the new temple in Jerusalem; and this, according to Ezra 5:2 andEzra 3:8, was done by Zerubbabel. The view, too, that Zerubbabel, besides thishis Hebrew name, had, as the official of the Persian king, also a Chaldeename, is in complete analogy with the case of Daniel and his threecompanions, who, on being taken into the service of the Babylonian king,received Chaldee names (Daniel 1:7). Zerubbabel, moreover, seems, even before his appointment of פּחה to the Jewish community in Judah, to have held some office ineither the Babylonian or Persian Court or State; for Cyrus would hardlyhave entrusted this office to any private individual among the Jews. Themeaning of the word שׁשׁבּצּר is not yet ascertained: in thelxx it is written Σασαβασάρ , Óáâá÷áóáand Σαναβάσσαρος ; 1 Esdras has Σαμανασσάρ , or, according to better MSS, Σαναβασσάρ ; and Josephus, l.c., Ἀβασσάρ .

Ezra 1:9-10 
The enumeration of the vessels: 1. אגרטלים of gold 30, andof silver 1000. The word occurs only here, and is translated in theSeptuagint ψυκτῆρες ; in 1 Esdr. 2:11, σπονδεῖα . The Talmudicexplanation of Aben Ezra, “vessels for collecting the blood of the sacrificedlambs,” is derived from אגר, to collect, and טלה, a lamb, but iscertainly untenable. עגרטל is probably connected with Arab. (qarṭallah), the rabbinical קרטיל, the Syriac (karṭālā'), the Greek κάρταλλος or κάρταλος , a basket (according to Suidas), κάρταλος having no etymology inGreek; but can hardly be derived, as by Meier, hebr. Wurzelwörterbuch, p. 683, from the Syriac (‛rṭl), (nudavit), to make bare, the Arabic (‛arṭala), to makeempty, to hollow, with the sense of hollow basins. 2. מחלפים 29. This word also occurs only here. The Sept. has παρηλλαγμένα (interpreting etymologically after חלף), 1 Esdr. θυΐ́σκαι , the Vulg. cultri, sacrificial knives, according tothe rabbinical interpretation, which is based upon חלף, in the sense of topierce, to cut through (Judges 5:26; Job 20:24). This meaning is, however,certainly incorrect, being based linguistically upon a mere conjecture, andnot even offering an appropriate sense, since we do not expect to findknives between vessels and dishes. Ewald (Gesch. iv. p. 88), from theanalogy of מחלפות (Judges 16:13, Judges 16:19), plaits, supposes vesselsornamented with plaited or net work; and Bertheau, vessels bored after themanner of a grating for censing, closed fire-pans with holes and slits. All is,however, uncertain. 3. כּפורים, goblets (goblets with covers; comp. 1 Chronicles 15:18) of gold, 30; and of silver, 410. The word משׁנים isobscure; connected with כּסף כּפורי כּס it can only meangoblets of a second order (comp. 1 Chronicles 15:18). Such an addition appears, however, superfluous; the notion of a secondorder or class being already involved in their being of silver, whencompared with the golden goblets. Hence Bertheau supposes משׁנים to be a numeral corrupted by a false reading; and the more so,because the sum-total given in Ezra 1:11 seems to require a larger number than410. These reasons, however, are not insuperable. The notion of a secondorder of vessels need not lie in their being composed of a less valuablemetal, but may also be used to define the sort of implement; and thedifference between the separate numbers and the sum-total is not perfectlyreconciled by altering משׁנים into אלפים, 2000. 4. 1000other vessels or implements.

Verse 11
“All the vessels of gold and of silver were five thousand and fourhundred.” But only 30 + 1000 אנרטלים, 29 מחלפים, 30 + 410 coveredgoblets, and 1000 other vessels are enumerated, making together 2499. Thesame numbers are found in the lxx. Ancient interpreters reconciled thedifference by the supposition that in the separate statements only thelarger and more valuable vessels are specified, while in the sum-total thegreater and lesser are reckoned together. This reconciliation of thediscrepancy is, however, evidently arbitrary, and cannot be justified by areference to 2 Chronicles 36:18, where the taking away of the greater and lesservessels of the temple at the destruction of Jerusalem is spoken of. In Ezra 1:11 it is indisputably intended to give the sum-total according to theenumeration of the separate numbers. The difference between the twostatements has certainly arisen from errors in the numbers, for thecorrection of which the means are indeed wanting. The error may besupposed to exist in the sum-total, where, instead of 5400, perhaps 2500should be read, which sum may have been named in round numbers insteadof 2499.

(Note: Ewald (Gesch. iv. p. 88) and Bertheau think they find in 1Esdr. 2:12, 13, a basis for ascertaining the correct number. In thispassage 1000 golden and 1000 silver σπονδεῖα , 29 silver θυΐ́σκαι , 30golden and 2410 silver φιάλαι , and 1000 other vessels, areenumerated (1000 + 10000 + 29 + 30 + 2410 + 1000 = 5469); whilethe total is said to be 5469. But 1000 golden σπονδεῖα bear noproportion to 1000 silver, still less do 30 golden φιάλαι to 2410silver. Hence Bertheau is of opinion that the more definite statement30, of the Hebrew text, is to be regarded as original, instead of thefirst 1000; that, on the other hand, instead of the 30 goldenכּפורים, 1000 originally stood in the text, making the total 5469. Ewald thinks that we must read 1030 instead of 1000 golden אגרטלים ( σπονδεῖα ), and make the total 5499. In opposition to theseconjectures, we prefer abiding by the Hebrew text; for the numbers of1 Esdras are evidently the result of an artificial, yet unskilfulreconciliation of the discrepancy. It cannot be inferred, from the factthat Ezra subsequently, at his return to Jerusalem, brought with him20 golden כּפורים, that the number of 30 such כּפורים given inthis passage is too small.)

הגּולה העלות עם, at the bringing up of thecarried away, i.e., when they were brought up from Babylon to Jerusalem. The infinitive Niphal העלות, with a passive signification,occurs also Jeremiah 37:11.

02 Chapter 2 
Introduction
List of Those Who Returned fromBabylon with Zerubbabel and Joshua - Ezra 2

The title (Ezra 2:1 and Ezra 2:2) announces that the list which follows it (vv. 3-67)contains the number of the men of the people of Israel who returned toJerusalem and Judah from the captivity in Babylon, under the conduct ofZerubbabel, Joshua, and other leaders. It is composed of separate lists: ofthe families of the people, vv. 3-35; of the priests and Levites,Ezra 2:36-42; of theNethinims and servants of Solomon, vv. 43-58; of families who could notprove their Israelite descent, and of certain priests whose genealogy couldnot be found, Ezra 2:59-63; and it closes with the sum-total of the persons, andof their beasts of burden, Ezra 2:64-67. This is followed by an enumeration of thegifts which they brought with them for the temple (Ezra 2:68 and Ezra 2:69), and bya final statement with regard to the entire list (Ezra 2:70). Nehemiah also, whenhe desired to give a list of the members of the community at Jerusalem,met with the same document, and incorporated it in the book which bearshis name (Neh 7:6-73). It is also contained in 1 Esdr. 5:7-45. The threetexts, however, exhibit in the names, and still more so in the numbers, suchvariations as involuntarily arise in transcribing long lists of names andfigures. The sum-total of 42,630 men and 7337 servants and maids is alikein all three texts; but the addition of the separate numbers in the Hebrewtext of Ezra gives only 29,818, those in Nehemiah 31,089, and those in theGreek Esdras 30,143 men. In our elucidation of the list, we shall chieflyhave respect to the differences between the texts of Ezra and Nehemiah,and only notice the variations in 1 Esdras so far as they may appear toconduce to a better understanding of the matter of our text.

Verse 1-2
The title. - “These are the children of the province that went upout of the captivity, of the carrying away (i.e., of those which had beencarried away), whom Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon had carried awayunto Babylon, and who returned to Jerusalem and Judah, every one to hiscity.” In Nehemiah 7:6 לבבל is omitted, through an error oftranscription caused by the preceding בּבל; and וליהוּדה stands instead of ויהוּדה, which does not, however,affect the sense. המּדינה is the province whose capital wasJerusalem (Nehemiah 11:3), i.e., the province of Judaea as a district of thePersian empire; so Ezra 5:8; Nehemiah 1:2. The Chethiv נבוכדנצור is similarto the form Nebucadrezor, Jeremiah 49:28, and is nearer to the Babylonian formof this name than the usual biblical forms Nebucadnezzar orNebucadrezzar. For further remarks on the various forms of this name, seeon Daniel 1:1. They returned “each to his city,” i.e., to the city in which he or hisancestors had dwelt before the captivity. Bertheau, on the contrary, thinksthat, “though in the allotment of dwelling-places some respect wouldcertainly be had to the former abode of tribes and families, yet the meaningcannot be that every one returned to the locality where his forefathers haddwelt: first, because it is certain (?) that all memorial of the connection oftribes and families was frequently obliterated, comp. below, Nehemiah 7:61-64; andthen, because a small portion only of the former southern kingdom beingassigned to the returned community, the descendants of dwellers in thosetowns which lay without the boundaries of the new state could not returnto the cities of their ancestors.” True, however, as this may be, the city ofeach man cannot mean that “which the authorities, in arranging the affairsof the community, assigned to individuals as their domicile, and of whichthey were reckoned inhabitants in the lists then drawn up for the sake oflevying taxes,” etc. (Bertheau). This would by no means be expressed by the words, “they returned eachto his own city.” We may, on the contrary, correctly say that the wordshold good à potiori, i.e., they are used without regard to exceptionsinduced by the above-named circumstance. אשׁר־בּאוּ, Ezra 2:2,corresponds with the העלים of Ezra 2:1; hence in Nehemiah 7:7 we findalso the participle בּאים. They came with Zerubbabel, etc., thatis, under their conduct and leadership. Zerubbabel ( Ζοροβάβελ ,זרבּבל or זרוּבבל, probably abbreviated from בּבל זרוּע, in Babylonia satus seu genitus) the son of Shealtiel was adescendant of the captive king Jehoiachin (see on 1 Chronicles 3:17), and wasprobably on account of this descent made leader of the expedition, androyal governor of the new settlement, by Cyrus. Jeshua (ישׁוּע, the subsequently abbreviated form of the name Jehoshua orJoshua, which is used Nehemiah 8:17 also for Joshua the son of Nun, thecontemporary of Moses) the son of Josedech (Hagg. Joshua 1:1), and thegrandson of Seraiah the high priest, who was put to death byNebuchadnezzar at Riblah, was the first high priest of the restoredcommunity; see on 1 Chronicles 6:15. Besides those of Zerubbabel and Joshua, nine (or in Nehemiah morecorrectly ten) names, probably of heads of families, but of whom nothingfurther is known, are placed here. 1. Nehemiah, to be distinguished fromthe well-known Nehemiah the son of Hachaliah, Nehemiah 1:1; 2. Seraiah,instead of which we have in Nehemiah 7:7 Azariah; 3. Reeliah, in Nehemiah,Raamiah; 4. Nahamani in Nehemiah, Εὐηνέος in 1 Esdras 5:8, omitted inthe text of Ezra; 5. Mordecai, not the Mordecai of the book of Esther (Esther 2:5.); 6. Bilshan; 7. Mispar, in Nehemiah Mispereth; 8. Bigvai; 9. Rehum,in 1 Esdras Ροΐ́μος ; 10. Baanah. These ten, or reckoning Zerubbabel andJoshua, twelve men, are evidently intended, as leaders of the returningnation, to represent the new community as the successor of the twelvetribes of Israel. This is also unmistakeably shown by the designation, thepeople of Israel, in the special title, and by the offering of twelve sin-offerings, according to the number of the tribes of Israel, at the dedicationof the new temple, Ezra 6:16. The genealogical relation, however, of these twelve representatives to thetwelve tribes cannot be ascertained, inasmuch as we are told nothing of thedescent of the last ten. Of these ten names, one meets indeed with that ofSeraiah, Nehemiah 10:3; of Bigvai, in the mention of the sons of Bigvai, Ezra 8:14; of Rehum, Nehemiah 3:17; Nehemiah 12:3; and of Baanah, Nehemiah 10:28; butthere is nothing to make the identity of these persons probable. Even incase they were all of them descended from members of the former kingdomof Judah, this is no certain proof that they all belonged also to the tribes ofJudah and Benjamin, since even in the reign of Rehoboam pious Israelitesof the ten tribes emigrated thither, and both at and after the destruction ofthe kingdom of the ten tribes, many Israelites might have taken refuge andsettled in Judah. The last words, Ezra 2:2, “The number of the men of thepeople of Israel,” contain the special title of the first division of thefollowing list, with which the titles in Ezra 2:36, Ezra 2:40, Ezra 2:43, and Ezra 2:55 correspond. They are called the people of Israel, not the people of Judah, becausethose who returned represented the entire covenant people.

Verses 3-35
List of the houses and families of the people. Comp. Neh 7:8-38. - To showthe variations in names and numbers between the two texts, we here placethem side by side, the names in Nehemiah being inserted in parentheses.



d Ezra IIEzra IINeh. VII
d 
d 1. The Sons of Parosh
d 21722172
d 
d 2. The Sons of Shephatiah
d 372372
d 
d 3. The Sons of Arah
d 775652
d 
d 4. The Sons of Pahath Moab, of the sons of Joshua and Joab
d 28122818
d 
d 5. The Sons of Elam
d 12541254
d 
d 6. The Sons of Zattu
d 945845
d 
d 7. The Sons of Zaccai
d 760760
d 
d 8. The Sons of Bani (Binnui)
d 642648
d 
d 9. The Sons of Bebai
d 623628
d 
d 10. The Sons of Azgad
d 12222322
d 
d 11. The Sons of Adonikam
d 666667
d 
d 12. The Sons of Bigvai
d 20562067
d 
d 13. The Sons of Adin
d 454655
d 
d 14. The Sons of Ater of Hezekiah
d 9898
d 
d 15. The Sons of Bezai
d 323324
d 
d 16. The Sons of Jorah (Harif)
d 112112
d 
d 17. The Sons of Hashum
d 223328
d 
d 18. The Sons of Gibbar (Gibeon)
d 9595
d 
d 19. The Sons of Bethlehem
d 123123
d 
d 20. The Men of Netophah
d 5656
d 
d 21. The Men of Anathoth
d 128128
d 
d 22. The Sons of Azmaveth (men of Beth-azmaveth)
d 4242
d 
d 23. The Sons of Kirjath-arim, Chephirah, Beeroth
d 743743
d 
d 24. The Sons of Ramah and Gaba
d 621621
d 
d 25. The Men of Michmas
d 122122
d 
d 26. The Men of Bethel and Ai
d 223123
d 
d 27. The Sons of Nebo (Acher)
d 5252
d 
d 28. The Sons of Magbish
d 156wanting
d 
d 29. The Sons of other Elam
d 12541254
d 
d 30. The Sons of Harim
d 320320
d 
d 31. The Sons of Lod, Hadid, Ono
d 725721
d 
d 32. The Sons of Jericho
d 345345
d 
d 33. The Sons of Senaah
d 36303930
d 
d Total
d 24,14425,406
d 
d 

The differences in the names are unimportant. In Ezra 2:6 the ו copulativeinserted between the names ישׁוּע and יואב, both inNehemiah and 1 Esdras, is wanting; the name בּני (Ezra 2:10) iswritten בּנּוּי in Nehemiah (Nehemiah 7:15); for יורה (Ezra 2:18),Nehemiah 7:24 has חריף, evidently another name for the sameperson, Jorah having a similarity of sound with יורה, harvest-rain, and חריף with חרף, harvest; for נּבּר (Ezra 2:20), Nehemiah 7:25 more correctly read גּבעון, the name of the town; and forערים קרית (Ezra 2:25), Nehemiah 7:29 has the more correct formיערים קרית: the sons of Azmaveth (Ezra 2:24) stands inNehemiah as the men of Beth-azmaveth; while, on the other hand, for thesons of Nebo (Ezra 2:29), we have in Nehemiah (Nehemiah 7:33) the men of NeboAcher, where אחר seems to have been inserted inadvertently,Elam Acher so soon following.

(Note: This view is more probable than the notion of Dietrich, in A. Merx, Archiv für wissensch. Forschung des A. T., No. 3, p. 345, thatby the addition אחר in Nehemiah, the Nebo in Judah isdistinguished from the Nebo in Reuben.)

The names Bezai, Jorah, and Hashum (Ezra 2:17-19) are transposed inNehemiah (Nehemiah 7:22-24) thus, Hashum, Bezai, and Harif; as are also Lod,etc., and Jericho, (Ezra 2:33, Ezra 2:34) into Jericho and Lod, etc. (Nehemiah, vv. 36,37). Lastly, the sons of Magbish (Ezra 2:30) are omitted in Nehemiah; and thesons of Bethlehem and the men of Netophah (Ezra 2:21 and Ezra 2:22) are inNehemiah (Nehemiah 7:26) reckoned together, and stated to be 188 instead of 123 +56 = 179. A glance at the names undoubtedly shows that those numbered1-17 are names of races or houses: those from 18-27, and from 31-33, areas certainly names of towns; there, therefore, inhabitants of towns arenamed. This series is, however, interrupted by Nos. 28-30; Harim beingundoubtedly, and Magbish very probably, names not of places, but ofpersons; while the equality of the number of the other, Elam 1254, withthat of Elam (No. 6), seems somewhat strange. To this must be added, thatMagbish is wanting both in Nehemiah and 2 Esdras, and the other Elam in1 Esdras; while, in place of the sons of Harim 320, we have in 1 Esdr. 5:16, in a more appropriate position, υἱοὶ Ἀρομ 32. Hence Bertheauinfers that Nos. 28 and 29, sons of Magbish and sons of Elam Acher (vv. 30 and 31), are spurious, and that Harim should be written Ἀρώμ , andinserted higher up. The reasons for considering these three statementsdoubtful have certainly some weight; but considering the greatuntrustworthiness of the statements in the first book of Esdras, and theother differences in the three lists arising, as they evidently do, merelyfrom clerical errors, we could not venture to call them decisive.

Of the names of houses or races (Nos. 1-17 and 30), we meet with manyin other lists of the time of Ezra and Nehemiah;

(Note: In the list of those who went up with Ezra (Ezra 8), the sons ofParosh, Pahath-Moab, Adin, Elam, Shephatiah, Joab, Bebai, Azgad,Adonikam, Bigvai, and, according to the original text (Ezra 8:8, Ezra 8:10),also the sons of Zattu and Bani. In the lists of those who had takenstrange wives (Ezra 10) we meet with individuals of the sons of Parosh,Elam, Zattu, Bebai, Bani, Pahath-Moab, Harim, Hashum, and of thesons of Nebo. Finally, in the lists of the heads of the people in thetime of Nehemiah (Nehemiah 10:15.) appear the names of Parosh,Pahath-Moab, Elam, Zattu, Bani, Azgad, Bebai, Bigvai, Adin, Ater,Hashum, Bezai, Harif, Harim, Anathoth, together with others whichdo not occur in the list we are not treating of.)

whence we perceive,(1) that of many houses only a portion returned with Zerubbabel andJoshua, the remaining portion following with Ezra; (2) that heads ofhouses are entered not by their personal names, but by that of thehouse. The names, for the most part, descend undoubtedly from the time anteriorto the captivity, although we do not meet with them in the historicalbooks of that epoch, because those books give only the genealogies ofthose more important personages who make a figure in history. Besidesthis, the genealogies in Chronicles are very incomplete, enumerating for themost part only the families of the more ancient times. Most, if not all, ofthese races or houses must be regarded as former inhabitants of Jerusalem. Nor can the circumstance that the names given in the present list are notfound in the lists of the inhabitants of Jerusalem (1 Chron 9 and Neh 11)be held as any valid objection; for in those lists only the heads of the greatraces of Judah and Benjamin are named, and not the houses which thoseraces comprised. The names of cities, on the other hand (Nos. 18-33), arefor the most part found in the older books of the Old Testament: Gibeonin Joshua 9:3; Bethlehem in 1:2; Micah 5:1; Netophah, 2 Samuel 23:28 - seecomm. on 1 Chronicles 2:54; Anathoth in Joshua 21:18; Jeremiah 1:1; Kirjath-jearim,Chephirah, and Beeroth, as cities of the Gibeonites, in Joshua 9:17; Ramahand Geba, which often occur in the histories of Samuel and Saul, also inJoshua 18:24-25; Michmash in 1 Samuel 13:2, 1 Samuel 13:5; Isaiah 10:28; Bethel and Ai inJoshua 7:2; and Jericho in Joshua 5:13, and elsewhere. All these places were situate in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, and wereprobably taken possession of by former inhabitants or their childrenimmediately after the return. Azmaveth or Beth-azmaveth (Nehemiah 7:28) doesnot occur in the earlier history, nor is it mentioned out of this list, exceptin Nehemiah 12:29, according to which it must be sought for in theneighbourhood of Geba. It has not, however, been as yet discovered; forthe conjecture of Ritter, Erdk. xvi. p. 519, that it may be el-Hizme, nearAnâta, is unfounded. Nor can the position of Nebo be certainlydetermined, the mountain of that name (Numbers 32:3) being out of thequestion. Nob or Nobe (1 Samuel 21:2) has been thought to be this town. Itssituation is suitable; and this view is supported by the fact that in Nehemiah 11:31., Nob, and not Nebo, is mentioned, together with many of theplaces here named; in Ezra 10:43, however, the sons of Nebo are againspecified. As far as situation is concerned, Nuba, or Beit-Nuba (Robinson's BiblicalResearches, p. 189), may, as Bertheau thinks, correspond with this town. Magbish was by many older expositors regarded as the name of a place,but is certainly that of a person; and no place of such a name is known. The localities Lod, Hadid, and Ono (Ezra 2:33) first occur in the later books ofthe Old Testament. On Lod and Ono, see comm. on 1 Chronicles 8:12. חדיד is certainly Ἀδιδά (1 Macc. 12:28, 13:13), not far fromLydda, where there is still a place called el-Hadithe, Arab. ('l-(hdı̂th) (Robinson's Biblical Researches, p. 186). סנאה, Ezra 2:35, isidentified by older expositors with Σεννά, ν͂ν Μαγδαλσεννά , whichJerome describes as terminus Judae, in septimo lapide Jerichus contra septentrionalem plagam (Onom. ed. Lars. et Parth. p. 332f.); in oppositionto which, Robinson, in his above-cited work, identifies Magdal-Senna witha place called Mejdel, situate on the summit of a high hill about eighteenmiles north of Jericho. The situation, however, of this town does not agreewith the distance mentioned by Eusebius and Jerome, and the nameMejdel, i.e., tower, is not of itself sufficient to identify it with Magdal-Senna. The situation of the Senaah in question is not as yet determined; itmust be sought for, however, at no great distance from Jericho. Of thetowns mentioned in the present list, we find that the men of Jericho,Senaah, and Gibeon, as well as the inhabitants of Tekoa, Zanoah, Beth-haccerem, Mizpah, Beth-zur, and Keilah, assisted at the building of thewalls of Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Nehemiah 3:2-3, Nehemiah 3:7). A larger number oftowns of Judah and Benjamin is specified in the list in Nehemiah 11:25-35,whence we perceive that in process of time a greater multitude of Jewsreturned from captivity and settled in the land of their fathers.
Verses 36-39
The list of the priests is identical, both in names and numbers, with that ofNehemiah 7:39-42. These are:


d The sons of Jedaiah, of the house of Jeshua973
d 
d The sons of Immer1052
d 
d The sons of Pashur1247
d 
d The sons of Harim1017
d 
d Total4289
d 
d 
Jedaiah is the head of the second order of priests in 1 Chronicles 24:7. If, then,Jedaiah here represents this order, the words “of the house of Jeshua”must not be applied to Jeshua the high priest; the second order belongingin all probability to the line of Ithamar, and the high-priestly race, on thecontrary, to that of Eleazar. We also meet the name Jeshua in otherpriestly families, e.g., as the name of the ninth order of priests in 1 Chronicles 24:11, so that it may be the old name of another priestly house. Since,however, it is unlikely that no priest of the order from which the highpriest descended should return, the view that by Joshua the high priest isintended, and that the sons of Jedaiah were a portion of the house towhich Joshua the high priest belonged, is the more probable one. In thiscase Jedaiah is not the name of the second order of priests, but of the headof a family of the high-priestly race. Immer is the name of the sixteenth order of priests, 1 Chronicles 24:14. Pashurdoes not occur among the orders of priests in 1 Chron 24; but we find thename, 1 Chronicles 9:12, and Nehemiah 11:12, among the ancestors of Adaiah, apriest of the order of Malchijah; the Pashur of Jer 20 and Jeremiah 21:1-14 being, on thecontrary, called the son of Immer, i.e., a member of the order of Immer. Hence Bertheau considers Pashur to have been the name of a priestly race,which first became extensive, and took the place of an older and perhapsextinct order, after the time of David. Gershom of the sons of Phinehas,and Daniel of the sons of Ithamar, are said, Daniel 8:2, to have gone up toJerusalem with Ezra, while the order to which they belonged is notspecified. Among the priests who had married strange wives (Ezra 10:18-22) are named, sons of Jeshua, Immer, Harim, Pashur; whence it has beeninferred “that, till the time of Ezra, only the four divisions of priests hereenumerated had the charge of divine worship in the new congregation”(Bertheau). On the relation of the names in Ezra 2:36-39 to those in Nehemiah 10:3-9 and 12:1-22, see remarks on these passages.

Verses 40-58
Levites, Nethinim, and Solomon's servants. Comp. Neh. 7:43-60.


d EzraNeh.
d 
d Levites: the sons of Jeshua and Kadmiel, of the sons of Hodivah
d 7474
d 
d Singers: sons of Asaph
d 128148
d 
d Sons of the door-keepers; sons of Shallum, Ater. Etc.
d 139138
d 
d Nethinim and servants of Solomon, in all 
d 392392
d 
d Total
d 733752
d 
d 
The Levites are divided into three classes: Levites in the stricter sense ofthe word, i.e., assistants of the priests in divine worship, singers, anddoor-keepers; comp. 1 Chronicles 24:20-31, 1 Chronicles 24:25, and 26:1-19. Of Levites in thestricter sense are specified the sons of Jeshua and Kadmiel of the sons ofHodaviah (וקדמיאל, and הודויה of our text areevidently correct readings; and לקדמיאל and הודיה, Keriלהודיּה, Nehemiah 7:43, errors of transcription). The addition, “of the sonsof Hodaviah,” belongs to Kadmiel, to distinguish him from other Levites ofsimilar name. Jeshua and Kadmiel were, according to Ezra 3:9, chiefs oftwo orders of Levites in the times of Zerubbabel and Joshua. These namesrecur as names of orders of Levites in Nehemiah 10:10. We do not find the sonsof Hodaviah in the lists of Levites in Chronicles.

Ezra 2:41 
Of singers, only the sons of Asaph, i.e., members of the choir ofAsaph, returned. In Nehemiah 11:17 three orders are named, Bakbukiahevidently representing the order of Heman.

Ezra 2:42 
Of door-keepers, six orders or divisions returned, among whichthose of Shallum, Talmon, and Akkub dwelt, according to 1 Chronicles 9:17, atJerusalem before the captivity. Of the sons of Ater, Hatita and Shobai,nothing further is known.

Ezra 2:43-58
The Nethinim, i.e., temple-bondsmen, and the servants ofSolomon, are reckoned together, thirty-five families of Nethinim and ten ofthe servants of Solomon being specified. The sum-total of these amountingonly to 392, each family could only have averaged from eight to nineindividuals. The sons of Akkub, Hagab and Asnah (Ezra 2:45, Ezra 2:46, and Ezra 2:50), areomitted in Nehemiah; the name Shalmai (Ezra 2:46) is in Nehemiah 7:48 writtenSalmai; and for נפיסים, Ezra 2:50, Nehemiah 7:52 has נפושׁסים, a form combinedfrom נפוּסים and נפישׁים. All other variations relate only todifferences of form. Because Ziha (ציהא, Ezra 2:43) again occurs inNehemiah 11:21 as one of the chiefs of the Nethinim, and the names followingseem to stand in the same series with it, Bertheau insists on regardingthese names as those of divisions. This cannot, however, be correct; forZiha is in Nehemiah 11:21 the name of an individual, and in the present list alsothe proper names are those of individuals, and only the sons of Ziha,Hasupha, etc., can be called families or divisions. Plural words alone, Mehunim and Nephisim, are names of races or nations;hence the sons of the Mehunim signify individuals belonging to theMehunim, who, perhaps, after the victory of King Uzziah over thatpeople, were as prisoners of war made vassals for the service of thesanctuary. So likewise may the sons of the Nephisim have been prisonersof war of the Ishmaelite race נפישׁ. Most of the families herenamed may, however, have been descendants of the Gibeonites (Joshua 9:21, Joshua 9:27). The servants of Solomon must not be identified with theCanaanite bond-servants mentioned 1 Kings 9:20., 2 Chronicles 8:7., butwere probably prisoners of war of some other nation, whom Solomonsentenced to perform, as bondsmen, similar services to those imposedupon the Gibeonites. The sons of these servants are again mentioned inNehemiah 11:3. In other passages they are comprised under the general termNethinim, with whom they are here computed. Among the names, that ofהצּבים פּכרת (Ezra 2:57), i.e., catcher of gazelles, is asingular one; the last name, אמי, is in Nehemiah 7:59 אמון.

Verse 59-60
Those who went up with, but could not prove that they pertained to, thenation of Israel. Comp. Nehemiah 7:61 and Nehemiah 7:62. - Three such families are named,consisting of 652, or according to Nehemiah of 642, persons. These wentup, with those who returned, from Tel-melah (Salthill) and Tel-harsa(Thicket or Forest Hill), names of Babylonian districts or regions, thesituations of which cannot be ascertained. The words also which follow,אמּר אדּן כּרוּב, are obscure, but are certainlynot the names of individuals, the persons who went up not being specifiedtill Ezra 2:60. The words are names of places, but it is uncertain whether thethree are used to express one or three places. In favour of the notion thatthey designate but one locality, may be alleged that in Ezra 2:60 only threeraces are named, which would then correspond with the districts named inEzra 2:59: Tel-melah, Tel-harsa, and Cherub-Addan-Immer; a race from eachdistrict joining those who went up to Jerusalem. The three last words,however, may also designate three places in close proximity, in which oneof the races of Ezra 2:60 might be dwelling. These could not show their father's house and their seed, i.e., genealogy,whether they were of Israel. הם, as well as the suffixes of זרעם and בּית־אבותם, refers to the persons named in Ezra 2:60. Theycould not show that the houses of Delaiah, Tobiah, and Nekoda, afterwhich they were called, belonged to Israel, nor that they themselves wereof Israelitish origin. Cler. well remarks: Judaicam religionem dudum sequebantur, quam ob rem se Judaeos censebant; quamvis non possent genealogicas ullas tabulas ostendere, ex quibus constaret, ex Hebraeis oriundos esse. One of these names, Nekoda, Ezra 2:48, occurring among thoseof the Nethinim, Bertheau conjectures that while the sons of Nekoda herespoken of claimed to belong to Israel, the objection was made that theymight belong to the sons of Nekoda mentioned Ezra 2:48, and ought thereforeto be reckoned among the Nethinim. Similar objections may have beenmade to the two other houses. Although they could not prove theirIsraelite origin, they were permitted to go up to Jerusalem with the rest,the rights of citizenship alone being for the present withheld. Hence wemeet with none of these names either in the enumeration of the heads andhouses of the people, Nehemiah 10:15-28, or in the list Ezra 10:25-43.

Verse 61-62
Priests who could not prove themselves members of the priesthood. Comp. Nehemiah 7:63-65. - Three such families are named: the sons of Habaiah,the sons of Hakkoz, the sons of Barzillai. These could not discover theirfamily registers, and were excluded from the exercise of priestly functions. Of these three names, that of Hakkoz occurs as the seventh order ofpriests; but the names alone did not suffice to prove their priesthood, thisbeing also borne by other persons. Comp. Nehemiah 3:4. The sons of Barzillaiwere the descendants of a priest who had married a daughter, probably anheiress (Num), of Barzillai the Gileadite, so well known in the history ofDavid (2 Samuel 17:27; 2 Samuel 19:32-39; 1 Kings 2:7), and had taken her name forthe sake of taking possession of her inheritance (the suffix שׁמם refers to בּנות; see on Numbers 27:1-11). That by contracting thismarriage he had not renounced for himself and his descendants his priestlyprivileges, is evident from the fact, that when his posterity returned fromcaptivity, they laid claim to these privileges. The assumption, however, ofthe name of Barzillai might have cast such a doubt upon their priestlyorigin as to make it necessary that this should be proved from thegenealogical registers, and a search in these did not lead to the desireddiscovery. כּתבם is their ספר יחשׂ, Nehemiah 7:5, the book orrecord in which their genealogy was registered. The title of this record wasהמּתיחשׁים, the Enregistered: the word is in apposition toכּתבם, and the plural נמצאוּ agrees with it, while inNehemiah 7:64 the singular נמצא agrees with כתבם. They weredeclared to be polluted from the priesthood, i.e., they were excluded fromthe priesthood as polluted or unclean. The construction of the Pualיגאלוּ with מן is significant.

Verse 63
The Tirshatha, the secular governor of the community, i.e., as is obviousfrom a comparison of Nehemiah 7:65 with Nehemiah 7:70, Zerubbabel, called Haggai 1:1 יהוּדה פּחת. תּרשׁתא, always used withthe article, is undoubtedly the Persian designation of the governor orviceroy. Nehemiah is also so called in Nehemiah 8:9 and Nehemiah 10:2, and likewiseהפּחה, Nehemiah 12:26. The meaning of the word is still matter ofdispute. Some derive it from the Persian (trsı̂dn), to fear, and (trs), fear = thefeared or respected one (Meier, Wurzelb. p. 714); others from Persian (trš),acer, auster, the strict ruler; others, again (with Benfey, die Monatsnamen,p. 196), from the Zend. (thvôrestar) (nom. (thvôresta)), i.e., praefectus, penes quem est imperium: comp. Gesenius, thes. p. 1521. The Tirshatha decidedthat they were not to eat of the most holy things till there should arise apriest with Urim and Thummim, i.e., to give a final decision by means ofUrim and Thummim. עמד, according to the later usage of thelanguage, is equivalent to קוּם, comp. Daniel 8:3; Daniel 11:2, and other places. The prohibition to eat of the most holythings (comp. on Leviticus 2:3) involved the prohibition to approach the mostholy objects, e.g., the altar of burnt-offering (Exodus 29:37; Exodus 30:10), and to enterthe most holy place, and thus excludes from specific priestly acts:without, however, denying a general inclusion among the priestly order, orabolishing a claim to the priestly revenues, so far as these were notdirectly connected with priestly functions. On Urim and Thummim, seeon Exodus 28:30. From the words, “till a priest shall arise,” etc., it is evidentthat the then high priest was not in a position to entreat, and topronounce, the divine decision by Urim and Thummim. The reason of this,however, need not be sought in the personality of Joshua (Ewald, Gesch. iv. 95), nor supposed to exist in such a fact as that he might not perhapshave been the eldest son of his father, and therefore not have had full rightto the priesthood. This conjecture rests upon utterly erroneous notions of the Urim andThummim, upon a subjectivistic view, which utterly evaporates theobjective reality of the grace with which the high priest was in virtue of hisoffice endowed. The obtainment of the divine decision by Urim andThummim presupposes the gracious presence of Jahve in the midst of Hispeople Israel. And this had been connected by the Lord Himself with theark of the covenant, and with its cherubim-overshadowed mercy-seat,from above which He communed with His people (Exodus 25:22). The highpriest, bearing upon his breast the breastplate with the Urim andThummim, was to appear before Jahve, and, bringing before Him thejudgment of Israel, to entreat the divine decision (Exodus 28:30; Numbers 27:21). The ark of the covenant with the mercy-seat was thus, in virtue of thedivine promise, the place of judgment, where the high priest was to inquireof the Lord by means of the Urim and Thummim. This ark, however, wasno longer in existence, having been destroyed when Solomon's temple wasburned by the Chaldeans. Those who returned with Zerubbabel werewithout the ark, and at first without a temple. In such a state of affairs the high priest could not appear before Jahve withthe breastplate and the Urim and Thummim to entreat His decision. Thebooks of Samuel, indeed, relate cases in which the divine will wasconsulted by Urim and Thummim, when the ark of the covenant was notpresent for the high priest to appear before (comp. 1 Samuel 23:4, 1 Samuel 23:6, 1 Samuel 23:9, etc.,1 Samuel 14:18); whence it appears that the external or local presence of the ark wasnot absolutely requisite for this purpose. Still these cases occurred at atime when the congregation of Israel as yet possessed the ark with theLord's cherubim-covered mercy-seat, though this was temporarilyseparated from the holy of holies of the tabernacle. Matters were in adifferent state at the return from the captivity. Then, not only were theywithout either ark or temple, but the Lord had not as yet re-manifestedHis gracious presence in the congregation; and till this should take place,the high priest could not inquire of the Lord by Urim and Thummim. Inthe hope that with the restoration of the altar and temple the Lord wouldagain vouchsafe His presence to the returned congregation, Zerubbabelexpected that a high priest would arise with Urim and Thummim topronounce a final decision with regard to those priests who could notprove their descent from Aaron's posterity. This expectation, however, was unfulfilled. Zerubbabel's temple remainedunconsecrated by any visible token of Jahve's presence, as the place whereHis name should dwell. The ark of the covenant with the cherubim, andthe Shechinah in the cloud over the cherubim, were wanting in the holy ofholies of this temple. Hence, too, we find no single notice of anydeclaration of the divine will or the divine decision by Urim and Thummimin the period subsequent to the captivity; but have, on the contrary, theunanimous testimony of the Rabbis, that after the Babylonian exile Godno longer manifested His will by Urim and Thummim, this kind of divinerevelation being reckoned by them among the five things which werewanting in the second temple. Comp. Buxtorf, exercitat. ad historiam Urimet Thummim, c. 5; and Vitringa, observat. ss. Lib. vi. c. 6, p. 324f.
Verses 64-67
The whole number of those who returned, their servants, maids, andbeasts of burden. Comp. Nehemiah 7:66-69. - The sum-total of the congregation(כּאחד, as one, i.e., reckoned together; comp. Ezra 3:9; Ezra 6:20) isthe same in both texts, as also in 1 Esdras, viz., 42,360; the sums of theseparate statements being in all three different, and indeed amounting ineach to less than the given total. The separate statements are as follow: - 



d According
to
EzraAccording
to
NehemiahAccording
to
1 Esdras
d 
d Men of Israel
d 24,14425,40626,390
d 
d Priests
d 4,2894,2892,388
d 
d Levites
d 341360341
d 
d Nethinim and servants of Solomon
d 392392372
d 
d Those who could not prove their Israelitish origin
d 652642652
d 
d Total
d 29,81831,08930,143
d 
d 

These differences are undoubtedly owing to mere clerical errors, andattempts to reconcile them in other ways cannot be justified. Many olderexpositors, both Jewish and Christian (Seder olam, Raschi, Ussher, J. H. Mich., and others), were of opinion that only Jews and Benjamites areenumerated in the separate statements, while the sum-total includes alsothose Israelites of the ten tribes who returned with them. In opposing thisnotion, it cannot, indeed, be alleged that no regard at all is had to membersof the other tribes (Bertheau); for the several families of the men of Israelare not designated according to their tribes, but merely as those whomNebuchadnezzar had taken away to Babylon; and among these wouldcertainly be included, as Ussher expressly affirms, many belonging to theother tribes who had settled in the kingdom of Judah. But the verycircumstances, that neither in the separate statements nor in the sum-totalis any allusion made to tribal relations, and that even in the case of thosefamilies who could not prove their Israelitish origin the only question wasas to whether they were of the houses and of the seed of Israel, exclude alldistinction of tribes, and the sum-total is evidently intended to be the jointsum of the separate numbers. Nor can it be inferred, as J. D. Mich. conjectures, that because the parallelverse to Ezra 2:64 of our present chapter, viz., 1 Esdr. 5:41, reads thus, “andall of Israel from twelve years old and upwards, besides the servants andmaids, were 42,360,” the separate statements are therefore the numbersonly of those of twenty years old and upwards, while the sum-totalincludes those also from twelve to twenty years of age. The addition”from twelve years and upwards” is devoid of critical value; because, if ithad been genuine, the particular “from twenty years old and upwards”must have been added to the separate statements. Hence it is not evenprobable that the author of the 1st book of Esdras contemplated areconciliation of the difference by this addition. In transcribing such amultitude of names and figures, errors could scarcely be avoided, whetherthrough false readings of numbers or the omission of single items. Thesum-total being alike in all three texts, we are obliged to assume itscorrectness.

Ezra 2:65 
“Besides these, their servants and their maids, 7337.” אלּה is, by the accent, connected with the preceding words. The furtherstatement, “And there were to them (i.e., they had) 200 singing men andsinging women,” is striking. The remark of Bertheau, that by להם the property of the community is intended to be expressed, isincorrect; להם denotes merely computation among, and does notnecessarily imply proprietorship. J. D. Mich., adopting the latter meaning,thought that oxen and cows originally stood in the text, and were changedby transcribers into singing men and singing women, “for both wordsclosely resemble each other in appearance in the Hebrew.” Berth., on thecontrary, remarks that שׁורים, oxen, might easily be exchangedfor שׁררים or משׁררים, but that שׁור has no feminine form forthe plural, and that פּרות, cows, is very different from משׁררות;that hence we are obliged to admit that in the original text שׁורים stood alone, and that after this word had been exchanged forמשׁררים, משׁררות was added as its appropriate complement. Such fanciful notions can need no serious refutation. Had animals beenspoken of as property, להם would not have been used, but asuffix, as in the enumeration of the animals in Ezra 2:66. Besides, oxen andcows are not beasts of burden used in journeys, like the horses, mules,camels, and asses enumerated in Ezra 2:66, and hence are here out of place. וּמשׁררות משׁררים are singing men and singingwomen, in 1 Esdras ψάλται καὶ ψαλτῳδοί , who, as the Rabbis alreadysupposed, were found among the followers of the returning Jews, ut laetior esset Israelitarum reditus. The Israelites had from of old employedsinging men and singing women not merely for the purpose of enhancingthe cheerfulness of festivities, but also for the singing of lamentations onsorrowful occasions; comp. Ecclesiastes 2:8; 2 Chronicles 35:25: these, because theysang and played for hire, are named along with the servants and maids, anddistinguished from the Levitical singers and players. In stead of 200, wefind both in Nehemiah and 1 Esdras the number 245, which probably creptinto the text from the transcriber fixing his eye upon the 245 of thefollowing verse.

Ezra 2:66-67 
The numbers of the beasts, whether for riding or baggage:horses, 736; mules, 245; camels, 435; and asses, 6720. The numbers areidentical in Nehemiah 7:68. In 1 Esdr. 5:42 the camels are the first named, andthe numbers are partially different, viz., horses, 7036, and asses, 5525.

Verses 68-70
Contributions towards the rebuilding of the temple, and concludingremarks. Comp. Nehemiah 7:70-73. - Some of the heads of houses, when theycame to the house of Jahve, i.e., arrived at the site of the temple, broughtfree-will offerings (התנדּב; comp. 1 Chronicles 29:5) to set it up inits place (העמיד, to set up, i.e., to rebuild; identical in meaningboth here and Ezra 9:9 with הקים). After their ability(כּכוחם; comp. 1 Chronicles 29:2) they gave unto the treasure ofthe work, i.e., of restoring the temple and its services, 61,000 darics ofgold = £68,625, and 5000 mina of silver, above £30,000, and 100 priests'garments. The account of these contributions is more accurately given inNehemiah 7:70-72, according to which some of the heads of houses gave untothe work (מקצת as Daniel 1:2 and elsewhere); the Tirshatha gave to thetreasure 1000 darics of gold, 50 sacrificial vessels (see on Exodus 27:3), 30priests' garments, and 500 … This last statement is defective; for the twonumbers 30 and 500 must not be combined into 530, as in this case thehundreds would have stood first. The objects enumerated were named before 500, and are omitted through aclerical error, מנים וכסף “and silver (500) mina.”And some of the heads of houses (others than the Tirshatha) gave of gold20,000 darics, of silver, 2200 mina; and that which the rest of the peoplegave was-gold, 20,000 darics, silver, 2000 mina, and 67 priests' garments. According to this statement, the Tirshatha, the heads of houses, and therest of the people, gave together 41,000 darics in gold, 4200 mina in silver,97 priests' garments, and 30 golden vessels. In Ezra the vessels areomitted; and instead of the 30 + 67 = 97 priests' garments, they are statedin round numbers to have been 100. The two other differences have arisenfrom textual errors. Instead of 61,000 darics, it is evident that we mustread with Nehemiah, 41,000 (1000 + 20,000 + 20,000); and in addition tothe 2200 and 2000 mina, reckon, according to Nehemiah 7:70, 500 more, in all4700, for which in the text of Ezra we have the round sum of 5000. The account of the return of the first band of exiles concludes at Ezra 2:70, andthe narrative proceeds to the subsequent final statement: “So the priests,etc … .dwelt in their cities.” העם וּמן, those of thepeople, are the men of the people of Israel of Ezra 2:2, the laity asdistinguished from the priests, Levites, etc. In Nehemiah the words aretransposed, so that העם מן stand after the Levitical door-keepers and singers. Bertheau thinks this position more appropriate; butwe cannot but judge otherwise. The placing of the people, i.e., the laity ofIsrael, between the consecrated servants of the temple (the priests andtheir Levitical assistants in the sacrificial service) and the singers and door-keepers, seems to us quite consistent; while, on the other hand, the namingof the שׁוערים before the משׁררים in Nehemiah seemsinappropriate, because the performance of the choral service of the templewas a higher office than the guardianship of the doors. Neither can weregard Bertheau's view, that בּעריהם, which in the presentverse follows והנּתינים, should be erased, as a correct one. The word forms a perfectly appropriate close to the sentence beginningwith ויּשׁבוּ; and the sentence following, “And all Israel werein their cities,” forms a well-rounded close to the account; while, on thecontrary, the summing up of the different divisions by the words כל־ישׂראל in Nehemiah, after the enumeration of those divisions, has a rather heavyeffect.

(Note: In 1 Esdr. 5:46, this verse, freely carrying out the texts ofEzra and Nehemiah, with regard also to Nehemiah 12:27-30, runs thus:”And so dwelt the priests, and the Levites, and the people, inJerusalem and in the country, the singers also and the porters, and allIsrael in their villages.”)

03 Chapter 3 
Introduction
The Altar of Burnt-OfferingErected, the Feast of TabernaclesCelebrated, and the Foundationsof the Temple Laid - Ezra 3:1-13 

On the approach of the seventh month, the people assembled in Jerusalemto restore the altar of burnt-offering and the sacrificial worship, and tokeep the feast of tabernacles (Ezra 3:1-7); and in the second month of thefollowing year the foundations of the new temple were laid with duesolemnity (Ezra 3:8-13). Comp. 1 Esdr. 5:46-62.

Verses 1-7
The building of the altar, the restoration of the daily sacrifice,and the celebration of the feast of tabernacles. - Ezra 3:1 When the seventhmonth was come, and the children of Israel were in the cities, the peoplegathered themselves together as one man to Jerusalem. The year is notstated, but the year in which they returned from Babylon is intended, asappears from Ezra 3:8, which tells us that the foundations of the temple werelaid in the second month of the second year of their return. The words,”and the children of Israel were in the cities,” are a circumstantial clausereferring to Ezra 2:70, and serving to elucidate what follows. From thecities, in which each had settled in his own (Ezra 2:1), the people came toJerusalem as one man, i.e., not entirely (Bertheau), but unanimously( ὁμοθυμαδόν , 1 Esdr. 5:46); comp. Nehemiah 8:1; Judges 20:1.

(Note: The more precise statement of 1 Esdr. 5:46, εἰς τὸ εὐρύχωρον τοῦ πρώτου πυλῶνος τοῦ πρὸς τῇ ἀνατολῇ , according to which Bertheauinsists upon correcting the text of Ezra, is an arbitrary addition onthe part of the author of this apocryphal book, and derived from Nehemiah 8:1.)

Ezra 3:2 
Then the two leaders of the people, Joshua the high priest andZerubbabel the prince (see on Joshua 2:2), with their brethren, i.e., thepriests and the men of Israel (the laity), arose and built the altar, to offerupon it burnt-offerings, as prescribed by the law of Moses, i.e., to restorethe legal sacrifices. According to Ezra 3:6, the offering of burnt-offerings beganon the first day of the seventh month; hence the altar was by this dayalready completed. This agrees with the statement, “When the seventhmonth approached” (Ezra 3:1), therefore before the first day of this month.

Ezra 3:3 
They reared the altar על־מכונתו, upon its (former) place;not, upon its bases. The feminine מכונה has here a likesignification with the masculine form מכון, Ezra 2:68, andמכוּנה, Zechariah 5:11. The Keri מכונתיו is an incorrectrevision. “For fear was upon them, because of the people of thosecountries.” The ב prefixed to אימה is the so-called ב essentiae,expressing the being in a condition; properly, a being in fear had come orlay upon them. Comp. on ב essentiae, Ewald, §217, f, and 299, b, thoughin §295, f, he seeks to interpret this passage differently. The “people ofthose countries” are the people dwelling in the neighbourhood of the newcommunity; comp. Ezra 9:1; Ezra 10:2. The notion is: They erected the altarand restored the worship of Jahve, for the purpose of securing the divineprotection, because fear of the surrounding heathen population had fallenupon them. J. H. Mich. had already a correct notion of the verse when hewrote: ut ita periculi metus eos ad Dei opem quaerendam impulerit.
(Note: Bertheau, on the contrary, cannot understand the meaning ofthis sentence, and endeavours, by an alteration of the text after 1Esdras, to make it signify that some of the people of the countriescame with the purpose of obstructing the building of the altar, butthat the Israelites were able to effect the erection because a fear ofGod came upon the neighbouring nations, and rendered themincapable of hostile interference.)

Comp. the similar case in 2 Kings 17:25., when the heathen colonistssettled in the deserted cities of Samaria entreated the king of Assyria tosend them a priest to teach them the manner of worshipping the God ofthe land, that thus they might be protected from the lions which infestedit. The Chethiv ויאל must be taken impersonally: “one (they)offered;” but is perhaps only an error of transcription, and should be readויּעלוּ. On the morning and evening sacrifices, see on Exodus 28:38., Numbers 28:3.

Ezra 3:4 
They kept the feast of tabernacles as prescribed in the law, Leviticus 23:34. “The burnt-offering day by day, according to number,” means theburnt-offering day by day, according to number,” means the burnt-offerings commanded for the several days of this festival, viz., on the firstday thirteen oxen, on the second twelve, etc.; comp. Num 29:13-34, wherethe words כּמשׁפּט בּמספּרם, Numbers 29:18, Numbers 29:21, Numbers 29:24, etc.,occur, which are written in our present verse כּם בּמספּר, bynumber, i.e., counted; comp. 1 Chronicles 9:28; 1 Chronicles 23:31, etc.

Ezra 3:5-6 
And afterward, i.e., after the feast of tabernacles, they offeredthe continual, i.e., the daily, burnt-offering, and (the offerings) for the newmoon, and all the festivals of the Lord (the annual feasts). עלות must be inserted from the context before לחדשׁים to complete thesense. “And for every one that willingly offered a free-will offering to theLord.” נדבה is a burnt-offering which was offered from freeinclination. Such offerings might be brought on any day, but were chieflypresented at the annual festivals after the sacrifices prescribed by the law;comp. Numbers 29:39. - In Ezra 3:6 follows the supplementary remark, that thesacrificial worship began from the first day of the seventh month, but thatthe foundation of the temple of the Lord was not yet laid. This forms atransition to what follows.

(Note: Bertheau, comparing Ezra 3:6 with Ezra 3:5, incorrectly interprets it asmeaning: “From the first day of the seventh month the offering ofthank-offerings began (comp. Ezra 3:2); then, from the fifteenth day ofthe second month, during the feast of tabernacles, the burnt-offeringsprescribed by the law (Ezra 3:4); but the daily burnt-offerings were notrecommenced till after the feast of tabernacles, etc. Hence it was notfrom the first day of the seventh month, but subsequently to the feastof tabernacles, that the worship of God, so far as this consisted inburnt-offerings, was fully restored.” The words of the cursivemanuscript, however, do not stand in the text, but their opposite. InEzra 3:2, not thank-offerings (זבהים or שׁלמים),but burnt-offerings (עלות), are spoken of, and indeed thoseprescribed in the law, among which the daily morning and eveningburnt-offering, expressly named in Ezra 3:3, held the first place. With this, Ezra 3:5, “After the feast of tabernacles they offered thecontinual burnt-offering, and the burnt-offerings for the new moon,”etc., fully harmonizes. The offering of the continual, i.e., of thedaily, burnt-offerings, besides the new moon, the feast-days, and thefree-will offerings, is named again merely for the sake ofcompleteness. The right order is, on the contrary, as follows: Thealtar service, with the daily morning and evening sacrifice, began onthe first day of the seventh month; this daily sacrifice was regularlyoffered, according to the law, from then till the fifteenth day of thesecond month, i.e., till the beginning of the feast of tabernacles; allthe offerings commanded in the law for the separate days of this feastwere then offered according to the numbers prescribed; and after thisfestival the sacrifices ordered at the new moon and the other holydays of the year were offered, as well as the daily burnt-offerings, - none but these, neither the sacrifice on the new moon (the first dayof the seventh month) nor the sin-offering on the tenth day of thesame month, i.e., the day of atonement, having been offered beforethis feast of tabernacles.)

Ezra 3:7 
Preparations were also made for the rebuilding of the temple;money was given to hewers of wood and to masons, and meat and drink(i.e., corn and wine) and oil to the Sidonians and Tyrians (i.e., thePhoenicians; comp. 1 Chronicles 22:4), to bring cedar trees from Lebanon tothe sea of Joppa (i.e., to the coast of Joppa), as was formerly done bySolomon, 1 Kings 5:6., 2 Chronicles 2:7. כּרשׁיון, according tothe grant of Cyrus to them, i.e., according to the permission given them byCyrus, sc. to rebuild the temple. For nothing is said of any special grantfrom Cyrus with respect to wood for building. רשׁיון is in theO.T. ἁπ. λεγ. ; in Chaldee and rabbinical Hebrew, רשׁא and רשׁי mean facultatem habere; and רשׁוּ power, permission.

Verses 8-13
The foundation of the temple laid. - Ezra 3:8 In the second year of their comingto the house of God at Jerusalem, i.e., after their arrival at Jerusalem ontheir return from Babylon, in the second month, began Zerubbabel andJoshua to appoint the Levites from twenty years old and upwards to theoversight of the work (the building) of the house of the Lord. That is tosay, the work of building was taken in hand. Whether this second year ofthe return coincides with the second year of the rule of Cyrus, so that thefoundations of the temple were laid, as Theophil. Antioch. ad Autolic. lib. 3, according to Berosus, relates, in the second year of Cyrus, cannot bedetermined. For nothing more is said in this book than that Cyrus, in thefirst year of his reign, issued the decree concerning the return of the Jewsfrom Babylon, whereupon those named in the list, Ezra 2, set out andreturned, without any further notice as to whether this also took place inthe first year of Cyrus, or whether the many necessary preparationsdelayed the departure of the first band till the following year. The former view is certainly a possible though not a very probable one,since it is obvious from Ezra 2:1 that they arrived at Jerusalem and betookthemselves to their cities as early as the seventh month of the year. Nowthe period between the beginning of the year and the seventh month, i.e.,at most six months, seems too short for the publication of the edict, thedeparture, and the arrival at Jerusalem, even supposing that the first yearof Cyrus entirely coincided with a year of the Jewish calendar. The secondview, however, would not make the difference between the year of the ruleof Cyrus and the year of the return to Jerusalem a great one, since it wouldscarcely amount to half a year. ויּעמידוּ … החלּוּ, they began and appointed, etc., they began to appoint, i.e., theybegan the work of building the temple by appointing. Those enumeratedare-1. Zerubbabel and Joshua, the two rulers: 2. The remnant of theirbrethren = their other brethren, viz., a, the priests and Levites as brethrenof Joshua; b, all who had come out of captivity, i.e., the men of Israel, asbrethren of Zerubbabel. These together formed the community whoappointed the Levites to preside over, i.e., to conduct the building of thetemple. For the expression, comp. 1 Chron 23:4-24.

Ezra 3:9 
The Levites undertook this appointment, and executed thecommission. The singular ויּעמד stands before a pluralsubject, as is frequently the case when the verb precedes its subject. Threeclasses or orders of Levites are named: 1. Jeshua with his sons andbrethren; 2. Kadmiel with his sons, the sons of Hodaviah; 3. The sons ofHenadad, their sons and brethren. Jeshua and Kadmiel are the two heads oforders of Levites already named (Ezra 2:40). From a comparison of thesepassages, we perceive that יהוּדה בּני is a clericalerror for הודויה (or הודיּה) בּני. Thismore precise designation is not “a comprehensive appellation for allhitherto enumerated” (Bertheau), but, as is undoubtedly obvious fromEzra 2:40, only a more precise designation of the sons of Kadmiel. כּאחד, as one, i.e., all, without exception. The third class, the sons of Henadad, are not expressly named in Ezra 2:40 among those who returned from Babylon; but a son of Henadad appears,Nehemiah 3:24 and Nehemiah 10:10, as head of an order of Levites. The naming of thisorder after the predicate, in the form of a supplementary notice, andunconnected by a ו cop., is striking. Bertheau infers therefrom that theconstruction of the sentence is incorrect, and desires to alter it according to1 Esdr. 5:56, where indeed this class is named immediately after the twofirst, but יהוּדה בּני is separated from whatprecedes; and of these בני יהודה is made a fourth class, υἱοὶ Ἰωδά τοῦ Ἡλιαδούδ . All this sufficiently shows that this text cannot be regarded asauthoritative. The striking position or supplementary enumeration of thesons of Henadad may be explained by the fact to which the placing ofכּאחד after בני יהודה points, viz., that the two classes, Jeshuawith his sons and brethren, and Kadmiel with his sons, were more closelyconnected with each other than with the sons of Henadad, who formed athird class. The הלויּם at the end of the enumeration offers noargument for the transposition of the words, though this addition pertainsnot only to the sons of Henadad, but also to the two first classes. hm'עשׂה is plural, and only an unusual reading for עשׁי; seeon 1 Chronicles 23:24.

Ezra 3:10-11 
When the builders laid the foundation of the temple of theLord, they (Zerubbabel and Joshua, the heads of the community) set thepriests in their apparel with trumpets, and the Levites the sons of Asaphwith cymbals, to praise the Lord after the ordinance of David. The perf. ויסּדוּ, followed by an imperf. connected by a Vav consecutive,must be construed: When they laid the foundations, then. מלבּשׁים, clothed, sc. in their robes of office; comp. 2 Chronicles 5:12; 2 Chronicles 20:21. ידי על as 1 Chronicles 25:2. On Ezra 3:11, comp. remarks on 1 Chronicles 16:34, 1 Chronicles 16:41; 2 Chronicles 5:13; 2 Chronicles 7:3, and elsewhere. Older expositors(Clericus, J. H. Mich.), referring to Exodus 15:21, understand בהלּל ויּענוּ of the alternative singing of two choirs, one of whichsang, “Praise the Lord, for He is good;” and the other responded, “And Hismercy endureth for ever.” In the present passage, however, there is nodecided allusion to responsive singing; hence (with Bertheau) we takeיענוּ in the sense of, “They sang to the Lord with hymns ofthanksgiving.” Probably they sang such songs as Ps 106-107, or Ps 118,which commence with an invitation to praise the Lord because He is good,etc. All the people, moreover, raised a loud shout of joy. גּדולה תּרוּעה is repeated in Ezra 3:13 by השּׂמחה תּרוּעת. הוּסד על, on account of the founding, of thefoundation-laying, of the house of the Lord. הוּסד as in 2 Chronicles 3:3.

Ezra 3:12 
But many of the priests and Levites, and chief of the people, theold men who had seen (also) the former temple, at the foundation of thishouse before their eyes (i.e., when they saw the foundation of this houselaid), wept with a loud voice. Solomon's temple was destroyed b.c. 588,and the foundation of the subsequent temple laid b.c. 535 or 534: hencethe older men among those present at the latter event might possibly haveseen the former house; indeed, some (according to Hagg. Ezra 2:2) werestill living in the second year of Darius Hystaspis who had beheld theglory of the earlier building. Upon these aged men, the miserablecircumstances under which the foundations of the new temple were laidproduced so overwhelming an impression, that they broke into loudweeping. בּיסדו is connected by its accents with the wordspreceding: the former temple in its foundation, i.e., in its stability. But thiscan scarcely be correct. For not only does no noun יסד, foundation,occur further on; but even the following words, “of this house before theireyes,” if severed from בּיסדו, have no meaning. Hence (withAben Ezra, Cler., Berth., and others) we connect בּיסדו withthe parenthetical sentence following, “when the foundation of this housewas laid before their eyes;” and then the suffix of the infinitive יסדו expressly refers to the object following, as is sometimes the case inHebrew, e.g., 2 Chronicles 26:14; Ezra 9:1, and mostly in Chaldee; comp. Ew. §209, c, “But many were in rejoicing and joy to raise their voice,” i.e.,many so joyed and rejoiced that they shouted aloud.

Ezra 3:13 
And the people could not discern (distinguish) the loud cry ofjoy in the midst of (beside) the loud weeping of the people; for the peoplerejoiced with loud rejoicings, and the sound was heard afar off. Themeaning is not, that the people could not hear the loud weeping of theolder priests, Levites, and heads of the people, because it wasoverpowered by the loud rejoicings of the multitude. The verse, on thecontrary, contains a statement that among the people also (the assemblyexclusive of priests, Levites, and chiefs) a shout of joy and a voice ofweeping arose; but that the shouting for joy of the multitude was so loud,that the sounds of rejoicing and weeping could not be distinguished fromeach other. הכּיר, with the acc. and ל, to perceive something in thepresence of (along with) another, i.e., to distinguish one thing fromanother. “The people could not discern” means: Among the multitude thecry of joy could not be distinguished from the noise of weeping. למרחוק עד as 2 Chronicles 26:15.

04 Chapter 4 
Verse 1-2
The adversaries of the Jews prevent the building of the temple till the reignof Darius (Ezra 4:1, Ezra 4:2). When the adversaries of Judah and Benjamin heardthat the community which had returned from captivity were beginning torebuild the temple, they came to Zerubbabel, and to the chiefs of thepeople, and desired to take part in this work, because they also sacrificedto the God of Israel. These adversaries were, according to Ezra 4:2, the peoplewhom Esarhaddon king of Assyria had settled in the neighbourhood ofBenjamin and Judah. If we compare with this verse the information (2 Kings 17:24) that the kings of Assyria brought men from Cuthah, andfrom Ava, and from Hamath, and from Sepharvaim, and placed them in thecities of Samaria, and that they took possession of the depopulatedkingdom of the ten tribes, and dwelt therein; then these adversaries ofJudah and Benjamin are the inhabitants of the former kingdom of Israel,who were called Samaritans after the central-point of their settlement. הגּולה בּני, sons of the captivity (Ezra 6:19, etc.,Ezra 8:35; Ezra 10:7, Ezra 10:16), also shortly into הגּולה, e.g., Ezra 1:11, are theIsraelites returned from the Babylonian captivity, who composed the newcommunity in Judah and Jerusalem. Those who returned with Zerubbabel,and took possession of the dwelling-places of their ancestors, being,exclusive of priests and Levites, chiefly members of the tribes of Judahand Benjamin, are called, especially when named in distinction from theother inhabitants of the land, Judah and Benjamin. The adversaries give thereason of their request to share in the building of the temple in the words:”For we seek your God as ye do; and we do sacrifice unto Him since thedays of Esarhaddon king of Assyria, which brought us up hither.”The words זבחים אנחנוּ ולא are variouslyexplained. Older expositors take the Chethiv ולא as a negative, andmake זבחים to mean the offering of sacrifices to idols, bothbecause לא is a negative, and also because the assertion that theyhad sacrificed to Jahve would not have pleased the Jews, quia deficiente templo non debuerint sacrificare; and sacrifices not offered in Jerusalemwere regarded as equivalent to sacrifices to idols. They might, moreover,fitly strengthen their case by the remark: “Since the days of Esarhaddonwe offer no sacrifices to idols.” On the other hand, however, it is arbitraryto understand זבח, without any further definition, of sacrificingto idols; and the statement, “We already sacrifice to the God of Israel,”contains undoubtedly a far stronger reason for granting their request thanthe circumstance that they do not sacrifice to idols. Hence we incline, witholder translators (lxx, Syr., Vulg., 1 Esdras), to regard לא as anunusual form of לו, occurring in several places (see on Exodus 21:8),the latter being also substituted in the present instance as Keri. Theposition also of לא before אנחנוּ points the same way,for the negative would certainly have stood with the verb. On Esarhaddon,see remarks on 2 Kings 19:37 and Isaiah 37:38.

Verse 3
Zerubbabel and the other chiefs of Israel answer, “It is not for you and forus to build a house to our God;” i.e., You and we cannot together build ahouse to the God who is our God; “but we alone will build it to Jahve theGod of Israel, as King Cyrus commanded us.” יחד אנחנוּ, we together, i.e., we alone (without your assistance). By theemphasis placed upon “our God” and “Jahve the God of Israel,” theassertion of the adversaries, “We seek your God as ye do,” is indirectlyrefuted. If Jahve is the God of Israel, He is not the God of those whomEsarhaddon brought into the land. The appeal to the decree of Cyrus (Ezra 1:3, comp. Ezra 3:6, etc.) forms a strong argument for the sole agency of Jewsin building the temple, inasmuch as Cyrus had invited those only whowere of His (Jahve's) people (Ezra 1:3). Hence the leaders of the newcommunity were legally justified in rejecting the proposal of the colonistsbrought in by Esarhaddon. For the latter were neither members of thepeople of Jahve, nor Israelites, nor genuine worshippers of Jahve. Theywere non-Israelites, and designated themselves as those whom the king ofAssyria had brought into the land. According to 2 Kings 17:24, the king of Assyria brought colonists fromBabylon, Cuthah, and other places, and placed them in the cities ofSamaria instead of the children of Israel. Now we cannot suppose thatevery Israelite, to the very last man, was carried away by the Assyrians;such a deportation of a conquered people being unusual, and indeedimpossible. Apart, then, from the passage, 2 Chronicles 30:6, etc., which manyexpositors refer to the time of the destruction of the kingdom of the tentribes, we find that in the time of King Josiah (2 Chronicles 34:9), when theforeign colonists had been for a considerable period in the country, therewere still remnants of Manasseh, of Ephraim, and of all Israel, who gavecontributions for the house of God at Jerusalem; and also that in 2 Kings 23:15-20 and 2 Chronicles 34:6, a remnant of the Israelite inhabitants stillexisted in the former territory of the ten tribes. The eighty men, too, who (Jeremiah 41:5, etc.) came, after the destruction of thetemple, from Shechem, Shiloh, and Samaria, mourning, and bringingofferings and incense to Jerusalem, to the place of the house of God, whichwas still a holy place to them, were certainly Israelites of the ten tribesstill left in the land, and who had probably from the days of Josiahadhered to the temple worship. These remnants, however, of the Israelitesinhabitants in the territories of the former kingdom of the ten tribes, arenot taken into account in the present discussion concerning the erection ofthe temple; because, however considerable their numbers might be, theyformed no community independent of the colonists, but were dispersedamong them, and without political influence. It is not indeed impossible”that the colonists were induced through the influence exercised upon themby the Israelites living in their midst to prefer to the Jews the request, 'Letus build with you;' still those who made the proposal were not Israelites,but the foreign colonists” (Bertheau). These were neither members of the chosen people nor worshippers of theGod of Israel. At their first settlement (2 Kings 17:24, etc.) they evidentlyfeared not the Lord, nor did they learn to do so till the king of Assyria, attheir request, sent them one of the priests who had been carried away toteach them the manner of worshipping the God of the land. This priest,being a priest of the Israelitish calf-worship, took up his abode at Bethel,and taught them to worship Jahve under the image of a golden calf. Hencearose a worship which is thus described, 2 Kings 17:29-33: Every nationmade gods of their own, and put them in the houses of the high placeswhich the Samaritans, i.e., the former inhabitants of the kingdom of the tentribes, had made, every nation in their cities wherein they dwelt. Andbesides their idols Nergal, Asima, Nibhaz, Tartak, they feared Jahve; theysacrificed to all these gods as well as to Him. A mixed worship which theprophet-historian (2 Kings 17:34) thus condemns: “They fear not theLord, and do after their statutes and ordinances, not after the law andcommandment which the Lord commanded to the sons of Jacob.” And so,it is finally said (2 Kings 17:41), do also their children and children's children untothis day, i.e., about the middle of the Babylonian captivity; nor was it willa subsequent period that the Samaritans renounced gross idolatry. The rulers and heads of Judah could not acknowledge that Jahve whom thecolonists worshipped as a local god, together with other gods, in thehouses of the high places at Bethel and elsewhere, to be the God of Israel,to whom they were building a temple at Jerusalem. For the question wasnot whether they would permit Israelites who earnestly sought Jahve toparticipate in His worship at Jerusalem-a permission which they certainlywould have refused to none who sincerely desired to turn to the LordGod-but whether they would acknowledge a mixed population of Gentilesand Israelites, whose worship was more heathen than Israelite, and whonevertheless claimed on its account to belong to the people of God.

(Note: The opinion of Knobel, that those who preferred the requestwere not the heathen colonists placed in the cities of Samaria by theAssyrian king (2 Kings 17:24), but the priests sent by the Assyrianking to Samaria (2 Kings 17:27), has been rejected as utterlyunfounded by Bertheau, who at the same time demonstrates, againstFritzsche on 1 Esdr. 5:65, the identity of the unnamed king ofAssyria (2 Kings 17:24) with Esarhaddon.)

To such, the rulers of Judah could not, without unfaithfulness to the Lordtheir God, permit a participation in the building of the Lord's house.

Verse 4
In consequence of this refusal, the adversaries of Judah sought to weakenthe hands of the people, and to deter them from building. הארץ עם, the people of the land, i.e., the inhabitants of the country, thecolonists dwelling in the land, the same who in Ezra 4:1 are called theadversaries of Judah and Benjamin. ויהי followed by theparticiple expresses the continuance of the inimical attempts. To weakenthe hands of any one, means to deprive him of strength and courage foraction; comp. Jeremiah 38:4. יהוּדה עם are the inhabitants ofthe realm of Judah, who, including the Benjamites, had returned fromcaptivity, Judah being now used to designate the whole territory of thenew community, as before the captivity the entire southern kingdom;comp. Ezra 4:6. Instead of the Chethiv מבלּהים, the Keri offer מבהלים,from בהל, Piel, to terrify, to alarm, 2 Chronicles 32:18; Job 21:6, because theverb בלה nowhere else occurs; but the noun בּלּהה, fear, beingnot uncommon, and presupposing the existence of a verb בּלהּ,the correctness of the Chethiv cannot be impugned.

Verse 5
And they hired counsellors against them, to frustrate their purpose (ofbuilding the temple). וסכרים still depends on the ויהי of Ezra 4:4. סכר is a later orthography of שׂכר, tohire, to bribe. Whether by the hiring of יועציט we are to understandthe corruption of royal counsellors or ministers, or the appointment oflegal agents to act against the Jewish community at the Persian court, andto endeavour to obtain an inhibition against the erection of the temple,does not appear. Thus much only is evident from the text, that theadversaries succeeded in frustrating the continuance of the building “all thedays of Koresh,” i.e., the yet remaining five years of Cyrus, who was forthe space of seven years sole ruler of Babylon; while the machinationsagainst the building, begun immediately after the laying of its foundationsin the second year of the return, had the effect, in the beginning of the thirdyear of Cyrus (judging from Daniel 10:2), of putting a stop to the work untilthe reign of Darius, - in all, fourteen years, viz., five years of Cyrus, sevenand a half of Cambyses, seven months of the Pseudo-Smerdis, and oneyear of Darius (till the second year of his reign).

Verses 6-23
Complaints against the Jews to Kings Ahashverosh and Artachshasta. - Theright understanding of this section depends upon the question, What kingsof Persia are meant by Ahashverosh and Artachshasta? while the answerto this question is, in part at least, determined by the contents of theletter, Ezra 4:8-16, sent by the enemies of the Jews to the latter monarch.

Ezra 4:6-7 
And in the reign of Ahashverosh, in the beginning of his reign,they wrote an accusation against the inhabitants of Judah and Jerusalem. שׂטנה, not to mention the name of the well, Genesis 26:21, occurshere only, and means, according to its derivation from שׂטן, tobear enmity, the enmity; hence here, the accusation. ישׁבי על belongs to שׂטנה, not to כּתבוּ; the letter wassent, not to the inhabitants of Judah, but to the king against the Jews. Thecontents of this letter are not given, but may be inferred from thedesignation שׂטנה. The letter to Artachshasta then follows, Ezra 4:7-16. In his days, i.e., during his reign, wrote Bishlam, Mithredath, Tabeel, andthe rest of their companions. כּנותו, for which the Keri offers theordinary form כּנותיו mrof yra, occurs only here in the Hebrewsections, but more frequently in the Chaldee (comp. Ezra 4:9, Ezra 4:17, Ezra 4:23; Ezra 5:3,and elsewhere), in the sense of companions or fellow-citizens; according toGesenius, it means those who bear the same surname (Kunje) togetherwith another, though Ewald is of a different opinion; see §117, b, note. The singular would be written כּנת (Ewald, §187, d). And thewriting of the letter was written in Aramaean (i.e., with Aramaeancharacters), and interpreted in (i.e., translated into) Aramaean. נשׁתּון is of Aryan origin, and connected with the modern Persian(nuwishten), to write together; it signifies in Hebrew and Chaldee a letter:comp. Ezra 4:18, where נשׁתּונא is used for אגּרתּא of Ezra 4:11. Bertheau translates הנּשׁתּון כּתב, copy of theletter, and regards it as quite identical with the Chaldee אגּרתּא פּרשׁגן, Ezra 4:11; he can hardly, however, be in the right. כּתב does not mean a transcript or copy, but only a writing (comp. Esther 4:8). This, too, does away with the inference “that the writer of thisstatement had before him only an Aramaean translation of the lettercontained in the state-papers or chronicles which he made use of.”It is not כּתב, the copy or writing, but הנּשׁתּון, theletter, that is the subject of ארמית מתרגּם, interpretedin Aramaean. This was translated into the Aramaean or Syrian tongue. Thepassage is not to be understood as stating that the letter was drawn up inthe Hebrew or Samaritan tongue, and then translated into Aramaean, butsimply that the letter was not composed in the native language of thewriters, but in Aramaean. Thus Gesenius rightly asserts, in his Thes. p. 1264, et lingua aramaea scripta erat; in saying which תרגם does not receivethe meaning concepit, expressit, but retains its own signification, tointerpret, to translate into another language. The writers of the letter wereSamaritans, who, having sprung from the intermingling of the Babyloniansettlers brought in by Esarhaddon and the remnants of the Israelitishpopulation, spoke a language more nearly akin to Hebrew than toAramaean, which was spoken at the Babylonian court, and was the officiallanguage of the Persian kings and the Persian authorities in Western Asia. This Aramaean tongue had also its own characters, differing from those ofthe Hebrew and Samaritan. This is stated by the words ארמית כּתוּב, whence Bertheau erroneously infers that this Aramaeanwriting was written in other than the ordinary Aramaean, and perhaps inHebrew characters.
This letter, too, of Bishlam and his companions seems to be omitted. There follows, indeed, in Ezra 4:8, etc., a letter to King Artachshasta, of whicha copy is given in Ezra 4:11-16; but the names of the writers are differentfrom those mentioned in Ezra 4:7. The three names, Bishlam, Mithredath, andTabeel (Ezra 4:7), cannot be identified with the two names Rehum andShimshai (Ezra 4:8). When we consider, however, that the writers named in Ezra 4:8 were high officials of the Persian king, sending to the monarch a writtenaccusation against the Jews in their own and their associates' names, itrequires but little stretch of the imagination to suppose that thesepersonages were acting at the instance of the adversaries named in Ezra 4:7, theSamaritans Bishlam, Mithredath, and Tabeel, and merely inditing thecomplaints raised by these opponents against the Jews. This view, whichis not opposed by the כּתב of Ezra 4:7, - this word not necessarilyimplying an autograph, - commends itself to our acceptance, first, becausethe notion that the contents of this letter are not given finds no analogy inEzra 4:6, where the contents of the letter to Ahashverosh are sufficientlyhinted at by the word שׂטנה; while, with regard to the letter of Ezra 4:7, we should have not a notion of its purport in case it were not the samewhich is given in Ezra 4:8, etc.
(Note: The weight of this argument is indirectly admitted by Ewald(Gesch. iv. p. 119) and Bertheau, inasmuch as both suppose that thereis a long gap in the narrative, and regard the Aramaean lettermentioned in Ezra 4:7 to have been a petition, on the part of persons ofconsideration in the community at Jerusalem, to the new king, - twonotions which immediately betray themselves to be the expedients ofperplexity. The supposed “long gaps, which the chronicler might wellleave even in transcribing from his documents” (Ew.), do not explainthe abrupt commencement of Ezra 4:8. If a petition from the Jewishcommunity to the king were spoken of in Ezra 4:7, the accusation againstthe Jews in Ezra 4:8 would certainly have been alluded to by at least a ו adversative, or some other adversative particle.)

Besides, the statement concerning the Aramaean composition of this letterwould have been utterly purposeless if the Aramaean letter following in Ezra 4:8 had been an entirely different one. The information concerning thelanguage in which the letter was written has obviously no other motivethan to introduce its transcription in the original Aramaean. Thisconjecture becomes a certainty through the fact that the Aramaean letterfollows in Ezra 4:8 without a copula of any kind. If any other had beenintended, the ו copulative would not more have been omitted here than inEzra 4:7. The letter itself, indeed, does not begin till Ezra 4:9, while Ezra 4:8 containsyet another announcement of it. This circumstance, however, is explainedby the fact that the writers of the letters are other individuals than thosenamed in Ezra 4:7, but chiefly by the consideration that the letter, togetherwith the king's answer, being derived from an Aramaean account of thebuilding of the temple, the introduction to the letter found therein was alsotranscribed.

Ezra 4:8 
The writers of the letter are designated by titles which showthem to have been among the higher functionaries of Artachshasta. Rehumis called טעם בּעל, dominus consilii v. decreti, by othersconsiliarius, royal counsellor, probably the title of the Persian civilgovernor (erroneously taken for a proper name in lxx, Syr., Arab.);Shimshai, ספרא, the Hebrew סופר, scribe, secretary. כּנמא is interpreted by Rashi and Aben Ezra by כּאשׁר נאמר, as we shall say; נמא is in the Talmud frequently anabbreviation of נאמר or נימר, of like signification with לאמר:as follows.

Ezra 4:9-11 
After this introduction we naturally look for the letter itself inEzra 4:9, instead of which we have (Ezra 4:9 and Ezra 4:10) a full statement of who were thesenders; and then, after a parenthetical interpolation, “This is the copy ofthe letter,” etc., the letter itself in Ezra 4:11. The statement is rather a clumsyone, the construction especially exhibiting a want of sequence. The verb toאדין is wanting; this follows in Ezra 4:11, but as an anacoluthon,after an enumeration of the names in Ezra 4:9 and Ezra 4:10 with שׁלחוּ. Thesentence ought properly to run thus: “Then (i.e., in the days ofArtachshasta) Rehum, etc., sent a letter to King Artachshasta, of whichthe following is a copy: Thy servants, the men on this side the river,” etc. The names enumerated in Ezra 4:9 and Ezra 4:10 were undoubtedly all inserted in thesuperscription or preamble of the letter, to give weight to the accusationbrought against the Jews. The author of the Chaldee section of thenarrative, however, has placed them first, and made the copy of the letteritself begin only with the words, “Thy servants,” etc. First come the names of the superior officials, Rehum and Shimshai, andthe rest of their companions. The latter are then separately enumerated:The Dinaites, lxx Δειναῖοι , - so named, according to the conjecture ofEwald (Gesch. iii. p. 676), from the Median city long afterwards calledDeinaver (Abulf. Geógr. ed. Paris. p. 414); the Apharsathchites, probablythe Pharathiakites of Strabo (15:3. 12) ( Παρητακηνοί , Herod. i. 101), onthe borders of Persia and Media, described as being, together with theElymaites, a predatory people relying on their mountain fastnesses; theTarpelites, whom Junius already connects with the Τάπουροι dwelling eastof Elymais (Ptol. vi. 2. 6); the Apharsites, probably the Persians (פרסיא with א prosthetic); the Archevites, probably so called from the cityארך, Genesis 10:10, upon inscriptions Uruk, the modern Warka; theבּבליא, Babylonians, inhabitants of Babylon; the Shushanchites, i.e., theSusanites, inhabitants of the city of Susa; דּהוא, in the Keriדּהיא, the Dehavites, the Grecians ( Δάοι , Herod. i. 125); and lastly,the Elamites, the people of Elam or Elymais. Full as this enumeration mayseem, yet the motive being to name as many races as possible, theaddition, “and the rest of the nations whom the great and noble Osnapperbrought over and set in the city of Samaria, and the rest that are on thisside the river,” etc., is made for the sake of enhancing the statement. Prominence being given both here and Ezra 4:17 to the city of Samaria as thecity in which Osnapper had settled the colonists here named, the “nationsbrought in by Osnapper” must be identical with those who, according to Ezra 4:2, and 2 Kings 17:24, had been placed in the cities of Samaria by KingEsarhaddon. Hence Osnapper would seem to be merely another name forEsarhaddon. But the names Osnapper (lxx Ἀσσεναφάρ ) and Asarhaddon(lxx Ἀσαραδάν ) being too different to be identified, and the notion thatOsnapper was a second name of Asarhaddon having but little probability,together with the circumstance that Osnapper is not called king, asAsarhaddon is Ezra 4:2, but only “the great and noble,” it is more likely that hewas some high functionary of Asarhaddon, who presided over thesettlement of eastern races in Samaria and the lands west of the Euphrates. “In the cities,” or at least the preposition ב, must be supplied from thepreceding בּקריה before נהרה עבר שׁאר: and in the rest of the territory, or in the cities of the rest of theterritory, on this side of Euphrates. עבר, trans, is to be understoodof the countries west of Euphrates; matters being regarded from the pointof view of the settlers, who had been transported from the territories east,to those west of Euphrates. וּכענת means “and so forth,” andhints that the statement is not complete.
On comparing the names of the nations here mentioned with the names ofthe cities from which, according to 2 Kings 17:24, colonists were broughtto Samaria, we find the inhabitants of most of the cities there named - Babylon, Cuthah, and Ava - here comprised under the name of the countryas בּבליא, Babylonians; while the people of Hamath and Sepharvaimmay fitly be included among “the rest of the nations,” since certainly butfew colonists would have been transported from the Syrian Hamath toSamaria. The main divergence between the two passages arises from themention in our present verse, not only of the nations planted in the citiesof Samaria, but of all the nations in the great region on this side ofEuphrates (נהרה עבר). All these tribes had similarinterests to defend in opposing the Jewish community, and they desiredby united action to give greater force to their representation to the Persianmonarch, and thus to hinder the people of Jerusalem from becomingpowerful. And certainly they had some grounds for uneasiness lest the remnant ofthe Israelites in Palestine, and in other regions on this side the Euphrates,should combine with the Jerusalem community, and the thus unitedIsraelites should become sufficiently powerful to oppose an effectualresistance to their heathen adversaries. On the anacoluthistic connection ofEzra 4:11. פּרשׁגן, Ezra 4:11, Ezra 4:23; Ezra 5:6; Ezra 7:11, and frequently in the Targums and the Syriac, written פּתשׁגן Esther 3:14 and Esther 4:8, is derived from the Zendish (paiti) (Sanscr. (prati))and çenghana (in Old-Persian (thanhana)), and signifies properly acounterword, i.e., counterpart, copy. The form with ר is either acorruption, or formed from a compound with fra; comp. Gildemeister inthe Zeitschr. für die Kunde des Morgenl. iv. p. 210, and Haug in Ewald'sbibl. Jahrb. v. p. 163, etc. - The copy of the letter begins with עבדּיך,thy servants, the men, etc. The Chethib עבדיך is the original form,shortened in the Keri into עבדּך. Both forms occur elsewhere;comp. Daniel 2:29; Daniel 3:12, and other passages. The וכענת, etc., here stands forthe full enumeration of the writers already given in Ezra 4:9, and also for thecustomary form of salutation.
Ezra 4:12-16 
The letter. Ezra 4:12 “Be it known unto the king.” On the formלהוא for יהוא, peculiar to biblical Chaldee, see remarks onDaniel 2:20. “Which are come up from thee,” i.e., from the territory wherethou art tarrying; in other words, from the country beyond Euphrates. This by no means leads to the inference, as Schrader supposes, that theseJews had been transported from Babylon to Jerusalem by KingArtachshasta. מלק answers to the Hebrew עלה, and is used likethis of the journey to Jerusalem. “Are come to us, to Jerusalem,”עלינא, to us, that is, into the parts where we dwell, is more preciselydefined by the words “to Jerusalem.” “They are building the rebellious andbad city, and are setting up its walls and digging its foundations.” Insteadof מרדתּא (with Kamets and Metheg under)ר the edition of J. H. Mich. has מרדתּא, answering to the stat. abs. מרדא, Ezra 4:15; on the other hand, the edition of Norzi and several codices readמרדתּא, the feminine of מרוד. For בּאוּשׁתּא Norzi hasבאישׁתּא, from בּישׁ, a contraction of בּאישׁ. For אשׁכללוּ must be read, according to the Keri, שׁכללוּ שׁוּריּא. The Shaphel שׁכלל from כּלל, means to complete, tofinish. אשּׁין, bases, foundations. יחיטוּ may be the imperf. Aphel of חוּט, formed after the example of יקּים forיקים, omitting the reduplication, יחיט. חוּט means to sew,to sew together, and may, like רפא, be understood of repairingwalls or foundations. But it is more likely to be the imperf. Aphel ofחטט, in Syriac hat, and in the Talmud, to dig, to dig out, fodit, excavavit- to dig out the foundations for the purpose of erecting new buildings.

Ezra 4:13 
“Now be it known unto the king, that if this city be built upand … they will not pay toll, tribute, and custom, and it (the city) will atlast bring damage to the king.” The three words מנדּה בלו והלך occur again, Ezra 4:20 and Ezra 7:24, in this combination as designating thedifferent kinds of imposts. מנדּה, with resolved Dagesh forte,for מדּה (Ezra 4:20), signifies measure, then tax or custom measuredto every one. בּלו, probably a duty on consumption, excise;הלך, a toll paid upon roads by travellers and their goods. Theword אפּהם, which occurs only here, and has not been expressedby old translators, depends upon the Pehlevi word אודום: it is connectedwith the Sanscrit (apa), in the superl. (apama), and signifies at last, or in thefuture; comp. Haug, p. 156. מלכים, a Hebraized form forמלכין, Ezra 4:15, is perhaps only an error of transcription.
Ezra 4:14 
“Now, because we eat the salt of the palace, and it does notbecome us to see the damage of the king, we send (this letter) and makeknown to the king.” מלח מלח, to salt salt = to eat salt. To eat the salt of the palace is a figurative expression for: to be in theking's pay. See this interpretation vindicated from the Syriac and Persianin Gesen. thes. p. 790.

(Note: Luther, in translating “all we who destroyed the temple,”follows the Rabbis, who, from the custom of scattering salt upondestroyed places, Judges 9:45, understood these words as an expressionfigurative of destruction, and היכלא as the temple.)

ערוה, deprivation, emptying, here injury to the royal power orrevenue. אריך, participle of ארך, answering to the Hebrew ערך, means fitting, becoming.

Ezra 4:15 
“That search may be made in the book of the chronicles of thyfathers, so shalt thou find in the book of the Chronicles that this city hasbeen a rebellious city, and hurtful to kings and countries, and that theyhave from of old stirred up sedition within it, on which account this citywas (also) destroyed.” יבקּר is used impersonally: let one seek,let search be made. דּכרניּא ספר, book of records, isthe public royal chronicle in which the chief events of the history of therealm were recorded, called Esther 6:1 the book of the records of daily events. Thy fathers are the predecessors of the king, i.e., his predecessors ingovernment; therefore not merely the Median and Persian, but theChaldean and Assyrian kings, to whose dominions the Persian monarchshad succeeded. אשׁתּדּוּר, a verbal noun from the Ithpeal of שׁדר, rebellion. עלמא יומת מן, from thedays of eternity, i.e., from time immemorial. יומת is in theconstructive state, plural, formed from the singular יומא. This formoccurs only here and Ezra 4:19, but is analogous with the Hebrew poeticalform ימות for ימים.

Ezra 4:16 
After thus casting suspicion upon the Jews as a seditiouspeople, their adversaries bring the accusation, already raised at thebeginning of the letter, to a climax, by saying that if Jerusalem is rebuiltand fortified, the king will lose his supremacy over the lands on this sidethe river. דּנה לקבל, on this account, for this reason,that the present inhabitants of the fortified city Jerusalem are like itsformer inhabitants, thou wilt have no portion west of Euphrates, i.e., thouwilt have nothing more to do with the countries on this side the river-wiltforfeit thy sway over these districts.

Ezra 4:17-22 
The royal answer to this letter. פּתגּמא - a wordwhich has also passed into the Hebrew, Ecclesiastes 8:11; Esther 1:20 - is the Zend. patigama, properly that which is to take place, the decree, the sentence;see on Daniel 3:16. עבר וּשׁאר still depends uponבּ: those dwelling in Samaria and the other towns on this side the river. The royal letter begins with וּכעת שׁלם, “Peace,” and soforth. כּעת is abbreviated from כּענת.

Ezra 4:18 
“The letter which you sent to us has been plainly read beforeme.” מפרשׁ part. pass. Peal, corresponds with the Hebrew part. Piel מפרשׁ, made plain, adverbially, plainly, and does notsignify “translated into Persian.”

Ezra 4:19 
“And by me a command has been given, and search has beenmade; and it has been found that this city from of old hath lifted itself(risen) up against kings,” etc. מתנשּׁא, lifted itself up rebelliously,as (in Hebrew) in 1 Kings 1:5.

Ezra 4:20 
“There have been powerful kings in Jerusalem, and (rulers)exercising dominion over the whole region beyond the river” (westward ofEuphrates). This applies in its full extent only to David and Solomon, andin a less degree to subsequent kings of Israel and Judah. On Ezra 4:20 , comp. Ezra 4:13.

Ezra 4:21 
“Give ye now commandment to hinder these people (to keepthem from the work), that this city be not built until command (sc. tobuild) be given from me.” יתּשׂם, Ithpeal of שׂוּם.

Ezra 4:22 
“And be warned from committing an oversight in this respect,”i.e., take heed to overlook nothing in this matter (זהיר, instructed,warned). “Why should the damage become great (i.e., grow), to bringinjury to kings?”

Ezra 4:23 
The result of this royal command. As soon as the copy of theletter was read before Rehum and his associates, they went up in haste toJerusalem to the Jews, and hindered them by violence and force. אדרע with א prosthetic only here, elsewhere דּרע (=זרוע), arm, violence. Bertheau translates, “with forces and ahost;” but the rendering of אדרע or זרוע by “force” canneither be shown to be correct from Ezekiel 17:9 and Daniel 11:15, Daniel 11:31, norjustified by the translation of the lxx, ἐν ἵπποις καὶ δυνάμει .

Verse 24
“Then ceased the work of the house of God at Jerusalem. So it ceased untothe second year of Darius king of Persia.” With this statement the narratorreturns to the notice in Ezra 4:5, that the adversaries of Judah succeeded indelaying the building of the temple till the reign of King Darius, which hetakes up, and now adds the more precise information that it ceased till thesecond year of King Darius. The intervening section, Ezra 4:6, gives amore detailed account of those accusations against the Jews made by theiradversaries to kings Ahashverosh and Artachshasta. If we read Ezra 4:23 andEzra 4:24 as successive, we get an impression that the discontinuation to buildmentioned in Ezra 4:24 was the effect and consequence of the prohibitionobtained from King Artachshasta, through the complaints brought againstthe Jews by his officials on this side the river; the בּאדין of Ezra 4:24 seeming to refer to the אדין of Ezra 4:23. Under this impression, older expositors have without hesitation referredthe contents of Ezra 4:6 to the interruption to the building of the templeduring the period from Cyrus to Darius, and understood the two namesAhashverosh and Artachshasta as belonging to Cambyses and (Pseudo)Smerdis, the monarchs who reigned between Cyrus and Darius. Graveobjections to this view have, however, been raised by Kleinert (in theBeiträgen der Dorpater Prof. d. Theol. 8132, vol. i) and J. W. Schultz(Cyrus der Grosse, in Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1853, p. 624, etc.), who havesought to prove that none but the Persian kings Xerxes and Artaxerxes canbe meant by Ahashverosh and Artachshasta, and that the section Ezra 4:6 relates not to the building of the temple, but to the building of the walls ofJerusalem, and forms an interpolation or episode, in which the historianmakes the efforts of the adversaries of Judah to prevent the rebuilding ofthe walls of Jerusalem under Xerxes and Artaxerxes follow immediatelyafter his statement of their attempt to hinder the building of the temple,for the sake of presenting at one glance a view of all their machinationsagainst the Jews. This view has been advocated not only by Vaihinger,”On the Elucidation of the History of Israel after the Captivity,” in theTheol. Stud. u. Krit. 1857, p. 87, etc., and Bertheau in his Commentary onthis passage, but also by Hengstenberg, Christol. iii. p. 143, Auberlen, andothers, and opposed by Ewald in the 2nd edition of his Gesch. Israels, iv. p. 118, where he embraces the older explanation of these verses, and A. Koehler on Haggai, p. 20. On reviewing the arguments advanced in favour of the more modern view,we can lay no weight at all upon the circumstance that in Ezra 4:6 the buildingof the temple is not spoken of. The contents of the letter sent toAhashverosh (Ezra 4:6) are not stated; in that to Artachshasta (Ezra 4:11) thewriters certainly accuse the Jews of building the rebellious and bad city(Jerusalem), of setting up its walls and digging out its foundations (Ezra 4:12);but the whole document is so evidently the result of ardent hatred andmalevolent suspicion, that well-founded objections to the truthfulness ofthese accusations may reasonably be entertained. Such adversaries might,for the sake of more surely attaining their end of obstructing the work ofthe Jews, easily represent the act of laying the foundations and buildingthe walls of the temple as a rebuilding of the town walls. The answer ofthe king, too (Ezra 4:17), would naturally treat only of such matters as theaccusers had mentioned.
The argument derived from the names of the kings is of far moreimportance. The name אחשׁורושׁ (in Ezra 4:6) occurs also in thebook of Esther, where, as is now universally acknowledged, the Persianking Xerxes is meant; and in Daniel 9:1, as the name of the Median kingKyaxares. In the cuneiform inscriptions the name is in Old-PersianKsayarsa, in Assyrian Hisiarsi, in which it is easy to recognise both theHebrew form Ahashverosh, and the Greek forms Ξέρξης and Κυαξάρης . On the other hand, the name Cambyses (Old-Persian Kambudshja) offersno single point of identity; the words are radically different, whilst nothingis known of Cambyses having ever borne a second name or surnamesimilar in sound to the Hebrew Ahashverosh. The name Artachshasta,moreover, both in Esther 7:1-10 and 8, and in the book of Nehemiah, undoubtedlydenotes the monarch known as Artaxerxes (Longimanus). It is, indeed, in both these books written ארתּחשׁסתּא with ס, andin the present section, and in Ezra 6:14, ארתּחששׁתּא; but this slightdifference of orthography is no argument for difference of person,ארתחשׁשׁתא seeming to be a mode of spelling the word peculiar to the authorof the Chaldee section, Ezra 4-6. Two other names, indeed, of Smerdis, thesuccessor of Cambyses, have been handed down to us. According toXenophon, Cyrop. viii. 7, and Ktesias, Pers. fr. 8-13, he is said to havebeen called Tanyoxares, and according to Justini hist. i. 9, Oropastes; andEwald is of opinion that the latter name is properly Ortosastes, whichmight answer to Artachshasta. It is also not improbable that Smerdis may,as king, have assumed the name of Artachshasta, Ἀρταξέρξης , whichHerodotus (vi. 98) explains by μέγας ἀρήΐος . But neither thispossibility, nor the opinion of Ewald, that Ortosastes is the correctreading for Oropastes in Just. hist. i. 9, can lay any claim to probability,unless other grounds also exist for the identification of Artachshasta withSmerdis. Such grounds, however, are wanting; while, on the other hand, itis à priori improbable that Ps. Smerdis, who reigned but about sevenmonths, should in this short period have pronounced such a decisionconcerning the matter of building the temple of Jerusalem, as we read inthe letter of Artachshasta, Ezra 4:17, even if the adversaries of the Jewsshould, though residing in Palestine, have laid their complaints before him,immediately after his accession to the throne. When we consider also thegreat improbability of Ahashverosh being a surname of Cambyses, we feelconstrained to embrace the view that the section Ezra 4:6 is an episodeinserted by the historian, on the occasion of narrating the interruption tothe building of the temple, brought about by the enemies of the Jews, andfor the sake of giving a short and comprehensive view of all the hostile actsagainst the Jewish community on the part of the Samaritans andsurrounding nations.
The contents and position of Ezra 4:24 may easily be reconciled with thisview, which also refutes as unfounded the assertion of Herzfeld, Gesch. des Volkes Israel, i. p. 303, and Schrader, p. 469, that the author of thebook of Ezra himself erroneously refers the document given, Ezra 4:6, tothe erection of the temple, instead of to the subsequent building of thewalls of Jerusalem. For, to say nothing of the contents of Ezra 4:6,although it may seem natural to refer the בּאדין of Ezra 4:24 to Ezra 4:23,it cannot be affirmed that this reference is either necessary or the only oneallowable. The assertion that בּאדין is “always connected withthat which immediately precedes,” cannot be strengthened by an appeal toEzra 5:2; Ezra 6:1; Daniel 2:14, Daniel 2:46; Daniel 3:3, and other passages. בּאדין, then(= at that time), in contradistinction to אדין, thereupon, onlyrefers a narrative, in a general manner, to the time spoken of in that whichprecedes it. When, then, it is said, then, or at that time, the work of the house of Godceased (Ezra 4:24), the then can only refer to what was before relatedconcerning the building of the house of God, i.e., to the narrative Ezra 4:1. This reference of Ezra 4:24 to Ezra 4:1 is raised above all doubt, by the fact thatthe contents of Ezra 4:24 are but a recapitulation of Ezra 4:5; it being said in both,that the cessation from building the temple lasted till the reign, or, as it ismore precisely stated in Ezra 4:24, till the second year of the reign, of Dariusking of Persia. With this recapitulation of the contents of Ezra 4:5, thenarrative, Ezra 4:24, returns to the point which it had reached at Ezra 4:5. What liesbetween is thereby characterized as an illustrative episode, the relation ofwhich to that which precedes and follows it, is to be perceived anddetermined solely by its contents. If, then, in this episode, we find notonly that the building of the temple is not spoken of, but that letters aregiven addressed to the Kings Ahashverosh and Artachshasta, who, as allEzra's contemporaries would know, reigned not before but after Darius,the very introduction of the first letter with the words, “And in the reignof Ahashverosh” (Ezra 4:6), after the preceding statement, “until the reign ofDarius king of Persia” (Ezra 4:5), would be sufficient to obviate themisconception that letters addressed to Ahashverosh and Artachshastarelated to matters which happened in the period between Cyrus andDarius Hystaspis. Concerning another objection to this view of Ezra 4:6,viz., that it would be strange that King Artaxerxes, who is described to usin Ezra 7 and in Nehemiah as very favourable to the Jews, should havebeen for a time so prejudiced against them as to forbid the building of thetown and walls of Jerusalem, we shall have an opportunity of speaking inour explanations of Nehemiah 1:1-11. - Ezra 4:24, so far, then, as its matter is concerned,belongs to the following chapter, to which it forms an introduction.

05 Chapter 5 

Introduction
The Building of the TempleContinued, and Notice ThereofSent to King Darius - Ezra 5

In the second year of Darius Hystaspis (Darajavus Viçtaçpa) the prophetsZechariah and Haggai arose, and exhorted the people by words, both ofreproof and encouragement, to assist in the work of rebuilding the house ofGod. In consequence of these prophetic admonitions, the rulers of thecommunity resumed the work (Ezra 5:1, Ezra 5:2); and the royal governor on thisside the Euphrates allowed them, when in answer to his inquiries theyappealed to the decree of Cyrus, to proceed with their building until thearrival of a decision from King Darius, to whom he addressed a writtenreport of the matter (Ezra 5:3-17).

Verse 1-2
“The prophets, Haggai the prophet, and Zechariah the son ofIddo, prophesied to the Jews in Judah and Jerusalem, in the name of theGod of Israel upon them.” חתנבּי without א, which thisword occasionally loses in Hebrew also, comp. 1 Samuel 10:6, 1 Samuel 10:13; Jeremiah 26:9. The epithet נביּאה added to the name of Haggai serves todistinguish him from others of the same name, and as well as הנּביא, Hagg. Haggai 1:1, Haggai 1:3, Haggai 1:12, and elsewhere, is used instead of the name ofhis father; hence, after Zechariah is named, the prophets, as designating theposition of both, can follow. על־יהוּדיא, they prophesied to (notagainst) the Jews; על as in Ezekiel 37:4, = אל, Ezekiel 37:9; Ezekiel 36:1. The Jews in Judah and Jerusalem, in contradistinction to Jews dwellingelsewhere, especially to those who had remained in Babylon. עליהון belongs to אלהּ בּשׁם, in the name of God, whowas upon them, who was come upon them, had manifested Himself tothem. Comp. Jeremiah 15:16.

Ezra 5:2 
“Then rose up Zerubbabel … and Joshua … and began to build thehouse of God at Jerusalem, and with them the prophets of God helpingthem.” The beginning to build is (Ezra 3:6, etc.) the commencement of thebuilding properly so called, upon the foundations laid, Ezra 3:10; for what wasdone after this foundation-laying till a stop was put to the work, was sounimportant that no further notice is taken of it. The “prophets of God”are those mentioned Ezra 5:1, viz., Haggai, and Zechariah the son, i.e.,grandson, of Iddo, for his father's name was Berechiah (see Introd. toZechariah). Haggai entered upon his work on the first day of the sixthmonth, in the second year of Darius; and his first address made such animpression, that Zerubbabel and Joshua with the people set about theintermitted work of building as early as the twenty-fourth day of the samemonth (comp. Haggai 1:1 and Haggai 1:14.). Two months later, viz., in the eighthmonth of the same year, Zechariah began to exhort the people to turnsincerely to the Lord their God, and not to relapse into the sins of theirfathers.

Verses 3-5
When the building was recommenced, the governor on this side Euphrates,and other royal officials, evidently informed of the undertaking by theadversaries of the Jews, made their appearance for the purpose ofinvestigating matters on the spot. עליהון אתּה, cameto them, to the two above-named rulers of the community at Jerusalem. Tatnai (lxx Θανθαναΐ́ ) was פּחה, viceroy, in the provinceswest of Euphrates, i.e., as correctly expanded in 1 Esdras, of Syria andPhoenicia, to which Judaea with its Pecha Zerubbabel was subordinate. With him came Shethar-Boznai, perhaps his secretary, and theircompanions, their subordinates. The royal officials inquired: “Who hascommanded you to build this house, and to finish this wall?” The formלבנא here and Ezra 5:13 is remarkable, the infinitive in Chaldee beingnot בנא, butמבנא; compare Ezra 5:2, Ezra 5:17, and Ezra 6:8. Norzi has both times לבּנא, as through the Dagesh forte werecompensating for an omitted.מ אשּׁרנא which occurs only hereand Ezra 5:9, is variously explained. The Vulgate, the Syriac, and also theRabbins, translate: these walls. This meaning best answers to the context,and is also linguistically the most correct. It can hardly, however, bederived (Gesenius) from אשׁר, but rather from אשׁן, in Chaldeeאשׁוּן, firm, strong-walls as the strength or firmness of the building. The form אשּׁרנא has arisen from אשׁנּא, and is analogous tothe form בּשׁנה.

(Note: The interpretations of the lxx, τὴν χορηγίαν ταύτην ,meaning these building materials, and of 1 Esdr. 6:4, τὴν στέγην ταύτην καὶ τὰ ἄλλα πάντα this roof and all besides, for which Bertheau decides, withoutconsidering that שׁכלל may mean to complete, and not to preparefor anything, are but conjectures.)

Ezra 5:4 
Then told we them after this manner (כּנמא, Ezra 4:8),what were the names of the men who were building this building. Fromאמרנא, we said, it is obvious that the author of this account wasan eye-witness of, and sharer in, the work of building. These is not ashadow of reason for altering אמרנא into אמרוּ, or into theparticiple אמרין (Ew., Berth., and others); the εἴποσαν ofthe lxx being no critical authority for so doing. The answer in Ezra 5:4 seemsnot to correspond with the question in Ezra 5:3. The royal officials asked, Whohad commanded them to build? The Jews told them the names of thosewho had undertaken and were conducting the building. But thisincongruity between the question and answer is merely caused by the factthat the discussion is reported only by a short extract restricted to theprincipal subjects. We learn that this is the case from the contents of theletter sent by the officials to the king. According to these, the royalfunctionary inquired not merely concerning the author of the command tobuild, but asked also the names of those who were undertaking the work(comp. Ezra 5:9 and Ezra 5:10); while the rulers of the Jews gave a circumstantialanswer to both questions (Ezra 5:11-15).

Ezra 5:5 
Tatnai and Shethar-Boznai had power to prohibit them fromproceeding; they allowed them, however, to go on with their work till thearrival of an answer from the king, to whom they had furnished a writtenreport of the matter. In these dealings, the historian sees a proof of thedivine protection which was watching over the building. “The eye of theirGod was over the elders of the Jews, that they should not restrain them(from building) till the matter came to Darius; and they should then receivea letter concerning this matter.” Bertheau incorrectly translates יהך לד עד־טעמא: until the command of King Darius should arrive. ל is onlyused as a paraphrase of the genitive in statements of time; otherwise thegenitive, if not expressed by the status construc., is designated by דּ or דּי. יהך, fut. Peal of הלך, formed by the rejection ofל, construed with ל, signifies to go to a place (comp. Ezra 7:13), or to cometo a person. טעמא (טעם) does not here meancommandment, but the matter, causa, which the king is to decide; just asפּתגּן, Ezra 6:11, means thing, res. The clause יתיבוּן ואדין still depends upon עד: and till they (the royalofficials) then receive a letter, i.e., obtain a decision.

Verses 6-8
In Ezra 5:6-17 follows the letter which the royal officials sent to the king. Ezra 5:6 and Ezra 5:7 form the introduction to this document, and correspond with Ezra 5:8-11 in Ezra 4. Copy of the letter (comp. Ezra 4:11) which Tatnai, etc.,sent. The senders of the letter are, besides Tatnai, Shethar-Boznai and hiscompanions the Apharsachites, the same called Ezra 4:9 the Apharsathchites,who perhaps, as a race specially devoted to the Persian king, took aprominent position among the settlers in Syria, and may have formed theroyal garrison. After this general announcement of the letter, follows themore precise statement: They sent the matter to him; and in it waswritten,To King Darius, much peace. פּתגּן here is not command, butmatter; see above. כלּא, its totality, is unconnected with, yetdependent on שׁלמא: peace in all things, in every respect. Theletter itself begins with a simple representation of the state of affairs (Ezra 5:8): “We went into the province of Judaea, to the house of the great God(for so might Persian officials speak of the God of Israel, after what theyhad learned from the elders of Judah of the edict of Cyrus), and it is beingbuilt with freestone, and timber is laid in the walls; and this work is beingdiligently carried on, and is prospering under their hands.” The placing ofwood in the walls refers to building beams into the wall for flooring; forthe building was not so far advanced as to make it possible that this shouldbe said of covering the walls with wainscotting. The word אספּרנא here, and Ezra 6:8, Ezra 6:12-13; Ezra 7:17, Ezra 7:21, Ezra 7:26, is of Aryan origin, and is explainedby Haug in Ew. Janro. v. p. 154, from the Old-Persian (us-(parna), to mean:carefully or exactly finished-a meaning which suits all these passages.
Verse 9-10
Hereupon the royal officials asked the elders of the Jews who hadcommanded them to build, and inquired concerning their names, that theymight write to the king the names of the leading men (see the remark on 3and 41). בראשׁהם דּי does not mean, who are at thehead of them: but, who act in the capacity of heads.

Verse 11
The answer of the elders of the Jews. They returned us answer in thefollowing manner (לממר = לאמר): “We are His, theservants of the God of heaven and earth, and build the house which wasbuilt many years ago; and a great king of Israel built and completed it.”דּנה מקּדמת, of before this, i.e., before the present; towhich is added the more precise definition: many years (accusative oftime), i.e., many years before the present time.

Verse 12
For this reason (להן), because (מן־דּי = מאשׁר, e.g., Isaiah 43:4) our fathers provoked the God of heaven, He gave them into the handof Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, the Chaldean, and he (Nebuch.)destroyed this house, and carried the people away into Babylon. Forכּסדּיא the Keri requires כּסדּאה, the ordinary formof the absolute state of the noun in ai. סתר, Pael, in the sense ofdestroy, appears only here in biblical Chaldee, but more frequently in theTargums. עמּה, its people, would refer to the town of Jerusalem;but Norzi and J. H. Mich. have עמּהּ, and the Masora expresslysays that the word is to be written without Mappik, and is therefore thestat. emphat. for עמּא.

Verse 13-14
In the first year, however, of Cyrus king of Babylon, King Cyrus made adecree, etc.; comp. Ezra 1:3. The infin. לבנא like Ezra 5:3. - On Ezra 5:14 and Ezra 5:15, comp. Ezra 1:7-11. ויחיבוּ, praeter. pass. of Peal; they weregiven to one Sheshbazzar, (is) his name, i.e., to one of the name ofSheshbazzar, whom he had made pechah. Zerubbabel is also calledפּחה, Haggai 1:1, Haggai 1:14, and elsewhere.

Verse 15
Take these vessels, go forth, place them in the temple. For אלּה the Keri reads אל, according to 1 Chronicles 20:8. אחת isimperat. Aphel of נחת. The three imperatives succeed each otherwithout any copula in this rapid form of expression. The last sentence,”and let the house of God be built in its place,” i.e., be rebuilt in its formerplace, gives the reason for the command to deposit the vessels in thetemple at Jerusalem, i.e., in the house of God, which is to be rebuilt in itsformer place.

Verse 16
In virtue of this command of Cyrus, this Sheshbazzar came (from Babylonto Jerusalem), and laid then the foundations of the house of God, and fromthat time till now it has been building, and is not (yet) finished. שׁלים, part. pass. of שׁלם, often used in the Targums and inSyriac for the Hebrew תּמם; hence in Daniel 5:26 the Aphel, in themeaning of to finish, and Ezekiel 7:19, to restore. This statement does notexclude the cessation from building from the last year of Cyrus to thesecond of Darius, narrated Ezra 4-6:7, as Bertheau and others suppose, butonly leaves the unmentioned circumstance which had been the cause of thedelay. If the section Ezra 4:6-23 does not refer to the building of thetemple, then neither is a “forcible interruption” of the building spoken ofin Ezra 4; but it is only said that the adversaries frustrated the purpose ofthe Jews to rebuild the temple till the time of Darius, and weakened thehands of the people, so that the work of the house of God ceased.

Verse 17
After thus representing the state of affairs, the royal officials requestDarius to cause a search to be made among the archives of the kingdom, asto whether a decree made by Cyrus for the erection of the temple atJerusalem was to be found therein, and then to communicate to them hisdecision concerning the matter. “And if it seem good to the king, let searchbe made in the king's treasure-house there at Babylon, whether it be so,that a decree was made of Cyrus the king.” על טב הן, like the Hebrew על טּוב אם, Esther 1:19, forwhich in older Hebrew לו טּוב, Deuteronomy 23:17, orבּעינים טוב, Genesis 19:8; Judges 10:15, and elsewhere, is used. גּזיּא בּית, house of the treasure, more definitelycalled, Ezra 6:1, house of the rolls, where also the royal treasures weredeposited. Hence it is obvious that important documents and writingswere preserved in the royal treasury. תּמּה, there, is explained by”which at Babylon.” רעוּת, chald. voluntas, comp. Ezra 7:18. Concerning the behaviour of these officials Brentius well remarks: vides differentiam inter calumniatores et bonos ac probos viros. Una eademque causa erat aedificii templi, unus idemque populus Judaeorum; attamen hujus populi causa aliter refertur ab impiis calumniatoribus, aliter a bonis viris.

06 Chapter 6 

Verses 1-12
The decision of Darius. - Ezra 6:1-5. At the command of Darius, search wasmade in the archives of the royal treasury; and in the fortress of Achmethain Media, was found the roll in which was recorded the edict published byCyrus, concerning the building of the temple at Jerusalem.

Ezra 6:1 
Search was made in the house of the books where also thetreasures were deposited in Babylon. מהחתין, partic. Aphel ofנחת; see Ezra 5:15.

Ezra 6:2-4 
“And there was found at Achmetha, in the fortress that is in theland of Media, a roll; and thus was it recorded therein.” In Babylon itselfthe document sought for was not found; though, probably the search theremade, led to the discovery of a statement that documents pertaining to thetime of Cyrus were preserved in the fortress of Achmetha, where therecord in question was subsequently discovered. אחמתא, thecapital of Great Media - τὰ Εκβάτανα , Judith 1:1, 14, or Ἀγβάτανα (Herod. i. 98) - built by Dejokes, was the summer residence of the Persian andParthian kings, and situate in the neighbourhood of the modern Hamadan. Achmetha is probably the Old-Median or Old-Persian pronunciation ofthe name, the letters אחם on Sassanidian coins being explained as denotingthis city (Mordtmann in the Zeitschrift der deutsch morgenl. Gesellschaft,viii. p. 14). The citadel of Ecbatana probably contained also the royal palace and theofficial buildings. For בּגוּהּ is found in some MSS and editionsבּגוּהּ; but Norzi and J. H. Mich. have Pathach under ו as the betterauthorized reading. דּכרונה, stat. emph. of דּכרון,memorandum, ὑπόμνημα , a record of anything memorable. Thecontents of this document follow, Ezra 6:3-5. First, the proclamation of KingCyrus in the first year of his reign: “The house of God at Jerusalem, letthis house be built as a place where sacrifices are offered.” The meaning ofthe words following is doubtful. We translate מסובלין ואשּׁוחי: and let them raise up its foundations, i.e., itsfoundations are to be again raised up, restored. אשּׁין, foundations (Ezra 4:12); מסובלין, part. Poel of סבל, to carry, to raise (notto be raised). סבל often stands for the Hebrew נשׂא, tocarry, to raise up, to erect; compare the Samaritan translation of Genesis 13:10: וסבל את עגין, he lifted up his eyes. סובל אשּׁין analogouswith מוסדי ד קומם, Isaiah 58:12, and signifies to erect buildingsupon the foundations.

(Note: The Vulgate, following a rabbinical explanation, has ponantfundamenta supportantia, which is here unsuitable. The conjecture ofBertheau, who labours, by all sorts of critical combinations of theletters in the words מסובלין ואשּׁוחי, to producethe text תמנים מאה אמין אשוהי, “its foundation length 180 cubits,” isas needless as it is mistaken. The interpretation of the words in thelxx, καὶ ἔθηκεν ἔπαρμα , and Pseudo-Ezra 6, διὰ πυρός ἐνδελεχους , are nothing else than unmeaning suppositions.)

Expositors are divided as to the dimensions of the new temple, “its height60 cubits, and its breadth 60 cubits,” Antiq. xi. 4. 6; while Solomon'stemple was but 30 cubits high, and, without the side-buildings, only 20cubits broad. We nevertheless consider the statements correct, and the textincorrupt, and explain the absence of the measure of length simply by thefact that, as far as length was concerned, the old and new temples were ofequal dimensions. Solomon's temple, measured externally, inclusive of theporch and the additional building at the hinder part, was about 100 cubitslong (see the ground plan in my bibl. Archaeol. Table II. fig. 1). Tocorrespond with this length, the new temple was, according to the desireof Cyrus, to be both higher and broader, viz., 60 cubits high, and as manywide, - measurements which certainly apply to external dimensions. Zerubbabel's temple, concerning the structure of which we have no furtherparticulars, was externally of this height and breadth. This may be inferred from the speech of King Herod in Joseph. Ant. xv. 11. 1, in which this tyrant, who desired to be famous for the magnificenceof his buildings, endeavoured to gain the favour of the people for therebuilding of the temple, which he was contemplating, by the remark thatthe temple built by their forefathers, on their return from the Babyloniancaptivity, was 60 cubits too low, - Solomon's temple having been doublethat height (sc. according to the height given in 2 Chronicles 3:4, 120 cubits) - and from the fact that Herod made his temple 100 or 120 cubits high. Hence the temple of Zerubbabel, measured externally, must have been 60cubits high; and consequently we need not diminish the breadth of 60cubits, also given in this verse, by alterations of the text, because Herod'stemple was likewise of this width, but must understand the givendimensions to relate to external height and breadth. For in Herod's templethe holy places were but 60 cubits high and 20 wide; the holy place, 40cubits long, 20 wide, and 60 high; the holy of holies, 20 cubits long, 20wide, and 60 high. And we may assume that the dimensions ofZerubbabel's temple preserved the same proportions, with perhaps themodification, that the internal height did not amount to 60 cubits, - an upperstorey being placed above the holy place and the holy of holies, as inHerod's temple; which would make the internal height of these placesamount to only about 30 or 40 cubits.

(Note: While we acknowledge it possible that the holy and most holyplaces, measured within, may have been only 40 cubits high, wecannot admit the objection of H. Merz, in Herzog's Realencycl. xv. p. 513, that 20 cubits of internal breadth is an inconceivable proportionto 60 cubits, this being the actual proportion in Herod's temple, asMerz himself states, p. 516, without finding it in this instance”inconceivable.”)

In like manner must the 60 cubits of breadth be so divided, that the 5cubits internal breadth of the side-buildings of Solomon's temple must beenlarged to 10, which, allowing 5 cubits of thickness for the walls, wouldmake the entire building 60 cubits wide (5 + 10 + 5 + 20 + 5 + 10 + 5).

(Note: The conjecture of Merz in his above-cited article, and ofBertheau, that the dimensions of Zerubbabel's temple were doublethose of Solomon's, - viz. the holy and most holy places 40 cubits highand 40 wide, the upper chambers 20 cubits high, the side-chamberseach 10 cubits high, and the whole building 120 cubits long, - must berejected as erroneous, by the consideration that Herod's temple wasonly the length of Solomon's, viz., 100 cubits, of which the holy ofholies took up 20, the holy place 40, the porch 10, the additionalbuilding behind 10, and the four walls 20. For Herod would by nomeans have diminished the length of his building 20, or properly 40cubits. We also see, from the above-named dimensions, that the 60cubits broad cannot be understood of internal breadth.)

The statement in Ezra 6:4, “three layers of great stones, and a layer of newtimber,” is obscure. נדבּך means row, layer, and stands in theTargums for the Hebrew טוּר, “used of a layer of bricks;” seeGesen. Thes. p. 311, and Levy, chald. Wörterbuch, ii. p. 93. גּלל אבן, stone of rolling, one that is rolled and cannot be carried, i.e., agreat building stone. חדת, novus, as an epithet to אע, isremarkable, it being self-evident that new wood is generally used for a newbuilding. The lxx translates εἷς , reading the word חדה (Ezra 6:3). This statement involuntarily recalls the notice, 1 Kings 6:36, thatSolomon built the inner court, ארזים כּרתת וטוּר גזית טוּרי שׁלשׁה; hence Merzexpresses the supposition that “this is certainly a fragment, forming theconclusion of the whole design of the building, which, like that in 1 Kings 6:36, ends with the porch and the walls of the fore-court,” Thus muchonly is certain, that the words are not to be understood, as by Fritzsche on1 Esdr. 6:25, as stating that the temple walls were built of “three layers oflarge stones, upon which was one layer of beams,” and therefore were notmassive; such kind of building never being practised in the East in oldtimes. “And let the expenses be given out of the king's house.” This ismore precisely stated in Ezra 6:8 of the royal revenues on this side the river. נפקא the expense (from נפק, Aphel, to expend),therefore the cost of building.

Ezra 6:5 
“And also let the vessels … be restored, and brought again to thetemple at Jerusalem, to their place, and (thou) shalt place them in thehouse of God.” On the matter of this verse, comp. Ezra 1:7 and Ezra 5:14. Thesing. יהך (comp. Ezra 5:5) is distributive: it (each vessel) to its place. ותחת (comp. אחת; Ezra 5:15) cannot, according to thesense, be third pers. fem. (neutr.), but only second pers. imperf. Aphel:thou shalt place. None but Sheshbazzar can be addressed (Ezra 5:15), though heis not named in Ezra 6:3. The historian is evidently not giving the contents ofthe document word for word, but only its essential matter; hence he infersthe address to Sheshbazzar from the answer of the Jewish elders (Ezra 5:15). Perhaps it was also remarked in the document, that Coresh caused thesacred vessels to be delivered to Sheshbazzar (Ezra 1:8).

Ezra 6:6-12 
Acting upon the discovered edict, Darius warned the governorand royal officials on this side the Euphrates, not to hinder the building ofthe house of God at Jerusalem. On the contrary, they were to promote itby furnishing what was necessary for the work, and paying the expensesof the building out of the royal revenues to the elders of the Jews (Ezra 6:6-8). They were also to provide for the worship of God in this temple suchanimals as the priests should require for sacrifice (Ezra 6:9, Ezra 6:10), under pain ofsevere punishment for transgressing this command as also for any injurydone to the temple (Ezra 6:11, Ezra 6:12). This decree was undoubtedlycommunicated to the governor in the form of a written answer to hisinquiries (Ezra 6:13). Without, however, expressly stating this to be the case,as Ezra 6:1 and Ezra 4:17 would lead us to expect, the historian gives us in Ezra 6:6. the actual contents of the royal edict, and that in the form of a directinjunction to the governor and his associates on this side the river: “NowTatnai, governor, … be ye far from thence.” The suffix וּכנותהון, and their associates, is indeed unsuitable to the form of an address,of which Tatnai and Shethar-Boznai are the subjects; the narrator,however, in using it, had in mind the title or introduction of the royalletter. On this matter, comp. Ezra 5:6. רחק and רחיק, to be farfrom, figuratively to keep from anything, e.g., from good, Psalm 53:2. מן־תּמּה, from thence, from Jerusalem; in other words, trouble yourselvesno longer, as, according to Ezra 5:3, you have done about what is beingdone there.

Ezra 6:7 
“Let the work of the house of God alone.” שׁבק with anaccusative, to leave anything, to let it go on without hindrance. “Let thePechah of the Jews (Sheshbazzar, Zerubbabel) and the elders of the Jewsbuild this house of God in its place.” The ל to לשׂבי introducesa second subject with special emphasis: And as far as regards the elders ofthe Jews, i.e., the Pechah, and especially the elders.

Ezra 6:8 
“And a decree is (hereby) made by me, what ye shall do to theseelders of the Jews, i.e., how you shall behave towards them (עם עבד = עם עשׂה, Genesis 24:12.), to build thishouse, i.e., that this house may be built: namely, (ו expl.) of the royalmoneys, of the custom (מדּה, see remarks on Ezra 4:13) on thisside the river, let expenses (the cost of building) be punctually given tothese men, that there be no hindrance.” לבטּלא דּי־לא, that there be nocessation or leisure from work, i.e., that the work is not to bediscontinued. On the construction of the לא with the followinginfinitive, comp. Daniel 6:9. The Vulgate renders the sense correctly by neimpediatur opus.

Ezra 6:9 
“And what is needful, both young bullocks and rams and lambs,for the burnt-offerings of the God of leaven, wheat, salt, wine, and oil,according to the word of the priests at Jerusalem (i.e., as the priests shallrequire for the service of God), let it be given them day by day withoutfail.” מה is joined with the plur. fem. of the partic. חשׁחן, and is defined by the enumeration which follows. משׁח,properly the anointing, then oil as the means of anointing. On להוא and להון, see remarks on Ezra 4:12. שׁלוּ דּי־לא, that there be no failure.

Ezra 6:10 
The end the king had in view in all this follows: “That they (thepriests) may offer sacrifices well-pleasing to the God of heaven, and prayfor the life of the king and of his sons.” ניחוחין (comp. Daniel 2:46) are sacrifices agreeable to God, ניחוחין ריח (Leviticus 1:9, Leviticus 1:13, and elsewhere), i.e., sacrifices pleasing to God. Cyrus hadcommanded the rebuilding of the temple at Jerusalem, because heacknowledged the God of Israel to be the God of heaven, who had givenhim the kingdoms of the earth (Ezra 1:2). Darius was treading in hisfootsteps by also owning the God of the Jews as the God of heaven, anddesiring that the blessing of this God might rest upon himself and hisdynasty. Such an acknowledgment it was possible for the Persian kings tomake without a renunciation of their polytheism. They could honourJahve as a mighty, nay, as the mightiest God of heaven, without beingunfaithful to the gods of their fathers; while the Jews could also, in theinterest of their own welfare, pray and offer sacrifices in the temple of theLord for the life of the king to whom God had caused them to be subject(comp. Jeremiah 29:7). Accordingly we find that in after times sacrifices wereregularly offered for the king on appointed days: comp. 1 Macc. 7:33,12:11; 2 Macc. 3:35, 13:23; Joseph. Antiq. xii. 2. 5, and elsewhere.

Ezra 6:11 
To inculcate obedience to his command, Darius threatens topunish its transgression with death: “If any one alters this command, let abeam be torn from his house, and let him be fastened hanging thereon.” Toalter a command means to transgress or abolish it. אע, a piece ofwood, a beam. זקיף, raised on high, is in Syriac the usual word forcrucified, and is to be so understood here. מחא, to strike, with על, strike upon, fasten to, nail to. This kind of capital punishment wascustomary among the Assyrians (Diod. Sic. ii. 1), the ancient Persians, andmany other nations, but seems to have been executed in different mannersamong different people. Among the Assyrians it generally consisted in theimpalement of the delinquent upon a sharp strong wooden post; comp. Layard, Nineveh and Babylon, p. 355, and Nineveh and its Remains, p. 379, with the illustration fig. 58. According to Herod. iii. 159, Dariusimpaled as many as 3000 Babylonians after the capture of their city( ἀνεσκολόπισε ). Crucifixion proper, however, i.e., nailing to a cross, alsooccurred among the Persians; it was, however, practised by nailing thebody of the criminal to a cross after decapitation; see the passages fromHerodotus in Brissonii de regio Persarum princip. l. ii. c. 215. “And let hishouse be made a dunghill.” See remarks on Daniel 2:5 and 2 Kings 10:27.

Ezra 6:12 
Finally, Darius adds the threat: “The God who has caused Hisname to dwell there, destroy every king and (every) people that shallstretch forth the hand to alter (this command), to destroy this house ofGod at Jerusalem.” The expression, “the God who has caused His name todwell there,” is indeed specifically Israelitish (comp. Deuteronomy 12:11; Deuteronomy 14:23; Jeremiah 7:12; Nehemiah 1:9), and therefore undoubtedly originated with the Jewishhistorian; but the matter itself, the wish that God Himself would destroyhim who should injure His temple, recalls the close of the inscription ofBisitun, wherein the judgments of Ahuramazda are imprecated upon himwho should dare to injure the image and inscription, and his blessinginvoked upon him who should respect them (Berth.).

Verses 13-18
The execution of the royal decree, the completion of the building, and thededication of the new temple. - Ezra 6:13 Tatnai and his associate diligentlyexecuted the commands of Darius. “Because Darius the king sent (i.e.,despatched to them the letter, whose contents have just been given, Ezra 6:6),they speedily acted accordingly in the manner stated” (כּנמא).

Ezra 6:14 
The elders of the Jews, moreover, built, and they prosperedthrough the prophesying of Haggai and Zechariah, who thereby effectedthe resumption of the work, and promised them success. ב is used of therule by which, or manner in which anything is done. “They built andfinished (the building) according to the commandment of the God of Israel,and according to the command of Cyrus, Darius, and Artachshasta, kingsof Persia.” The naming of Artachshasta presents some difficulty; for sinceit is impossible to conceive that a predecessor of Darius is intended by aname which follows the name of that monarch, none but ArtaxerxesLongimanus can be meant, and he did not reign till long after thecompletion of the temple. Cleric. and J. H. Mich. explain the mention ofhis name by the consideration that Artaxerxes, by his edict (Ezra 7:15, Ezra 7:21),contributed to the maintenance, though not to the building, of the temple.

(Note: “Nam etsiremarks Calovius in J. H. Mich., adnotatt. uber. adh. l., “non ad structuram templi conduxerit proprie edictum Artaxerxis, quae Darii secundo anno incepta et sexto absoluta fuit,Ezra 6:15 ad ornamenta tamen et additamenta eam spectasse dubium non est: quae ab ipso, ceu rege post Cyrum et Darium erga Judaeos Persarum omnium benignissimo, profecta hic celebraturSimilarly but morebriefly explained by Clericus.)

It may in this instance be questionable whether the name ארתחשׁשׁתא wasadded by the author of the Chaldee section, or by Ezra when he introducedthis into his book. We believe the latter to be the correct view, because theChaldee section, to judge by the אמרנא, Ezra 5:4, was composedby one who lived contemporaneously with the building of the temple,while from the date of the completion of the temple to the seventh year ofArtaxerxes fifty-seven years elapsed.

Ezra 6:15 
And this house was finished on the third day of the month Adar(the twelfth month), which is the sixth year of the reign of King Darius. שׁיציא, according to the Keri שׁיצי, with the א dropped,is the Shaphel of יצא, to bring a thing to an end, to finish it. Theform שׁיציא is not a participle pass. formed from the Shaphel(Gesen.), for this would be משׁיציא, but a Hebraized passiveform of the Shaphel in the meaning of the Targumistic Ishtaphal, likeחיתיוּ, Daniel 3:13, and חיתית, Daniel 6:18, with the activeהיתיו, Daniel 6:17. In the Targums שׁיצי has mostlyan active, and only in a few passages the intransitive meaning, to end, to beat the end; comp. Levy, chald. Wörterbuch, s.v.
(Note: Instead of the “third day,” which the lxx also has, inaccordance with the Hebrew text, 1 Esdr. 7:5 gives the three-and-twentieth day of the month Adar, - a statement which Bertheauarbitrarily insists upon regarding as the original reading, because “theview that the compiler altered the third into the twenty-third day,because it seemed to him more fitting to assume an eight days'celebration of the dedication (comp. 1 Kings 8:60; 2 Chronicles 29:18),and to fill up therewith also the eight last days of the year, is ratherfar-fetched.” Such a view, however, would be entirely consistent withthe whole spirit of 1 Esdras.)

Ezra 6:16-17 
The sons of Israel, more exactly the priests and the Levites,and the rest of the sons of the captivity, kept the dedication of this houseof God with joy. חנכּה עבד = the Hebrew חנכּה עשׂה, tocelebrate the dedication (2 Chronicles 7:9). בּחדוה, Hebrewבּשׂמחה; see Nehemiah 8:10. They brought for the dedication ahundred bullocks, two hundred rams, four hundred lambs as burnt-offerings, and twelve he-goats for a sin-offering for all Israel, according tothe number of the tribes of Israel, because the temple was intended for theentire covenant people, whose return to the Lord and to the land of theirfathers, according to the predictions of the prophets, was hoped for(comp. e.g., Ezekiel 37:15., Jeremiah 31:27.), not, as older expositors thought,because certain families of the ten tribes, who had before settled in Judah,were also among those who returned (J. H. Mich. ad h. l.).

Ezra 6:18 
At the same time, the priests and Levites were appointed,according to their classes and divisions, to the service of the temple, thatthey might henceforth fulfil their office, each class in its week (2 Chronicles 23:4; 2 Kings 11:9). והקימוּ corresponds with the Hebrewויּעמידוּ, Ezra 3:8, and elsewhere. As Bertheau justlyremarks, “The services of public worship, which after the completion ofthe temple were to be performed by the priests and Levites, according toancient ordinance, are here spoken of.” With these words the Chaldeesection closes.

Verses 19-22
Celebration of the feast of the passover, and of the feast of unleavenedbread, in the year following the dedication, as an historical testimony tothe fact that the worship of God with its festivals was regularly carried onin the new temple.

Ezra 6:19-20 
The feast of the passover, on the fourteenth day of the firstmonth, took place only a few weeks after the dedication of the temple. The reason given in Ezra 6:20 - for the priests and Levites had purifiedthemselves without exception (כּאחד, like Ezra 3:9); they wereall clean, and they killed the passover for all the sons of the captivity (i.e.,the laity who had returned from exile), and for their brethren the priests,and for themselves - has in this connection the meaning: Then thecongregation celebrated the passover, and they were able to keep and toeat the passover, because the priests had purified themselves that theymight be qualified for performing the office incumbent upon them ofsprinkling the blood; and the Levites were also clean, that they might beable to kill the lambs for the whole congregation (comp. the remarks on 2 Chronicles 30:17, etc., and 2 Chronicles 35:11, 2 Chronicles 35:14). From the days of Josiah, it seems tohave been customary for the Levites to take the place of the heads offamilies (Exodus 12:6, etc.) in slaughtering the passover lambs for the wholecommunity, both priesthood and laity: for the laity, that no person whowas unclean might kill the paschal lamb; for the priests, that their laboursmight be lightened, the sprinkling of blood and the offering of sacrificesoccupying them far into the night (2 Chronicles 35:11, 2 Chronicles 35:14-15). And this customwas followed at this time also. The priests are called אחיהם,brethren of the Levites, as in 2 Chronicles 29:34; 2 Chronicles 35:15.

Ezra 6:21 
Thus the sons of Israel who had returned from captivity, and allthat had separated themselves unto them from the uncleanness of theheathen of the country to seek Jahve the God of Israel, could eat thepassover. הארץ גּויי = הארץ עמּי, Ezra 10:2, Ezra 10:11, are the heathen races dwelling in Palestine. Theexpression is not essentially different from הארצות עמּי, Ezra 9:1., Ezra 3:3, and is only distinguishable therefrom, inasmuch as thelatter appellation includes not merely the heathen inhabitants of Palestine,but also the heathen of other lands, as the Moabites, Ammonites,Egyptians, etc. (Ezra 9:1.). Those who had separated themselves from theuncleanness of the heathen to them (the Jews) to seek Jahve, are notproselytes from heathenism (Aben Ezra, Rashi, Clericus, and others), butIsraelites, who had till now lived in Palestine, and mingled with theheathen inhabitants of the land. They were descended from those Israelites whom the kings of Assyria andBabylon had not carried away from the realms of Israel and Judah, andwho with respect to religion had combined heathenism and the worship ofJahve (2 Kings 17:32, etc.), and thus defiled themselves with heathenimpurity, but who now, after the erection of the temple, joined themselvesto the new community, for the purpose of worshipping with them theGod of their fathers in His temple, according to the law of Moses. For, asBertheau rightly remarks, “in the days of Ezra the princes of the newcommunity complain that the laity, the priests, and Levites do notseparate from the people of the lands (Ezra 9:1); reference is made to thedangers which threaten the Israelites, because they dwell in the holy landamong the unclean (Ezra 9:10). To separate from the uncleanness of the nationsmeans to renounce intermarriage and other connection with them. Ezra 10:2, Ezra 10:10. They are Israelites who are summoned, Ezra 10:11, to separate from thepeoples of the land; the seed of Israel is, in Nehemiah 9:2, separated from thesons of the stranger, and in Nehemiah 10:29 they who separate from them areevidently Israelites, for, when they bind themselves to walk according tothe law of God, they are said to join their brethren, i.e., their fellow-countrymen.” Hence in this passage also we cannot but regard those whoseparated themselves as Israelites, dissolving their connection with theheathen for the sake of the God of Israel.

Ezra 6:22 
Hereupon they kept the feast of unleavened bread for sevendays with joy; for the Lord had made them joyful, and turned to them (i.e.,had made them joyful by turning to them) the heart of the king of Assyria. With regard to the expression, comp. 2 Chronicles 20:27; Nehemiah 12:43. The kingof Assur is the Persian king Darius, who as ruler of the former realm ofAssyria is thus designated. The turning of this king's heart to themconsisted in this, that their hands were strengthened for the work of thehouse of God, i.e., that through the goodwill of the king they were enabledto complete the building of their temple, and to restore the worship of theGod of Israel. On בּ ידיהם חזּק, comp. 1 Samuel 23:19.

07 Chapter 7 

Introduction
II. The Return of Ezra the Scribe fromBabylon to Jerusalem, and His Entryupon His Official Duties There - Ezra 7:1 

In the seventh year of the reign of King Artaxerxes Longimanus, Ezra thepriest and scribe returned with certain priests, Levites, and other Israelitesfrom Babylon to Jerusalem, furnished with a royal commission to providefor the worship of God, and the observance of the law, according to theordinance of God, by the community, Ezra 7 and 8. This mission he beganto execute by sending way such heathen women as were married toIsraelites.

Verses 1-10
Ezra 7:1-10 form the introduction to the narrative which followsof Ezra's return to Jerusalem and his ministry there, and speak in generalterms of himself and his arrival at Jerusalem with a band of exiles. Theyare followed, vv. 11-26, by a copy of the royal commission, and athanksgiving, Ezra 7:27, Ezra 7:28, on the part of Ezra, for the mercy of Godbestowed upon him.

Ezra 7:1-6 
What follows is slightly combined with the former occurrencesby the formula “after these things,” without any more exact chronologicaldefinition; comp. Genesis 15:1; Genesis 22:1, and elsewhere. Between the dedicationof the temple in the sixth year of Darius and the arrival of Ezra inJerusalem, a period of fifty-seven years had elapsed. “In the reign ofArtachshasta king of Persia, went up Ezra,” etc. The verb of the subjectעזרא does not follow till Ezra 7:6, where, after the interposition of thelong genealogy, Ezra 7:1-5, the distant subject is again taken up in עזרא הוּא. It is all but universally agreed that ArtaxerxesLongimanus is intended by ארתּחשׁסתּא; the explanation of thisappellation as Xerxes in Joseph. Antiq. xi. 5. 1, for which Fritzsche (on 1Esdr. 8:1) has recently decided, being a mere conjecture on the part of thatnot very critical historian. The fact that the Artachshasta of the book ofNehemiah (Nehemiah 1:1; Nehemiah 5:14; Nehemiah 13:6) can be no other than Artaxerxes, isdecisive of this point: for in Nehemiah 13:6 the thirty-second year ofArtachshasta is mentioned; while according to Nehemiah 8:9; Nehemiah 12:26, Nehemiah 12:36, Ezra andNehemiah jointly exercised their respective offices at Jerusalem.

(Note: Very superficial are the arguments, and indeed the wholepamphlet, Etude Chronologique des livres d'Esdras et de Néhémie,Paris 1868, p. 40, etc., by which F. de Saulcy tries to show that theArtachshasta of Ezra 7 and of Nehemiah is Artaxerxes II (Mnemon).)

Ezra is called Ben Seraiah, whose pedigree is traced to Eleazar the son ofAaron; Seraiah the son of Azariah, the son of Hilkiah, was the father ofJosedec the high priest carried into captivity (1 Chronicles 6:14, etc.), and washimself the high priest whom Nebuchadnezzar slew at Riblah (2 Kings 25:18-21). Between the execution of Seraiah in the year 588 and the returnof Ezra from Babylon in 458 b.c., there is a period of 130 years. HenceEzra could have been neither the son nor grandson of Seraiah, but only hisgreat or great-great-grandson. When we consider that Joshua, or Jeshua(Ezra 2:2), the high priest who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel,was the grandson of Seraiah, we cannot but regard Ezra, who returnedthence 78 years later, as a great-great-grandson of Seraiah. Moreover, weare justified in inferring from the fact that Ezra is not, like Joshua,designated as Ben Josedech, that he did not descend from that line ofSeraiah in which the high-priestly dignity was hereditary, but from ayounger son, and hence that his immediate ancestors were not (though hisforefathers from Seraiah upwards were) of high-priestly descent. Hence the names of Ezra's ancestors from Seraiah up to Aaron (Ezra 7:1-5)agree also with the genealogy of the high-priestly race (1 Chronicles 6:4-14),with the one deviation that in Ezra 7:3, between Azariah and Meraioth, sixmembers are passed over, as is frequently the case in the longergenealogies, for the sake of shortening the list of names. - In v. 6 Ezra, forthe sake of at once alluding to the nature of his office, is designated בת מהיר סוף ר, a scribe skilful in the law of Moses. The word סופר means in older works writer or secretary; but even so early as Jeremiah 8:8 the lying pen of the ספרים is spoken of, and here thereforeסופר has already attained the meaning of one learned in theScripture, one who has made the written law a subject of investigation. Ezra is, however, the first of whom the predicate הסּופר, ὁ γραμματεύς , is used as a title. He is so called also in the letter of Artaxerxes (Ezra 7:11), because he is said (Ezra 7:9) to have applied his heart to seek out and to do the law of the Lord, andto teach in Israel statutes and judgment, i.e., because he had made theinvestigation of the law, for the sake of introducing the practice of thesame among the congregation, his life-task; and the king granted him all hisdesire, according to the hand of the Lord his God upon him. The peculiarexpression עליו אלהיו יהוה כּיד which is found only here and in Ezra 7:9, Ezra 7:28, Ezra 8:18; Nehemiah 2:8, Nehemiah 2:18, and in aslightly altered guise in Ezra 8:22, Ezra 8:31, “according to the good hand of hisGod, which was over him,” means: according to the divine favour or divinecare arranging for him; for the hand of God is הטּובה, the good(Ezra 7:9, and Ezra 8:18), or לטובה, Ezra 8:22. בּקּשׁה, the desire,request, demand, occurs only here and in the book of Esther.

Ezra 7:7-10 
With Ezra went up a number of Israelites, priests, and Levites. מן partitive: a part of the whole. That they went up with Ezraappears from the context, and is expressly stated both in the royal edict(Ezra 7:13) and in the further description of the expedition (Ezra 7:28, Ezra 8:1). They went up in the seventh year of Artaxerxes, and reached Jerusalem inthe fifth month of that year. - In Ezra 7:8 Ezra is again, as in Ezra 7:6, the subject ofthe sentence; the intervening seventh verse being really only in appositionwith Ezra 7:6. - In Ezra 7:9 the time occupied by the journey is more preciselydefined; כּי is explanatory. Namely, on the first day of the firstmonth, he had appointed the journey from Babylon, etc. The Keri יסד הוּא can only mean, ipsum erat fundamentum profectionis,as J. H. Mich. after R. Sal. explains it, for יסד is pointed as theconstruct state. The departure of the expedition from the place of meeting occurred,according to Ezra 8:31, on the twelfth day of the first month. Since,however, they encamped three days there, making the final preparationsfor their journey, eleven days might easily elapse between the period whenthe whole caravan had assembled, and the day of actual departure. TheKeri offers no appropriate signification; for since הוּא can only betaken for the subject, and הם יסד for the predicate, the sentencewould contain an anacoluthon. To translate הוּא by ipsum cannotbe justified by the usages of the language, for there is no such emphasis onיסד as to cause הוּא to be regarded as an emphaticreference to the following noun. יסד must be pointed יסד orיסּד, as the third pers. perf. Kal or Piel, meaning to arrange, toappoint, and הוּא referred to Ezra. On הטּובה אלהיו כּיד, comp. Ezra 7:6. The hand of his God graciouslyarranged for him, for he had prepared his heart to seek and to do the law ofJahve, i.e., to make the law of God his rule of action. לבבו הכין, like 2 Chronicles 12:14; 2 Chronicles 19:3; 2 Chronicles 30:19. To teach in Israel statutesand judgments, as both are prescribed in the law of God.

Verses 11-28
The commission given by Artachshasta to Ezra (Ezra 7:11), with a shortpostscript by Ezra (Ezra 7:27 and Ezra 7:28). - Ezra 7:11 The introductory title, “This isthe copy of the letter,” On פּרשׁגן, comp. Ezra 4:11, and onנשׁתּון, Ezra 4:7. Ezra is here, as also in the letter itself, Ezra 7:12, Ezra 7:21,and in Nehemiah 8:9; Nehemiah 12:26, called only הסּופר הכּהן, thepriest, the scribe; in other places we find merely one title or the other:either the priest, Nehemiah 10:10, Nehemiah 10:16, Nehemiah 8:2; or the scribe, Nehemiah 8:4, Nehemiah 8:13; Nehemiah 12:36. Todesignate him according to his rank, as the priest, seems to havesubsequently become more customary; hence in the first book of Esdras heis constantly called ὁ Ἱιερεύς . הסּופר is explainedby the addition וגו דּברי ספר, scribe of the words ofthe law of Jahve and of His statutes to Israel, i.e., the scribe, whoseinvestigations referred to the law of God. More briefly in Ezra 7:12 and Ezra 7:21:scribe of the law.

Ezra 7:12-13 
The letter containing the royal commission is given in theChaldee original. It is questionable what explanation must be given toגּמיר in the title. If it were the adjective belonging to דּתא ספר, we should expect the emphatic state גּמירא. HenceBertheau combines it with the following וּכענת as anabbreviation, “completeness, etc.,” which would signify that in the royalcommission itself this introductory formula would be found fully given,and that all the words here missing are represented by וּכענת. This would be, at all events, an extremely strange expression. We incline toregard גּמיר as an adverb used adjectively: To the scribe in the lawof God perfectly, for the perfect scribe, etc., corresponding with thetranslation of the Vulgate, doctissimo. The commission begins with anorder that those Israelites who desire to go to Jerusalem should departwith Ezra, because the king and his seven counsellors send him to ordermatters in Judah and Jerusalem according to the law of God, and to carrythither presents and free-will offerings as a contribution towards thesacrifices, and other matters necessary for the worship of God, Ezra 7:13. “By me is commandment given,” as in Ezra 6:8. למהך … כּל־מתנדּב: Every one of the people of Israel in my kingdom, who showshimself willing to go up to Jerusalem, let him go up with thee. On יהך and the infin. מהך, comp. Ezra 5:5.

Ezra 7:14 
“Forasmuch as thou (art) sent by the king and his sevencounsellors to inquire (to institute an inquiry) concerning Judah andJerusalem, according to the law of thy God, which is in thy hand,” i.e.,which thou handlest or possessest and understandest. The sevencounsellors of the king formed the supreme court of the realm; see remarkson Esther 1:14. It is obvious from the context that שׁליח must becompleted by אנתּ, for it is evidently Ezra who is addressed bothin what precedes and follows. על בּקּרה, to inquireconcerning (the condition of) Judah, i.e., concerning the religious and civilrelations of the Jewish community, to arrange them in conformity with thedivine law.

Ezra 7:15-16 
“To carry the silver and gold which the king and hiscounsellors have freely offered to the God of Israel, whose habitation is atJerusalem, and all the silver and gold which thou shalt obtain in all theprovince of Babylon, with the free-will offering of the people and thepriests, willingly offering for the house of their God at Jerusalem.” Threekinds of offerings for the temple are here spoken of: 1st, the gifts of theking and his counsellors for the service of the God of Israel; 2nd, the goldand the silver that Ezra should obtain in the province of Babylon, i.e., bythe collection which he was consequently empowered to make among thenon-Israelite population of Babylon; 3rd, the free-will offerings of hisfellow-countrymen. התנדּבוּת is an abstract formed from theinfin. Hithpael: the freely given. The participle מתנדּבין (not inthe stat. emph. i.e., without an article) is but slightly connected, in thesense of, if they, or what they, may freely offer.

Ezra 7:17-18 
The application of these contributions. דּנה כּל־קבל, forthis very reason, sc. because furnished by the king and his counsellors, andby the heathen and Israelite inhabitants of Babylon, thou shalt diligentlybuy with this money bullocks, rams, lambs, with their meat-offerings andtheir drink-offerings (the meat and drink offerings pertaining by the law,Numbers 15:1, etc., to the sacrifices), and offer them upon the altar … The Paelתּקרב instead of the Aphel, Ezra 6:10, Ezra 6:17. The distribution andcollection were thus chiefly destined for the support of public worship,but were larger and more abundant than was necessary for this purpose. Hence the further injunction, Ezra 7:18: “And whatsoever shall seem good tothee and to thy brethren to do with the rest of the gold and the silver, thatdo after the will of your God,” i.e., according to the precept of the law inwhich the will of God is expressed. “Thy brethren” are the priests, towhom was committed the care of the temple and its worship.

Ezra 7:19 
The gold and silver vessels, moreover, which, according to Ezra 8:25-27, the king and his counsellors, and the princes and all Israel,presented for the service of the house of God, he is to deliver before theGod at Jerusalem (an abbreviated expression for the God whose dwellingis at Jerusalem). The noun פּלחן, only here and in theTargums, in the Syriac פּוּלחן, the service, corresponds with theHebrew עבורה. שׁלם in the Aphel, to complete, to make full,then to deliver entirely, to consign.

Ezra 7:20-21 
Ezra is to defray the expenses of all other things necessaryfor the temple from the royal treasury, on which account a royal order isdespatched to the treasurer on this side the river. “And whatsoever moreshall be needful for the house of thy God, which thou shalt have occasionto give” (i.e., whatever necessary expenses shall be incurred which cannotbe determined beforehand), and for which the gifts and contributionsalready furnished to Ezra shall not suffice, he is to give, i.e., to defray, outof the house of the king's treasures, i.e., the royal treasury. For thispurpose Artaxerxes commands all the treasures on this side the river, thatwhatsoever Ezra shall require of them shall be immediately done. אנה is an emphatic repetition of the pronoun, as in Daniel 7:15, andfrequently in Hebrew.

Ezra 7:22-23 
Unto one hundred talents of silver, one hundred cors ofwheat, one hundred baths of wine, one hundred baths of oil, and saltwithout prescription, i.e., as much as is needed. Cor had already become,even in Hebrew, the later word for chomer, e.g., 1 Kings 5:2; Ezekiel 45:14. It was equal to ten ephahs or baths, almost two sheffels; see by bibl. Archäol. ii. §126. The command closes with the injunction, Ezra 7:23:Whatsoever is commanded by the God of heaven, i.e., whatever is needfulaccording to the law for the service of God, let it be completely done forthe house of the God of heaven; for why should the wrath of heaven comeupon the realm of the king and of his sons? The ἁπ. λεγ. אדרזדּא is derived from the Aryan, but is not to be regarded (as by Hitzig andBertheau) as compounded of אדר and אזדּא; but probably(as by Haug in Ewald's bibl. Jahrb. v. p. 152) as formed of the Persian(drsh), (dorest), with א prosthetic, from the Zend root doreç, to grow,to flourish, to become firm, in the meaning of perfect in all parts, exact. The motive of the royal order, that the priests may offer acceptableofferings to the God of heaven, and pray for the life of the king and of hissons, recalls Ezra 6:10. On the formula למה דּי, for whyshould wrath come, comp. Ezra 4:22.
Ezra 7:24 
The priests, the Levites, and all the servants of the temple, arealso to be free from all customs and taxes. מהודעין וּלכם, we also make known to you (it is made known to you). Thesewords also are addressed to the treasures, as levyers of taxes on this sidethe river. That, with regard to all priests, … and (other) ministers of thishouse of God, it shall not be lawful to impose upon them toll, tribute, orcustom. The אלהא בּית פּלחי are notworshippers in the house of God, but they who do service in the house ofGod. The expression comprises any servants of the temple who mighthave been omitted in the classes enumerated. On וגו בּלו מנדּה, comp. Ezra 4:13. שׁלּיט לא, (any one)has no right, with an infinitive following: it is allowed to no one to do. מרמא fromרמא, Targ. for שׂים. On this matter,compare Josephus, Ant. xii. 3. 3, according to which Antiochus the Greatfreed the priests and Levites from taxation.

Ezra 7:25 
Finally, Ezra is empowered to appoint over his whole people(all the Jews) on this side the river, judges who know the law of God, andto inflict severe penalties upon those who transgress it.
“Thou, Ezra, after the wisdom of thy God which is in thy hand(בידך דּי like Ezra 7:14), set magistrates and judges, whichmay judge all the people that are on this side the river, namely all such asknow the laws of thy God, and teach ye them that know them not.” Theform מנּי is imper. Pael for מנּי, the A sound probablypassing in rapid speech into the flatter E sound. “All the people on thisside the river” is limited to Israelites or Jews by the further particulars,”who know the law of thy God,” etc. These are to receive from Ezrajudges, viz., such as are acquainted with the law, i.e., Israelite judges, andthus to be placed under the jurisdiction established at Jerusalem. Thesentence, “and they who know it (the law) not, them teach ye, make themacquainted with it,” does not refer to the heathen, but to born Israelites orJews, who, living among the heathen, had not hitherto made the Mosaiclaw the rule of their lives. Such were the judges to constrain to theobservance and obedience of the law.

Ezra 7:26 
But whosoever will not do the law of thy God, and the law ofthe king, let a court be speedily (מנּהּ) held on his account (i.e.,let him be brought to justice, and punished). This, too, applies chiefly tosuch as were Israelites born. The law of the king is the present edict, thecommission therein entrusted to Ezra: whoever opposes, neglects, ortransgresses it, shall be condemned, whether to death, or to banishment, orto confiscation of goods, or to imprisonment. הן … הן =the Hebrew אם … אם = sive … sive. שׁרשׁוּ (Keriשׁרשׁי), rooting our (from שׁרשׁ, to root out), i.e.,banishment, exilium (Vulg.), not παιδεία (lxx).

Ezra 7:27-28 
This royal commission granted to the Jews all they couldpossibly desire from the heathen governors of the country, for theestablishment and furtherance of their civil and religious polity. Bygranting these privileges, Artaxerxes was not only treading in the footstepsof Cyrus and Darius Hystaspes, but even going beyond these princes ingranting to the Jews a jurisdiction of their own. Without a magistrate whowas one of themselves, the Jewish community could not well prosper intheir own land; for the social and religious life of Israel were so closelyconnected, that heathen magistrates, however well-intentioned, wereincapable of exercising a beneficial influence upon the welfare of the Jews. Hence Ezra, having thus reported the royal commission, adds athanksgiving to God for having put such a thing into the king's heart,namely, to beautify the house of the Lord, and for having granted himfavour before the king and his counsellors. The sentence הטּה ועלי הטּה e is a continuation of the preceding infinitive sentence in thetempus finit. ל before כּל־שׂרי is the ל comprehensive. Ezra names thebeautifying of the house of God as the occasion of his thanksgiving, notonly because this formed the chief matter of the royal favour, but alsobecause the re-establishment of divine worship was the re-establishmentof the moral and religious life of the community. “And I felt myselfstrengthened, and gathered together (so that I gathered together) the headsof Israel to go up with me (to Jerusalem).” Ezra assembled the heads, i.e.,of houses, as fellow-travellers, because their decision would be a rule forthe families at the head of which they stood. With their heads, the severalraces and families determined to return to the land of their fathers.

08 Chapter 8 

Verses 1-14
A list of those heads of houses who returned with Ezra from Babylon toJerusalem. Compare the parallel list, 1 Esdr. 8:28-40. - Ezra 8:1 The tithe:”These are the heads of the houses, and (this is) their genealogy, who wentup with me.” אבתיהם ראשׁי for בּית־אבתיהם ראשׁי, as frequently. והתיחשׂם, “and their genealogy,” isadded, because in the list following the heads of the different houses arenot merely enumerated according to their own names, but the names of theraces to which they belonged are also stated.

Ezra 8:2 
Priests and descendants of David. Of priests, Gershom of thesons of Phinehas, and Daniel of the sons of Ithamar. Gershom and Danielare the names of heads of priestly houses, and “sons of Phinehas and sonsof Ithamar” designations of races. Phinehas was the son of the high priestEleazar, the son of Aaron, and Ithamar a younger son of Aaron, 1 Chronicles 6:4 and 1 Chronicles 6:3. This does not signify that only the two priests Gershom andDaniel went up with Ezra; for in Ezra 8:24 he chose twelve from among thechief of the priests, who went up with him, to have charge of the gifts(Bertheau). The meaning is, that Gershom and Daniel, two heads ofpriestly houses, went up, and that the house of Gershom belonged to therace of Phinehas, and that of Daniel to the race of Ithamar. A Daniel isnamed among the priests in Nehemiah 10:7, but whether he is identical with theDaniel in question does not appear. Of the sons (descendants) of David(the king), Hattush, as head of a house. A Hattush, son of Hashabniah,occurs Nehemiah 3:10, and a priest of this name Nehemiah 10:5 and Nehemiah 12:2. Hattushalso holds the first place among the sons of Shemaiah enumerated 1 Chronicles 3:22, who probably were among the descendants of David. It seemsstrange that the numbers neither of the priests nor of the sons of Davidwho went up with Ezra should be given, since from v. 3 onwards, in thecase of the houses of lay races, the numbers of those who returned to thehome of their ancestors is regularly stated.

Ezra 8:3-12 
Twelve lay houses are named both in the present text and in 1Esdr. 8:30-40. In ten cases the names of the races, which are uniformlyintroduced with מבּני, are identical in both texts, viz., Parosh,Pahath-Moab, Adin, Elam, Shephatiah, Joab, Bebai, Azgad, Adonikam,and Bigvai. On the other hand, it appears surprising, 1st, that in the firsthouse mentioned, before the name זכריה, besides “of the sonsof Parosh,” we have also שׁכניה מבּני (Ezra 8:3), whilebefore all the other names we find only “of the sons of” one individual;2ndly, that in Ezra 8:5, after שׁכניה בּני, instead of aname of the head of a house, only Ben Jahaziel follows; 3rdly, that in Ezra 8:10 also, after שׁלומית וּמבּני, we have merely BenJosiphiah, the names themselves being apparently omitted in these twolast cases. This conjecture is corroborated by a comparison with the lxx and 1Esdr. 8, which shows, moreover, that it is not the personal name of thehead of the house, but the name of the race, which has been lost. Forמבני שׁכניה בן יחזיאל, Ezra 8:5, we find in the lxx ἀπὸ τῶν υἱῶν Ζαθόης Ζεχενίας υἱὸς Ἀζιήλ , and in 1 Esdr. 8:32, ἐκ τῶν υἱῶν Ζαθόης Σεχενίας Ἰεζήλου ; and for ומבני שׁלומית בן יוספיה, Ezra 8:10, in the lxx καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν υἱῶν Βαανί Σελιμοὺθ υἱὸς Ἰωσεφία ,and in 1 Esdr. 8:36, ἐκ τῶν υἱῶν Βανίας Σαλιμὼθ Ἰωσαφίου . In Ζαθόης and Βαανί ( Βανίας ) we recognise זתּוּא and בּני of Ezra 2:8 and Ezra 2:10. Hence the text of Ezra 8:5 needs emendation, andshould run שׁכניה זתּוּא מבּני, and that ofEzra 8:10, שׁלומית בני וּמבּני. It is more difficult to decide concerning שׁכניה מבּני of Ezra 8:3, though undoubtedly we have here too a corruption of the text. For,first, there is no other instance in the whole list of the sons of two menbeing cited before the proper name of the house; and then, too, the absenceof the ו copulative before מבּני פ is opposed to the notionthat the house of Zechariah was formed by a union of the sons ofShecaniah and Parosh, since in this case the and could not be omitted. It istrue that we have in the lxx ἀπὸ υἱῶν Σαχανία καὶ ἀπὸ υἱῶν Φόρος ; but in this case the καὶ is certainly derived from thetranslator, who was thus seeking to make sense of the words. In 1 Esdr. 8we read Δαττοὺς τοῦ Σεχευίου ; and Δαττοὺς corresponding withחטּוּשׁ, the words בני שׁכניה (or בן) are taken into thepreceding verse. This treatment of the words Bertheau considers correct, because Hattushin 1 Chronicles 3:22 is reckoned among the descendants of Shecaniah. Thisconjecture is, however, a very doubtful one. For, first, in 1 Chronicles 3:22 Hattush is said to be of the sons of Shemaiah, and Shemaiah of the sons ofShecaniah; then we should as little expect any further statement in the caseof Hattush as in the cases of Daniel and Gershom; and further, if he hadbeen thus more precisely designated by naming his father, we shouldundoubtedly read שׁכניה בּן, not שׁ מבּני,and thus the Masoretic text would at any rate be incorrect; and finally, 1Esdras, where it differs from the lxx, is, generally speaking, no criticalauthority upon which to base safe conclusions. Under thesecircumstances, we must give up the hope of restoring the original text, andexplaining the words מבני שׁבניה. התיחשׂ עמּו, “andwith Zechariah, his genealogy of 150 males,” i.e., with him his race,consisting of 150 males, registered in the genealogy of the race. In the caseof the names which follow, the number only is given after the brieferexpression עמּו.
A review, then, of the twelve races, according to the restoration of theoriginal text in Ezra 8:5 and Ezra 8:10, presents us with names already occurring inthe list of the races who came from Babylon with Zerubbabel, Ezra 2:3-15,with the exception of the sons of Joab, Ezra 8:9, who are wanting in Ezra 2,where, on the other hand, several other races are enumerated. Bertheauseeks to identify the sons of Joab, Ezra 8:9, with the sons of Joab who in Ezra 2:6 are reckoned with the sons of Pahath-Moab, and to explain their specialenumeration in the present list, by the conjecture that the one housesubsequently separated into the two houses of Pahath-Moab and Joab,This is, indeed, possible; but it is quite a probable that only one portion orbranch of the sons (descendants) of Joab was combined with the race ofthe sons of Pahath-Moab, and that the rest of the bne Joab formed aseparate house, no family of which returned with Zerubbabel. Theoccurrence of the other races in both lists is to be explained by thecircumstance that portions of them returned with Zerubbabel, and that therest did not follow till Ezra's departure.

Ezra 8:13 
The addition אחרנים, last (comp. 2 Samuel 19:12), isthus explained by J. H. Mich.: respectu eorum qui primum cumZorobabele sub Cyro in patriam redierunt c. ii. 13. Bertheau, however,considers this explanation untenable, because אחרנים stands in thepresent series only with the sons of Adonikam, while it is neverthelesscertain, that many families belonging also to other races than this hadreturned with Zerubbabel, in comparison with whom all who returnedwith Ezra might be called last. This reason, however, is not conclusive; forin Ezra 8:13 the further statement also differs, both in form and matter, fromthose in the former verses. Here, instead of the name of the head of thehouse, we read the words “last, and these their names;” whereupon threenames are given, and not till then וגו ועמּהם, “and with themsixty males.” Here, then, it is not the head of the house who is named, butin his place three heads of families, amounting together to sixty males. Now, as these three families did not form a house, these sixty sons ofAdonikam who returned with Ezra are, with regard to the six hundred andsixty-six sons of Adonikam who returned with Zerubbabel, designated thelast, or last arrived, and thus comprised with them as one house.

Ezra 8:14 
Of the sons of Bigvai also two heads are named, Uthai andZabbud, and with them seventy males. In 1 Esdr. 8:40, the names Uthaiand Zabbud are corrupted into Οὐθὶ ὁ τοῦ Ἰσταλκούρου . The totalnumber of individuals belonging to these twelve races, who returned withEzra, amounts, according to the Hebrew text, to 1496 males and fifteenheads; according to 1 Esdras, to 1690 males, and the thirteen heads of thetwelve races, without reckoning the priests and sons of David, whosenumbers are not stated.

Verses 15-36
Account of the journey. - Ezra 8:15 The assembling of the expedition. When the Israelites who were about to return to Jerusalem had assembled,and were ready for starting, Ezra perceived that there were no Levitesamong them. He then sent for certain chief men among them, and by meansof the influence of Iddo, the chief at the place Casiphia, induced a numberof Levites and Nethinim to determine on joining the expedition (Ezra 8:15). He then proclaimed a fast at the place of meeting, for the purpose ofsupplicating God to grant them a prosperous journey (Ezra 8:21).

Ezra 8:15-17 
The travellers assembled at the river Ahava, where theyencamped three days. In Ezra 8:15 the river is designated אל־אהוא הבּא,i.e., either which comes (flows) towards Ahava, or flows into Ahava; in Ezra 8:21 it is more briefly called אהוא נהר, and in Ezra 8:31 אהוא נהר, which may mean the river of Ahava, of theregion or district called Ahava, or, after the analogy of פּרת נהר, merely the river of the name of Ahava. It is doubtful which ofthese meanings is correct, the name Ahava being still unexplained. Comp. the various conjectures in A. G. F. Schirmer, observationes exeg. crit. inlibr. Esdrae, Vratisl. 1820, p. 28ff. The connection points to a place ordistrict in the neighbourhood of Babylon; hence Bertheau is inclined toregard Ahava as a tributary or canal of the Euphrates, flowing through aplace, perhaps only a field or open space, of the same name, in theimmediate neighbourhood of Babylon; while Ewald supposes it may bethe river somewhat to the west or south of Euphrates, called by theGreeks Pallacopas, whose situation would suit the context, and whosename might arise from אהוא פלג, the river Ahwa or Aba. The lxxgives the name Εὐί ; in 1 Esdr. 8:40 and 61 we find Θερά , evidently a falsereading. Josephus says quite generally, εἰς τὸ πέραν τοῦ Εύφράτου . - When Ezra, during the three days' encampment at thisplace, directed his attention to the people and the priests (ב הבין, to give heed, Nehemiah 13:7; Daniel 9:23, and elsewhere), he found noLevites among those who had assembled. Ezra 8:16 He then sent several chiefmen to Iddo, the chief man in the place Casiphia, to beg him and hisbrethren to bring him servants for the house of God. The lxx translates ל אשׁלחה, “I sent to (or for) Eliezer,” etc., which would mean tofetch them: “that I might then send them to Iddo.” The Vulgate, on theother hand, and many expositors, understand ל as nota accus., like 2 Chronicles 17:7, which is simpler. Of the nine men here designated as ראשׁים, the names of Eliezer, Shemaiah, Jarib, Nathan, Zechariah, andMeshullam occur again in Ezra 10:15, Ezra 10:18-31, though we cannot certainlyinfer the identify of those who bear them. The appellation ראשׁים does not determine whether theybelonged to the priesthood or laity. The two remaining are calledמבינים, teachers; comp. Nehemiah 8:7, Nehemiah 8:9; 1 Chronicles 15:22; 1 Chronicles 25:8, andelsewhere. Although this word is, in the passages cited, used of Levites,yet we cannot suppose those here named to have been teaching Levites,because, according to Ezra 8:16, there were as yet no Levites amongst theassemblage; hence, too, they could not be teachers properly so called, butonly men of wisdom and understanding. The Chethiv ואוצאה must be readואוצאה: I sent them to (על, according to later usage, for אל); the Keri is ואצוּה, I despatched, sent them. Bothreadings suit the sense. The place Casiphia is entirely unknown, butcannot have been far from the river Ahava. Caspia, the region of theCaspian Sea, is out of the question, being far too remote. “I put words in their mouth to speak to Iddo,” i.e., I told them exactlywhat they should say to Iddo; comp. 2 Samuel 14:3, 2 Samuel 14:19. The wordsאדּו אחיו הנּתוּנים give no intelligible meaning; for אהיו we must, with the Vulgate, 1 Esdras, and others, read ואחיו: to Iddo and his brethren, the Nethinim, at the place Casiphia. Thiswould seem to say that Iddo was one of the Nethinim. Such an inference isnot, however, a necessary one; for the expression may also, like “Zadokthe (high) priest and his brethren, the (ordinary) priests,” 1 Chronicles 16:39,be understood to mean that Iddo, the chief man of that place, was a Levite,and that the Nethinim were, as a lower order of temple servants, calledbrethren of Iddo the Levite. The circumstance that not only Nethinim, butalso Levites, were induced by Iddo to join the expedition (Ezra 8:8), requiresus thus to understand the words. אל לבית משׁרתים,servants for the house of God, are Levites and Nethinim, the upper andlower orders of the temple ministers. From Ezra 8:17 it appears that bothLevites and Nethinim had settled in the place Casiphia, and that Iddo, asthe chief man of the place, held an influential position among them. Nofurther inferences, however, concerning their settlement and employmentcan be drawn from this circumstance.

Ezra 8:18-19 
The delegates sent to Iddo succeeded, through the graciousassistance of God (אל בּיד,see Ezra 7:6), in inducing forty Levites,and two hundred and twenty Nethinim, by means of Iddo's influence, tojoin their fellow-countrymen in their journey to Jerusalem. They broughtto us … לנוּ and עלינוּ refer to Ezra and hisfellow-travellers. שׂכל אישׁ, a man of understanding, seemsto be a proper name, being joined to Sherebiah, the name following, by a ו copulative. He was one of the descendants of Mahli, the son, i.e.,grandson, of Levi the son of Israel, i.e., Jacob: comp. Exodus 6:16, Exodus 6:19; 1 Chronicles 6:4. Sherebiah occurs again in Ezra 8:24, and Nehemiah 8:7; Nehemiah 9:4, etc., Ezra 10:13;12:24. The Levite Hashabiah, Ezra 10:19, is also named again, Ezra 8:24, Nehemiah 10:2,and Nehemiah 12:24, while the name of the Levite Jeshaiah, on the contrary, is notagain met with in the books of either Ezra or Nehemiah.

Ezra 8:20 
With respect to the Nethinim, whom David and the princes (ofIsrael) had given for the service of the Levites (i.e., made servants of thetemple, to perform the lowest offices for the Levites), comp. Joshua 9:21 and Ezra 2:43. “They all were distinguished by name,” i.e., were men ofnote; comp. remarks on 1 Chronicles 12:31.

Ezra 8:21-30 
The last preparations for the journey. - Ezra 8:21 Then thecompany of fellow-travellers was thus completed, Ezra proclaimed a fastat the place of meeting at the river Ahava, “that we might humbleourselves before our God, to seek of Him a prosperous journey forourselves, our families, and our goods,” Fasting, as a means of humblingthemselves before God, for the purpose of obtaining an answer to theirpetitions, was an ancient custom with the Israelites: Judges 20:26; 1 Samuel 7:6; Joel 1:14; 2 Chronicles 20:3. ישׁרה דּרך, a straightway, a way made level by the removal of obstructions, i.e., a prosperousjourney; comp. Psalm 112:7. טף, a noun collective, properly the littlechildren, more frequently denoted the entire family, a man's wives andchildren; see remarks on Exodus 12:37. רכוּשׁ, possessions in cattleand other goods.

Ezra 8:22-23 
For I was ashamed to request of the king a band of soldiersand horsemen to help us against enemies in the way (i.e., to protect usfrom hostile attacks during our journey); for we had said to the king: Thehand of our God is over all them that seek him for good (i.e., for theirgood), and His power and His wrath against all them that forsake Him. עזּו in connection with אפּו is not His powerful wrath,but His power and might to conquer all enemies, evidencing itself in wrathagainst the wicked. This confession, which they had uttered before theking, they desired to make good by earnest humble supplication, that Godwould prove Himself their help and defence against all their enemies. Andfor this - adds Ezra, looking back on their prosperous journey after it wasaccomplished - He was entreated of us. Because they had supplicated Hisassistance by prayer and fasting, God granted them His protection by theway.

Ezra 8:24-30 
Then Ezra delivered the gold, the silver, and the vessels,which he had received as gifts for the temple, to twelve of the chiefs of thepriests, and twelve Levites, that they might take charge of them during thejourney, and bring them to Jerusalem. “I separated twelve of the chief ofthe priests,” i.e., from the whole company of priests who were journeyingwith us. The following לשׁרביה does not suit the sense,whether we take the ל as a sign of the dative (lxx) or of the accusative(Vulgate, and several expositors). For Sherebiah and Hashabiah wereneither priests nor chiefs of priests, but Levites of the race of Merari (v. 18), and cannot therefore be reckoned among the twelve chiefs of priests. If we take לשׁרביה for a dative, and translate, “I separated twelve of thechiefs of the priests for Sherebiah and Hashabiah,” this would place thepriests in a servile relation to the Levites, contrary to their true position. For לשׁרביה we must read ושׁרביה, and accept the readingof 1 Esdras, καὶ Ἐσερεβίαν , as correct. Ezra separated twelve chiefs of thepriests and twelve Levites, for the purpose of delivering to their custodythe gifts of gold, silver, and implements for the temple. Of the chiefs of thepriests no names are mentioned; of the Levites, the two names Sherebiahand Hashabiah are given as those of heads of houses, with whom ten otherLevites were associated.

Ezra 8:25-27 
To these chief priests and Levites Ezra weighed the silverand the gold and the vessels; שׁקל, to weigh, i.e., to deliver byweight. In the Chethiv אשׁקולה the O sound is maintained, andconsequently the Keri is pointed -.On the other hand, in Ezra 8:26 the וּ isdropped, and the form pointed with -, though many MSS, followed by J. H. Michaelis, have ו -here also. אל בּית תּרוּמת is inapposition with the before-named objects: the gold, the silver, and thevessels, the offering for the house of our God, which the king, hiscouncillors … had offered; comp. Ezra 7:15-16, Ezra 7:19. In ההרימוּ the article represents the relative pronoun; see on 1 Chronicles 26:28. הנּמצאים, all Israelites who were found, met with, inBabylon, and were not going with them to Jerusalem; comp. 1 Chronicles 29:17; 2 Chronicles 5:11. ידם על, like יד על; Ezra 1:8, to their hand, i.e., handed over to their keeping. The giftsamounted to: six hundred and fifty talents of silver, and silver vessels onehundred in talents, i.e., one hundred talents in value, one hundred talents ofgold, and twenty covered basins of gold (comp. Ezra 1:10) one thousand dariksin value, and two brazen vessels of fine golden brilliancy, precious as gold. מצהב is an abstract noun, formed from the participle Hophalof צהב, to glitter like gold, and constructed as a feminine. Theword, with its adjective, either depends upon נחשׁט, in thestat. construct., or stands in apposition thereto, and is not, as a participleHophal, used adjectively and combined with נחשׁט, for then thetwo adjectives מצהב and טובה would not be indifferent genders. חמוּדות, like חמוּדות כּלי, 2 Chronicles 20:25.

Ezra 8:28-29 
On delivering these treasures, Ezra adds the admonition: Yeare holy to the Lord, and the vessels are holy, and the gold and the silverare a free-will offering unto the Lord God of your fathers; watch and keep(that which is committed to you). Since they were themselves, as priestsand Levites, holy to the Lord, they were also to treat and keep the giftscommitted to their charge as holy gifts, until, on their arrival at Jerusalem,they should weigh them (i.e., deliver them by weight) before the priests,the Levites, and the princes of Israel, in the chambers of the house of theLord. The article to הלּשׁכוה (stat. construct.) is among theincorrectnesses of the later Hebrew.

Ezra 8:30 
Then they took the weight of the silver, … i.e., received the silver,etc., delivered to them by weight.

Ezra 8:31-36 
The start, the journey, and the arrival at Jerusalem. - Ezra 8:31 The start from the river Ahava (comp. Ezra 8:15) did not take place till thetwelfth day of the first month; while according to Ezra 7:9, the journeyfrom Babylon was appointed for the first day of the month, and accordingto Ezra 8:15, the bands of travellers who assembled at the river Ahavaencamped there three days. These statements may be reconciled asfollows: On the first day the company of travellers began to assemble, andduring the three days' encampment at the place of meeting Ezra becameaware that no Levites were found among the travellers; upon which hetook the measures mentioned, Ezra 8:16, etc., to induce certain Levites andNethinim to accompany them. When these were afterwards present, Ezraordained a fast, to supplicate the divine protection for the journey, andcommitted the sacred gifts to the care of the priests and Levites. Eightdays elapsed while these preparations for departure were being made, sothat the start from the river Ahava did not take place till the twelfth day. The journey was successfully accomplished, God's gracious protectiondelivering them from the hands of enemies and marauders; comp. Ezra 8:22.

Ezra 8:32-33 
They arrived at Jerusalem, as stated Ezra 7:9, on the first dayof the fifth month, the journey consequently occupying three months anda half. The particulars of the journey are not communicated; and as we donot even know the locality of the place of meeting at the river Ahava, thelength of road to be traversed cannot be determined. After their arrival atJerusalem, they abode, i.e., remained, as Nehemiah subsequently did, quietand inactive three days, to recover from the fatigues and hardships of thejourney, Nehemiah 2:11, before they undertook the arrangement of their affairs. On the fourth day, the gifts they had brought with them were delivered inthe house of God (נשׁקל, like אשׁקלה, Ezra 8:16) into the hand ofMeremoth and Eleazar the priests, and Jozabad and Noadiah, two Levites,who took charge of them, the chiefs of the priests and Levites being,according to Ezra 8:29, also present. Meremoth Ben Uriah reappears in Nehemiah 3:4, Nehemiah 3:21, and is also intended Nehemiah 12:3. Eleazar the son of Phinehas, and theLevite Noadiah, are not again met with. Jozabad, of the sons of Jeshua(Ezra 2:40), may be the Levite Jozabad mentioned Nehemiah 10:23. Binnui is namedamong the Levites, Nehemiah 10:10 and Nehemiah 12:8.

Ezra 8:34 
“By number, by weight, as to all,” i.e., all was delivered bynumber and weight; and the whole weight was written at that time, i.e., anauthentic list was made at the delivery which then took place.

Ezra 8:35 
After the delivery of the dedicated gifts, those who had come upout of captivity (with Ezra), the sons of the captivity, offered burnt-offerings and sin-offerings, out of gratitude for the favour shown by Godin the gracious restoration of His people Israel. This is implied in thewords: “burnt-offerings to the God of Israel, twelve bullocks for all Israel”(the twelve tribes), and twelve he-goats for a sin-offering, as in Ezra 6:17. Ninety-six (8 x 12) lambs and seventy-seven lambs (77, the intensifiedseven) were likewise brought as a burnt-offering. “All this was a burnt-offering for the Lord,” of which, therefore, nothing could be eaten by theofferers. The sin-offering preceded the burnt-offering, as the necessarybasis of an acceptable burnt-offering. The sin-offerings availed as anatonement for the sins of all Israel, and the burnt-offerings typified thesurrender of the entire nation to the service of the Lord. Thus the fact thatthese were offered for all Israel was an actual declaration that they whohad now returned were henceforth resolved, together with all Israel, todedicate their lives to the service of the Lord their God.

Ezra 8:36 
Hereupon the royal decrees (the commission, Ezra 7:12-26)were delivered to the satraps of the king, and to the governors on this sidethe river; and they furthered the people and the house of God, asArtaxerxes had commanded in his edict, Ezra 7:20-24. On אחשׁדּרפּנים and פּחוות, see rem. on Daniel 3:2. The satraps were the militarychiefs of the province, the פּחוות, the heads of the civilgovernment. נשּׂא, to lift up, to support, like Ezra 1:4.

09 Chapter 9 

Introduction
Ezra's Proceedings in theSeverance of the Strange Women fromthe Congregation of Israel - Ezra 9:1 

When Ezra, some time after his arrival, was in the temple at Jerusalem, theprinces of the people informed him that the Israelites had mingledthemselves by marriage with the people of the lands (Ezra 9:1-2). Deeplymoved by this communication, he sat astonished till the time of theevening sacrifice, while all who feared God's word assembled about him(Ezra 9:3, Ezra 9:4). At the evening sacrifice he fell upon his knees and prayed,making a touching confession of sin before God, in the name of thecongregation (Ezra 9:5-15). During this prayer many were gathered aroundhim weeping, and Shecaniah coming forth from their midst, acknowledgedthat transgressions of the congregation, and declared that they would makea covenant with God to put away all the strange wives (Ezra 10:1-4). Aftermaking the princes, the priests, and Levites take an oath that they woulddo according to the declaration thus made, Ezra left the temple and retiredto the chamber of Johanan, to fast and mourn over the transgression ofthose who had returned from captivity (Ezra 10:5, Ezra 10:6). An assembly atJerusalem was then proclaimed, and those who should not attend it werethreatened with heavy penalties (Ezra 10:7-9). At this assembly Ezra reprovedthe people for their transgression, and called upon them to separatethemselves from the people of the countries, and from the strange wives(Ezra 10:10, Ezra 10:11); upon which the assembly resolved to appoint a commissionto investigate and decide upon individual cases. In spite of the oppositionof some, this proposal was accepted, and the commission named (Ezra 10:12-17), which held its sittings from the first day of the tenth month, and madean end of its investigations into all cases brought before it by the close ofthe year. Then follows the list of those who had taken strange wives (10:18-44), with which the book concludes.

Verse 1-2
Information given of the intermingling of Israel with the heathennations of the land by marriage (Ezra 9:1-4), and Ezra's prayer and confession(Ezra 9:5-15). - Ezra 9:1, Ezra 9:2. “When this was done, the princes came to me, andsaid, The people of Israel, and the priests, and the Levites, do not separatethemselves from the people of the lands, according to their abominations,(even) of the Canaanites; … for they have taken (wives) of their daughtersfor themselves and for their sons, and the holy seed have mingledthemselves with the people of the lands.” What now follows is placed inclose chronological sequence with what precedes by the formula אלּה וּככלּות, at the time of the completion of these things;comp. 2 Chronicles 31:1; 2 Chronicles 29:29; 2 Chronicles 7:1. אלּה are the things related Ezra 8:33-36. Of these the delivery of the gifts took place on the fourth dayafter Ezra's arrival at Jerusalem, i.e., on the fourth or fifth day of the firstmonth (comp. Ezra 8:32, etc., with Ezra 7:9). The sacrifices (Ezra 8:35) would undoubtedly be offered immediately; andthe royal orders would be transmitted to the satraps and governors (Ezra 8:36)very soon after. As soon, then, as Ezra received intelligence concerning theillegal marriages, he took the matter in hand, so that all related (Ezra 9:3-10)occurred on one day. The first assemblage of the people with relation tothis business was not, however, held till the twentieth day of the ninthmonth (Ezra 10:9); while on the calling of this meeting, appearance thereat wasprescribed within three days, thus leaving apparently an interval of ninewhole months between Ezra 8 and Ezra 9:1-15. Hence Bertheau conjectures that thefirst proclamation of this assembly encountered opposition, becausecertain influential personages were averse to the further prosecution of thismatter (Ezra 10:15). But though Ezra 10:4-7 does not inform us what period elapsedbetween the adoption of Shecaniah's proposal to Ezra, and theproclamation for assembling the people at Jerusalem, the narrative doesnot give the impression that this proclamation was delayed for monthsthrough the opposition it met with. Besides, Ezra may have received the information concerning the unlawfulmarriages, not during the month of his arrival at Jerusalem, but somemonths later. We are not told whether it was given immediately, or soonafter the completion of the matters mentioned Ezra 8:33-36. The deliveryof the royal commands to the satraps and governors (Ezra 8:36) may haveoccupied weeks or months, the question being not merely to transmit theking's decrees to the said officials, but to come to such an understandingwith them as might secure their favour and goodwill in assisting the newlyestablished community, and supporting the house of God. The lastsentence (Ezra 8:36), “And they furthered the people and the house of God,”plainly shows that such an understanding with the royal functionaries waseffected, by transactions which must have preceded what is related Ezra 9:1-15.
This matter having been arranged, and Ezra being now about to enter uponthe execution of his commission to inquire concerning Judah and Jerusalemaccording to the law of his God (Ezra 7:12), he received information of theillegal marriages. While he was in the temple, the princes (השּׂרים, the princes, are those who give the information, the article beingused e.g., like that in הפּליט, Genesis 14:13) came to him, saying:The people (viz., Israel, the priests, and the Levites; the three classes ofthe Israelite community) do not separate themselves from the people ofthe lands; comp. Ezra 6:21. כּתעבתיהם, with respect to theirabominations, i.e., as Israel should have done with respect to theabominations of these people. The ל to לכּנעני might beregarded as introducing the enumeration of the different nations, andcorresponding with מעמּי; it is, however, more likely that it isused merely as a periphrasis for the genitive, and subordinates the namesto תּעבתיהם: their, i.e., the Canaanites', etc., abominations, thesuffix relating, as e.g., at Ezra 3:12 and elsewhere, to the names following. Give Canaanitish races are here named, as in Exodus 13:5, with this difference,that the Perizzites are here substituted for the Hivites, while in Exodus 3:8; Exodus 23:23, both are enumerated, making six; to these are added in Deuteronomy 7:1 theGirgashites, making, generally speaking, seven nations. Ammonites,Moabites, and Egyptians are here cited besides the Canaanitish races. Thenon-severance of the Israelites from these nations consisted, according toEzra 9:2, in the fact of their having contracted marriages with them. In the law,indeed (Exodus 34:16; Deuteronomy 7:3), only marriages with Canaanitish women wereforbidden; but the reason of this prohibition, viz., that Israel might not beseduced by them to idolatry, made its extension to Moabites, Ammonites,and Egyptians necessary under existing circumstances, if an effectual checkwas to be put to the relapse into heathenism of the Israelitish community,now but just gathered out again from among the Gentiles. For during thecaptivity idolaters of all nations had settled in the depopulated country,and mingled with the remnant of the Israelites left there. By “the people of the lands,” however, we are not to understand, with J. H. Michaelis, remnants of the races subjugated by Nebuchadnezzar andcarried to Babylon, - who were now, after seventy years, returning, as wellas the Jews, to their native lands under Cyrus; in support of which viewMich. incorrectly refers to Jeremiah 25:9, etc. - but those portions, both of theancient Canaanitish races and of the Moabites and Ammonites, who,escaping the sentence of captivity, remained in the land. נשׂאוּ isnaturally completed by נשׁים from the context; comp. Ezra 10:44; 2 Chronicles 11:21, and other passages. The subject of התערבוּ is the collective הקּדשׁ זרע, the holy seed, i.e.,the members of the nation called to holiness (Exodus 19:5). The appellation istaken from Isaiah 6:13, where the remnant of the covenant people, preservedin the midst of judgments, and purified thereby, is called a holy seed. Thesecond part of Ezra 9:2 contains an explanatory accessory clause: and the handof the princes and rulers hath been first in this unfaithfulness (מעל, comp. Leviticus 5:15), i.e., the princes were the first to transgress; onthe figurative expression, comp. Deuteronomy 13:10. סגנים is an Old-Persian word naturalized in Hebrew, signifying commander, prefect; butits etymology is not as yet satisfactorily ascertained: see Delitzsch on Isaiah 41:25.

Verse 3-4
This information threw Ezra into deep grief and moral consternation. Thetearing of the upper and under garments was a sign of heartfelt andgrievous affliction (Joshua 8:6); see remarks on Leviticus 10:6. The plucking outof (a portion of) the hair was the expression of violent wrath or moralindignation, comp. Nehemiah 13:25, and is not to be identified with the cuttingoff of the hair in mourning Job 1:20). “And sat down stunned;”משׁומם, desolate, rigid, stunned, without motion. While hewas sitting thus, there were gathered unto him all who feared the word ofGod concerning the transgression of those that had been carried away. חרד, trembling, being terrified, generally construed with על or אל (e.g., Isaiah 66:2, Isaiah 66:5), but here with ב (like verbs ofembracing, believing), and meaning to believe with trembling in the wordwhich God had spoken concerning this מעל, i.e., thinking withterror of the punishments which such faithless conduct towards acovenant God involved.

Verses 5-15
Ezra's prayer and confession for the congregation. - Ezra 9:5 And at the time ofthe evening sacrifice, I rose up from my mortification (תּענית,humiliation, generally through fasting, here through sitting motionless indeep affliction of soul), and rending my garment and my mantle. Thesewords contribute a second particular to קמתּי, and do not meanthat Ezra arose with his garments torn, but state that, on arising, he renthis clothing, and therefore again manifested his sorrow in this manner. Hethen fell on his knees, and spread out his hands to God (comp. 1 Kings 8:22), to make a confession of the heavy guilt of the congregation beforeGod, and thus impressively to set their sins before all who heard hisprayer.

Ezra 9:6 
9:6, etc. The train of thought in this prayer is as follows: I scarcely dareto lift up my fact to God, through shame for the greatness of our misdeeds(Ezra 9:6). From the days of our fathers, God has sorely punished us for oursins by delivering us into the power of our enemies; but has now againturned His pity towards us, and revived us in the place of His sanctuary,through the favour of the king of Persia (Ezra 9:7). But we have againtransgressed His commands, with the keeping of which God has connectedour possession of the good land given unto us (Ezra 9:10). Should we then,after God has spared us more than we through our trespasses havedeserved, bring His wrath upon us, till we are wholly consumed? God isjust; He has preserved us; but we stand before Him with heavy guilt uponus, such guilt that we cannot endure God's presence (Ezra 9:13). Ezra doesnot pray for the pardon of their sin, for he desires only to bring thecongregation to the knowledge of the greatness of their transgression, andso to invite them to do all that in them lies to atone for their guilt, and toappease God's wrath.
“I am ashamed, and am covered with shame, to lift up my face toThee, my God.” ונכלמתּי בּשׁתּי united, as in Jeremiah 31:19, comp. Isaiah 45:16, and other passages. נכלם, to be covered withshame, is stronger than בּושׁ. “For our iniquities are increasedover our head,” i.e., have grown above our head. ראשׁ למעלה, to or over the head. למעלה serves to enhance themeaning of רבוּ, like 1 Chronicles 23:17. “And our guiltiness is great,(reaching) unto the heavens;” comp. 2 Chronicles 28:9.

Ezra 9:7 
“Since the days of our fathers, have we, our kings, our priests,been delivered into the hands of the kings of the lands, to the sword, tocaptivity, to plunder, and to shame of face.” The words from בּחרב onwards serve to explain what is meant by being delivered into thehand of strange kings. On the expression פּנים בּשׁת,comp. Daniel 9:7, etc., 2 Chronicles 32:21. הזּה כּהיּום, as itis this day, as is to-day the case; see remarks on Daniel 9:7. The thought is:We are still sorely suffering for our sins, by being yet under the yoke offoreign sovereigns.

Ezra 9:8-9 
“And now for a little moment there has been mercy from theLord our God, to leave us a rescued remnant, and to give us a nail in Hisholy place, that our God may lighten our eyes, and give us a little revivingin our bondage.” He calls the short interval between their release fromcaptivity by Cyrus, and the time when he is speaking, רגע כּמעט, a little moment (comp. Isaiah 26:20), in comparison with the longperiod of suffering from the times of the Assyrians (comp. Nehemiah 9:32) tillthe reign of Cyrus. פּליטה, a rescued remnant, is the newcommunity delivered from Babylon, and returned to the land of theirfathers. In proportion to the numerous population of former days, it wasbut a remnant that escaped destruction; but a remnant which, according tothe predictions of the prophets, was again to grow into a large nation. Afoundation for this hope was given by the fact that God had given them “anail in the place of His sanctuary.”The expression is figurative. יתד is a nail or peg struck into thewall, to hang any kind of domestic utensils upon; comp. Isaiah 22:23, etc. Such a nail was the place of God's sanctuary, the temple, to the rescuedcommunity. This was to them a firm nail, by which they were borne andupheld; and this nail God had given them as a support to which they mightcling, and gain new life and vigour. The infinitive clauses following,להאיר and לתתּנוּ, are dependent upon the precedinginfinitives להשׁאיר and ולתת, and state the purpose forwhich God has given a nail in His house to this remnant. That our Godmay enlighten our eyes, i.e., may bestow upon us new vitality; comp. Psalm 13:4. Suffering and misfortune make the eyes dim, and their light isquenched in death: the enlightened or beaming eye is an image of vitalpower; comp. 1 Samuel 14:27, 1 Samuel 14:29. מחיה לתתּנוּ is not tobe translated, ut daret nobis vivificationem, the suffix to לתתּנוּ being not dative, but accusative. The literal rendering is: that He may make us a slight reviving. מחיה, the means of supporting life, restoration to life; see on 2 Chronicles 14:13. Ezra addsמעט; for the life to which the community hadattained was but feeble, in comparison with a vigorous social life. Theirdeliverance from Babylon and return to the land of their fathers was, so tospeak, a revival from death; compare the embodiment of this figure inEzekiel's vision, Ezekiel 37:1-14: they were, however, still in a state ofvassalage, and had not yet regained their independence. This thought isfurther carried out in Ezra 9:9: “For we are bondmen, yet our God hath notforsaken us in our bondage, but hath extended mercy to us before the kingsof Persia; so that they have given us a reviving to build up the house of ourGod, and to repair its ruins, and have given us a wall about us in Judah andJerusalem.” They who have returned to Jerusalem and Judah are stillbondmen, for they are yet under the Persian yoke; but God has disposedthe kings of Persia so to favour them as to give them a reviving, to enablethem to rebuild the house of God. Cyrus and Darius had not merelypermitted and commanded the building of the temple, but had alsofurnished them with considerable assistance towards the carrying out ofthis work; comp. Ezra 1:3, etc. Ezra 6:7-9. The suffix in חרבתיו alludes to אלהים בּית. The words of the last sentence are figurative. גּדר meansthe wall of a vineyard, the wall or fence built for its protection (Isaiah 5:2, Isaiah 5:5). Hence the wall, or enclosure, is an image of protection from the incursionsand attacks of enemies. Such a wall has been given them in Judah andJerusalem by the kings of Persia. “The meaning is not that they possess aplace defended by walls (perhaps, therefore, the temple) in Jerusalem andJudah, but that the Persian kings have given to the new community a safedwelling-place (or the means of existence), because the power of thePersian empire secures to the returned Israelites continued and undisturbedpossession of the city and the land.” (Bertheau.)
After this statement concerning the divine favour, Ezra next sets himself todescribe the conduct of his countrymen with respect to the mercyextended to them.

Ezra 9:10 
“And now, O our God, what can we say after this? That wehave forsaken Thy commandments,” זאת, i.e., such proofs of thedivine compassion as have just been mentioned. The answer which followscommences with כּי, before which נאמר is mentallyrepeated: “we can only say that we have forsaken Thy commandments,requited Thy kindness with sins.”

Ezra 9:11-12 
Namely, the commandments “which Thou hast commandedby Thy servants the prophets, saying, The land unto which ye go topossess it is an unclean land through the uncleanness of the people of thelands, through their abominations, wherewith they have filled it from oneend to another through their impurity. And now give not your daughtersunto their sons, neither take their daughters unto your sons (for wives),nor seek their peace nor their wealth for ever; that ye may be strong, andeat the good of the land, and leave it for an inheritance to your children forever.” The words of the prophets introduced by לאמר are foundin these terms neither in the prophetical books nor the Pentateuch. Theyare not, therefore, to be regarded as a verbal quotation, but only as adeclaration that the prohibition of intermarriage with the heathen had beeninculcated by the prophets. The introduction of this prohibition by the words: the land unto which yego to possess it, refers to the Mosaic age, and in using it Ezra had chieflyin view Deuteronomy 7:1-3. He interweaves, however, with this passage othersayings from the Pentateuch, e.g., Deuteronomy 23:7, and from the propheticwritings, without designing to make a verbal quotation. He says quitegenerally, by His servants the prophets, as the author of the books ofKings does in similar cases, e.g., 2 Kings 17:23; 2 Kings 21:10; 2 Kings 24:2, where theleading idea is, not to give the saying of some one prophet, but torepresent the truth in question as one frequently reiterated. The sayings ofMoses in Deuteronomy also bear a prophetical character; for in this bookhe, after the manner of the prophets, seeks to make the people lay to heartthe duty of obeying the law. It is true that we do not meet in the otherbooks of Scripture a special prohibition of marriages with Canaanites,though in the prophetical remarks, Judges 3:6, such marriages are reprovedas occasions of seducing the Israelites to idolatry, and in the propheticdescriptions of the whoredoms of Israel with Baalim, and the generalanimadversions upon apostasy from the Lord, the transgression of thisprohibition is implicitly included; thus justifying the general expression,that God had forbidden the Israelites to contract such marriages, by Hisservants the prophets. Besides, we must here take into consideration the threatening of theprophets, that the Lord would thrust Israel out of the land for their sins,among which intermarriage with the Canaanites was by no means the least. Ezra, moreover, makes use of the general expression, “by the prophets,”because he desired to say that God had not merely forbidden thesemarriages one or twice in the law, but had also repeatedly inculcated thisprohibition by the prophets. The law was preached by the prophets whenthey reiterated what was the will of God as revealed in the law of Moses. In this respect Ezra might well designate the prohibition of the law as thesaying of the prophets, and cite it as pronounced according to thecircumstances of the Mosaic period.

(Note: It is hence evident that these words of Ezra afford no evidenceagainst the single authorship of the Pentateuch. The inference that asaying of the law, uttered during the wanderings in the wilderness, ishere cited as a saying of the prophets the servants of Jahve, is,according to the just remark of Bertheau, entirely refuted even by thefact that the words cited are nowhere found in the Pentateuch in thisexact form, and that hence Ezra did not intend to make a verbalquotation.)

The words: the land into which ye go, etc., recall the introduction of thelaw in Deuteronomy 7:1, etc.; but the description of the land as a land ofuncleanness through the uncleanness of the people, etc., does not read thuseither in the Pentateuch or in the prophets. נדּה, the uncleannessof women, is first applied to moral impurity by the prophets: comp. Lamentations 1:17; Ezekiel 7:20; Ezekiel 36:17, comp. Isaiah 64:5. The expression מפּה אל־פּה,from edge to edge, i.e., from one end to the other, like לפה פּה, 2 Kings 10:21; 2 Kings 21:16, is taken from vessels filled to their upperrim. ועתּה introduces the consequence: and now, this being thecase. The prohibition וגו תּתּנוּ אל is worded after Deuteronomy 7:3. The addition: nor seek their peace, etc., is taken almost verbally fromDeuteronomy 23:7, where this is said in respect of the Ammonites and Moabites. תּחזקוּ למאן recalls Deuteronomy 11:8, and the promise: thatye may eat the good of the land for ever, Isaiah 1:19. לבניכם והורשׁתּם, and leave it for an inheritance to your children,does not occur in this form in the Pentateuch, but only the promise: thatthey and their children should possess the land for ever. On הורישׁ in this sense comp. Judges 11:24; 2 Chronicles 20:11.

Ezra 9:13-14 
And after all, continues Ezra, taking up again the אחרי־זאת of Ezra 9:10, - “after all that is come upon us for our evil deeds, and for ourgreat trespass - yea, Thou our God has spared us more than our iniquitydeserved, and hast given us this escaped remnant - can we again break Thycommandments, and join in affinity with the people of theseabominations? Wilt Thou not be angry with us even to extirpation, so thatno residue and no escaped remnant should be left?” The premiss in Ezra 9:13 is followed in Ezra 9:14 by the conclusion in the form of a question, while thesecond clause of Ezra 9:13 is an explanatory parenthesis. Bertheau construesthe passage otherwise. He finds the continuation of the sentence: and afterall this … in the words וגו אתּה כּי, which, calmlyspoken, would read: Thou, O God, hast not wholly destroyed us, but hastpreserved to us an escaped remnant; while instead of such a continuationwe have an exclamation of grateful wonder, emphatically introduced byכּי in the sense of כּי אמנם. With this construction of the clauses, however, no advance is made, andEzra, in this prayer, does but repeat what he had already said, Ezra 9:8 and Ezra 9:9;although the introductory אהרי leads us to expect a newthought to close the confession. Then, too, the logical connection betweenthe question Ezra 9:14 and what precedes it would be wanting, i.e., afoundation of fact for the question Ezra 9:14. Bertheau remarks on Ezra 9:14, thatthe question: should we return to break (i.e., break again) the commands ofGod? is an antithesis to the exclamation. But neither does this question, tojudge by its matter, stand in contrast to the exclamation, nor is any suchcontrast indicated by its form. The discourse advances in regularprogression only when Ezra 9:14 forms the conclusion arrived at from Ezra 9:13 ,and the thought in the premiss (13a) is limited by the thoughts introducedwith כּי. What had come upon Israel for their sins was, according to Ezra 9:7,deliverance into the hand of heathen kings, to the sword, to captivity, etc. God had not, however, merely chastened and punished His people fortheir sins, He had also extended mercy to them, Ezra 9:8, etc. This, therefore, isalso mentioned by Ezra in Ezra 9:13 , to justify, or rather to limit, the כּל in כּל־הבּא. The כּי is properly confirmatory: for Thou,our God, hast indeed punished us, but not in such measure as our sins haddeserved; and receives through the tenor of the clause the adversativemeaning of imo, yea (comp. Ewald, §330, b). למטּה מ חשׂכתּ, Thou hast checked, hast stopped, beneath ouriniquities. חשׂך is not used intransitively, but actively; themissing object must be supplied from the context: Thou hast withheldthat, all of which should have come upon us, i.e., the punishment wedeserved, or, as older expositors completed the sense, iram tuam. מעוננוּ למטּה, infra delicta nostra, i.e., Thouhast punished us less than our iniquities deserved. For their iniquities they had merited extirpation; but God had given them arescued remnant. כּזאת, as this, viz., this which exists in thecommunity now returned from Babylon to Judaea. This is thecircumstance which justifies the question: should we, or can we, again(נשׁוּב is used adverbially) break Thy commandments, andbecome related by marriage? (חתחתּן like Deuteronomy 7:3.)התּעבות עמּי, people who live in abominations. Theanswer to this question is found in the subsequent question: will He not - if,after the sparing mercy we have experienced, we again transgress thecommands of God - by angry with us till He have consumed us? כּלּה עד (comp. 2 Kings 13:17, 2 Kings 13:19) is strengthened by theaddition: so that there will be no remnant and no escaping. The questionintroduced by הלוא is an expression of certain assurance: He willmost certainly consume us.

Ezra 9:15 
“Jahve, God of Israel, Thou art righteous; for we remain anescaped remnant, as (it is) this day. Behold, we are before Thee in ourtrespass; for no one can stand before Thy face, because of this.” Ezraappeals to the righteousness of God, not to supplicate pardon, as Nehemiah 9:33, for the righteousness of God would impel Him to extirpate the sinfulnation, but to rouse the conscience of the community, to point out to themwhat, after this relapse into their old abominations, they had to expectfrom the justice of God. נשׁארנוּ כּי is confirmatory. God has shown Himself to be just by so sorely punishing this oncenumerous nation, that only a small remnant which has escaped destructionnow exists. And this remnant has again most grievously offended: we liebefore Thee in our trespass; what can we expect from Thy justice?Nothing but destruction; for there is no standing before Thee, i.e., no onecan stand before Thee, על־זאת, because of this (comp. Ezra 8:23; Ezra 10:2),i.e., because of the fresh guilt which we have incurred.

10 Chapter 10 

Verse 1
The separation of the strange wives from the congregation. - Ezra 10:1-5. WhileEzra was making this confession before God, a numerous assemblagegathered around him, and wept aloud. From this point onwards Ezrarelates the further course of events in such wise as to cast his own personin the background, and speaks of himself in the third person. The matter ofhis prayer is more definitely declared by וּכהתודּתו, and hisposture in prayer by וּמתנפּל בּכה, weeping andcasting himself down (lying on his knees, Ezra 9:5). “Before the house ofGod,” i.e., in the court of the temple. The confirmatory clause: for thepeople wept much (בכה הרבּה, a weeping in mass),furnishes the motive of so great a number of men, women, and childrengathering around Ezra. Very many were as distressed as he was at themarriages with strange wives, and regarded them as a grievous trespass;hence they assembled weeping around him.

Verse 2-3
Then one of the sons of Elam, Shecaniah, the son of Jehiel, stood forthfrom amidst the assembly, and uttered the confession: “We have beenunfaithful towards our God by marrying strange wives, but there is yethope for Israel concerning this thing. We will now make a covenant withGod to put away all the strange wives and their children from thecongregation, according to the counsel of the Lord, and of those who fearthe commandment of our God, that it may be done according to the law.”Shecaniah, of the sons of Elam (comp. Ezra 2:7; Ezra 8:7), is a different personfrom the descendant of Zattu, mentioned Ezra 8:5; nor is Jehiel identicalwith the individual whose name occurs in Ezra 10:26. ונּשׁב, andhave brought home strange wives. הושׁיב, to cause to dwell (in one'shouse), said in Ezra 10:10, Ezra 10:14, Ezra 10:17, Ezra 10:18, and Nehemiah 13:23, Nehemiah 13:27, of bringing a wifehome. Shecaniah founds his hope for Israel in this trespass upon thecircumstance, that they bind themselves by a solemn covenant before Godto put away this scandal from the congregation, and to act in conformitywith the law. To make a covenant with our God, i.e., to bind themselves by an oath withrespect to God, comp. 2 Chronicles 29:10. הוציא, to put away - theopposite of הושׁיב. All the wives are, according to the context, all thestrange women (Ezra 10:2), and that which is born of them, their children. Instead of אדני בּעצת, according to the counsel of theLord, De Wette, Bertheau, and others, following the paraphrase in thelxx and 1 Esdras, read אדני, according to the counsel of mylord, i.e., of Ezra. But this paraphrase being of no critical authority, thereis no sufficient reason for the alteration. For Shecaniah to call Ezra my lordsounds strange, since usually this title was only given by servants to theirmaster, or subjects to their sovereign, and Shecaniah afterwards addresseshim simply as thou. Besides, Ezra had given no advice at all in this matter,and still less had he come to any resolution about it with the God-fearingmembers of the community. יעשׂה after the preceding נכרת־בּרית, we will make a covenant, must be taken as hortative: and let it bedone according to the law. בּ חרד, caring for with trembling.

Verse 4
“Up! for this matter concerns thee (thou art called to carry it out), and weare with thee (will assist thee therein); be strong (courageous) and do it.”

Verse 5
Then Ezra (who during this speech had continued upon his knees) arose,and made the chiefs of the priests, of the Levites, and of all Israel swear todo according to this word; and they swore. הזּה הדּבר is Shecaniah's proposal to put away the strange wives.

Verse 6
Hereupon Ezra left the place before the house of God, and went into thechamber of Johanan the son of Eliashib, to fast and mourn there for theunfaithfulness (transgression) of them that had been carried away(הגּולה מעל like Ezra 9:4). Johanan the son of Eliashibcannot actually be Johanan ben Eliashib (Nehemiah 12:23) the high priest,however natural it may be to understand by the chamber of Johanan one ofthe chambers in the out-buildings of the temple, called after the name ofsome well-known individual. For the high priest Eliashib was acontemporary of Nehemiah, and the high priest Johanan was not the son,but, according to the definite statement, Nehemiah 12:10, the grandson, ofEliashib, and the son of Joiada (the correct reading of Nehemiah 12:11 being:Joiada begat Johanan and Jonathan). Now a chamber of the temple couldnot in Ezra's time have been as yet called after a grandson of Eliashib thecontemporary of Nehemiah;

(Note: This would not, indeed, be impossible, because, as we shallsubsequently show (in our Introduction to the book of Nehemiah, §2),Eliashib's grandson Johanan might be already ten years of age at thetime of the transaction in question; so that his grandfather, the highpriest Eliashib, might have called a chamber of the temple after thename of his grandson. This view is not, however, a very probableone.)

and both Johanan and Eliashib being names which frequently occur (comp. Ezra 10:24, Ezra 10:27, Ezra 10:36), and one of the twenty-four orders of priests being calledafter the latter (1 Chronicles 24:12), we, with Ewald (Gesch. iv. p. 228), regardthe Johanan ben Eliashib here mentioned as an individual of whom nothingfurther is known-perhaps a priest descended from the Eliashib of 1 Chronicles 24:12, and who possessed in the new temple a chamber called by hisname. For there is not the slightest reason to suppose, with Bertheau, that asubsequent name of this chamber is used in this narrative, because thenarrator desired to state the locality in a manner which should beintelligible to his contemporaries. Cler. and Berth. desire, after 1 Esdr. 9:1( καὶ αὐλισθεὶς ἐκεῖ ), to change שׁם ויּלך into שׁם ויּלן: and he passed the night there without eating breador drinking water. But the lxx having καὶ ἐπορεύθη ἐκεῖ , and the repetition of the same word being, moreover, by no meansinfrequent, comp. e.g., ויּקם in Ezra 10:5, Ezra 10:6, and finally שׁם repeatedly standing for thither, e.g., 1 Samuel 2:14 (שׁם הבּאים), there are no adequate grounds for an alteration of the text. Theparaphrase of 1 Esdr. arises merely from the connection, and is devoid ofcritical value. To eat no bread, etc., means to fast: comp. Exodus 34:28; Deuteronomy 9:9.

Verse 7-8
The resolution carried into execution. - Ezra 10:7, Ezra 10:8. A proclamation was sentforth throughout Judah and Jerusalem (קול העביר, comp. Ezra 1:1) to all the children of the captivity to assemble at Jerusalem underpain of the punishment, that whoever should not come within three days,all his substance should be forfeited and himself excluded from thecongregation, according to the decision of the princes and elders, who, asthe heads of the community, had taken the matter in hand, and made thisannouncement. The forfeiture of substance is not its destruction, asprescribed Deuteronomy 13:13-17 in the case of a city fallen into idolatry, but itsappropriation to the benefit of the temple, after the analogy of Leviticus 27:28.

Verse 9
After three days all the men of Judah and Benjamin assembled atJerusalem. This took place on the twentieth day of the ninth month. Onthis statement of time, see the remark in Ezra 9:1. The assembledmultitude sat there on the open space of the house of God, i.e., probablythe open space (הרחוב) in front of the water-gate, Nehemiah 8:1, Nehemiah 8:3, Nehemiah 8:16, at the eastern or south-eastern side, before the temple court; seeremarks on Nehemiah 8:1. “Trembling” because of this matter, the seriousness ofwhich they might perceive from the heavy penalty attached to their non-appearance within three days, and “because of the rain.” The ninth month,corresponding with our December, is in the cold rainy time of the year(comp. Ezra 10:13), “when the rain usually falls in torrents” (Robinson, Phys. Geog. p. 287).

Verse 10-11
Ezra then stood up and reproved the assembled multitude, saying: Youhave brought home (הושׁיב, comp. Ezra 10:2) strange wives to increase thetrespass of Israel (comp. Ezra's confession, Ezra 9:6-15), and exhortedthem to give glory to God and to do His pleasure, (viz.) to separatethemselves from the people of the land, and from the strange wives. Onתודה תּנוּ, comp. Joshua 7:19. Separation from thepeople of the land consisted, under the circumstances, in the dismissal ofthe strange wives.

Verse 12-13
The whole assembly replied with a loud voice, and therefore with firmresolve: According to thy word it is our duty to do. עלינוּ must not be drawn to what precedes, as in the Vulgate, juxta verbum tuum ad nos, sic fiat, but to what follows, as in Ezra 10:4, Nehemiah 13:13; 2 Samuel 18:11. But - they further remark, Ezra 10:13 - the people are many, - i.e., the assemblage isvery large to be able to deal immediately with the several cases; and it is(now) the time of the heavy rains, and there is no power to stand without, - i.e., at the present season we are not able to remain in the open air until thebusiness is discharged; neither is this the work of one day, or of two, forwe have transgressed much in this matter, - i.e., one or two days will notsuffice to investigate and decide upon all cases, because very many havebroken the law in this respect.

Verse 14
“Let then our rulers stand for the whole congregation, and let all who in allour cities have brought home strange wives come at appointed times, andwith them the elders of each city, and the judges thereof, until the fiercewrath of our God be turned away from us, as long as this matter lasts.”There were so many cases to deal with, that the rulers, as the judicialauthorities, must decide in this matter; and those who in all the cities ofthe land had transgressed, were to appear before these authorities, andsubmit their individual cases to their jurisdiction. The choice of the verbיעמדוּ, to stand or set oneself to discharge some business, heretherefore to give judgment, is occasioned by the preceding לעמוד. The whole community had assembled according to theproclamation, and was standing there for the purpose of bringing thematter to a close. This they were not, however, able to do, for the reasons stated Ezra 10:13;hence the princes, as rulers of the community, are to remain for thedischarge of the business. לכל־הקּהל is not a genitive dependent onשׂרינוּ, and explanatory of the suffix of this word-our, viz.,the whole congregation's, princes (Bertheau) - an unnatural and superfluouselucidation; for if the whole congregation say: our princes, it is self-evidentthat not the princes of a section or portion of the people, but of the wholecongregation, must be intended. לכל־הקּהל is the object of יעמדוּ: let them stand for the whole congregation (ל עמד like ל קוּם, Psalm 94:16), not instead of, but for the good of thecongregation, and transact its business. In our cities, i.e., including thecapital, for there is here no contrast between Jerusalem and the othercities. The article to ההשׁיב stands, as is often the case, for the relativeאשׁר, e.g., Ezra 10:17, Ezra 8:25. מזמּנים עתּים,appointed times, stated terms, used only here and in Nehemiah 10:35; Nehemiah 13:31. זמּן is a Chaldaistic expression. With the accused were to come theelders and judges of every city, to furnish the necessary explanations andevidence. להשׁיב עד, until the turning away of thefierceness of the wrath (ל עד according to the later usage of thelanguage instead of עד only, comp. Ewald, §315, a, not instead of ל only, as Bertheau seeks, by incorrectly interpreted passages, to prove). The meaning is: until the fierce wrath of God concerning these marriagesshall be turned away, by their dissolution and the dismissal of the strangewomen from the congregation. The last words, הזּה לדּבר עד, offer some difficulty. De Wette and Bertheau translate them: on account of this matter, which ל עד can by no means signify. We regard ל עד = עד ofthe older language, in the sense of during, like 2 Kings 9:22, according towhich the meaning is: as long as this thing lasts; but we connect thesewords, not, as J. H. Michaelis, with the immediately preceding clause: thewrath which is fierce during this matter (quae usque, i.e., constanter ardet),but take them as more exactly defining the leading idea of the verse: theprinces are to stand and judge the guilty as long as this matter lasts, so thatהזּה לדּבר עד is co-ordinate with וגו להשׁיב עד.

Verse 15-16
Jonathan the son of Asahel, and Jahaziah the son of Tikvah, indeedopposed this proposal on the part of the community, and were supportedin their opposition by two Levites, but without being able to carry it out. This statement is introduced by אך, only, in the form of aqualification to the remark that the whole assembly (Ezra 10:12) made thisresolution: nevertheless Jonathan … stood up against this. For על עמד, to stand up against, or as elsewhere על קוּם, comp. 1 Chronicles 21:1; 2 Chronicles 20:23; Daniel 8:25; Daniel 11:14. Such also isthe view of R. Sal. and Lightf., while older expositors understand it asmeaning: only Jonathan … stood up for this matter, like the steterunt superhocof the Vulgate, or as the decidedly incorrect explanation of J. H. Mich.: praefecti sunt huic negotio. - Nothing further is known of the fouropponents here named. That they did not succeed in this opposition appears from what follows. Ezra 10:16 The children of the captivity, i.e., the returned exiles, did so; i.e., thecongregation carried their resolve into execution. And Ezra the priest, andmen, heads of houses according to their houses, - i.e., so that each house wasrepresented by its head, - were separated, i.e., chosen to conduct theinvestigation. The ו copulative before אנשׁים has been lost, asasyndeton seeming in this case inadmissible. Bertheau, on the contrary,unnecessarily changes ויבּרלוּ into לו ויּבדל after 1 Esdras 9:16. “And they all by names,” comp. Ezra 8:20. ויּשׁבוּ, and they held a sitting (i.e., their first sitting) on thefirst day of the tenth month, and therefore only ten days after theassembly just spoken of. הדּבר לדריושׁ, to inquireinto the matter. It is impossible in Hebrew to form דּריושׁ fromדּרשׁ, and this word can only arise from דּרושׁ, asEwald, §239, a, note, Olshausen, Lehrb. d. hebr. Spr. p. 150, and Böttcher,ausf. Lehrb. der hebr. Spr. i. 1, p. 162, note, unanimously agree.

Verse 17
And they made an end with all, with respect to the men who had broughthome strange wives. בּכּל (with the article) cannot be so connectedwith אנשׁים, from which it is separated by the accentuation ofthe latter, as to admit of the repetition, as by older expositors, of thepreposition בּ before אנשׁים: with all, namely, with the men. Still less can בּכּל, as Bertheau thinks, be taken in the sense of “inevery place,” and אנשׁים connected as an accusative withויכלּוּ: they finished in every place the men (!); for כּלּה with an accusative of the person signifies to annihilate, to make anend of, while ב כּלּה means to finish, to make an end with, comp. Genesis 44:12. If, as the accentuation requires, we take בּכּל independently, אנשׁים can only be an accusative of more exactdefinition: in respect of the men (אנשׁים being without thearticle, because words which define it follow). As this gives a suitablemeaning, it seems unnecessary to alter the punctuation and read בּכל־אנשׁים, or with Ewald, §290, c, note 1, to regard אנשׁים בּכּל as a singular combination. - Till the first day of the first month(of the next year), therefore in three months, their sittings having begun,according to Ezra 10:13, on the first day of the tenth month. - The account of thistransaction closes with - 
The list of the men who had taken strange wives, vv. 18-44; among whom were priests (Ezra 10:18-22), Levites (Ezra 10:23, Ezra 10:24), and Israelites, i.e., laymen (vv. 25-43).

Verses 18-22
Among the priests there stand first, four names of sons and brethren of thehigh priest Jeshua, the son of Jozadak, who returned to Jerusalem withZerubbabel. אחיו, his (Jeshua's) brethren. Judging by Ezra 2:36, these were among the descendants of Jedaiah, a section of the houseof the high-priestly family (see rem. on Ezra 2:36), and were therefore distantcousins of the high priest. They gave their hands, i.e., bound themselvesby shaking hands, to put away their wives, i.e., to dismiss them, and tosever them from the congregation of Israel, ואשׁמים, “andguilty a ram for their trespass,” i.e., condemned to bring a ram as atrespass-offering. ואשׁמים is to be regarded as thecontinuation of the infinitive clause להוציא. As elsewhere,infinitive clauses are continued without anything further in the verb. finit. (comp. Ewald, §350); so here also does the adjective אשׁמים follow, requiring that להיות should be mentally supplied. איל־צאן, a ram of the flock, is, as an accusative of more exact definition,dependent on אשׁמים. This trespass-offering was imposed upon them according to the principleof the law, Leviticus 5:14, etc., because they had committed a מעל against the Lord, which needed expiation; see on Leviticus 5:14. - In whatfollows, only the names of the individuals, and a statement of the familiesthey belonged to, are given, without repeating that the same obligations,namely, the dismissal of their strange wives, and the bringing of a trespass-offering, were imposed on them also, this being self-evident from thecontext. - Among the sons of Immer were three, among the sons of Harimfive, among the sons of Pashur six offenders; in all, eighteen priests. Bycomparing Ezra 2:36-39, we perceive that not one of the orders of priestswho returned with Zerubbabel was free from participation in thistransgression. Some of the names given, Ezra 10:20-22, reappear in the lists in Nehemiah 8:4 and Nehemiah 10:2-9, and may belong to the same individuals.

Verse 23
Of Levites, only six names are given, and that without stated the houses towhich they belonged. From Ezra 2:40, however, it appears that they wereof the sons of Jeshua and Kadmiel there mentioned. “Kelaiah, the same isKelita;” the latter is the usual name of the person in question, and thatwhich he bears in Nehemiah 8:7 and Nehemiah 10:11. Jozabad also reappears in Nehemiah 8:7.

Verse 24
Of singers one, and of porters three names are given; comp. Ezra 2:41-42. In all, ten Levites.

Verses 25-43
Of Israel, as distinguished from priests and Levites, i.e., of the laity. Ofthese latter are given in all eighty-six names, belonging to ten races, vv. 25-43,who returned with Zerubbabel. See Nos. 1, 5, 6, 9, 8, 4, 30, 17, and 27 ofthe survey of these races. ירמות in Ezra 10:29 should, according tothe Chethiv, be read ירמות. - The twofold naming of sons ofBani in this list (Ezra 10:29 and Ezra 10:34) is strange, and Bani is evidently in one ofthese places a mistake for some other name. Bertheau supposes thatBigvai may have stood in the text in one of these places. The errorundoubtedly lies in the second mention of Bani (Ezra 10:34), and consists notmerely in the wrong transcription of this one name. For, while of everyother race four, six, seven, or eight individuals are named, no less thanseven and twenty names follow בּני מבּני, though allthese persons could hardly have belonged to one race, unless the greaternumber of males therein had married strange wives. Besides, no names of inhabitants of cities of Judah and Benjamin are givenin this list (as in Ezra 2:21-28, and Ezra 2:33-35), although it is stated in Ezra 10:7 andEzra 10:14 that not only the men of Jerusalem, but also dwellers in other cities,had contracted these prohibited marriages, and been summoned toJerusalem, that judgment might be pronounced in their several cases. Thesereasons make it probable that the twenty-seven persons enumerated in Ezra 10:34-42 were inhabitants of various localities in Judah, and not merelyindividuals belonging to a single house. This supposition cannot, however,be further corroborated, since even the lxx and 1 Esdr. read the nameBani in Ezra 10:27 and Ezra 10:34, nor can any conjecture respecting the correct readinglaying claim to probability be ventured on. In the single names, the Greektexts of the Septuagint and 1 Esdras frequently differ from the Hebrewtext, but the differences are almost all of a kind to furnish no material forcriticism. A considerable number of these names reappear in the lists ofnames in the book of Nehemiah, but under circumstances which nowheremake the identity of the persons bearing them certain.

Verse 44
Ezra 10:44 contains the statement with which the account of this transactioncloses. The Chethiv נשׂאיּ seems to be an error of transcription forנשׂאוּ (the Keri), which the sense requires. וגו מהם וישׁ, “and there were among them women who had broughtforth sons.” מהם must be referred to women, notwithstandingthe masculine suffix. ישׂימוּ, too, can only be referred toנשׁים, and cannot be explained, as by J. H. Mich.: unde etiam filios susceperant seu procreaverant. The gender of the verb is adapted tothe form of the word נשׁים, an incorrectness which must beattributed to the increasing tendency of the language to use the masculineinstead of the feminine, or to renounce a distinction of form between thegenders. There are no adequate reasons for such an alteration of the text asBertheau proposes; for the lxx already had our text before them, and the καὶ ἀπέλυσαν αὐτὰς σὺν τέκνοις of 1 Esdr. 9:36is a mere conjecture from the context. The remark itself, that among thewomen who were sent away were some who had already brought childreninto the world, is not superfluous, but added for the purpose of showinghow thoroughly this matter was carried out. Separation from women whoalready have children is far more grievous, ob communium liberorum caritatem, than parting with childless wives.
Strictly as this separation was carried out, this evil was not thereby doneaway with for ever, nor even for very long. After the arrival of Nehemiahat Jerusalem, when the building of the wall was concluded, thecongregation again bound themselves by an oath, on the occasion of a dayof prayer and fasting, to contract no more such illegal marriages (Nehemiah 10:31). Nevertheless, Nehemiah, on his second return to Jerusalem, somefive and twenty to thirty years after the dissolution of these marriages byEzra, again found Jews who had married women of Ashdod, Moab, andAmmon, and children of these marriages who spoke the tongue of Ashdod,and could not speak the Jews' language, and even one of the sons of thehigh priest Jehoiada allied to a daughter of Sanballat the Horonite (Nehemiah 13:28, etc.). Such a phenomenon, however strange it may appear on asuperficial view of the matter, becomes comprehensible when we considermore closely the circumstances of the times. The nucleus of the Israelite community in Jerusalem and Judah wasformed by those exiles who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel andEzra; and to this nucleus the remnant of Jewish and Israelite descent whichhad been left in the land was gradually united, after the rebuilding of thetemple and the restoration of the worship of Jahve. Those who returnedfrom Babylon, as well as those who remained in the land, had now,however, lived seventy, and some of them one hundred and fifty, years(from the captivity of Jehoiachin in 599, to the return of Ezra in 457)among the heathen, and in the midst of heathen surroundings, and had thusbecome so accustomed to intercourse with them in civil and socialtransactions, that the consciousness of the barriers placed by the Mosaiclaw between Israel, the people of Jahve, and the Gentiles, was more andmore obliterated. And this would specially be the case when the Gentileswho entered into matrimonial alliance with Israelites did not flagrantlypractise idolatrous worship, i.e., did not offer sacrifice to heathen deities. Under such circumstances, it must have been extremely difficult to doaway entirely with these unlawful unions; although, without a thoroughreform in this respect, the successful development of the new communityin the land of their fathers was not to be obtained.
Ezra's narrative of his agency in Jerusalem closes with the account of thedissolution of the unlawful marriages then existing. What he subsequentlyeffected for the revival of religion and morality in the re-establishedcommunity, in conformity with the law of God, was more of an inwardand spiritual kind; and was either of such a nature that no striking resultsensued, which could furnish matter for historical narrative, or wasperformed during the period of his joint agency with Nehemiah, of whichan account is furnished by the latter in the record he has handed down tous (Nehemiah 8:10).
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