
POST-EXILIC JUDAISM. 

CHAPTER 1. 

WHY ISRAEL SURVIVED THE EXILE. 
I 

THE eighth and seventh centuries saw the rise of one 
large question on the political and religious horizon of 
Israel : on the answer which the nation gave to this 
was to depend whether anything of its peculiar life 
was to survive its outward collapse as a State. 

The force which had bound the clans into a federa- 
tion after their escape from Egypt had been their 
religion; the God to whom under the influence of 
Moses they gave their allegiance at Horeb was the 
God of the federation. The sense of unity derived 
from the religious bond enabled them to overcome 
the disintegrating influence of the conquest which, 
because it was sporadic, had threatened to bring back 
the old conditions. It had also enabled them to 
assimilate the clans which had not been in Egypt, and 
so had not directly received the new spirit of the 
Mosaic reform. Their next task was to create an 
institution which, while it maintained their national 
unity, aJso served to make Israel know itself one in a 
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2 Post-Exilic Judaism, 
common destiny and in a common purpose. Without 
this there could be no security from the neighbouring 
peoples which sought to  oust the invaders from the 
country they had won ; and there could be no order 
within, such as would enable the nation to  develop its 
own distinctive life in morality and religion. Thus, 
all the elements in the national life combined to make 
the kingdom possible. Saul was at once the choice of 
Israel and the anointed of the Lord. In him the 
people found its protector against Ammon on the 
East and Philistia on the West. He also shared in the 
enthusiasm of the prophets who stood for the distinc- 
tive character of the national faith. 

In its early period the kingdom vindicated the hopes 
of those who had founded it. David was able to  do 
more than defend his territory, for he extended its 
frontiers on the East and North. The relations of 
Israel to the larger world were not of such a character 
as could directly affect its inner life or peculiar faith. 
Its relation to that world was through the successful 
wars in which David imposed his will on subject 
peoples, and through the trade begun in his reign with 
Tyre and extended by his son. The troubles of that 
period arose from within, and were due to the efforts 
to reorganise the nation : they sprang from the 
deep-seated resistance to  centralised authority, and 
especially from the old division between Judah and 
Israel? 

But what had given Israel time and opportunity to 
consolidate itself round its new institution was a 
combination of circumstances which could not endure. 
1 On this period see ' Alt : Die Staatenbildung der Israeliten in 

Palistina. 1930. 
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The brief glory of the united kingdom coincided with 
a period when the stronger powers of the West and 
East were too deeply engaged in their own affairs to 
be able to interfere in a border country, which neither 
of them could afford permanently to ignore. With 
the eighth century a change came over the situation, 
for Damascus began to press Westward toward the 
Mediterranean. Since this advance across Galilee was 
at the expense of Israel, and since a Syrian settlement 
on the coast threatened Tyre’s trade-monopoly, it 
was natural that the two powers which found their 

. interests in danger should unite. Omri was quick to 
recognise what was necessary; he put an end to the 
running sore of the jealousy between Samaria and 
Jerusalem, drew all Palestine into a defensive league, 
and cemented the union by marriages between the 
royal houses. The kingdom needed a foreign policy 
in order to maintain its independence. The alliance 
brought Jezebel to Samaria, and in her dower she 
brought discord. On the one hand, it became neces- 
sary to show a new tolerance to the worship of the 
Tyrian Bad ; on the other, the new queen had the 
conception of the royal authority which she had 
learned at her father’s court, and, bidding her r r  George 
be king,” she incited Ahab to the outrage on Naboth. 
The new foreign worship and the new relation between 
king and subject were closely allied. Tyre, which set 
capricious force on the throne of heaven, could toler- 
ate a king who was bound by no law in his relation to 
his people. The king of Israel was now to be neither 
the choice of his nation nor the anointed of the Lord. 
The two famous scenes in Elijah’s life show how the 
situation appeared to the religious leaders of the 
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people. On the holy soil no other god might be acknow- 
ledged beside the God of Israel, and over the chosen 
nation must reign the anointed of the Lord, not 
another dreary Eastern despot like those who afflicted 
the nations round about. Therefore in the theophany 
at Horeb Elijah received the revelation of what must 
befall his people. The nation itself could not perish, 
for God had chosen it to  serve His ends, and were there 
not 7000 in Israel who had not bowed the knee to 
Baal ? But the divine judgment was to  fall upon the 
royal house and to destroy the kingdom. 

Already the question was mooted which was to 
trouble Israel till the time of its fall as a State. Politi- 
cally Omri’s policy had been a brilliant success, since 
it had preserved the national independence, and thus 
might be said to have guaranteed Israel’s peculiar 
life and distinctive religion. But to the stricter 
religious party it began to seem that these benefits 
had been bought too dear, for they had cost a lowering 
of their dearest convictions and so a breach of the 
covenant between them and their God. The kingdom, 
which they had helped to found for a larger end, was 
being construed as an end in itself, and, in the effort 
to maintain it, men were resorting to shifts and com- 
promises which must result in the loss of the distinc- 
tive life it was meant to further. From this time we 
begin to hear one voice after another among a school 
of the prophets who take a new attitude towards the 
Isingdom. They all agree that the institution which 
their predecessors had helped to set up was ripe for 
judgment, and they all declare that this judgment was 
to come from none other than the God of Israel 
Himself. Now, since the same men unhesitatingly 
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believed and taught that its God had chosen Israel 
to be the sphere of the divine self-revelation, they 
could not have meant by their judgment of the king- 
dom a rejection of the nation itself. All that their 
God did was in furtherance of the purpose He had 
when He chose Israel to be His peculiar people, and 
His act in the ruin of the kingdom must serve this 
greater end. To preserve the nation’s soul, He should 
break the instrument which had once been its defence, 
but had become a danger. We may well believe that 
only a few men were able to see the issue so clearly or 
had the courage to push their convictions to the 
inevitable end. Accordingly it is not surprising to 
notice that from this time we begin to hear of a certain 
type of ‘ false ’ prophet, and to recognise that, from 
the time of Ahab until the reign of Zedekiah, these 
men were always welcome at the royal court. Alike 
at Samaria and at Jerusalem there were men who 
codd not calmly see the kingdom go, and who believed 
that an institution+which had been founded to preserve 
Israel’s distinctive life must always be needed to 
protect and maintain its faith. Over against these 
men stands another succession from Micaiah ben 
Imlah through Amos to Jeremiah, who denounce the 
divine woe on the kingdom and who in consequence 
are frowned on by the court. 

The question, however, seemed to be resolved at  
Samaria, when Jehu used the religious discontent to 
further his ambition, and, after slaughtering the house 
of Omri, included the Baal-priests in the massacre 
and defiled their temple. The ldngdom was agah to 
prove itself the defender of the faith and to serve its 
true end in maintaining loyalty to the divine head. 
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So it no doubt appeared to the Rechabites, those 
intransigent supporters of the ideals of a past which 
was dead, and so it may have appeared to the court 
prophets. But to the better minds in the nation it 
was clear that Jehu’s methods had only served to  
smirch and debase the true religion. The God of 
Israel must alone be served by His people, but tzon 
tali aaxilio. The Lord Himself would judge the 
royal house in the very place where it had seemed 
most devoted to His cause, said Hosea. Ahab had 
sinned by permitting &nother god than Yahweh to  
be worshipped at his court: Jehu had thought to 
honour Yahweh, and in his act had shown how little 
he understood the nature and will of the Lord. 

What forced the question again to the front was 
the advance of Assyria instead of Damascus. During 
the period when the powers on Nile and Euphrates 
were struggling for the mastery of the border province, 
Israel was the pipkin between two ironclads. The 
situation of its kings was not of their own creation : 
all that was left in their power was to decide the 
attitude which they should take in the circumstances. 
The few pages of Hosea show the leaders of the 
nation, in the effort to maintain some shadow of 
independence, veering between the two great powers, 
which alternately courted and threatened them. The 
record of those troubled years is mirrored in the curt 
account of the fate which befell those who occupied 
the uneasy throne of Samaria : of the six rulers who 
followed Jeroboam II., four were assassinated and 
one died in captivity. Behind the meagre account it 
is possible to recognise the intrigue and counter- 
intrigue which brought about the tragedy, for a 
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tragedy it remains, the story of a little people, caught 
in the net of untoward circumstances, which was 
strugghg to maintain its independent life and which 
in the end went down fighting. 

Through it all Hosea maintained one clear convic- 
,tion. The measures by which king and court turned 
hither and thither, clutching at anything which 
promised to maintain a precarious independence, 
involved a fatal course of continual compromise 
which could only lead to the nation losing that which 
distinguished it from the grey mass of heathenism- 
it was ‘‘ becoming mixed among the nations.” It was 
better that Israel should keep its soul even at the cost 
of its kingdom. Therefore it was the will of God that 
the kingdom should go, and that Israel should return, 
a kingless and even a landless folk, to  the wilderness 
out of which He brought it. But that should not be, 
or need not be, the end of the nation which God had 
chosen to serve His purpose and manifest His will in 
the world. For it was in the wilderness that He had 
chosen it first, and the years it spent there had been 
the years of its first love. Then it had been dependent 
on no one except Him, and had found Him sufficient 
for all its needs. What it had done once it could do 
again, and thus it should return to its first beginning. 

The same situation presented itself in Judah. When 
Ahaz was faced with the choice between the coalition 
of Samaria and Damascus on the one hand and the 
power of Assyria on the other, he chose the more 
distant and the stronger ally. His prudence was 
vindicated when the league of the North was defeated, 
but he must pay Assyria’s price and render homage 
both to the conqueror and to his god. He was able 
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to maintain a shadowy independence, but in the 
temple the altar of Yahweh must yield place to the 
altar of Asshur. Therefore Hezekiah used the occasion 
of the Empire’s weakness to assert his complete free- 
dom and to purify the temple, with the result that the 
pages of Isaiah reveal the inevitable intrigues, In the 
narrow streets of Jerusalem appear embassies from 
Philistia, from the land of the rustling of wings 
which is beyond the rivers of Cush, and from distant 
Babylonia. The Gentiles were certainly seeking Zion 
and even bringing gifts, but they were seeking it to 
serve their own ends. So again Isaiah appeared with 
the old conviction which he framed in his own terms. 
When Hezekiah made a league with Egypt, the 
prophet bade him recognise that such help was futile, 
because the Egyptians were men and not God. As- 
Syria was tumbling down men and their cities like 
packs of cards. Calno and Carchemish were already 
gone, for these were human, and between them a d  
Assyria it was only a question as to  which was the 
stronger. But when the Empire came up against 
Zion, it touched something which did not belong to 
its world and against which, therefore, a sword was 
helpless. God had laid its foundation in what did 
not belong to this world. When God had finished 
His work of judgment with the instrument which He 
had chosen, He should break Assyria and throw it 
aside. What should endure after that was the nation 
which had faith, and which He had chosen for a more 
enduring end than His temporary purpose of judg- 
ment. It was natural that men who saw Jerusalem 
alone survive when Sennacherib had wasted the land 
down to the border of Egypt should have concluded 
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that the prophet believed the city and its temple 
essential to the divine purpose. It is not so pardon- 
able that many interpreters of his teaching have 
drawn the same conclusion. What Isaiah counted 
essential to the divine ends was not stone walls, but 
faith ; and since only the’souls of men can exercise 
faith, God’s foundation-stone for the future was the 
remnant who trusted in Him. Those who lived by 
standards which were not of this world could overcome 
the world. 

So long as the State continued, this courageous 
and high teaching produced little outward effect. ” 
Even devout men may well have hesitated to accept 
it, for it has never been easy to persuade men of the 
power that lies in the things of the spirit. For those 
who put faith in them have often distrusted their 
ability to continue in an untoward world, unless they 
are buttressed by outward force. As for the kings and 
their courts, they naturally identified the independent 
life of Israel with the institutions over which they 
presided, and did not hesitate to employ for its 
support what they counted the necessary means. 
Along the lines which such men followed there could 
be but one end. Sargon wiped out Samaria, as a man 
wipes out a dish; and Nebuchadtezzar burned 
Jerusalem with its temple. 

With the collapse came the vindication of the 
prophetic teaching. Israel was back in the wilder- 
iiess, but it was still Israel and it still had its God. 
Judah was reduced to a remnant, but the remnant 
clung to its faith, In North and South the nation 
refused to die, because in its religion it found its 
common bond and its inspiration. Slowly and pain- 
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fully it began to draw itself together again. Instead 
of sitting down to lament over what was gone and 
could never come back, it rallied on that which it 
could never lose except by its own choice. Its re- 
ligion, which had been the nerve of its first beginning, 
gave it strength and hope to begin anew. History 
has many dramatic scenes and contrasts in its book of 
remembrance, but in all its long gallery there is no 
contrast so vivid as that between the fall of Nineveh 
and the fall of Israel, Assyria passed out of history 
in one swift hour of collapse, because it had nothing 
on which it could rally, for in this unstable world it 
is the unseen things which both abide and sustain. 
These came to the rescue of Israel which Nineveh had 
beaten to its knees. 

The accounts which have survived from that time 
make it possible to trace how Israel took to heart the 
prophetic message and sought to preserve its distinc- 
tive life under wholly new conditions. Most of these, 
however, deal with only one side of that effort, the 
work of the men who restored the temple and the cult 
there. It is wise to recognise that there was another 
side, the work of the men who did not return from 
exile. Since these men remained Jews even in dia- 
spora, they must have found a means, more intimate 
than the distant temple, for fostering their religious 
life. To them and to their needs the movement 
which produced the synagogue was due : and it is a 
remarkable fact that this other exilic institution 
should have silently stolen into life and left no record 
of its rise and spread. It is the more remarkable, 
because it has outlived the temple and has contributed 
so much to the Christian Church in its worship and 
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its discipline. The men of the Return, on the other 
hand, were clinging to the past and eager to restore the 
one institution from that past which was left within 
their power. They were not prophets, but rather in- 
stitutionalists, who sought to restore and maintain 
what they could rescue rather than to create a new 
thing. The work was done mostly by simpler and 
ruder natures, peasant-farmers in Palestine, exiles who 
returned from Babylonia, priests from both lands. 
The work they undertook limited their outlook, for 
it is one thing to see visions of what the faith may be 
and may do, it is another to set up on this stubborn 
earth a concrete thing which shall enshrine that faith, 
The actual conditions of their new life, as subjects in 
an alien Empire, contributed a share to the inevitable 
compromises the world constantly demands. But 
always they were inspired by a great ideal, the desire 
to restore a rallying-point for Israel, a home for the 
souls of their people, and a means by which they might 
preserve for the future the spiritual heritage of their 
race. 

In one respect the task of a student who attempts 
to trace this work of restoration ought to be com- 
paratively easy, because the period is unusually well 
documented. At three periods in the life of Israel 
our sources of information expand into more than 
mere annals: in connection with Moses, in dealing 
with David's accession, and in relating the time of 
the Return, The reason is not far to seek, since these 
three dates mark successive stages in the national 
life. Under Moses Israel received its distinctive bent 
through the adoption of its peculiar religion; under 
David it reached national unity in the land it had won 
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and threw up the institutions in Church and State 
which were to mould its future; after the Exile it 
reconstituted itself round the only institution which 
was left to it and sought to make that the centre of a 
Jewry which was no longer confined to Palestine. 
The large attention which the leaders of the nation 
devoted to these three periods is the evidence of the 
significance which they saw to attach to the events 
which happened then. Yet no modern student could 
claim that the material which has gathered round the 
Exodus, the giving of the law at Horeb and the 
settlement at Kadesh, is equally reliable for the 
purpose of reaching a clear knowledge of the 
contemporary events. He must acknowledge that 
much of this material represents the view which 
later men took of what was the outcome of their 
great leader’s work. They carried back to the past 
practices and laws of a much later date, and, by 
countersigning these with the name of Moses, seem to 
have insisted that they had not departed from his 
principles. The same thing, in a minor degree, is 
true of the material which has gathered round the 
name of David. There it is legitimate to recognise 
that we possess contemporary documents, which are 
not all of equal value, since they range from popular 
tales like those which relate the young leader’s ad- 
ventures on the hills of Judah to the inimitable 
record of Absalom’s rebellion. But there also a com- 
parison between the account of the reign in Chronicles 
and Kings respectively is enough to show that the 
same process has been at work as in the case of Moses. 
The author of Chronicles has carried back to the 
period of David regulations about the temple worship 
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and the personnel there which clearly reflect a much 
later time. . 

In contrast with this situation it is possible to  
claim that the majority of the documents which have 
gathered round the time of the Exile and the Return 
are contemporary with the events with which they 
deal. Thus, in the books of Haggai and Malachi, in 
Zechariah, chapters i.-viii., aqd in certain sections of 
the book of Ezekiel, we possess collections of oracles 
from prophets who were speaking directly to the men 
of their time and who were active agents in the work 
which they and their fellows were carrying on. These 
are as valuable for the light they throw on the con- 
ditions at. the Return as the utterances of Amos and 
Hosea have proved in connection with the kingdom. 
To recognise that there are no less than four voices 
bearing witness to the ideals and plans of this age is 
also to recognise how much more can be learned than 
from the solitary prophet under Jeroboam 11. 

There have also been handed down three longer 
documents, which have the form of history, but 
which are of a very different character and of quite 
different value. The first of these, the Book of Chron- 
icles, relates the history of the nation from the time 
of David to the reign of Zedelciah, and accordingly 
deals only with the events which preceded the E.de. 
Directly, therefore, it offers nothing on the period 
which follows its record. Since, however, it was 
written at or after the Return, it recounts the history 
of the nation from the point of view of a man who 
lived then, and is capable of throwing valuable light 
on the attitude with which a section at least of the men 
who reconstituted Judaism were looking back upon 
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their past, Its value for the present purpose can be 
compared with that of the prophets of the period, 
since it also reveals the attitude of the age 
which produced it. It may, however, do more, since 
the arrangements in the temple which the author 
ascribed to the initiative of David may really repre- 
sent what he desired to see in the second temple. The 
second historical book bears the name of Nehemiah, 
and contains a number of contemporary documents, 
such as an extract from that leader’s memoir, a some- 
what mutilated description of the dedication of the 
Jerusalem wall, several lists of names, and the details 
of certain reforms which the governor introduced. 
All this material falls outwith the aim of the present 
study, but there are four chapters, vii.-x., which are 
generally‘ recognised to belong to a different period 
and brought into relation to Ezra. Thus they open 
with the same list of returned exiles with which the 
editor of Ezra began his record, continue with an 
account of Ezra’s and the people’s relation to a law of 
Moses, include a long litany which has been prepared 
for some day of public repentance, and conclude with 
the terms of a pact into which certain members of the 
community entered at  a date which is not defined. 
It is possible to distinguish there four, or five, original 
documents which have been set down together rather 
than brought into a continuous narrative. Accord- 
ingly scholars have been in general agreement in 
separating them from their casual connection with 
one another, and, while they have referred the pact of 
chapter x. to the period of Nehemiah, have attempted 
to bring the other three chapters into association 
with the activities of Ezra. The third historical 
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account is that which bears the name of Ezra. This 
is entirely different in character from the other two, 
since it presents a continuous narrative of the course 
of events at Jerusalem from the time when the publi- 
cation of Cyrus’ edict made it possible for the temple 
to be rebuilt and for the exiles to return, down to the 
arrival of Ezra in the holy city. In contrast with the 
book of Nehemiah it has been carefully edited by a 
man who set himself to write the story of the 8>ia 
or the returned exiles : and we do not find in it the 
want of connection which appears so clearly in the 
other book. But, in the nature of the case, such a 
document can only have been written at a later period 
than the events which its author recorded. What it 
offers is the official record of the course of events 
which led up to the rebuilding of the temple and to 
the reconstitution of Judaism round its cult. For a 
long time it was accepted at its face value as the 
reliable source of information on the period. But it 
has become increasingly clear that the editor’s dates 
for certain events and the relative position in which 
he set them are in hopeless disagreement with the 
other documentary evidence from the Jewish records 
and with the facts of Persian history. The recognition 
of this, in turn, has drawn attention to the attitude 
which dominates the book, according to which the 
returned exiles were credited with the entire restor- 
ation of the polity at Jerusalem. We must recognise 
in the editor of Ezra no more than the first author 
who attempted to write the record of the restoration, 
who certainly had the advantage over all who have 
followed him of being nearer the events which he 
recorded, but who also had the disadvantage that he 
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wrote with the bias which was inevitable in all who 
took part in that stirring time. It ought, however, to 
be added that the recognition of the character of the 
writer and of his narrative has often led to an undue 
scepticism as to the reliability of the material which 
he incorporated. Thus he has included the list of 
exiles, which appears also in Esdras and Nehemiah, 
an extract from the memoirs of Ezra, and a series of 
letters from the Jerusalem community to the Persian 
court with the imperial rescripts in reply. There has 
been at  times an inclination, because we must ques- 
tion the time to which the editor assigned these docu- 
ments and the interpretation which he set upon them, 
to doubt unduly the authenticity of his material. 
Yet we must count it possible, even U priori probable, 
that these are contemporary material of the highest 
historical vdue. At least the onus rests on those who 
reject them to prove them unreliable on other grounds 
than the fact that an early editor misused them, 

Finally, there remains one source, which cannot be 
ignored, the law, both in Leviticus and in Exodus and 
Numbers. Since much of this came into force at the 
period of the restoration of the temple-worship, whether 
its original source was in Babylonia or in Jerusalem, 
its peculiar terms can throw light on the conditions 
and needs of the community which submitted to it. 

The student who attempts to trace the history of 
the renewed cult and polity at Jerusalem may not 
complain of want of material. His chief difficulty is 
to bring the information which comes from so many 
varied sources into the form of a coherent account, 
and, when he attempts it, to ignore none of the 
material which lies at his hand. 


