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CHAPTER 111. 

JUDAH BETWEEN THE FALL OF SAMARIA 
AND THE EXILE. 

THE fall of Samaria brought with it a change in the 
relations between North and South Israel. The old 
jealousy between the sister kingdoms disappeared 
before the sense of a common peril. The first result 
has already been, recognised in the overtures made by 
Hezekiah, but this movement was brought to nothing 
through Sennacherib’s invasion, which reduced Judah 
to impotence. The Judean king was indeed permitted 
to see a comparative success during his lifetime, since 
he preserved his capital and a nominal independence, 
11. Kings xx. 16-19. But the doom fell, when Assyria 
returned to the attack on Egypt, for Jerusalem was 
in no condition to resist, and Manasseh’s counsellors 
saw 40 way of saving the State except by submission 
to  the inevitable. The consequence was that the 
heathen emblems were again set: up in the temple and 
in connection with religion matters reverted to  the 
situation which had existed before Hezekiah’s reform. 
Evidently, however, the court policy roused strong 
opposition, for it is said that Manasseh shed innocent 
blood very much, till he had filled Jerusalem from one 
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end to another, 11. Kings xxi. 16. Since this accusa- 
tion follows immediately on a description of a Violent 
denunciation of the royal measures by certain prophets, 
it is a natural conclusion that this harsh treatment 
was directed against the Puritanic party in the city. 
Circumstances were forcing on Judah the recurrent 
dilemma, whether the State was to maintain itself at  
the price of compromise in matters of religion or 
whether men must keep the faith even at the cost of 
their independence. The strength of the opposition 
which evoked persecution proves that thoughtful men 
in the religious party were being driven to consider 
the fundamental issue which was involved, The 
ground was being prepared in Judah for the conviction 
which Jeremiah voiced, that it was the divine 
purpose to destroy the kingdom by the power of 
Nebuchadrezzar . 

During the long reign of Manasseh no effort could 
be made in the direction of drawing closer the relations 
between North and South. Instead, both sections of 
the nation appear to have suffered under the recovered 
power of Assyria, For it is probably to this period 
that we may assign the renewed deportations from 
Samaria and the additional settlement of alien colon- 
ists, of which Montgomery believes he can find 
mention in the Assyrian annals, Both the little States 
were also required to supply contingents to the a m y  
which their suzerain led on his invasion of Egypt. 
To this return, into Egypt reference appears to be 
made in Deuteronomy xxviii. 58-68.l Their common 
suffering wqs the only bond between the two peoples. 

Closer relations, however, were resumed under 
Cf. ' Deuteronomy : the Framework to the Code,' pp. x38 ff. 
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Josiah. During the period of weakness which pre- 
ceded Nineveh’s collapse the king seized the oppor- 
tunity to set on foot a scheme which combined a 
reform in religion with an assertion of national 
independence. Palestine was purged of every emblem 
of heathen worship. The temple was erected into the 
one centre at which sacrifice might be offered and the 
festivals might be celebrated. All Israel was to gather 
at the sanctuary which Yahweh had chosen out of all 
the tribes to make His name dwell there? The old 
united kingdom was to be restored under the repre- 
sentative of the divinely chosen Davidic house. This 
event of the reunion of Israel under its own dynasty 
at its old capital was inaugurated by a celebration of 
Passover at Jerusalem. The nation was reborn after 
another Egyptian bondage, and the rite which had 
been associated with the birth of the people was 
solemnly renewed. The author of Chronicles, who has 
given a full description of the ceremony, recognised 
its national Character, for he described the priests of 
Judah and the levites of Israel officiating together in 
connection with it. To this time also we may ascribe 
the amalgamation of the religious literature of the 
divided lcingdoms.3 There is no other period when 
such a momentous step was conceivable. For a time 
Israel ceased to vex Judah and Judah to vex Israel. 

The scheme was bold, large in its conceptions, and 
generous in many of its aims. But it had a fatal 
weakness in its political implications. The dream of 
a united and independent Israel under a scion of the 
1 In an article in the Z.A.W., I’g25! pp’ 250 B., I collated the 

evidence which proves that this-description of the Temple dates 
from the time of Josiah. 

Cf. my ’ Jeremiah,’ pp. a3 ff. 
D 
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house of David had become an impossibility in the 
absence of the conditions which had combined to 
m&e it real for a brief hour in the national life. 
Politically Josiah’s plans ended on the day when his 
servants brought their master’s body from Medddo to 
his capital. On their religious side, however, they 
continued to  control the life of the people until the 
Exile. In particular, no effort was ever made t o  go 
back on the principle of centralisation of the cult at 
the temple. That remained as the unquestioned place 
to which all sacrifice must be brought, for Northern 
Israel made no attempt to restore the sanctuary at 
Bethel which Josiah had desecrated. It was easier 
for North and South to continue their worship at 
Jerusalem, because Palestine had now passed into the 
power of Babylonia. Had the change been made at 
an earlier date, the Assyrian governor in Samaria 
would have viewed with suspicion the introduction of 
a practice which brought the native Jews of his 
province into closer relation to their neighbours in 
Judah. His Babylonian successor, who found these 
Jews sacrificing at a distant shrine, may have toler- 
ated this, as he tolerated the rest of their peculiar 
customs. It is one thing to allow a novel practice to 
spring up : it is another to accept something which 
already exists. 

What helped to such tolerance was that, so far as is 
&own, the Babylonians do not appear to have inter- 
fered with the worship of their subject kingdoms as 
the AsSyrians had done. Nowhere in the historical 
account of the kings who succeeded Josiali do we hear 
of heathen emblems being introduced into the temple 
or set up in the land. Nor is any of these kings charged 
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with having encouraged foreign customs among the 
people or having attempted to promote apostacy in 
their nation. It is true that all these rulers are said 
to have sinned against the Lord. But the charge is 
uniformly colourless, and contrasts vividly with the 
long list of enormities which Manasseh introduced 
into the capital and the temple, the chief feature 
about which was that the practices derived from 
Assyria, 11. Kings xxi. z ff. So colourless are the 
charges against the later kings that one cannot avoid 
the suspicion that they were a stereotyped formula, * 

the purpose of which was to explain the misfortunes 
which befell each of them. Thus, when the historian 
came to deal with Jehoiakim, he found nothing worse 
to say about him than that he did evil in the sight of 
the Lord, as all his fathers had done, xxiii. 37. Yet 
the same charge is made against Jehoahaz in verse 32, 
who during the three months of his reign before he 
vanished into Egypt, had no great opportunity t o  
do either good or evil. Also the common charge 
against the two brothers of having followed the per- 
nicious example of all their fathers has a t  least an 
odd sound when it is remembered that their father 
was the pious Josiah. It deepens the suspicion of the 
stereotyped character of the accusation to notice that 
the historian, after describing the treatment Jehoia- 
ldm received at the hands of Nebuchadrezzar, added 
that this calamity was due to the sins of Manasseh, 
xxiv. 3. In the same way, before he related the 
death of Josiah at Megiddo, he stated that the Lord 
turned not from the fierceness of His great wrath 
wherewith His anger was kindled against Judah, 
because of all the provocations that Manasseh had 

i 
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provoked Him withal, xxiii. 26-30, Evidently the 
writer felt in both cases that something more than the 
personal conduct of the two kings was needed to 
account for the fate which befell them. Jehoiachin, 
again, is said to have done evil like his father, Jehoia- 
kim, xxiv. 9. Yet he also reigned for a brief three 
months, before he was carried away into exile, and 
that on account of a rebellion for which he was not 
responsible. If the king had led, or even continued, 
a reaction against pure Yahwism, it is difficult to 
understand the evident sympathy with which the 
later records dealt with him, or the hopes which 
gathered xound his memory, Especially difficult is it 
to explain why the men of the Return dwelt upon the 
fact that Zerubbabel derived through him from the 
old royd line. As for Zedekiah, all the records show 
him to have been a ready hearer of the message.of the 
prophets, and only to have hesitated with a pardon- 
able uncertainty between their conflicting advice as 
to the policy he ought to follow. 

As a supplement to the meagre record in the book 
of Kings, we possess a peculiarly valuable witness to 
the religious conditions which prevailed in Jerusalem 
during this period, for Jeremiah lived then in the 
capital. In his earlier years under Jehoialdm he 
appeared in the temple-court during a festival. The 
sanctuary was thronged with worshippers, many of 
whom had come up from the country. When the 
prophet addressed them, he had nothing to say about 
an alien worship there which was devoted to another 
god than their own. What he severely blamed was 
the undue value which the men set upon ' the temple 
of Yahweh' and the place they gave it in their re- 
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ligion. They were capable of stealing, murdering, 
committing adultery, swearing falsely and burning 
incense to Baal ; and from deeds like these they came 
into the sanctuary in the confidence that everything 
could be put right there. By their conduct they were 
turning the temple into a den of thieves, so that God 
must judge them for their false worship. But it was 
a worship which was being o€fered to Him. The 
prophet must have spoken in wholly different terms, 
if another god had been acknowledged there. We 
bade the people add their burnt-offerings to their 
sacrifices and eat flesh. The reason he gave was that 
Moses had issued no commands on these matters. A 
man who spoke in such terns was conscious that his 
people were making too much of their own cult and 
were seeking t o  satisfy the demands of their own God 
by an abundant ritual. His rebulre has no meaning, if 
another god than their own was acknowledged there. 

In the prophet’s later period, again, we still find 
Jeremiah about the temple, and still in opposition. 
But his debate was no longer with the worshippers, 
nor was the subject of debate connected with ques- 
tions as to the form of the cult or the place it ought to 
occupy in men’s lives. He rather appeared in close 
relation to the court and engaged in discussion with 
other prophets who were also called prophets of 
Yahweh. These men were consulted by, and were in 
high favour with, the royal counsellors. There were 
SO many of them, and they received such consideration, 
that , Duhm questioned the authenticity of certain 
passages in the book of Jeremiah, merely because, as 
he stated, they made it appear as though Zedekiah‘s 
court swarmed (wimmelte) with prophets. Yet none 
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of these supporters of the faith had a word to say 
about any leaning towards apostacy on the part of 
the king or his advisers, nor did Jeremiah even accuse 
them of indifference to the cause of religion as they 
understood it. The constant subject of discussion 
between Jeremiah and the rest of the prophets was 
the bearing which the national faith, to which they 
were all devoted, ought to have on their political 
action. No one proposed to cast off allegiance to 
their own God, but they were deeply divided over the 
question of what they might expect Him to do, and 
what course the nation ought to follow because of 
their faith in Him. Fundamentally, the issue between 
Jeremiah and his fellow-prophets was the same as 
that between him and his fellow-worshippers; it 
concerned the character and the demands of Him 
whom they all acknowledged and served. In a 
particular case Jeremiah and Hananiah appeared 
before the Court with widely diverging counsel. 
Men’s minds in Jerusalem were strongly stirred over 
the fate of certain temple-vessels which had been 
carried away into Babylonia with the early company 
of exiles. Hananiah declared his conviction that the 
God of Israel should bring these back, and to this end 
should destroy Babylon. Jeremiah asserted that it 
was the divine will to send the remaining temple- 
vessels after their predecessors, because only this 
would convince men that the sanctuary was not 
essential to their relation to Yahweh. But men who 
could believe that their God would intervene in order 
to restore certain temple-vessels to their true use 
were, after their own fashion, zealots for His undivided 
honour. 
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It has been necessary to marshal the historical 

evidence as to the conditions which prevailed in Judah 
after Josiah’s reform in some detail, because it is so 
generally asserted that the reform was followed by a 
strong reaction. The main evidence for this assertion 
is drawn from those early chapters in the book of 
Ezekiel which contain a vehement denunciation of 
the holy city and predict its fall on the ground of the 
abominations which were being practised in the 
temple. All these oracles are carefully supplied with 
dates, which refer them to the period following the 
reign of Josiah. But to accept these dates and on 
the basis of them to reconstruct the history of the 
time is to run directly counter to the method of 
criticism which is applied to every other prophetic 
book. Wherever a book like Hosea or Joel or Micah 
is under consideration, no absolute reliance is placed 
upon the headings which indicate its origin or its 
date. Instead of this, the oracles themselves are 
sedulously examined in order to discover any reference 
to contemporary events. The date of the oracles and 
the possibility of their having been written by the 
prophet under whose name they appear are then 
detemined by whether they do or do not correspond 
with the facts of history. But for those facts of his- 
tory the historical records are made the final criterion, 
because it is recognised that the headings to the 
prophetic books may be the addition of later coUectors 
of the oracles, and that these men may have been 
pided by nothing higher than tradition. In the case 
of the early oracles in the book: of Ezekiel, the opposite 
procedure has been followed, and on the authority of 
their dates and their ascription of authorship the 
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description of Jerusalem which they contain has too 
often been forced upon the historical records. It 
might appear as though the precision of that dating, 
where day and month and year are exactly stated, 
instead of rousing hesitation because of its unusual 
character, had hypnotised the critical faculty of 
many scholars. 

There are three leading Characteristics of several 
of the early Ezeldel chapters which denounce judg- 
ment on Jerusalem. In them the writer assailed the 
beloved city with a virulence which is unexampled 
elsewhere, and which occasionally descends to scur- 
rility. To him the holy city sprang from bad stock 
and has produced shameful issue, so that now 
Jerusalem was worse than. Samaria, worse even than 
Sodom which God destroyed. Even after full allow- 
ance has been made for the Eastern’s love of invective, 
there is a note in this invective which demands 
another and more intimate explanation, Jerusalem 
had done more than offend against the man’s deepest 
convictions : it had made him suffer for them. This, 
in turn, falls into line with the second feature in the 
attitude of those chapters. The recurrent charge is 
hurled against Jerusalem that it has become a city of 
blood. Instead of watering down the expression into 
a metaphor, or seeldng a more recondite explanation, 
it is at ohce simpler and more natural to take the 
words literally. For, when they are taken in the 
sense that the leaders in the capital did not hesitate 
to use force in order to reach their ends, they serve to 
explah the violence of the writer’s language. He has 
been one of a proscribed party, and, though he has 
escaped himself, he has seen his friends suffer perse- 
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cution from those who controlled affairs. Other men 
besides Jonah have believed that they did well to be 
angry when they were called to suffer for their con- 
victions. Sometimes their anger has been more 
uncontrolled, because they knew themselves to be 
impotent and could find no other vent for their 
out raged f eelings.1 

The third feature of these passages is the description 
they contain of certain superstitious rituals which 
were being practised in the temple, The fulness and 
precision of the details as to these rites show the 
intimate knowledge of a man who had witnessed 
them. They could not have been supplied at second 
hand by a messenger to  a man in distant Babylonia 
and have retained the sharpness of outline which 
appears in his description of them. Nor is it easy to 
see why a prophet should have entered into such 
detail when he was addressing himself to  his fellow- 
exiles who had never witnessed them. On the other 
hand, a devoted worshipper of Yahweh, who was 
himself perhaps a priest in the temple, would natur- 
ally dwell on the enormities which were being practised 
in the beloved sanctuary, because they gave the reason 
for the horror and disgust which they produced in 
him and in all who were like-minded with him. To 
this have the rulers in the city brought their temple, 
and they have added to their sin by proscribing the 
men who ventured to oppose their policy. Jerusalem 
has become vile with a vileness which has no parallel 
escept that of Sodom. 

i 

My fellow-scotsmen will understand why I find a certain 
rcsemblance between passages in those chapters and some utter- 
ances of the Covenanters during ' the killing times.' Oppression 
has often driven good inen and wise men mad. 
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There is nothing in the historical record of the 
condition of affairs at Jerusalem between the reform 
of Josiah and the fall of the city which can justify the 
reference of such a description to that period. On 
the other hand, the chapters can be referred to the 
reign of Manasseh. 

They reproduce the vehement protest of the Puritan 
party of that time, which was the more shrill and bitter 
because the men were reduced to impotence by the 
measures which the Court took to repress them. They 
supply, too, the reason why the destruction of the 
holy city and of the temple was so often explained to 
be the result of the unexpiated guilt of Manasseh. 
The memory of such deeds having been permitted by 
authority in the holiest shrhe of the faith, and of 
their having been associated with persecution of those 
who opposed them, lived in men's minds and awoke 
such horror that they saw in the fall of Jerusalem the 
inevitable retribution? 

Since the above was written, I have secured Herntxich's 
valuable contribution to the Ezekiel question in his Beiheft to the 
Z.A.W. : Ezekiel probleme. He has accepted Ilijlscher's position 
as to the late and artificial character of the exact dating in the 
book, but has drawn from this the obvious conclusion which 
Holscher missed, probably because that scholar has a bias for 
stuffing the most incongruous materials into the exile. Yet the 
deliberate way in which these oracles have been assigned to Baby- 
lonia and to the period of the exile suggests at once that they be- 
longed originally neither to the one nor to the other. A student 
must then examine these oracles with an open mind, and see 
whether they do not give evidence of the place in which, and the 
date at  which, they were uttered. This is what Heratrich has 
done, and.he has had no difficulty in proving that the majority of 
the materials m chapters i.-xxxix. belong to  Judah in the time of 
the kingdom. I confess to a bias toward accepting his proof, for this 
was the conclusion to which Holscher's book had already driven me. 

Unfortunately, however, Herntrich has stopped there in his 
examination of those early oracles. He has somewhat hastily 
takcn it for granted that all this material must belong to the same 
period, must have been addressed to the same situation and must 
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Whether this date and origin for the chapters in 
Ezekiel be accepted or rejected is relatively of little 
have been uttered by one prophet. This has led him to ignore the 
force of Holscher’s evidence for a good deal of eschatological 
material among the oracles. But it has led to a more serious 
omission: he has failed to recognise the divergence of attitude 
which appears in these oracles. They differ in their theological 
outlook, and in their representation of the situation. It is impos- 
sible here to enter fully into that question. but one example of 
this divergency may be offered. Thus chapters xvi. and xvii. agree 
in denouncing doom on Jerusalem and on its governing class. But 
chapter xvi. pronounces the city’s doom because of its idolatry 
and because of its alliance with the heathen powers which brought 
with it apostacy. It is thus in agreement with Hosea and Isaiah in 
tracing the end to a religious failure. Chapter xvii. finds the cause 
more in a want of political judgment. The writer there was favour- 
ably inclined to Babylonia and also inclined to see in Judah‘s habit 
of making itself a great nation a mere form of megalomania. He 
put his finger on one result of this : it had led the governing class 
to play fast and loose with ideals of national honour and to be 
disloyal to their promises. Now, when we further note that the 
author of chapter xvi. included Assyria among the heathen powers 
with which Jerusalem had allied itself, and remember that 
Nineveh disappeared in the reign of Josiah, the conclusion to  which 
I am driven is that the two oracles derive from two different 
situations. Chapter xvi. refers to Manasseh: chapter xvii. to 
Zedelriah. 

Herntrich has not recognised the possibility that the original 
oracles in chapters i.-xxxix. which he has sifted out may contain a 
collection of pre-exilic material, belonging to different dates and 
deriving from different authors, which has been edited in Jeru- 
salem after the Return. His contribution is a monograph rather 
than a complete study. It deals with one aspect of the problem 
admirably, since he has succeeded in proving how much of the 
prophetic book demands an earlier date than the exile, and a Sitz im 
?be% other than Babylonia. But his study has not been done 
in the round.’ That is one great service he has done to  future 

students. He has also made it clear that certain of the weird 
phenomena connected with Ezelriel, such as his having been 
carried away bodily to Jerusalem, are not merely due to the late 
editor, but were introduced by him to explain how a prophet Iiv’9.g 
in Babylonia could show such intimate knowledge of events in 
Jerusalem. Now these are the grounds on which has been based 
much speculation as t o  Ezekiel’s mental condition. He has been 
called a psychopath, a neurotic, and has been endowed with 
telepathic powers. Since there emerges from Herntrich’s mono- 
graph a figure worthy to be set alongside his predecessors in mora1 
dignity and intellectual power, we may hope to see an end put to 
this kind of thing. 



60 PoSt-EXilic Jgtdkrtt .  

importance for the present subject. What it is im- 
portant to recognise is that the canons of criticism do 
not warrant their being used to prove a reaction in 
Judah after the Josianic reform. The historical 
records in 11. Kings do not bear evidence to  such a 
reaction, and the book of Jeremiah testifies to the fact 
that the effect of the reform was to invest the temple 
and its cult with a new and dangerous significance in 
the minds of the people. Against: this undue value 
set on the sanctuary and the worship there the prophet 
needed to enter a solemn protest in his temple address. 
Hananiah founded the policy of rebellion, which he 
urged on the Court, on the dogma that the due per- 
formance of the sacrificial ritual was so essential to 
the relation between Yahweh and Israel that He 
would never suffer Jerusalem to be destroyed. The 
first exiles in Babylonia were in despair, because their 
inability to continue the old means of grace meant 
to them their rejection by God. As soon as the edict 
of Cyrus made a Return possible, the Jews in Baby- 
lonia began to trickle back in a steady stream to the 
holy land. Their readiness to  make considerable 
sacrifice and to run large risks for this purpose is the 
sufficient proof of the place which the cult held in 
their minds. They went back, because the Josianic 
reform had made it illegitimate to practise that cult 
at any other sanctuary than the temple, 

What the early exiles under Jehoiachin thought 
about themselves was the conclusion which their 
brethren in Jerusalem were equally bound to draw. 
Men on whom the divine judgment had fallen SO 
signally that they were cut off from relation to God 
were rejected, except their God through some signal 
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act of mercy brought them back to Himself; they 
were the rotten figs of Jeremiah’s parable, c. xxiv. 
The verdict was inevitable to all who accepted the 
principle of the Josianic reform. As for themselves, 
those who escaped” the exile claimed to be the mK451, 
the ‘residue’ or ‘remnant’ of the R.V. Jeremib 
applied the expression to them at xxiv. 8, and showed 
the sense in which it was underitood. For he told his 
hearers in the capital that God, who had sent Jehoia- 
chin and his retinue into exile, would mete out the 
same fate to them by scattering Zedekiah, his princes 
and the ‘ residue ’ of Jerusalem among the nations. 
Those who had escaped from, or had been spared 
in, the first judgment should suffer from the 
second, The word n q ~ ~  which the prophet employed 
does not mean the rei; of the people 0% Jerusalem, 
the common people, in contrast with Zedelriah and 
his princes, or the ruling classes there. It has a 
special, almost a technical, sense, and is used for 
those who survive, in particular those who survive 
from some divine act of retribution. Even in its 
earliest and rather secular usage the word bears this 
sense, when the woman from Telroa declared that, if 
nothing was done to stay the avenger of blood, he 
would leave to her house neither name nor ‘ remainder ’ 
(or survivor) upon the face of the earth, 11. Sam. xiv. 7. 
In a few cases the word is employed merely to mean 
others in addition to a class which has been already 
described, Ezek. xxxvi. 3, 4, 5 ;  Jer. xxxix. 3 ; 
I. Chron. xii. 38; in three other cases it is used am- 
biguously, 11. Chron. xxxiv. g ; Jer. xli. 10, 16 ; once 
the text is too bad to permit the drawing of any 
conclusion, Ps. lxxvi. 11: ; but in general it is applied 
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to those who have been spared on the occasion of 
some divine judgment, 11. Kings xxi. 14, xix. 4, 31 ; 
Gen. slv. 7 ; I. Chron. iv. 43 ; 11. Chron. xxxvi. 20. 
Hence, it is a favourite word with the prophets in 
connection with their descriptions of what God was 
about to bring about and had brought on Israel1 or 
on other nations? The specific sense which attached 
to the word is brought out by the fact that it appears 
as a parallel to m+>q ' that which escapeth ' or 
sur~ivor ,~  and again as equivalent to ' her that was 
cast off .' 4 

The expression was not confined to  those who 
escaped from the early captivity under Jehoiachin, 
but was used to describe the Judeans after Nebuchad- 
rezzar had destroyed Jerusalem. Thus, it appears in 
the historical account of conditions in the country 
which has been included in the book of Jeremiah,6 as 
well as in the record of Jeremiah's dealings with the 
men who went down to Egypt ; 6 and it is employed 
by the two prophets who belonged to the remanent 
population after the captivity.' Elsewhere in the 
material which deals with the Return it appears in 
two cases which deserve to be isolated and noted, 

Amos v. 15 ; Isa. xiv. 22 (in the form iw), xxxvii. 4, 32 
= 11. Kings xix. 4, 31 ; xlvi. 3 : Jer. vi. g! xv. 9, xi. 23, viii. 31 
Fiu. 3, xxxi. 71. Ezek:.?. 8, xi. 13, v. 10; Micah ii. 12, iv. 7, v. 6 f., 
wi. 18 ; Zeph. U. 7-9, 111. 13. 

Amos i. 8, ix. 12 ; Isa. xiv. 30, xv. g ; Jer. xlvii. 4 f., xxv. 20, 
1. 26 ; Ezek. xxv. 16. In one case, xliv. 17, Deutero-Isaiah emplop 
the word of the wood which the carpenter has not needed for l is  
other purposes. 

11. m g s  xix. 31 = Isa. xxxvii. 32 ; I. Chron. iv. 43 ; Isa. 
xv. 9. 

4 b c a h  iv. 7. 
Jer. xl. 11 (contrast the use of I I ~ H # O ~  in xli. xo), xl. 15. 

e Jer. xlii. 2, 15, 19, xliii. 5, xliv. 1-12, 14, 28. 
Hag. i. 12, 14, ii. 2 ; Zech. viii. 6, 11, 12. 
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because they will require special attention later.1 No 
translation can quite adequately render a,n expression 
which is so peculiarly and closely related to the 
prophetic teaching. All that can be said in favour of 
the rendering which is employed here, viz., the 
remanent Judeans, is that it is more colourless than 
remainder or residue, which suggests the leavings or 
the others. What the proposed rendering fails to 
bring out is that these men conceived themselves 
more privileged than their fellows in exile, because 
they had been spared in the day of the divine anger, 
and were, therefore, since they remained in the holy 
land and within reach of the temple, in constant 
relation to God. So far from counting themselves 
inferior to the exiles, they believed these men their 
inferiors, because they, through the divine wrath, had 
been driven out into a land which was unclean. The 
privileges which belonged to the true Israel with the 
responsibilities remained their possession. 

Neh. vii. 72 ; Ezra ix. 13 f. In connection with these cf. p. 137. 


