
CHAPTER IV. 

JUDAH AND ISRAEL DURING THE EXILE. 

LITTLE is known about the outward conditions which 
prevailed in Palestine after the fall of Jerusalem. In 
certain respects it would appear that Nebucliadrezzar 
dealt with Judah much as Sargon had dealt with 
Samaria. His experience with Zedekiah had ap- 
parently convinced him that a native prince in control 
of a subordinate kingdom could not be trusted, SO 
he too ‘changed the government of the country,’ 
and placed it, for a time at least, under the control of 
a military governor; but whether this was a per- 
manent arrangement cannot be determined. He may 
have combined all Palestine under one satrap with 
his residence in Samaria and so originated what 
prevailed under Persia, when the governor beyond 
the River had authority over the whole country. 
Jerusalem certainly could not even have housed a 
governor, for the capital had been dismantled, its 
walls broken ddwn and the temple with many of the 
greater houses burned. A number of the leading 
citizens were also carried into captivity. But there 
the resemblance ceased, for the new conqueror did 
not follow the Assyrian practice of planting the 
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province with alien settlers. Instead, he issued 
orders to the governor whom he left to settle the 
country that fields and houses should be allotted to 
the peasantry, and even appointed a Jew, Gedaliah, 
to act as intermediary between this governor and the 
local population. Evidently, therefore, the bulk of 
the inhabitants of Judah remained Jewish. But 
beyond such a general statement it is not possible to 
go, for we cannot reach a definite estimate of the 
number of the exiles. The evidence in the Hebrew 
records is very conflicting, and Nebuchadrezzar, un- 
like Sargon, has left no statement on the subject. 
The attempt has been made to reach some conclusion 
by calculations based on the numbers of those who 
returned, as these appear in Ezra and Nehemiah. 
But the basis for such a n  estimate is precarious. 
Thus we do not know whether the exiles were ac- 
companied by their wives, nor whether their condition 
during the forty or more years of their captivity 
admitted of the natural rate of increase in their 
numbers. Nor is it certain whether those who re- 
turned were all descendants of those who were carried 
away with Zedekiah: they may have included 
members of the earlier Judean captivity or even exiles 
from Northern Israel, We are equally ignorant as to 
the relative numbers of the men of the Return and 
those Jews who elected to remain in Baby1onia.l 
But the probabilities of the case, as well as the few 
facts which have come down, warrant the conclusion 

1 Guthe in his ' Geschichte des Volkes Israel,' pp. 255 ff., has 
advanced good reasons for estimating the number of the captives 
as one-eighth of the population, For other estimates the histories 
of Sellin and Kittel may be consulted, where full references are 
found to the relative literature. 
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that Judea, even more than Samaria before it, re- 
mained in the hands of the Jewish peasantry. 

The province did not settle down at once after the 
confusion produced by the conquest. Marauding 
bands, led by wild leaders, had taken to the hills and 
were prepared to plunder wherever loot could be won. 
For some unknown reason the Ammonites interfered, 
and used one of these brigands to bring about the 
assassination of Gedaliah. But the strong hand of 
the Babybnian governor would make short work 
with these guerillas and would not tolerate Ammon’s 
interference beyond its frontiers. In his task of 
restoring order he could count on the support of the 
decent farmers of Judah. In a little oracle which can 
be assigned to this period, and which has been as- 
cribed to Jeremiah, xii. 7-13, it is possible to catch a 
brief glimpse of the condition to which the country 
had been reduced ; and it is also possible to overhear 
the disgust which many felt at these “brigands who 
roam on the bare heights in the wasted land . . . no 
flesh hath peace.” Once these men were assured of 
the fair treatment which their conqueror meted out 
to  them, they went back to the farms and crofts 
where, according to Jeremiah, c. xxxii., they had 
ploughed even when Nebuchadrezzar was battering 
down the walls of their capital. The condition of 
that capital was at first more deplorable than the 
state of the rest of the country, according to the 
evidence of chapters i. and ii, of Lamentations. The 
walls and strongholds had been dismantled, i. 4, ii. 2, 
5,  8, 9, and many of the houses in the city had been 
burned down. The lung and his leading men had 
disappeared into captivity, i. 6, ii. 2, 9, along with 
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many of the young women and young men, i. 18. 
There was such distress that it was hard for the in- 
habitants to maintain life, ii. 11 f. The memory of 
the horrors of the siege was still present in men's 
minds, ii. 19-22. Yet, though men were finding it 
hard to live, there were inhabitants in the city, and 
these must have had houses of some kind. There 
were even elders left, though they were overwhelmed 
by the disaster, ii. 10; and priests were present, 
though their chief occupation was to lament over the 
desecration and ruin which had befallen their beloved 
sanctuary, i. 4. 

The first effect of the calamity was to stun and 
bewilder, Beyond a curt acknowledgment that the 
fate of the city had not been unmerited, i. 18, the 
chapters in Lamentations contain nothing but a wail 
over desolate JerusaTem, with a description of the 
condition to which it had been reduced. In this 
respect the two litanies contrast strongly with the 
Song of Moses in Deuteronomy, c. xxxii., where before 
a similar disaster the author set himself to remind his 
people of that which remained inalienable by any 
conqueror, and even treated with contempt the people 
who had won a temporary victory. The contrast was 
natural. For the Judeans had entered the war with 
Babylonia in the confident expectation that God must 
protect Jerusalem and the temple, since these were 
essential to the continuance of His people. It needed 
time and thought before men could recover from what 
appeared to them a betrayal of their faith in Him. 

Yet, though the men were thus bewildered, they 
clung to the rites of their worship and continued these 
on the site of the ruined altar. It is one enduring 
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power in life’s routine that it helps men to rally from. 
a disaster which has threatened to h v e  them naked 
of all hope. Even during Gedaliah’s short term of 
authority eighty men arrived in Judah on their way 
to Jerusalem, bringing offerings to be presented in 
what was still called the house of the Lord. The men 
were drawn from certain districts of North Israel, 
Jer. xli, 5 f. Evidently, therefore, the altar-site was 
being used for sacrifice, though the temple had been 
burned, for the incident took place after Nebuchad- 
rezzar had withdrawn to Babylonia. Men who 
brought offerings from Israel must have known that 
the temple was in ruins. Clearly, too, it was not the 
Israelites who had resumed the practice of sacrifice at 
the sacred site, for the men could count on finding an 
altar and officiants in Jerusalem. The principle of 
the Josianic reform had struck very deep roots when 
this could happen, and it had come to govern not 
only Judah but Northern Israel. Men from the 
North, who persisted in bringing their offerings to  
Jerusalem even during the troubles of such an unquiet 
time, were clearly continuing a habit which had 
become part of their religious life. They valued it so 
highly that they were prepared to run, and did run, 
serious risks rather than forgo the privilege. The 
measures of the reformers had succeeded in uniting 
North and South in a common devotion to the cult 
at Jerusalem? 

The reported incident supplies another proof that no reaction 
followed the reform under Josiah. If the temple had become the 
centre of a semi-pagan cult like that described in Ezelriel, it could 
not have retained the allegiance of Israelites, ~ 1 1 0  had enough 
pagan cults in Samaria to  satisfy them, and some of whom, teste 
Jeremiah, had given way to their seductions. Only men devote! 
to the purer worship would have continued to ’ go up to Jerusalem, 
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The priests at the capital had thus other duties 

besides that of lamentation over the desolate altar. 
The altar-fire was rekindled, and they must tend it. 
But, as soon as life resumed its more ordinary course 
under the Babylonian rdgime, it became necessary 
to regulate this restored worship and to provide for 
the men who conducted it. In my judgment we 
possess in chapter x. of Nehemiah, the chapter which 
immediately follows the Israelite litany, the terms of 
an  or pact, which was intended to serve this 
purpose. Since, however, this view of the chapter is 
somewhat revolutionary, and since the text is in 
considerable confusion, it is necessary to discuss the 
document at some length. 

The first question is to determine the connection of 
the list of names in verses 2-28 with the rest of the 
document or withits subject. As the list stands, it 
begins: “now over those who were sealed was 
Nehemiah the tirshatha ” ; and this is followed by 
a list of priests in verses 2-9, of levites in verses 10-14, 
and of lay leaders of the people in verses 15-28. In 
the M.T. this list is preceded in verse I b  by a heading 
or docket : “ concerning the sealing, our leaders, 
levites, priests.” Similar headings are to be found 
in connection with other documents. Thus, Jer. xxiii. 
9-40 consists of a series of oracles on true and false 
prophecy, and the section is headed by a curt docket 
‘‘ concerning prophets.’’ The natural suggestion in 

1 I have translated literally. The character of these words, 
which contain no verb, is missed by English readers, since the 
translators have turned it into a complete sentence and so given 
it an apparent connection with the preceding clause. 

2 In this case the R.V. has recognised the character of the two 
words and left them without any connection. 
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both cases is that the words formed the heading to a 
document which once existed in an, independent 
form, but which was later incorporated into a larger 
collection. To find such a document with its formal 
docket in association with the pact of chapter x. does 
not prove their original connection any more than the 
fact of chapter ix. following directly on chapter Viii. 
proves the litany to have been written for the cele- 
bration of Tabernacles, Further, the natural sense 
of arnnn in verse ~b and of nwnnn in verse z is that 
these men were sealed for some reason, not that they 
sealed anything. 

The suspicion thus roused that verses 1b-28 are an 
intrusion and have nothing to do with the pact is 
confirmed by the examination of verse 29. This reads : 
and the rest of the people, the priests, the levites, the 
door,-keepers , the singers , the nethinim and everyone 
who separated himself from the peoples of the lands 
to the law of God, their wives and their children of 
suitable age. After this follow several clauses descrip- 
tive of the attitude of these classes, but without a 
principal verb. It is impossible to construe or to make 
sense of this passage as it stands. If we attempt to 
connect this new body of people with the document 
about the sealed, it becomes necessary to suppose 
that ' the rest of the people means the rest of the 
laity, as contrasted with their leaders in verses r5 ff, 
It then becomes rlecessary to suppose that the priests, 
levites, door-keepers, etc., mean all the lower clergy 
in contrast with their leaders in verses 2-9 and 10-14. 
But, in order to express such a sense, Hebrew syntax 
requires the repetition of ' the rest ' before mention 
of these lower clergy, and who then are the men who 

I 
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separated themselves from the peoples of the lands ? 
These words do not describe ‘ the rest of the people,’ 
but form a class by themselves. Even if the men 
described in verse zg be closely joined to  the list of 
the sealed, this only serves to raise a greater difficulty 
as to the sense. The only purpose in selecting certain 
representatives of the clergy and laity to be sealed 
was that these men acted in name of the whole com- 
munity. Yet, on this construction of the passage, 
these men did not so act, for all the rest of the 
community were sealed as well as their leaders, Why 
then should a list of the leading clergy and laity have 
been selected, and why should it have been carefuuy 
preserved ? 

The matter only becomes more complicated ifz as 
Haller seems to imply,l those leaders were not sealed, 
but affixed their seals to the agreement of verse I@ in 
token of their acceptance of it and as a pledge of their 
fulfilment of its terms. This interpretation of nl rmn 
is rather forced, and the suggestion leaves the docket 
of verse ~b hanging in the air: but, what is more 
serious, it only males the difficulty about the sense 
graver, Where the signature of an agreement that 
involves a community is concerned, it is obviously 
necessary to have this done by representatives. But 
one hardly sees why, after that obvious step was taken, 
the whole community, clerical and lay, even women 
and children, should have been required to  affix their 
seals, One may even question whether the whole 
community possessed seals. 

If the section 1b-28 is recognised as an independent 
document which has been intruded by mistake or 

1 In ’ Die Schriften des Alken Testamentes,’ ad Zoc. 
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by a copyist’s blunder, and if verse I a  be read in 
direct connection with verse 29, the sense and the 
situation become clear. What remains is another 
document which begins : in connection with all this, 
or because of all this we enter into an agreement 
committing it to writing. The connection has been 
lost, so that it is impossible to say what conditions 
led to the men’s action. But the agreement into 
which they entered was not a covenant ; it was, as in 
Nehemiah xi. 23, a provision to meet a particular case- 
in chapter xi. the case of the singers. The men who 
thus realised that circumstances required such an 
agreement are defined in verse 29, and, since the two 
classes mentioned constituted the ‘ we,’ there was no 
need for a finite verb. They are called b$TgW or 
the rest of the people with their clergy,l and everyone 
who separates himself from the peoples of the lands 
unto the law of God. The last group are identified 
for us by the litany of chapter ix. They were the 
loyalists in Northern Israel, who had been delivered 
into the power of the peoples of the lands, v. 30, 
who separated themselves from these, v. 2, and who 
associated a public reading of the law with their act 
of separation, v. 3. Naturally this group is less clearly 
defined than ‘ the rest of the people,’ since they formed 
a looser community, consisting of those who separated 
themselves from the heathen settlers. It is a sugges- 
tive, though minor confirmation of this view of their 
origin to ‘note how, not merely in this verse but 
throughout the agreement, constant use is made of 
the divine name Elohim, even in such significant 

The lis! of minor clergy may have been expanded by adding 
a famdiar hst of such officials. 

. 



Judah and Israel du&g the Exile. 73 
phrases as the law of Elohim and the house of 
Elohim? 

As for the ' rest of the people,' when the document 
about the sealing has been removed, it becomes clear 
that the words are dependent on nothing which 
precedes them, and cannot, therefore, be understood 
in the sense of the rest of a community in contrast 
with others who have been previously mentioned? 
The phrase is employed independently as a sufficient 
description of a definite group, as it is used in 
Nehemiah xi. I and as D ~ F  nw$ in Haggai i. 12, ii. 2. 
These men were the remanent Judeans of pp. 60 ff. 
s@ra. When it is recognised that these were the 
Judeans who had not gone into exile, the state- 
ment in verse 30 gains its full significance. The 
loyalists in North Israel separated themselves from 
the heathen settlers in order to keep the divine law, 
and cast in their lot with their brethren in Judah. 
The outcome of their common effort was the pact. 

It may serve to show the comparatively early date 
Of the passage if its terms are compared with the 
somewhat similar language used in connection with a 
celebration of passover which the editor of Ezra, 
chapter vi,, ascribed to the men of the Return. It is 
stated in verse 21 that the children of Israel who had 
returned from the captivity and all who had separated 
themselves from the filthiness of the heathen (+:!a not 
'&) of the land took part in the celebration. To 

In Haller's opinion this body of men consisted of proselytes; 
but, besides the clear references to c. ix., v. 30 describes these men 
as adhering to, or casting in their lot with, their brethren. Their 
brethren is not a natural expression to define the relation between 
native Jews and newcomers from heathenism : on the other hand, 
It  is appropriate as between North and South Israel. 

.a TO express this sense, Neh. iv. 19 uses lQ;, not I#$. 
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that writer there were also two classes in the com- 
munity who were capable of uniting in Jewish worship, 
the men of the Return and all other native Jews. 
Since he, ascribed the entire work of the restoration 
to the returned exiles, the rest of the community 
did no more than support them, and, before they 
were worthy of the task must separate themselves 
from the filth of the heathenism of Palestine in order 
to cast in their lot with the true Israel. Hence it is 
said that they separated themselves unto the returned 
exiles. In the account of the pact there are also two 
classes, but we hear nothing about returned exiles, 
and the men. who separate themselves do so from the 
peoples of the lands unto the divine law. It was a 
subordinate element in their act that they also cast in 
their lot with their brethren. The difference between 
the two accounts underlines the change produced by 
the Return, 

It remains to test the terms of the pact, and 
especially to test whether these agree with the late 
date after chapter xiii., t o  which it is commonly 
referred, largely because of the mention of Nehemiah 
among the sealed. Bertholet and Haller may be 
cited ‘as representative of this view. 

The first clause of the pact forbids all intermarriage 
with the peoples of the land, v. 31. It thus goes a 
little further than the Judean legislation of Exodus 
xxxiv. 16 on the subject, for it stiffens up the earlier 
law by forbidding any Jew to give his daughter in 
marriage to a heathen: on the other hand, it is in 
accord wit11 the step taken by the loyalist Israelites 

‘ Hand commentar zum AUT. : Ezra und Nehemia.’ 
a ‘ Schriften des Alten Testamentes. 
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in Deuteronomy vii. 3.l The aim was to constitute 
the people into a separate community on the basis 
of their religion, as the men of the North had already 
done. A minor feature shows the scope of the regu- 
lation. While one section of those who united in the 
pact are said to have separated themselves from the 
peoples of the lands, v. 29, the joint body resolve to 
refuse intermarriage with the peoples of the country : 
the regulation was meant to apply to all Palestine. 
The law against intermarriage is also set into a position 
of peculiar prominence, since it i s  made the first 
clause in the pact : in Exodus it forms a mere item in 
a longer code, in Deuteronomy it fs a novel addition 
to  an earlier code, The reason for this !ay in the 
condition of the people at the. time. They were 
constituting themselves into a separate community, 
who were bound by the terms of the pact; and, 
since the question before them was the maintenance 
of their cult, they were defining the men who were 
capable of taking part in its services. 

In Bertholet’s view this regulation was the outcome 
of Nehemiah’s action in Nehemiah xiii. 23-28, and, 
therefore, very late. This implies that the governor, 
after having excommunicated the high-priest’s son 
for marrying a heathen woman, passed a law to forbid 
such marriages. The Borders of Scotland are charged 
with an ancient custom which has received the name 
of Jeddart justice, and which consisted in first hanging 
a man and then judging him. The custom is not one 
of which my countrymen are peculiarly proud, but 
they may at least congratulate themselves that their 
forefathers did not go quite so far as Bertholet’s 

l Cf. p. 24 sz@va and the reference there. 
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Nehemiah, who first condemned a man and then 
passed the law which brought him in guilty. The 
governor’s action in expelling the high-priest’s son 
is only explicable if this law was already in existence. 
He enforced, he did not create it. Further, the re- 
ceived view of the course of events regards the segrega- 
tion of the community at Jerusalem by refusing all 
intermarriage to  have been the special work of Ezra 
in virtue of his authority from a Persian king. If, 
then, Nehemiah’s acts in chapter xiii; followed Ezra, 
he dealt with the erring son of the high-priest on the 
acknowledged basis of his predecessor’s enactment. 
Why, then, did he pass a law which was already in 
existence ? 

Having thus constituted themselves into a separate 
community, the men proceeded to maintain among 
themselves the distinctive features of their religion. 
Their first act was to set a hedge about the holy days 
by forbidding all trade with foreigners on. those sacred 
occasions, v. 32a. Here they went a step fu;ther 
than had been the recognised practice in one part at 
least of the nation, for Amos viii. 5 shows that business 
dealings among the people were forbidden in the 
Northern kingdom on new moon and Sabbath. In 
that earlier period either the temptation to trade 
with foreigners did not exist, or it may have been 
counted lawful to buy from men who broke no law 
of their own by selling, as it was legitimate to sell 
the carcase of an animal which had died to men Who, 
m.lke the Jews, had no scruples about eating it, 
Deut. xiv. 21. This liberty, if it had previously 
existed, was to cease, 

Again, Bertholet thinks that this law was the out- 
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come of Nehemiah’s action in refusing to admit 
foreign traders into Jerusalem on the Sabbath, xiii. 15 ff. 
In reality the act of the governor and the clause of 
the pact are entirely different in character. In 
the one case we see a community which had no power 
to prevent the foreigner from becoming a danger to 
their religious customs: if they were to protect 
themselves, they must do it by voluntary action. 
In, chapter xiii., on the other hand, the civil governor, 
in virtue of his authority as such, took action which 
removed the temptation. The men of the pact 
passed a law in favour of total abstinence : Nehemiah 
went further and enacted prohibition. But no one 
passes a law of total abstinence in a country where 
the distilleries and breweries have been abolished, 
and Nehemiah did not trouble t o  forbid purchase 
from the foreigner, after he had made sure that no 
foreigner was there to sell, As for the governor’s 
treatment of his fellow Jews in xiii. 15, he merely 
enforced among them their own Sabbatic law. 

In pursuance of the same purpose, the two parties, 
in the pact took steps to protect the sanctity of the 
seventh year, They resolved to forgo the crop of 
that year, adopting thus a regulation from the Judean 
law of holiness in Leviticus xxv. 4, and the exaction 
of debt during the period, a similar regulation from 
the Israelite code, Deut. xv. I ff. They thus combined 
in verse 32b the legislation on the holy year which 
had governed the conduct of the two sections of the 
people. Whether the intention was to bring the whole 
people under the same law by making what had once 
belonged to only one kingdom binding also on the 
other, or whether the clause merely enforced in each 
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section of the community its own specific legislation, 
it is impossible to say. But it is significant to notice 
the curt terns in which the earlier laws are sum- 
marised and the fact that in each case the exact 
terms used in the originals are quoted. Men who 
thus referred to terms of their older legislation must 
have been very familiar with its language. 

No one will accept such a view of the situation ex- 
cept those who hold that the Law of Holiness and the 
Code of Deuteronomy derive from Judah and Israel 
respectively. But all who reject the offered ex- 
planation ought to recognise that this does not 
exonerate them from producing an alternative which 
will account for this remarkable clause. If both 
Leviticus and Deuteronomy were once intended for 
the same community of Judah, whence arose the 
divergence in the method of celebrating the seventh 
year? If Deuteronomy was the Code which was 
made authoritative under Josiah, did the exaction 
of debt then take the place of the forgoing of a crop, 
or was it superadded on the other without any refer- 
ence to its existence ? If, on the other hand, Leviticus 
xxv. 4 formed part of the Priestly Code, what led 
the men of the Return to add the burden of forgoing 
a crop for a year at  a time when the community were 
in sore economic distress? Why did they enact it 
without any reference to the exaction of debt? 
Finally, what was there in the conditions of Neherniah’s 
time, which led the governor for the first time to 
combine the two enactments in a common law ? 

The men of the pact had thus laid down regulations 
on the subject of the sacred seasons, where an ad- 
justment of the terms of those regulations was recog- 
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nised to be necessary. They then proceeded to take 
order about the essential feature of their common 
life, the maintenance of the cult. The first necessity 
was to maintain the essential elements in their com- 
munal worship: the shewbread, the daily burnt- 
offering and the sin-offering. Since these were con- 
tinuous, not occasional, since also they were for the 
benefit of the community, not of individuals, the 
community, which had constituted itself on the basis 
of its religion, made itself responsible for them. The 
men agreed to an assessment of one-third of a shekel 
for this purpose, w. 33 f. Their regulation, accord- 
ingly, had no connection with Exodus xxx. 11-16, 
where the sum of half a shekel was required from every 
male Israelite above the age of twenty. For that is 
not said to have been an annual charge : it was made 
at a particular time when the people were numbered, 
and it was qn assessment ad hoc for the purpose of 
defraying the cost of the tent of meeting. The writer 
of 11. Chronicles xxiv. 6-9 so understood it, for he 
relates that Joash, when he restored the temple after 
the confusion under Athaliah, laid the tax of Moses 
upon the people for this special purpose, but for this 
special purpose only. 

Bertholet has also pointed out that the terms in 
which the clause is framed prove it to have been a 
novelty, He has, however, failed to recognise that a 
novel clause of this character disagrees with the late 
date under Nehemiah. The tevminzts a qzto for the 
introduction of such a regulation is clear. The com- 
munal and continuous offerings at the temple had 
been a charge against the royal exchequer so long as 
the kingdom existed, But, when Babylon forcibly 
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disestablished and disendowed the Church, the charges 
had to fall on the voluntary gifts of the faithful. The 
terminas ad quem is equally clear. For, as soon as 
the temple was restored, the cost of the daily sacrifices, 
according to the terms of Darius’ rescript in Ezra vi. 
g f., was defrayed from the imperial exchequer, on 
condition that prayers were then offered for the 
imperial house. The period when such a regulation 
became necessary was between 586 and 520. Natu- 
rally, therefore, no reference to it appears in chapter 
xiii. : it had already fallen into desuetude, 

temple the necessary wood for the altar fire, v. 35, the 
first-fruits of the ground, v. 36, the firstlings of men 
and cattle, v. 37. These verses are generally regarded 
as two, or even three, regulations; and NU?! to 
bring in verse 35, where it refers to the wood, is 
subordinated to the main verb ‘ we cast lots ’ in the 
same verse, while in verses 36 f. the same word is 
referred back to the main verb ‘ we made ordinances ’ 
in verse 33. Yet it would appear more natural to 
connect the three construct infinitives with the same 
principal verb, and conclude that the men cast lots 
to decide all the three ‘ bringings,’ Such a construc- 
tion would make better Hebrew, since, if the intention 
had been to connect the bringing of first-fruits and 
firstlings with verse 33, we should have expected ‘ We 
made ordinances’ to be repeated before the two 
infinitives. Further, xiii. 31 mentions the transport 
of the wood-offering and of the first-fruits, and thus 
brings the two together. 

The men met the charges of their continuous and 
communal sacrifices by the new assessment of one- 

\ 
1 There follows a regulation about bringing to the 

I ’ 
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third of a shekel. But this tax did not cover all the 
expenses of the cult : the altar-fire must be maintained 
and the priests needed to be supported. Nor was the 
new assessment intended to  do away with the old 
regulations of the law common to both sections of 
the community which served these ends. First-fruits, 
firstlings and apparently the supply of wood for the 
altar1 had always been supplied by the faithful. 
Accordingly the men did not find it necessary to 
mention either the amount or the method of .raising 
or using these offerings : they did not even re-enact 
them. These questions were already determined by 
their law. The only matter with which they dealt 
concerned the regular transport of the gifts to the 
temple, and recourse was taken to the lot in order to  
determine it, What particular purpose the lot served 
in this connection I do not venture to suggest; and 
unfortunately no commentary which I have con- 
sulted on the passage even seems to recognise the 
need for an explanation. That it was, however, a 
temporary arrangement to meet the difficulty is clear 
from xiii. 30 f., where regular niv$q or wards were 
instituted over the altar-wood and the first-fruits. 
Since a permanent arrangement naturally follows a 
temporary one, the comparison of the two passages 
again indicates that the pact of chapter x. preceded 
chapter xiii. 

There follows in verses 38-40a a regulation which, 
it is generally recognised, has received later additions, 
Thus, verse 38a cannot be translated as it stands: 

In verse 35 the provision of this wood is expressly said to  be 
in obedience to an older law, though no such regulation appears in 
any of the early codes. 

P 
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and we shall bring the first-fruits of our n i h g l  and 
our heave-offerings and the fruit of every tree. 
Obviously it was not the fruit of every tree, but its 
first-fruits, which were dedicated to the temple service, 
so that the fruit of every tree must be subordinate to 
the first-fruits. But this implies that the heave- 
offerings, like the two other nouns between which 
the word stands, must also be subordinate to the 
first-fruits. Yet this again is impossible, since it 
was the heave-offerings, not merely a part of them, 
which were dedicated. Accordingly the ' Biblia 
Hebraica' and Haller follow the LXXBAN and omit 
the heave-off erings. 

The same two authorities are at one in omitting as 
a homogeneous gloss verses 38b-40a. With this posi- 
tion I cannot entirely agree, because the rejected 
passage is not homogeneous, but deals with two dif- 
ferent subjects. Thus the sentence at the close of 
verse 38 and that with which verse 39 begins-for 
they, the levites, take the tithes in all the t ~ w n s  of 
our tillage and a priest the son of Aaron shall be with 
the levites when the levites levy tithes and the levites 
shall bring up the tithe of the tithes-deal with one 
question, that of levying the tithes, They gloss the 
original, since, in supplement to the undertaking of 
the people to bring their tithes, they expressly direct 
the levites to levy these offerings, order a priest to 
accompany the levites at  the levy and add that a 
tithe of this tithe must be set aside for the priests. 
This expansion is complete in itself; it corrects, 
rather than supplements, the original; it is also 

SO uncertain is the exact sense of this word that it seems wiser 
t o  leave it untranslated. 
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clearly later in date. For it uses ?kg to tithe in the 
sense of levying tithe, while Genesis xxviii. 22, Deuter- 
onomy xiv. 22 employ the verb for paying tithes; 
and the expression, the priest, the son of Aaron, 
belongs to a later period. 

On the other hand, verse 40 begins with an entirely 
different subject-viz., that of the use which was 
made of certain chambers in the temple. It reads: 
for the children of Israel and the children of Levi 
were in the habit of bringing heave-offerings of corn, 
wine and oil to the chambers in which vessels of the 
sanctuary were kept. This has nothing to do with 
the way in which the tithe was raised or with the 
devotion of the further tithe to  the priests. If the 
sentence was a gloss, it has been added to some other 
sentence or phrase than that which dealt with the 
tithes. Its point of attachment is found in the final 
clause of verse 39, to the house of our God to the 
chambers at the treasury; and it serves to prove 
that those words are original. 

If, now, the glosses are removed from the text, the 
original regulation in the pact will run : we under- 
take to bring the first-fruits of our nW?g and of the 
tree fruits (wine and oil) to the priests at the temple- 
chambers, and the tithe to the levites to the temple at 
the treasury-chambers. It deserves to be noticed 
that this undertaking in its amended form agrees with 
the rest of the regulations and differs from the two 
major glosses in the employment of the first person 
plural and in the retention of the house of our God as 
a description of the temple. 

It would have been unnecessary to labour this 
minor detail in the exegesis of the passage did it not 
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serve to throw light on the origin of two of the glosses, 
and so on the relation between chapter x. and chapter 
xiii. For xiii. 4-13 describes the act of Nehemiah in 
expelling from a temple-chamber Eliashib who had 
appropriated the room for his personal ends. This 
account mentions that the chamber had been previ- 
ously employed for accommodating sacred vessels and 
offerings, and speaks about heave-off erings. Probably 
the heave-offerings for the priests in x. 38 (cf. xiii. 5 ) ,  
and the description of the use to which those chambers 
were put in x. 40a, were glossed on the original by 
someone who wished to bring out that the governor 
was not acting arbitrarily, but was carrying into effect 
a regulation which Eliashib ought to have recognised 
and obeyed. His act will then serve to show his 
opinion as to the relative age of the documents? 

The pact closes with the solemn undertaking: 
we will not forsake the house of our God. The pledge 
does more than close the document : it shows the 
purpose for which it was drafted and reduced to 
writing. The men, whoever they may have been, 
began by constituting themselves into a separate 
community on the basis of their religion. They 
proceeded to take steps to safeguard the outward 
observances of their common faith, they assessed 
themselves to meet the expenses of their communal 
sacrifices, undertook to continue their former offerings 
for the maintenance of the altar-fire and its officiants, 
and promised to bring their offerings to the priests 
and levites at their respective chambers. The purpose 

I 

I may be allowed to add that the relation between chapters X. 
and xiii. may have some light to throw on the question of the date 
of Nehemiah’s governorship : but that is beyond the scope of this 
study. 
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of all this was to continue the cult at the temple, 
which they did not mean to forsake. 

Reason has been shown for rejecting the usual date 
of this agreement, according to which it was placed 
after chapter xiii., and therefore during a supposed 
second visit of Nehemiah to Jerusalem. With the 
modern swing of opinion in the direction of placing 
Nehemiah before Ezra,l the date and even the fact 
of a second visit have become problematical. It has 
become necessary to find, if possible, a new date and 
with it a new occasion for such an agreement, for we 
must be able to show that at the date selected there 
was something in the conditions of the time which 
demanded this formal act. In my judgment the 
document is one of the earliest of those bearing on 
the period which we possess, and it shows the first 
effort at the reconstitution of the temple-cult to have 
been made by the remanent Judeans and the loyalist 
Israelites in combination. The men deliberately 
resolved to continue the unity which had been the 
outcome of the Josianic reform on its religious side. 
In no circumstances shall they go back to their old 
separation, and in no circumstances shall they go 
back to the local sanctuaries. The one centre of their 
national and religious life, their common centre for 
sacrifice and festival, shall remain their continual care. 

The document thus supplies an additional proof 
that one part of Torrey's contention was justified. 
There was no absolute break with the past in 586, and 
there was no blank period between 586 and 520. The 
altar-fire continued on the old site which David had 

before Ezra, ' History of Israel,' II., p. 117. 
Thus Dr Oesterley inclines to date Nehemiah a generation 
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chosen, though the temple lay in ruins round it. 
There were, instead of the temple-buildings, such 
simple chambers or h13aS as even a village in old 
Israel had been able to supply, when Samuel received 
Sad as an honoured guest at a sacrifice, The priests 
still found a task in ministering to  the faithful, 
though they might mourn over the departed glories 
of the temple. Beside them were levites, and, though 
the relation between the two bodies of clergy is left 
undefined, the document appears to regard them as on 
an equal footing. 


