
CHAPTER V. 

SHESHBAZZAR AND THE EDICT OF CYRUS. 

BETWEEN the sack of Jerusalem, 586, and the accession 
of Cyrus, $38, lay forty-eight years. The fact that 
the book of Chronicles closes with the one event and 
the book of Ezra opens with the other is apt to suggest 
that nothing happened during those silent years. Yet 
much can happen in the life of a nation in a generation, 
especially when the nation, after a time of disquiet, 
has passed under the control of an Empire which 
guaranteed stable order and peace. The life of the 
peasants in both parts of the province resumed its 
usual course, the more readily because Nebuchad- 
rezzar’s attack had been directed against Jerusalem 
and the rulers there, Even th6 capital must have 
begun to recover from its ruin, The chapters in 
Lamentations which can be dated in this period show 
that the city was still occupied. Its citizens must 
have had houses to live in, and by the time of Haggai 
in 520 were reproached by the prophet with caring 
more for their homes than, for the condition of their 
temple. Some of the reasons which had led to the 
original prominence of Jerusalem under the kingdom 
made its recovery certain. The Babyloqian governor 
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could not ignore the natural centre of his Southern 
province. Though he himself may have resided in 
Samaria, he must have recognised the advantages 
of this second centre of administration. He could 
much less pass it by, since it remained the centre of 
worship for most members of the community which 
he controlled, The restoration of the cult at  the 
old altar must further have helped in the recovery of 
the city. Not only did the pact bring back the priests 
and levites to the house of the Lord: it brought 
back the worshippers from all Israel and those who 
supplied their wants. The restoration of Jerusalem 
may have been slow, but by 538 it had had forty-eight 
years of settled order to become apparent. 

What brought a change in the situation was the 
accession of Cyrus in 538. In outward matters this 
merely meant that Palestine passed from being a 
province in the Babylonian Empire into the same 
condition under Persia. But shortly after his victory 
the new king issued an edict which granted liberty 
in religious affairs to all his subject kingdoms. The 
decree was the evidence of the wholesomer relations 
between ruler and subjects which were introduced by 
Cyrus. Hitherto these relations had been that the 
dominant power had exploited the conquered. The 
Assyrians, and even the Babylonians, had failed to 
make the nations which they incorporated into their 
Empire feel as though they had gained something 
through entering into a larger community. These 
Empires rather resembled a steam-roller which flat- 
tened out everything over which it passed. The 
Persians would seem to have 'been the first who 
attempted a different policy. It is not necessary to 
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suppose that the change was due to a higher or more 
civilised conception of the art of government on the 
part of this conquering race. One scarcely sees how 
Cyrus could have hoped to maintain himself by any 
other method than that which he followed. The two 
tremendous blows by which he struck down Lydia 
and Babylonia had been so theatrical in their swift 
suddenness, the extent of territory which passed under 
his control was so vast and its constituents so varied, 
that he could s o t  have held together by mere force 
what he had thus won. Besides, if he had attempted 
to rely on the support merely of his native Persians, 
the reservoir of men on which he could draw was too 
small to supply a force sufficient to hold down and 
administer a territory which stretched from the borders 
of Egypt to the shores of the Levant. He was com- 
pelled to appeal beyond the central authorities which 
he had struck down to the smaller nationalities which 
had been swallowed up by the large Empires. It is 
clear that he followed such a policy in his relations to 
Babylonia. Even before his victory he gave himself 
out to the inhabitants of the capital as having been 
summoned to his conquest by the tutelary deity, in 
order to avenge the insults which the last king, 
Nabonid, had shown to that deity. He also enlisted 
into his service leading Babylonians whom he had 
thus won over to his side, and, since he had been 
largely supported by the local priests, he showed 
peculiar favour to their forms of worship. 

In his volume on the discoveries at Ur, Mr Gadd 
sums up the view of Cyrus' policy which he has gained 
from the inscriptions there. " Harassed by the 
gathering danger (from Cyrus) Nabonid now sent to 
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gather into Babylon the gods of all the cities in his 
land, if perchance they might avail him, or perhaps 
with the view of protecting them at least within his 
impregnable walls. , . . Whatever his. motive, the 
king’s action was most bitterly resented by priests 
and local patriots, and the first, most popular, act of 
Cyrus was to send back the gods to their several 
homes.” Again, (‘ after his victory, gained as much 
by the efforts of his supporters in Babylon as by his 
own military conduct, it was at least wise, if not 
indispensable, to maintain the character of champion 
of the true worship against the alleged heresies of 
Nabonid, particularly as the strength of his faction 
was undoubtedly the malcontent priesthood. This 
gesture was perhaps the easier to make since it is not 

However that may be, his first action was to undo 
all the work of Nabonid. The gods which had been 
collected to Babylon were sent back to their own 
cities, and the new reformer complacently records 
the gratitude which rewarded his zeal, 

There can be little doubt that the Moon-god of Ur 
now returned with pomp to his city, for on a broken 
cylinder found there, Cyrus says : Sin, the illuminator 
(?) of heaven and earth with his favourable sign 
delivered into my hands the four quarters of the world 
and I returned the gods to their shrines. But there 
is even more material evidence than this, for under 
Cyrus and doubtless in his first year, as preparation 
for the god’s return, the last building operations of 
which any trace remains were undertaken at Ur. The 
southernmost of the gates in the north-east side of 
the wall round the sacred enclosure was renovated 

I certain that Cyrus himself was ever a Zoroastrian. 
\I 
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and fitted with new doors by Cyrus, who stamped his 
inscriptions upon the bricks with which the hinge- 
stones were surrounded. He declares that the great 
gods have delivered all the lands into my hands, the 
land I havecaused to dwell in a peaceful habitation. 
Such an inscription, couched in general terms, would 
be equally suitable for every god and city, so that it 
is conceivable that similar bricks were used for a like 
purpose in every place which received back its god. 
The words of the proclamation and of this brick 
inscription may in fact be abbreviated and modified 
versions of a general edict from the chancellery of 
Cyrus." 3 

The Hebrew records have preserved two accounts 
of the way in which this edict reached Jerusalem: 
the one forms the opening chapter of Ezra, the other 
is found in v. 13-17. It is important to recognise the 
different purpose, and so the different character, of 
the two documents. That in chapter v. forms a plain, 
official statement inserted in a document prepared 
by the Jewish authorities and intended for the Persian 
court, when Tattenai, their local governor, requested 
to know the authority in virtue of which they were 
building the temple in the reigrl of Darius 520. The 
men confined themselves to a brief account of the 
events which happened w@en Cyrus issued his famous 
edict, and were content to state the facts without 
elaboration. On the other hand, the first chapter of 
Ezra forms the beginning of the story of the restor- 
ation of the temple by the men of the Return, written 
by a Jew for the information of his fellow-Jews. The 

also woolley, ' Ur of the Chaldees,' pp. 20.5 f. 
e. J. Gadd, ' History and Monuments of Ur,' pp. 348 ff. cf. 
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author began with the event which made that Return 
possible. But he did not confine himself to a bare 
record of facts : he elaborated it, giving it the aspect 
under which it appeared to bim and to men who 
thought like him. His account could not fail to have 
a strong Jewish colouring. 

This Jewish colouring appears most clearly in the 
opening verses of the chapter. The author did not 
fail to recognise that Cyrus’ edict concerned the whole 
Empire, but he has left the impression that the act 
of grace was confined to the Jews and was merely 
issued for the information of the rest of the nations. 
The reason lay in his desire to insist that the king’s 
act, which led to the restoration of Judaism through 
the rebuilding of the temple and the return of the 
exiles, was no mere human scheme of policy, but was 
ultimately due to the purpose of Yahweh. Thus he 
recast the terms of the inscription which Mr Gadd 
discovered in Ur. Instead of writing “the great 
gods have delivered all the lands into my hands,” he 
wrote, I ‘  all the kingdoms of the earth hath Yahweh 
the God of heaven given me.” In the same interest 
he stated that Yahweh stirred up the spirit of Cyrus 
to make the proclamation, and showed his attitude 
very clearly, when he added that thus the divine word 
through Jeremiah was fulfilled. To him Cyrus was 
a mere instrument in the hands of One who had 
purposed this of old time and had made it known 
through a prophet. Further, since his interest was 
chiefly inlhe history of the returned exiles, he devoted 
much more attention to that part of the edict which 
permitted this return than to the permit to rebuild 
the temple. Indeed, he rather slurred over any share 
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Cyrus might claim in this restoration, for he continued 
with the statement that liberty was given to such as 
chose to return themselves to undertake this work. 
It need, then, cause no surprise to find that the 
Jerusalem authorities in chapter v. made no reference 
to the permission given by the edict for the return of 
the exiles. Tattenai was challenging the right of the 
community to rebuild the temple, not the right of 
certain members of that community to be in Judah. 
Naturally, therefore, the men confined themselves in 
their reply to the terms of their governor’s inquiry, 
and dealt only with the edict, so far as it bore on that 
question. What, however, is significant is that the 
community of 520 not only stated that Cyrus gave 
authority to rebuild the temple, but added that his 
governor, Sheshbazzar, actually laid the foundation 
of the sanctuary. Their reason for including this 
statement is obvious. It was plainly in their favour 
to  be able to say that the Persian satrap who brought 
the edict began the work which they were only carry- 
ing to completion. So obvious is it that one might 
suspect the men of having inserted this statement 
without authority, were it not that the author of 
chapter i. did acknowledge that Cyrus was charged 
to build a house for Yahweh in Jerusalem, v. 2. The 
writer, as has been pointed out, supplemented his 
statement by the remark that, so far as this was con- 
cerned, Cyrus gave the men of the Return authority 
to rebuild. Further, when, he came to write about 
conditions in Jerusalem seven months after the arrival 
of Sheshbazzar, he went a little out of his way to 
remark that the foundation of the temple of the Lord 
Was not yet laid, iii. 6. There is a certain anxiety to 
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make it clear that the sacred work owed nothing to 
the hands of a heathen : only the returned exiles 
were worthy of such a pious task. Mr Gadd’s de- 
scription of the foundation-brick at Ur, if he should 
be right in his suggestion that it was the model for 
what was done elsewhere, throws light on the writer’s 
motive in’bhe matter, It was intolerable to him that 
the central shrine of his people should be reared over 
a foundation-stone which bore a pagan inscription. 

Again, both our accounts emphasise the fact that 
Sheshbaezar brought back the sacred vessels which 
had been carried away by Nebuchadrezzar. That 
fact was of grave significance to the author of chapter i., 
since he belonged to the party who had been most 
deeply distressed by these sacred implements having 
been transferred to a Babylonian temple in the time 
of Jehoiachin’s captivity, cf. Jer. xxvii. 12-22, xxviii. 
1-6. He said nothing, however, of the word of the 
Lord to Jeremiah the prophet in connection with 
these vessels, for obvious reasons. It was equally 
important for the community of 520 to dwell on their 
return, for, since their only use was in connection 
with the temple-worship, Cyrus’ restoration of them 
was a clear indication that he purposed the rebuilding 
of the sanctuary. Now, Cyrus’ act in this matter 
was in line with his coqduct in Babylonia after the 
passing of his edict. In other places he sent back the 
images of the gods to their respective cities and 
temples, but, since the temple contained no image 
of Yahweh, he sent back the holy emblems to 
Jerusalem. 

Dr Oesterley has recently questioned whether 
Cyrus ever gave permission for the temple to be 
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rebuilt, and has advanced the opinion that the pro- 
ject did not take shape until the time of Haggai and 
Zechariah. In  his judgment a permit which originally 
applied to the building of the walls has been, by 
mistake or design, made to  refer to the restoration of 
the temple. He finds a support for this in the fact 
that Tattenai required the community at  Jerusalem 
to  give their authority for building this house and 
finishing this wall? 

In order to prove his point, he must also prove 
the unreliable character of the two documents on 
which the other view is based. Accordingly he 
points out that in vi. 2-5, where the original permit 
from Cyrus is said to have been discovered at Ecbatana, 
there is mention of a roll on which it was written. 
Now, the Persians did not use rolls, but clay tablets, 
for their official documents. It must, however, be 
noted that the sentence is no part either of Tattenai’s 
letter to Darius or of Darius’ reply : it is part of the 
material into which a later writer incorporated those 
two original documents. It is legitimate to suppose 
that a Jew, who was writing for his fellow-countrymen, 
was not pedantically accurate in his description of the 
Persian archives, but used language which was under- 
stood by his own. people. Personally I should even 
count it possible that the man did not know the Persian 
practice in this matter, but took it for granted that 
they employed the material with which he was 
familiar. 

Again, Dr Oesterley doubts whether such a decree 
would have specified the precise size of the temple 
which is set down in vi, 3 f. Yet if the decree stated, 

1 ’ A History of Israel,’ II., pp. 75 f. 
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as at present it does, that the building was to be re- 
stored at the cost of the imperial fisc, which presum- 
ably means that the expenses were to be charged 
against the revenues of the province, it was a natural 
precaution to order that the Jewish community were 
not to be given carte blwche. Unless some such 
general limits as appear in the decree were clearly 
defined, the Persian authorities must have been very 
bad economists. 

What may appear a more vital objection is found 
in vi. 3, where it is said : in the first year of Cyrus the 
king, Cyrus the king made a decree, In this case the 
statement is in the decree itself, not in the preface. 
There is force in Dr Oesterley’s objection against the 
likelihood of Cyrus or his scribes dating the reign of 
the &ng by the year of his accession in Babylon, as 
though he had not reigned in Persia before that year. 
Yet nothing can decide a question of this character 
except actual knowledge of the practice of the Empire 
in its communications to the provinces which came 
under its authority after the fall of Babylon. Since 
no evidence is offered as to the court practice in these 
matters, the objection rests on nothing stronger than 
a probability. 

when Dr Oesterley turns to the account in, chapter i,, 
he notes that the writer who credited Cyrus with having 
returned the golden vessels of the temple evidently 
forgot the statement in 11. Kings xxiv. 13, where it is 
said that Nebuchadrezzar, at the time of the first 
captivity, cut in pieces all the vessels of gold which 
Solomon had placed in the sanctuary, Yet it is equally 
necessary not to forget that verses 13 f. in that chapter 
have long been questioned independently of their 
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relation to the passage here. The devastation which 
attended the captivity of Jehoiachin could not have 
been on the scale which these verses represent. Thus 
a captivity of all Jerusalem is an exaggeration, when 
it is compared with what succeeds, v. 14. The 10,000 
leading men, plus all the craftsmen and smiths, 
cannot be reconciled with the 8000, including crafts- 
men and smiths, of verse 16. When it is said that 
none were left except the poorest sort of the people of 
the land, the description of Judah has a suspicious 
resemblance to the condition of the province after 
Zedekiah was captured. As for the sacred vessels, 
the statement that they were all cut to pieces in the 
time of Jehoiachin contradicts the description of what 
happened at  the final catastrophe, xxv. 15 ff. There 
is also mention of the spoliation of the temple-treasure 
under Jehoiachin in Jeremiah xxvii. r8 ff., but, in- 
stead of this having been complete, it is there stated 
that the king of Babylon had carried away certain of 
those vessels, and the prophet added that those which 
were left should be carried away in turn. In View of 
these difficulties connected with the verses, all of 
which are independent of the present question, Stade 
long ago suggested that 11. Kings xxiv. 13 f. are a 
fragment from some account of the final ruin of the 
temple, which has been inserted in the wrong place. 
To relegate the passage to the later date serves to 
explain why in verse 13 the sacred vessels are said to 
have been destroyed as the Lord had said. The writer 
may then have seen in their fate the fulfilment of 

, Jeremiah’s prophecy. What he meant by the words, 
if the reference is to the first captivity, it is not easy 
to see. Nor is it possible to  explain the deep interest 
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which men in Jerusalem continued to  take in the fate 
of those vessels, unless they were still in existence and 
known to be. The number returned under Cyrus, 
which is set in Ezra, chapter i., so high as 5400, may 
well be exaggerated. But, when Dr Oesterley has to 
deal with the large number of priests who are said to 
have returned from Babylon, in chapter ii., he has no 
hesitation in suggesting that the writer who included 
that list increased the numbers for the sake of glorify- 
ing the temple ministrants. The same interest in all 
matters connected with the cult may well have led to 
an exaggeration of the number of the vessels. 

It is possible to sum up the general situation on this 
question. There is reliable evidence that Cyrus 
initiated the policy of permitting his subject provinces 
to restore their national forms of worship. There is 
no evidence that Darius, though he was an able 
organiser of his ill-settled Empire, anywhere initiated 
reforms in matters of religion. When, therefore, the 
Jewish records ascribe the permit for the temple- 
restoration to Cyrus, and the continuation of this to 
his successor, it may well appear that better proof 
than has yet been led is required to overturn their 
authority. 

When, however, it is recognised that the edict was 
not issued on behalf of the Jews alone, but formulated 
the policy of Cyrus in connection with the government 
of his whole Empire, a further conclusion follows, 
Sheshbazzar did not come to Jerusalem to bring the 
edict or the temple-vessels or even to escort a body 
of returned exiles. He came in the capacity of a 
Persian governor to  take over the administration of 
the province in place of the local gepresentative Of 

4 , 
' 

' 

, 

, 
1 
t 
1 



Sheshbazxar and the Edict of Cyrus. 99 
the defunct Babylonian Empire. As such, he bears a 
Babylonian. name, for he may have been one of the 
numerous -Babylonians whose accession to his cause 
helped the conqueror. Cyrus could safely reward him 
with an appointment to a distant province, where he 
was removed from the neighbourhood of his friends 
in the old capital, The edict was an important part 
of the general instructions which the Court had given 
him in order to guide him in the conduct: of his new 
administration. Accordingly, it is not surprising that 
the leaders of the Jewish community did not show 
Tattenai a copy of the imperial edict, when he de- 
manded their authority for rebuilding the temple. 
Sheshbazzar never gave them such a copy; but, 
acting as governor, he gave them authority in virtue 
of his instructions. In virtue of the same instructions 
he laid the foundation-stone of the temple. When the 
representative of the new government took this defi- 
nite action, he did what he was commissioned to do, 
but he could not anticipate that the men at Jerusalem 
would fail to carry on the building which he had 
begun, and so give one of his successors a good reason 
for asking as to their right to begin again after the 
lapse of eighteen years. 

It must even remain uncertain whether Sheshbazzar 
took up his residence in Jerusalem. Apparently two 
later governors, Zerubbabel and Nehemiah, lived 
there, but both these men were Jews who naturally 
chose to reside in the sacred city. Besides, from the 
fact that Zerubbabel was challenged as to his action 
by Tattenai of Samaria, it would appear that the North- 
ern governor had the right to do this and was therefore 
superior in authority, On other occasions, when 
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there is mention of intervention from Samaria, the 
impression left is that the governor there was ad- 
ministering directly or was responsible for the affairs 
of the Southern province. So far as the Hebrew records 
go, our information about the methods of the Persian 
government in Palestine is not precise or full. From 
them, indeed, it might be possible to infer that these 
methods varied from time to time. Scholars who 
deal with the Persian sources agree that Darius 
introduced changes in the direction of a more efficient 
administration of the Empire, and he may therefore 
have altered Cyrus’ original arrangements for the 
government of Palestise. Even there, however, the 
information appears to be vague and incomplete. 
Accordingly, no one may venture to be dogmatic on 
the subject. Yet one must recognise that Shesh- 
bazzar’s appointment and arrival in Palestine followed 
closely on Cyrus’ conquest of Babylon. It is a natural 
conclusion that the new governor was sent with a 
strong force to take over the control of what is called 
elsewhere the whole province beyond the River. If 
so, the seat of his authority would naturally be 
Samaria, since that town was more central and had 
already been the seat of an, Assyrian and a Babylonian 
governor. His action in Jerusalem, as it is described 
in the book of Ezra, was one part of his work on a 
visit he made to the Southern province, What is 
known about the condition of the Judean capital 
serves to confirm this view, As has been pointkd out 
above, the city cannot have remained in the state of 
ruin to which it was reduced by Nebuchadrezzar, but 
any restoration which had taken place during the 
forty-eight years must have been of a modest character. 
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It may well be doubted whether it contained a build- 
ing fit to serve as an official residence for the governor. 
In all such respects Samaria was in a very different 
case. 

Such a view of the function of Sheshbazzar explains 
at once why he disappears entirely from the later 
history of Judaism and from the records in the book 
of Ezra. The man, so far as his later story was con- 
cerned, was of no more interest to the community 
than any other governor whom Persia might choose 
to send. They were as indifferent to his further 
fortunes as they were to those of Tattenai, What 
they reported about both was the account of the men’s 
acts, so far as these affected the life and history of 
their own people, but after that they reported no more. 
The author of Ezra, chapter i., was less likely to enlarge 
on the later acts of the governor, because he slurred 
over his initial deed in laying the foundation-stone of 
the temple. 

Another question, however, emerges here. There 
must evidently have been some responsible authority 
in Jerusalem, when Sheshbazzar arrived; the men 
whom the new governor authorised to rebuild the 
temple, in whose presence he laid the foundation- 
stone, to whom he delivered over the sacred vessels, 
and to whom, if the record of Ezra, chapter i. , may be 
trusted in this respect, he handed over the gifts sent 
by the exiles in Babylonia. He could not make his 
proclamation in an empty plaza of the ruined city, or 
deposit the vessels on the temple-site. On this point 
the two Hebrew accounts are not in entire agreement. 
Thus the men who replied to Tattenai were content 
to say that the recipients were their predecessors. 
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They could count themselves the representatives of 
the men who were in Jerusalem at the time of the 
first governor’s arrival, but they did not feel it neces- 
sary to add more. From other sources, however, it is 
known that the men who began the restoration of the 
temple under Darius were composed of Judeans who 
had never been in exile, and of those who had returned 
with Zerubbabel and Joshua. On the other hand, 
chapter i. says nothing about remanent Judeans. So 
far as this account is concerned, the city, when Shesh- 
bazzar arrived, might have been unoccupied. Instead 
of saying anything about conditions in. Judah, the 
author related the effect which Cyrus’ edict produced 
among the exiles. He wrote as though the edict 
authorised these men to return in order that they 
might undertake the restoration of the temple. He 
continued with a statement about the eagerness with 
which they bestirred themselves to take advantage of 
the opportunity thus put within their reach. He 
described how many, who could not yet leave Babylon, 
sent gifts to help on the sacred work. Finally, he 
followed the account of Sheshbazzar’s mission with 
chapter ii., which contains the list of exiles who at 
once returned. The position in which he set this list 
long produced the impression that these men came up 
with the new governor, 

It will be necessary later to attempt to determine 
both the character and the date of this list? Mean- 
t h e ,  it must be enough to state that its position here 
is at least highly disputable. But it is legitimate to 
point out even here that the list is peculiarly impro- 
bable in the position in which the writer has placed it. 

Cf. pp. 126ff. 
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The preparation of such a thoroughly equipped 
caravan needed time ; time for the scattered exiles in 
Babylon to hear of the new policy of Cyrus, time for 
the men to settle their affairs before transferring 
themselves to a country which they had never seen, 
Yet the administration of Palestine, even of Judah 
alone, could not wait on these men’s arrangements. 
An author who wrote as though Cyrus’ edict was a 
special grace shown by Cyrus to his own people, can 
be pardoned for so regarding the new governor’s 
action. But, when the edict is set in its true historical 
perspective and recognised to have dealt with the 
affairs of an Empire, the whole outlook must be 
changed. 

When Sheshbazzar came to Jerusalem, the Return 
was still in the future, so that the new governor had to 
deal with the men who had never been in exile. Now, 
the pact of Nehemiah, chapter x., shows these men to 
have been so far organised round their sanctuary that 
they could represent the Jewish community in matters 
of religion. There was an altar in the city; some 
rude buildings had sprung up round it; above all 
certain priests were officiating there. The Persian 
official dealt with these men in terms of the instruc- 
tions which he had received from his Court. He laid 
the foundation-stone of the temple in their presence, 
and he handed over to them the vessels with which he 
had been charged. More formally and explicitly than 
had been the case when the Israelite priest was re- 
stored to Bethel, the Jewish worship at Jerusalem was 
declared to be religio Zicitu in the new Empire, and the 
worshippers were permitted to restore their temple. 
When the situation is construed along those lines, it 
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becomes possible to understand the peculiar terms in 
which the men at Jerusalem quoted the governor’s 
permit to Tattenai. They represented him as having 
been empowered to “ take these vessels, go, put them 
in the temple that is in Jerusalem, and let the house 
of God be builded in its place,” v. 15. At the first 
glance this might appear like a contradiction in terms, 
since it seems to imply that the temple was already 
in existence and yet needed to be restored. But, only 
a few months after the sack by Nebuchadrezzar men 
were still using the old name of the temple ’ about 
the ruined site, Jer. xli. 5.  They could and did 
continue to term it the sanctuary, and the men who 
made the agreement of Nehemiah, chapter x., pledged 
themselves to maintain the house of our God. Over 
that sacred place they were now permitted to rear a 
house of God, 

But this was all which Sheshbazzar did for the Jew- 
ish community in their religious capacity. In every 
other respect they were simply subjects of the Empire. 
How he dealt with them and with his province there 
was no need to say. Neither the author of chapter i. 
of Ezra nor the community under Darius were inter- 
ested in his future activities, He came and went like 
m y  other governor, but during the short or long 
period of his rule, he, acting in the name of Cyrus, 
gave a legal status to their first tentative efforts after 
the renewal of Judaism. How they might use their 
new power depended on themselves. 

It is not possible here to enter fully into the tangled 
questions which have come to be connected with the 
person of Sheshbazzar : yet these cannot be altogether 
ignored, 

8 
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At first it was supposed that the governor should be 
identified with Zerubbabel. That was a natural 
supposition, since the editor of Ezra has made Zerub- 
babel contemporary with Sheshbazzar. NOW Zerub- 
babel is also styled governor, and it is not easy to 
believe that Persia sent two governors to Judah at 
the same time. The question, it will be noted, is 
intimately related to the other question as to whether 
the list of returned exiles in chapter ii. can be dated 
SO early as is done in Ezra : that' matter will require 
later discussion. If the list is wrongly dated here, 
then Zerubbabel and Sheshbazzar need not have been 
contemporaries, What weighs heavily in my judg- 
ment against the view that the two names refer to the 
same man is the different way in which the editor 
regarded them. As has been pointed out, he slurred 
over all connectidn between Sheshbazzar and the 
foundation-stone of the temple : he even denied that 
the stone.was laid by him. On the other hand, he 
agreed with Zechariah in insisting that Zerubbabel 
laid that foundation, and appeared to recognise a 
peculiar fitness in the fact that a descendant of the 
house of David restored what the first king had 
planned. Further, it must be noted that theleaders 
of the community at the time of Darius, of whom 
Zerubbabel was one, refer to Sheshbazzar as a person 
somewhat remote from their date, Ezra v. 14-16. 

Ed. Meyer again suggested the identification of 
Sheshbazzar with Shenazzax, a descendant of David 
who is mentioned in I. Chronicles iii. 18, and several 
scholars have supported this view. The latest of these 
is Sellin, who has devoted a good deal of attention to 
the question and built somewhat large consequences 
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on the conc1usion.l Thus he has adopted Rothstein’s 
conjecture that the true reading in I. Chronicles 
iii. 18 is ~ W X Y  f c ~ i l  m m i 4 e . ,  Shenazzar must next 
be identified with Pedaiah, the son of Jehoiachin. 
Probably, adds Sellin, Pedaiah was the Hebrew name, 
while Shenazzar was-that by which the man was 
known in Babylon. Probably again he was the eldest 
son, who was born to the deposed king after his 
thirty-five years of imprisonment, and thus in 538 he 
was perhaps twenty-two years old. Pedaiah= 
Shenazzar= Sheshbazzar who was appointed governor 
of Judah by Cyrus. The reason for the new king choos- 
ing a Jew for this office was that he found the family 
of the exiled Jehoiachin in high favour at the Baby- 
lonian Court. Amel-Marduk had already lifted UP 
the head of the father, and, according to Sellin, had 
even made him prince or KW of the Jews in Baby- 
lonia. To please the Jews, Cyrus made this descendant 
of the Davidic house satrap at Jerusalem. Since 
Zerubbabel was also derived from the royal line, this 
succession of Davidic governors served to rouse and 
foster strong Messianic leanings in the communitY 
at Jerusalem, which resulted at last in a certain clash 
with the Empire. 

NOW it may be that I have an undue dose of Scot- 
tish caution. But this glittering fabric of conjecture 
piled on hypothesis leaves the impression of great 
ingenuity rather than of discovering the sober basis 
of history. The initial identification of Sheshbazzar 
with Shenazzar cannot be said to be proved, for the 
two names cannot be called alike, and the effort to 

cf. ‘ Geschichte des Israelitisch- Jiidischen Volkes,’ 11.8 PP- 82 
ff., with the rel&ve Ilterature. 
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equate them by calling in the LXX in order to help 
out the MT is far from convincing. If the two were 
the same, and Sheshbazzar boasted Davidic descent, 
the distaste of the author in chapter i. in Ezra to 
connecting the governor with the temple is left 
unexplained. Again, when Sellin and Rothstein take 
the further step of identifying Sheshbazzar with 
Pedaiah and attempt to explain how a son of Jehoia- 
chin could be satrap of Judah in 538, the probables ’ 
rattle about one’s ears like hailstones. Conjecture 
follows conjecture in a somewhat bewildering succes- 
sion. The reason for Cyrus having sent one of the 
Davidic line to Judah-viz., that he continued the 
Babylonian confidence in that house and that he 
desired to propitiate the Jews in Judah, is scarcely 
convincing. The new king was more likely to trust 
those who had come over to him from the old regirne 
than the men whom the Babylonians had favoured, 
and there was no obvious reason why he should 
propitiate the inhabitants of a small and outlying 
province. In the situation in which Cyrus was placed 
he needed to act promptly. He had to provide for 
the staffing of the local administration of his vast, 
far-flung and newly won Empire. The first consider- 
ation with him and his advisers would seem to have 
been that they should send men whose loyalty was 
assured, They were not likely to select for a distant 
province a man whose descent was calculated to  
recall to a proud race the days of their independent 
kingdom, and whose arrival according to Sellin did 
stir those ancient memories. 


