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CHAPTER VII. 

THE DATE OF THE RETURN. 

THERE can be no doubt as to the attitude of the book 
of Ezra to the question of the date of the Return. 
Its editor inserted the list of returned exiles immedi- 
ately after the arrival of Sheshbazzar in Jerusalem, 
and, when he mentioned the terms of Cyrus’ edict, 
he was careful to include the fact that it permitted 
all exiled Jews to come back to Palestine, Though 
he denied that the foundation-stone of the temple 
was laid at that time, he credited ‘‘ Jeshua and his 
brethren the priests along with Zerubbabel and his 
brethren ” with having built the altar at Jerusalem. 
This act on their part is dated in the seventh month 
after the promulgation of Cyrus’ edict, iii. 2, 6. Be 
went on to say that the same men made preparations 
for ‘the building of the temple by hiring masons and 
carpenters in Judah, and by making arrangements, 
as Solomon did at the original building of the temple, 
for a supply of cedar-wood from Lebanon through 
agents in Tyre and Sidon. The men were able to 
make these arrangements on such a liberal scale, 
because they were acting under a grant made to them 
for the purpose by Cyrus, iii. 7. The editor next 
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stated that, in connection with the duties at the 
altar which Zerubbabel and Joshua had built, the 
same men appointed the service of the levites in the 
oversight of the temple. What this service of the 
levites in the future temple implied is not clearly 
stated. But it was not the oversight of the workmen 
who were busy about the material preparations, for 
these workmen were hired in the seventh month, as 
soon as the altar had been, set up, while the levites 
were not appointed to  their duties in the temple 
until the second month of the second year, iii. 8. 
Evidently the writer had in view some more permanent 
arrangement of the levitical functions, and one which 
was to concern their position in the temple. The 
workmen, on the other hand, who were supervised 
by Joshua were busy with the task of preparing for 
the ceremony of laying the foundation-stone, which 
was carried out with great solemnity, iii. 9-15. In 
his description of all this activity on the part of the 
returned exiles the writer malces no mention of the 
prophets, Haggai and Zechariah. That omission 
may be due to his conviction that the men of the 
Return needed no encouragement in their zeal. It 
is more difficult to explain his silence as to the share of 
the local community. so far as his account is con- 
cerned, city and country might have been unoccupied. 

This feature of.his narrative, however, draws atten- 
tion to two other significant omissions. He ignored 
Sheshbazzar’s part in laying the foundation-stone of 
the temple, stated that in the seventh month after 
the arrival of the exiles that stone was not yet laid, 
and finally described the ceremony with which the 
men of the Return, accompanied by a full choir of 
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priests and levites, carried out the act. He also ig- 
nored the existence of the altar which had been in use 
during the exile, and was careful to state that the 
altar which was built after the Return was alone valid 
for all the sacrifices and festivals of the nation. These 
major differences between his account and that of the 
other sources draw attention to some minor dis- 
crepancies. Thus it is remarkable that the Jerusalem 
elders, in their reply to Tattenai, made no reference 
to the grant for restoring the temple which, according 
to the editor, Cyrus had made to the exiles. Yet it is 
obvious that the men would have greatly strengthened 
their case had they been' able to say that Cyrus not 
only permitted the rebuilding, but contributed to it. 
While also Darius confirmed Cyrus' permit about the 
restoration, he issued on his own authority an order 
about a grant of money and defined its amount. 
There is no hint, such as might have been expected, 
that in this matter he was merely continuing an order 
of his predecessor. It is further curious that the 
records which describe the rebuilding of the temple 
contain no reference to the stores of costly material 
drawn from Lebanon which had been collected sixteen 
years before. Instead of this, we hear of preparations 
on a much more modest scale being set on foot, for 
Haggai bade the people go up into the hill-country to 
cut timber, i. 8, and acknowledged the poverty of 
the resultant building, ii. 3. 

The account in the book of Ezra is dominated 
throughout by one motive. Its author was intent to 
ascribe the restoration of Judaism to the, returned 
exiles, and he regarded any help given by the locd 
community as late in date and merely accessory in 
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character. The edict of Cyrus was accompanied by 
a permit to return, which was instantly taken advan- 
tage of, and the permission to rebuild the temple was 
combined with a grant toward the expenses. As soon 
as the men reached the city, they, not Sheshbazzar, 
laid the foundation-stone, reared an ’altar for the 
regular sacrifices, celebrated the festival of Taber- 
nacles, collected materials for the future temple and 
meantime appointed the levites to their duties before 
the building had been erected. The new temple owed 
its inception to the zeal of the men of the Return, and 
was planned from. the beginning according to their 
principles. But it has been necessary to point out 
that certain of his statements disagree with the 
evidence of other documents, and that in particular 
his remark about the foundation-stone being not yet 
laid directly contradicts the evidence of a document 
which he himself has introduced into his narrative? 

It was fundamental to this author’s position to be 
able to claim that the returned exiles appeared in 
Jerusalem’at the time of Cyrus’ edict, so that the 
whole movement which was made possible through 
the royal decree fell under their control from the 
beginning. Hence, as has been said, he inserted the 
list of chapter ii. in immediate association with the 
arrival of Sheshbazzar. It becomes necessary to 
examine that list and see whether it: agrees with the 
date to  which he has assigned it. 

It has always appeared to me that the strongest proof of the 
authenticity of the documents in connection with Tattenai’s 
intervention is that they disagree with the statements of the editor 
WhQ quoted them, If the man had forged or even had recast 
them, he would have been more careful to bring them into agree- 
ment with his own views. 
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The list is said to comprise the children of the pro- 
vince who went up from captivity, the $3 (the 
editor’s technical term for the men of the Return) which 
Nebuchadrezzar, lGng of Babylon, carried captive to 
Babylon, and they returned to Jerusalem and Judah, 
everyone to his own town. The leaders of these men 
are stated to have been Zerubbabel, Jeshua, Nehe- 
miah and eight others, among whom Ezra is not 
included. Their numbers are given as 42,360, with 
7337 slaves and zoo singing men and singing women. 
The same list appears in two other of our authorities 
for the period, in chapter v. of Esdras and in chapter 
vii. of Nehemiah. There are slight divergences in the 
names as they appear in the three lists and there is 
a major difference in the number of singers, which 
Esdras and Nehemiah reckon at 245.1 

In View of the fact that Hebrew names and numbers 
are peculiarly liable to suffer in transmission, these 
differences are not so serious as to make it doubtful 
that our three authorities have preserved a common 
original. But the three editors who have incorporated 
the document into their narratives have inserted i.1: 
at different stages in the life of the community. 

Thus, the author of the book of Ezra set the list 
into immediate connection with the arrival of Shesh- 
bazzar. On the other hand, the list is introduced 
into Nehemiah’s memoirs with an introductory state- 
ment that ‘‘ my (Le., Nehemiah’s) God put it into my 
heart to gather together the nobles and the rulers 
and the people that they might be reckoned by 
genealogies. And I found the book of the genealo@s 

3 There is a discrepancy of greater importance, to which it will 
be necessary to refer later, 
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of them that came up at the first, and I found 
written therein.” Obviously such a statement supplies 
no more than the reason for inserting the list in this 
particular place. When it states that the list contained 
the names of those who came up ‘ at the first,’ it does 
not decide the date of that early arrival. So far as 
this evidence is concerned, these exiles may have 
returned under Cyrus or under Darius. Finally, the 
author of Esdras began with a short paragraph, 
w. 4-6, to the effect that Darius sent back under a 
guard certain leaders of the Jews, and to this with 
some clumsiness of expression he has appended the 
list. Evidently the author of this account believed 
that the list belonged, not to the period of Cyrus, 
but to that of Darius. The most probable explana- 
tion of these facts is that the document in its original 
form bore no indication of the date to which it was 
to be assigned or to the period in the national lifz 
to which it referred. In the same way the similar 
list of those who sealed or who were sealed in Nehe- 
miah, chapter x., beyond its mention of Nehemiah the 
tirshatha bears no statement about its date. The 
three writers, who have introduced the list of exiles 
into their accounts, could thus feel themselves at 
liberty to insert it at the period to which they believed 
it to belong, and were naturally influenced in their 
selection of a date by their view of the general course 
of events. 

It is more significant to notice that the three 
writers conclude the list with a statement which 
begins alike in each case, but which varies at the 
conclusion. Common to them all is the statement 
that “ when the seventh month was come, the children 
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of Israel were in their towns,” Ezra iii. Ia,l Neh. vii. 
734 Esdras v. 47. Again, the fact that all three 
autliorities contain this clause proves that it formed 
part of the original. But, since the document bore 
no precise date, the mention of the seventh month 
cannot have been intended to define the exact month 
in, a particular year. It must have been intended 
to indicate either the occasion for which the list was 
originally prepared, or a special occasion in connection 
with which it was used. Now the seventh month was 
in itself an occasion for Jewry: it was the sacred 
month ear excellme. Hence it is significant to 
notice that all our authorities have connected the 
list with a sacred season, though they do not agree 
in their representation of what this season was. The 
writers of Ezra and Esdras proceeded to relate that 
Joshua and Zerubbabel built an altar, while the 
editor of Nehemiah went on to recount a public 
reading of the law. They agree about the month 
and even about its sigaificance; but they disagree 
about the year, for the public reading of the law 
cannot well be dated before the building of the altar. 

A larger divergence appears in the description of 
the place to which the people came together. The 
editor of Ezra was content to say that this took place 
at Jerusalem, iii. rb. When he used that vague 
phrase he was self-consistent, for he had connected 
the list directly with the arrival of Sheshbazzar and 
had made it introduce an account of the building of 

The division of the chapters liere in R.V. is unfortunate, since 
it produces the impression that the opening verse of chapter iii. 
does not directly belong to what precedes. A reader naturally 
concludes that a new subject begins with this verse in the new 
chapter. 

* 
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the altar. Since, according to his view, neither city 
nor altar had been restored befare the return of the 
exiles, he could give no nearer indication of the place 
where the people gathered in the sacred month. On 
the other hand, the author of Nehemiah has stated 
that the men came together in the plaza in front of 
the water-gate, viii. I&. He also was self-consistent, 
for he introduced the list after both temple and city- 
wall had been rebuilt, so that there was a water-gate 
with its plaza. Finally, the author of Esdras agrees 
with Nehemiah in making the concourse take place 
in a plaza ; but he set this plaza in front of the sacred 
gate or the first porch which is toward the East, 
v. 47. In thus making the meeting take place in front 
o€ the temple, he showed a certain consistency of 
View with the occasion in connection with which he 
introduced the list, for he spoke of the returned exiles 
as though they were the same whom Darius had sent 
home under a guard.l 

The conclusion which can be drawn from these 
facts is that the original document, after having 
given a list of the returned exiles, stated a special 
occasion for which and a place to  which not these 
me4 only but the children of Israel were gathered 
together. All our authorities mentioned the month, 
because it served to bring out that the gathering of 
all Israel was no casual event, but formed a sacred 

A ' certain ' consistency is all that can be claimed for him. 
For he followed this account with the record of how Zerubbabel 
and Jeshua built an altar and laid the foundation of the temple. 
But how could men have come together in a plaza in front of the 
temple-gate or the porch, before the temple had been founded, or 
even an altar had been built ? He may have used the ' temple,' 
as the visitors from North Israel did. That, however, is a question 
for students of the text and editing of the book of Esdras. 
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convocation. But each has taken his own way about 
the place where the meeting was held ; and the place 
to which the meeting was assigned reveals a different 
view of its date. There are, however, certain other 
features of the list which help to  decide between the 
three dates. 

Thus, in Ezra ii. 70, before mention of the seventh 
month and of the consequent public assembly at 
Jerusalem, it is said that the priests, the levites and 
some of the people, and the singers, porters and 
nethinirn were living in their towns, and all Israel 
in their towns. The text is extremely puzzling. It 
compels us to ask why there should be a distinction 
between ' some of the people ' and ' all Israel,' what 
distinguished the towns of the ' some ' from those in 
which all Israel were living, and why 'some of the 
people ' who were evidently laymen appear between 
two bodies of the clergy. The conviction that some- 
thing i s  wrong with the text is confirmed by the 
evidence of the other authorities. For Nehemiah 
vii. 73 reads : so the priests and the levites and some 
of the people ancl the nethinim and all Israel were 
living in their towns, Here matters are somewhat 
simpliiied since there is no duplication of towns for 
two groups of men, but no light is thrown on the 
reason for a distinction between the two groups. 
The third text, Esdras v. 46, offers another variant : 
and the priests and the levites and they that w"le 
of the country dwelt in Jerusalem and the country, 
the holy singers and the porters and all Israel in their 
Villages. This mention of Jerusalem as being in- 
habited at the time offers a possible clue for the dis- 
tinction between the settlements of two bodies of 
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men, who were composed partly of clergy, partly of 
laymen. Working along purely textual lines, Bewer 
has reconstructed an original which ran : the priests, 
ledtes, porters, singers, some of the people and the 
nethinim were in Jerusalem, and all Israel were 
living in their towns. This text has the merit of 
offering good sense. The priests and other temple 
officials were naturally settled in the capital in order 
to be near the sanctuary where they served. Along 
with them were a number of laymen who, after re- 
storing the shattered buildings, had taken up residence 
there. The rest of the people were living in the 
Judean villages. Not only does Bewer’s corrected 
text give sense, but it agrees with another feature in 
the passage, for it forms the natural introduction to 
what follows in all the documents, the statement 
that, when the sacred month arrived, the children of 
Israel came up from the villages to attend the festival. 
It also agrees with the situation in Haggai, when the 
prophet addressed men who were already resident 
in Jerusalem. Its picture of conditions in the city 
would also suit the connection in Esdras, since the 
author there connected the list and the convocation 
with the return of certain exiles in the reign of Darius. 
It cannot, however, be brought into agreement with 
the date and the situation in the book of Ezra. What 
it suggests there is a reason for the editor’s omission 
of any mention of Jerusalem as a place of residence 
for either clergy or laity. According to him, the men 
of the Return found neither altar nor population in 
the capital ; there were no houses where either clergy 

reproduce his reasons. 
’ Der Text des Buches Ezra,’ ad JOG. It is not necessary t o  
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or laity could live. Nor was there immediate need 
for the clergy to live there, for only after the altar 
with its services was restored did the ptiests need to 
live near it, and as for the subordinate officials, like 
the porters and singers, they did not need to make 
their homes in the city, until after the temple itself 
was restored. 

These conclusions, based on the final clauses in the 
document, are confirmed by an examination of the 
introduction. There all our authorities agree in 
describing the returned exiles as the children of the 
province. The expression is not very natural, when 
it is applied to men who had but newly arrived in 
Judah: it rather suggests that they had been long 
enough in the country to have become a constituent 
element in the population of the province. The 
statement, too, that the caravan was under no less 
than eleven leaders, is, to say the least, peculiar. 
Wherever mention is made elsewhere of a Return 
under Zerubbabel and Joshua, these two stand alone 
without coadjutors. It might be possible to explain 
this by saying that the full, foimal list called for a 
detailed statement of all the leaders, such as was not 
necessary in other cases. But among the eleven 
appears the name of Nehemiah, who is thus made a 
contemporary of Zerubbabel, and behind that diffi- 
culty rises the perplexing question of the relation 
between the two governors, Sheshbazzar and Zerub- 
babel, even between the three, if by Nehemiah we are 
to understand the governor of that name, 

Finally, the lists in Ezra and Nehemiah include at 
the end a statement of contributions toward the work 
of the temple which were made by certain men. 
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According to  the document in Nehemiah, the tirshatha 
gave so much, some of the heads of fathers’ houses 
gave so much, and what the rest of the people 
D Y ~  n i - w  gave was so much. In Ezra this appears in 
a curtailed fonn, and the variants are at least curious. 
All mention of the tirshatha ‘and of the rest of the 
people’ has disappeared; and, while some of the 
heads of fathers’ houses receive full credit for their 
generosity, it is carefully added that these men con- 
tributed wheli they came to the house of the Lord at 
Jerusalem. The reason for omitting the gifts of the tir- 
shatha is easily found. Since the writer set the list in 
immediate connection with the arrival of Sheshbazzar, 
the tirshatlia of that time was the Persian governor. 
He suppressed all ’mention of the tirshatha, because 
this would have implied that a heathen had contri- 
buted to the rebuilding of the temple, in the same way 
as he suppressed the fact of Sheshbazzar having laid 
the foundation-stone. When, after the contributions 
of the heads of fathers’ houses, he added the note 
that the men gave these after their return from exile, 
he meant to insist that these prominent men formed 
part of the caravan, and did not belong to the people 
of the land. As for his omission of all reference to the 
gifts of ‘ the rest of the people,’ that is made clear by 
the recognition of the peculiar sense of the phrase. 
The original list described the temple-restoration as a 
joint effort on the part of the returned exiles and the- 
remanent Judeans. Since the editor of Ezra credited 
the work to the men of the Return, he made the heads 
of fathers’ houses returned exiles, and suppressed all 
mention of the local community. The use of the 
phrase, ‘the rest of the people,’ was peculiarly ob- 
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noxious to him, for it implied the claim of the re- 
manent Judeans to be those who had been spared in 
the day of the divine visitation, and who therefore 
could say that they had never been, like the men from 
BabyloGa, driven out into an unclean land. Over 
against such a claim, the editor considered the 
returned exiles the true remnant, for he put into the 
mouth of Ezra a prayer in which that leader acknow- 
ledged that grace had been shown from the Lord to 
grant us a remnant to escape, ix. 8. 

On all these grounds I am driven to the same con- 
clusion as that which has commended itself to Bewer. 
Whatever may be the date to which the list of exiles 
is to be referred, that of-the editor of Ezra must be 
definitely rejected. Bewer has chiefly based his 
conclusions on the linguistic and critical evidence. 
The two lines of approach issue in the same result. 

As soon, however, as it has become clear that there 
are reasons in the texts themselves for rejecting the 
representation of the course of events which appears 
in Ezra, it becomes legitimate and even necessary to 
ask whether his picture is in itself probable. It has 
been pointed out that, since the date of Nebuchad- 
rezzar’s campaign, the country had had time to settle 
down and for its inhabitants to resume their ordinary 
life. But a country so small and poor as Judah 
could not have absorbed at one time a caravan which 
contained 42,000 men alone. Nor could the new 
governor, who was about to tale over the admink- 
tration for the Empire, have permitted the entry of 
a body of men who could not be sure that they were 
welcome there. What may seem even more improb- 
able is that 42,000 men were found who committed 
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themselves and their families to a venture in a country 
which most of them had not even seen. For life 
had not stood still during those years in Babylonia 
any more than in Judah. Most of the men who had 
been carried into exile and all their leaders were dead ; 
and their successors had had time, as they had had 
need, to take root in the place of their compulsory 
adoption. To these men the opportunity to return 
to Jerusalem meant a breach with the only world 
which they had ever known and in which they had 
grown up. They could not have launched themselves 
on so grave a change as the transference of their 
families to  Judah implied without some knowledge 
of the conditions of the new country and the possibility 
of settlement there. The editor of Ezra conveys an 
impression of the exiles, as men who during those 
forty-eight years had been eagerly expecting the fulfil- 
ment of the prophetic message of deliverance, and 
who had, as it were, been sitting on their boxes in 
constant readiness for the arrival of that great day. 
The chapters in Ezekiel, which can be referred to 
Babylonia, give a very different picture of the attitude 
and temper of the exiles. 

The choice, then, would appear to lie between 
dating the list of exiles at the stage in the life of the 
nation to which Esdras has assigned it-i.e., in close 
connection with the restoration of the temple under 
Darius, or with Nehemiah, after the wall had been 
rebuilt. Yet it is not easy to decide for either alter- 
native. Thus it is said that Nehemiah found the 
book of the genealogy of them that came up at the 
first, Uii. 5. The phrase ' at the first ' seems to  imply 
that the list, if it formed that book, referred to a 
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period prior to this leader’s time. Yet all our sources 
include Nehemiah himself among the leaders in the 
list, It is difficult to suppose that a document which 
included his name could belong to the reign of Darius. 
For, while many scholars incline to Torrey’s view that 
Nehemiah preceded Ezra, no one has yet ventured to 
suggest that he arrived about the same time as 
Zerubbabel and Joshua. 

In view of the entire situation and of the conflicting 
character of the evidence, it would appear that we 
must fall back on a third possibility. The list may not 
have been drafted in order to give the names and 
number of the men who made up a single caravan, but 
to give the names of those who, at the time when it 
was drawn up, had arrived from Babylonia and who 
could prove their right to be enrolled among !wiw 33, 
the children of Israel. The solution is not free from 
difficulty, and even serious difficulty. But it serves 
to explain why all our authorities agree in stating 
that the men came up under no fewer than eleven 
leaders. The other caravans of which there is mention 
are said to have been led by Ezra alone, or by Nehe- 
miah alone, or by Zerubbabel and Joshua. Also, 
wherever in the other records there is mention of 
Zerubbabel and Joshua, nothing is said about Nehe- 
miah ; and vice zleysa. The proposed solution serves 
also to explain why the original document was un- 
dated and could therefore be referred to three different 
periods by the three writers who quoted it. The men 
who used it inserted the list where, according to their 
differing view of the course of events, it seemed to 
them appropriate. The utmost, then, which can be 
said about the time when the list was drawn up is that 
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the absence of all mention of Ezra proves it prior to 
his time. Again, two features in our records may 
serve to indicate the purpose which the list was 
drafted to  meet. All our authorities agree in con- 
necting it with a convocation which was of a sacred 
character, since it was held in the seventh month : 
and they also agree in the statement that 5 ~ ~ 9  ~ 3 ,  
the children of Israel were convened then. A list, 
which is called in Nehemiah a book of the genealogies 
of those who came up at the first, would serve the 
purpose of determining the men who had the right to 
take part in such an assembly. An analogy can be 
found in the statement which heads the pact of 
Nehemiah, chapter x. Those who made this solemn 
agreement were carefully defined as the remanent 
Judeans and the loyalist Israelites. 


