
CHAPTER VIII. 

THE TROUBLES WITH SAMARIA ACCORDING TO EZFA 

THE early date which the editor of Ezra assigned to 
the Return compelled him to discover a reason for the 
eighteen years’ delay in the rebuilding of the temple, 
which followed the publication of Cyrus’ edict. He 
was unwilling to have it supposed that, after they 
had laid the foundation-stone, had set up the altar, 
had settled the duties of the levites and had arranged 
for a supply of timber, the returned exiles had un- 
accountably done nothing more for eighteen years. 
There must have been a reason for this delay. Ac- 
cordingly he hinted at certain troubles from the 
people of the lands ’ which emerged even when the 
altar was built, iii. 3. But he entered into larger 
detail on the subject in chapter iv., where he has 
collected a number of cases of interference with the 
work of the Jerusalem community on the part of the 
Persian governors in Samaria. His intention in gather- 
ing these incidents into a connected narrative is 
plainly shown in the closing statement : then ceased 
the work of the house of God which is at Jerusalem, 
and it ceased unto the second year of the reign of 
Darius, king of Persia, v. 24. 



The Trouiiles with Samaria according to Exra. 143 
The editor’s method of dealing with his material 

was not uniform. In one case, which happened during 
the reign of Artaxerxes, he was able to quote the 
terms of a letter sent by Rehum, the chancellor, to 
the Persian court, setting out the governor’s suspicions 
as to the conduct of the community at Jerusalem, 
and asking for instructions : he was also able to quote 
the reply from Artaxerxes, vv. 8-23. In another case 
he. could only state that a similar letter was sent by 
certain officials in Samaria during the reign of Xerxes, 
but he did not quote its tenor nor mention the result, 
w. 6, 7. To these, however, he prefaced a statement 
of his own to the effect that the Persian governors 
did not take action on their own initiative, but were 
stirred up to interfere by certain ‘adversaries of 
Judah and Benjamin’ whom he did not definitely 
name? According to his statement, these men were 
governed by religious motives in their attitude to- 
wards the Jerusalem community. So early as the 
reign of Cyrus they had approached Zerubbabel and 
Joshua, the leaders of the returned exiles, with a 
request to be permitted to take part in the restoration 
of the temple: on being refused permission, they 
revenged themselves for the snub by steadily foment- 
ing the suspicions of the local governors against 
their adversaries, In this way the editor of Ezra not 
only explained the eighteen years’ delay, but threw 
the onus for that delay on certain inhabitants of the 
Northern province, who were actuated by religious 
hatred. 

It deserves notice that verses 1-7, which contain the editor’s 
own material, are in Hebrew, while the rest of the chapter is in 
Aramaic. 
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In dealing with these statements by which the 
editor sought to  support his View of the course of 
events, it has seemed simplest to begin with the last, 
beqause it consists almost entirely of two documents 
which he has quoted. The main question there is 
easier to  answer than where he has reported his own 
view of the incident. According to this Rehum, the 
chancellor, and Shimshai, the scribe, with some other 
associates, sent a letter to Artaxerxes in order to draw 
attention to what they considered a menacing situation 
which had arisen at Jerusalem. The men, from the 
titles they bore both in the letter and in the reply, 
were evidently Persian officials in Samaria and 
Western Syria. .They reported that the Jews at the 
old capital were building a wall round their city, 
and that in their judgment the matter was sufficiently 
serious to deserve the attention of the imperial court. 
If the work was permitted to continue, the result 
would be to set up a dangerous centre of disaffection 
in the province. The court only needed to search 
the old records of the empire in order to discover 
that the Judeans had always been difficult to control 
and that their turbulent character had already led 
former rulers to dismantle the fortifications of Jeru- 
salem. More than this does not appear to be implied 
by verse 15, though the last clause, “ for which 
cause this city was laid waste,” has sometimes been 
taken to  involve a destruction of Jerusalem by the 
Persians later than the sack by Nebuchadrezzar. All 
that the statement mecessarily implies is that the city 
was a strong fortress, that there had been good cause 
for its rulers in the past dismantling it, and that, 
before the restoration of the walls went further, the 
,-. . . .. . .  
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court ought to  recognise the serious risk involved. 
The terms of the reply in verse 21 agree with this 
construction of the clause, for it was content to say 
that no change was to be made in conditions at 
Jerusalem without express authority, and that mean- 
time the wall which had been begun was to be 
destroyed. 

The chancellor’s letter shoks no evidence of animus, 
religious or other, against Jerusalem. What we can 
conclude from his conduct and from that of Tattenai 
is that the successive Persian governors found it 
necessary to keep a watchful eye on events in the 
old capital. Otherwise, however, his letter is very 
like the report which the proconsul in any border 
province to-day might send to the Foreign Office 
to say that the people in an outlying town were 
suspiciously busy in putting the place into a better 
condition for defence and that the case was more 
deserving attention, because the tribe was notorious 
for its disaffection. Indeed, from one point of view 
the letter is an illustration of the tight hand which 
the Persian court kept over its local satraps. 

In one point, however, the account suggests a 
question, in its description of the men who were 
associated with the governor in his report to his 
court. It is said in verse 8 that Rehum and Shimshai 
wrote a letter against Jerusalem to Artaxerxes in 
this sort, but this is followed in verses g f. by the 
loose clause : then Rehum and Shimshai and the rest 
of their companions, the Dinaites, the Apharsath- 
cliites, the Tarpelites, the Apharsites, the Archevites, 
the Babylonians, the Shushanchites, the Dehaites and 
the Elamites and the rest of the nations whom the 

K 
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great and noble Osnappar brought over and set in 
the city of Samaria. The form of the sentence is 
enough to prove it conflate, since Rehum and Shim- 
shai appear twice without any reason for the repeti- 
tion, and, on their second appearance with the,list of 
names, they have no verb. In Artaxerxes’ reply 
to  the letter he addressed Rehum and Shimshai with 
their associates in Samaria and Western Syria, v. 17, 
and the same two men with their associates took 
action on receipt of the royal decision, v. 23. This 
in itself would not carry much weight in questioning 
the originality of the list of nations, since the Icing 
would naturally communicate with his officials who 
were responsible for the peace of the province, and 
need not have troubled to repeat the long list. But 
those names do not appear in Esdras, which only 
mentions Rehum and Shimshai and “ the others who 
were in commission with them, dwelling in Samaria 
and other places,” ii. 16, ‘ I  the rest that were in 
commission and dwelt in Samaria and Syria and 
Phcenicia,” v. 25, “ the rest that were in commission 
with them,” v. 30. 

Textually the list of the nations is gravely suspect, 
and its appearance raises a further difficulty. For, 
while it is easy t o  understand why a governor at 
Samaria should have associated with himself a number 
of men who were also responsible for the conduct 
of affairs in Palestine-’even a governor in Phcenicia, 
if Esdras’ text is correct-and so have sought to 
strengthen his case by intimating that they agreed 
with his view of the situation, it is not easy to  under- 
stand why he introduced a number of nations. The 
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list in verse g cannot represent individuals who sup- 
ported the Samaritan governor in his attitude toward 
Jerusalem, for, while most of the names are otherwise 
unknown, the mention of Babylonians and Elamites 
with the closing clause “ and the rest of the nations ” 
is enough to  prove that communities at least, derived 
from dkfferent peoples, are being described. It only 
makes the bewilderment a little greater to find the 
chancellor in such a dispatch going back into history 
in order to explain how these men came to be in his pro- 
vince. He informed Artaxerxes that ail Assyrian king 
settled them there about a century before, and went 
out of his way to dignify this ling with honorific 
titles. Was this interesting historical fact relevant 
to the situation, or likely to lend any support to 
his dispatch ? All this points to the list having been 
intruded into the text, and it becomes legitimate to ask 
whether there was a possible reason for the addition. 

If, now, these two documents had stood by them- 
selves, the question of their ‘date would have been 
comparatively easy. Rehum’s letter was forwarded 
to Artaxerxes, and the natural conclusion is that 
the king referred to was one of the well-known later 
kings of that name, Apparently, also, it was addressed 
to one belonging to a dynasty which had occupied 
the throne for some time, since it asked that search 
be made “ in the books of the records of thy fathers,” 
V. 15, An Artaxerxes who was addressed in these 
terms must considerably post-date the time of Cyrus. 
With such a late date it also becomes natural to note 
that Rehum, unlike Tattenai, had nothing to say 
about the temple - restoration, but confined his 
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complaint to the rebuilding of the city-wall. Now, 
whatever may be the date of Nehemiah, it seems 
impossible to set a work on the city-wall earlier 
than the temple-restoration. Especially is this the 
case, since the men, whose activity at Jerusalem had 
roused the suspicions of the governor, were returned 
exiles-he referred to  them as the Jews who came 
up from thee, v. 12. We cannot well suppose that 
those men turned their first attention to the city-wall, 
partly because their main interest in returning was 
the renewal of the cult and partly because they 
could plead the terms of Cyrus’ edict as their authority 
for setting to work on the ruined sanctuary. The 
chief difficulty in connection with Rehum’s dispatch 
has arisen out of the position into which the editor 
of Ezra has placed it. It was vital to his view of the 
course of events after the Return to find a reason for 
the delay in the restoration of the temple, and he 
found it in the opposition of the governor at Samaria. 
His anxiety to establish an early return under Cyrus 
led him into the error of pre-dating the list of exiles 
in chapter ii. ; his anxiety to explain the delay over 
the temple led him also to  pre-date Rehum’s dispatch. 
His error in each Case has given rise to great con- 
fusion and difficulty. In connection with the earlier 
event it involved the necessity of explaining the 
relation between Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel : in 
connection with the later it brought about the neces- 
sity of discovering an Artaxerxes between Cyrus 
and Darius. It cannot be said that the resultant 
theories, self-contradictory in some cases, rather wild 
in others, have been convincing. A reference to 
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earlier studies of the period is enough to show how 
much desperate ingenuity has been expended on the 
double task. 

The record of another act of interference with 
Jerusalem by Samaria appears in verses 6 f. Un- 
fortunately the text is very bad, and the MT gives the 
impression which is reproduced in the English Versions 
that this is not a different case, but the same case as 
that of Rehum and Shimshai. Esdras, indeed, has 
gone further and simply telescoped verses 6-8. Follow- 
ing Bewer I read : and in the reign of Xerxes at the 
beginning of his reign Bislilam, Mithredath, Tabeel 
and the rest of his associates wrote an accusation 
against the inhabitants of Judah and Jerusalem ; also 
in the days of Artaxerxes, Rehum the chancellor and 
so on as in verse 8.1 This records a complaint to the 
imperial court about which we have no information 
elsewhere. The information which the verses offer 
is extremely meagre, since they do not record where 
the complainants lived, in what capacity they took 
action, or what conduct on the part of the Southern 
community led them to interfere. It is further 
necessary to  remember that the evidence is based on 
an amended text. Yet it is possible to draw certain 
tentative conclusions from the place which the editor 
of Ezra has given to the record, and from a comparison 
of the terms in which the complainants are described 
with those employed about Rehum and Shimshai. 
Thus, the fact that two of the names are good Persian 

' Der Test des Buches Ezra.' I venture to express my ad- 
miration for the careful, scientific way in which the author has 
dealt with the text. 
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and the third is Aramaic, coupled with the other fact 
that the men associate with them ‘ the rest of their 
companions,’ warrants the conclusion that the com- 
plaint was lodged by the local officials and was political 
in its character. As such, it forms an interesting 
illustration of the difficulties which arose for the 
Persian satraps, as soon as the new policy of the Empire 
filtered down into the minds of its subjects, The 
inevitable result of the liberty granted by Cyrus 
was to quicken the local feeling and national life of the 
various components of the huge Empire. It became 
a grave question for the satraps in each province to 
decide how far this sense of nationality should be 
permitted to go; and the question must have been 
peculiarly grave wherever, as was the case in Palestine, 
the population was not homogeneous. In his re- 
organisation of the Empire Darius found it necessary 
to withdraw the control of the imperial forces in each 
province from the civil governor. The motive for 
this may well have been to  maintain the authority 
of the central executive against the increasingly 
dangerous power of the local province, But the 
result of Darius’ act was to increase the number of 
these appeals to Ecbatana, such as chapter iv. in 
Ezra shows for Palestine. Since the civil governor 
could not act on his own authority against what 
seemed to threaten the peace of his district, he must 
keep a watchful eye on everything which might 
produce disturbance and must refer to headquarters 
for decision, 

The absence of all detail in the terms of the com- 
plaint and of any instructions from the court about 
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the method of dealing with it may even be explained 
by the conditions which prevailed in Persia at the 
time. In the beginning of his reign Xerxes was plan- 
ning his expedition against Greece, and the prepara- 
tions for that vast enterprise may well have engrossed 
the attention of the officials at  Ecbatana to such an 
extent that they could not find time to attend to what 
seemed a minor trouble in an outlying pro$ince. The 
Syrian dispatch was pigeon-holed in the Colonial 
Office. On the other hand, the situation was altered 
in the later reign, for, after the sharp set-back which 
the Empire received through the war with Greece, 
Artaxerxes did his best to stiffen the administration 
and to restore the weakened authority of the central 
power. The Jews who had hoped to profit by the 
wealmess of the executive under Xerxes were the more 
sharply checked under his successor. 

In view, however, of the meagreness of our infor- 
mation on the historical situation and the brevity of 
the record in verses 6 f., such suggestions cannot rank 
high. Only one fact remains sure: the troubles 
between the local satrap and the Jews at  Jerusalem 
are definitely dated in the reign of Xerxes. They 
cannot, therefore, have had anything to do with the 
restoration of the temple, Here again the editor of 
Ezra has predated the account in order to support 
his view of the delay in rebuilding the temple. 

The third instance of opposition from Samaria is 
iound in verses 1-5. The paragraph resembles the 
account of the complaint to Xerxes in two respects : 
it is written in Hebrew and it quotes no original docu- 
ment. The statement rests on the authority of the 
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editor, and is related by himself. According to his 
account certain persons, whom lie calls adversaries 
of Judah and Benjamin, approached Zerubbabel and 
the heads of fathers’ houses at the time when the 
returned exiles were busy with the task of rebuilding 
the temple and requested that they should be per- 
mitted to take a share in the work. They supported 
their request by the claim that they also were wor- 
shippers of the God of Israel and had been in the 
habit of sacrificing to Him since the time when 
Esar-haddon, king of Assyria, brought them up here. 
Zerubbabel and Joshua and the heads of fathers’ 
houses in Israel refused the request on the ground 
that they alone had a permit from Cyrus which 
empowered such an act. The consequence of this 
refusal was that the petitioners did all they could to 
hinder the two leaders, and in particular that they 
bribed ‘‘ counsellors against them to frustrate their 
purpose, all the days of Cyrus, king of Persia, even 
until the reign of Darius, king of Persia,” v. 5. 

The purpose of this introductory paragraph is 
sufficiently clear. In it the editor of Ezra traced the 
opposition of the Samaritan authorities which delayed 
the temple-restoration for eighteen years t o  religious 
animosity on the part of a body of men in the Northern 
province, whom he identified with the heathen settlers 
planted there after Sargon’s victory. The Persian 
officials based their complaints against the returned 
exiles on political grounds, but they were actually 
the tools of this religious party, 

Certain features in his account, however, rouse 
suspicion. Thus the variant reading in verse 2 shows 
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that the text was altered at an early date. The ad- 
versaries of Judah supported their request to be 
permitted a sharein the work at the temple by the 
claim : we seek your God as ye do and we offer 
sacrifice unto Him. Some MSS. contain the reading : 
we do not offer sacrifice unto Him. Obviously this 
cannot be the original, because the insertion of ‘ not ’ 
reduced the plea to nonsense. Men who asked per- 
mission to assist in the restoration of the temple 
would never have supported their request by the 
gratuitous remark that they had never been in the 
habit of sacrificing to the God who was worshipped 
there. Yet the insertion is significant, A later age 
has been revolted by the very suggestion that these 
men ever sacrificed at the beloved temple. The reading 
dates after the open breach between Judah and 
Samaria, and its insertion serves to show that the 
men of that time identified the adversaries of Judah 
and Benjamin and the heathen settlers whom Esar- 
haddon brought up, with the schismatic Samaritans. 

But Rothstein has pointed out that the mere 
omission of ‘not ’ does not clear up the sentence.l 
The usual translation of the clause is that the men 
claimed to  have been in the habit of sacrificing to the 
God of Israel since the time of Esar-haddon, king of 
Assyria, who brought us up hither. This translation 
of the final adverb is inaccurate, both in grammar 
and in €act. In grammar, because nh always means 
here, not hither. In fact, because the men were sup- 
posed to be speaking in Jerusalem and Esar-haddon 
brought settlers to Samaria, not to Jerusalem. Further, 

1 ‘ Juden und Samaritaner,’ p. zy. 



1.54 Post-Ex& Judnisvz. 

this statement brings with it the grave difficulty of 
understanding how or why Asyrian settlers could 
have claimed to be worshippers of Yahweh, and 
especially to have been in the habit of sacrificing to 
Him, If they had done this at a sanctuary in Samaria, 
it is in contradiction with the statement which appears 
in 11. Kings xvii. zg f., according to which they 
erected shrines to their own gods. If, on the other 
hand, the men claimed to have been using the temple- 
site for sacrifice, this statement is in contradiction to 
the View of the editor of Ezra who credited the re- 
turned exiles with having built the altar there. All 
that is needed in order to make the sentence regular 
is to connect the troublesome adverb with ‘ sacrifice ’ 
and to read : let us build with you, for we, like you, 
worship your God, and we have been in the habit of 
sacrificing here. The men who made this request were 
those who could urge that plea in support of their 
request, the loyalist Israelites who, since the days of 
Josiah, had been using the old altar-site for the 
purpose of sacrificial worship. They asked permission 
to take some share in the work of rebuilding the 
temple, as, according to the Chronicler, their ancestors 
had contributed to the cost of its restoration and 
purification under Josiah, 11. Chron. xxxiv. 9. The 
men to whom they made this request were not merely 
the leaders of the returned exiles, but were Zerubbabel 
and the heads of fathers’ houses, the same two con- 
stituent elements of the community who restored the 
temple during the reign 0% Darius according to Ezra, 
chapter v. These leaders declined the request, but did 
not base their refusal on any denial of the men’s claim 
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to worship the same God or to take part in the cult at 
Jerusalem. They mepely pointed out that the terms 
of Cyrus’ edict did not refer to any others beyond the 
local community. In their judgment it was more 
prudent to keep strictly within the limits of their 
powers, and so avoid anything which might rouse 
the suspicions of the local governor, and lead to 
difficulties with the imperial authorities. The caution 
of the Jewish leaders was shown to be justifiable and 
wise, since, in spite of it, Tattenai judged it necessary 
to inquire into their own action. That the petitioners 
from Samaria recognised the force of these objections 
and quietly accepted the decision is clear from the 
fact that they maintained their relations to Jerusalem 
and even submitted to the authority of the leaders 
there. For it was about the same period that they 
sent another deputatlon to ask whether they were 
now at liberty to discontinue their practice of fasting 
in the fifth month, Zech. vii. 1-3. 

It is impossible to say with certainty whether the 
editor of Ezra was here basing on an original docu- 
ment, but the inconsistencies in his own account 
make it probable that he was employing older material. 
If he had been at entire liberty, he would have pro- 
duced a statement which was straightforward in its 
terms. What influenced him in altering the older form 
was his suspicion of the loyalist Israelites and his 
dislike to the position of equality which the pact of 
Nehemiah, chapter x., had given to these men1 We 
can see the existence of the tension between North 

1 Evidence will bo brought later to show that in thk mstter he 
represented the attitude of most of the men of the Return. 
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and South which later produced the Samaritan 
schism, Accordingly he inserted at verse z the clause 
which identified the loyalist Israelites with the heathen 
settlers in the Northern province, and at verses g f. 
the other clause which associated these settlers with 
the plans of the Persian governor. In both cases, it 
must be noted, the words employed give rise to diffi- 
culties on linguistic and other grounds. The same 
refusal to recognise the presence of any faithful remnant 
in the North, and the same deliberate desire to deny 
to the people there any part in the inheritance of the 
true Israel, appear in the paragraph which has been 
added to the close of chapter xvii. of 11. Kings, verses 
34-41, Naturally he called these men from the 
beginning the adversaries of Judah and Benjamin, 
where the use of the tribal names shows the lines along 
which the division of his date was supposed to run. 
He further made these men the fons et origo Mali ,  
since it was at their instigation that the local gover- 
nors interfered with the men of the Return and 
prevented them from carrying out the pious work of 
rebuilding the temple, which, but for them, would 
not have been postponed until the reign of Darius.’ 

1 A minor proof that we have to do with an older original which 
has received revision is to  be seen in the titles given to the Persian 
kings : in verse 3 cyrus is called king Cyrus, king of Persia ; in 
verse 5 both Cyrus and Darius appear merely as kings of Persia. 
There is something ufinatural in the use of the title king of Persta. 
in such a, connection during the period when the Empire was Still 
in existence. In the letters sent by local governors to  the court 
and in the replies they received the expression is never used except 
at chap. v. verse 13, where Cyrus is called king of Babylon, because 
the writers were referring to the edict; which Cyrus issued after his 
conquest of Babylon, In verses 5 and 24, accordingly, which are 
plainly editorial and late, it IS not surprising to find this later usage, 



The TroGbles with Sawaria accordifag to Exra. 157 
The usual method of explaining the expression, ' king Cyrus, king 
of Persia ' in verse 3 is to suppose that the original was Cyrus, king 
of Persia, and to this the omission by the LXX of king before 
the royal name gives apparent support. Yet this fails to explain 
why the simpler title, which is characteristic of the earlier docu- 
ments, found its way into the text. The best explanation appears 
to be that the original document, like other such early material, 
contained merely king Cyrus. The editor of the Book of Ezra, t o  
whom we owe the description of Cyrus as king of Persia in verse 5, 
added the full title in his revision of the original. Finally, the 
Greek translators, who wrote after the time of the Persian Empire, 
found the title king before Cyrus' name superfluous and dropped it. 


