《Keil & Delitzsch Commentary - Nehemiah》(Karl F. Keil, etc.)
Commentator

Karl Fredreich Keil (1807-1888) was a German Protestant exegetist. Several years after finishing his theological studys in Dorpat and Berlin, he accepted a call to the theological faculty of Dorpat, where he labored for twenty-five years as lecturer and professor of Old and New Testament exegesis and Oriental languages. In 1859 he settled at Leipsic, where he devoted himself to literary work and to the practical affairs of the Lutheran Church. In 1887 he moved to Rodlitz, continuing his literary activity there until his death.

He belonged to the strictly orthodox and conservative school of Hengstenberg. Ignoring modern criticism almost entirely, all his writings represent the view that the books of the Old and New Testaments are to be retained as the revealed word of God. He regarded the development of German theological science as a passing phase of error. His chief work is the commentary on the Old Testament (1866), which he undertook with Franz Delitzsch. To this work he contributed commentaries on all the books from Genesis through Esther, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, and the minor prophets.


Franz Delitzsch 

Franz Delitzsch (1813-1890) was a Lutheran, from Leipsic. He came of Hebrew parentage; studied at Leipsic where he became a private lecturer in 1842; held the position of professor in Rostock in 1846; then in Erlangen in 1850; and then again in Leipsic in 1867.

His exegetical activity began in earnest at Erlangen, where he prepared independently and in connection with Karl Keil some of the best commentaries on the Old Testament (Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Song of Solomon, Ecclesiastes, Isaiah, 1866) which had been produced in Germany. These were soon translated into English and published at Edinburgh.

Delitzsch opposed the idea "of fencing theology off with the letter of the Formula of Concord." In an introduction to commentary on Genesis published in 1887, he made it clear that the Bible, as the literature of a divine revelation, can not be permitted to be charged with a lack of veracity or to be robbed of its historic basis.

In 1886 he founded a seminary at Leipsic in which candidates of theology are prepared for missionary work among the Jews, and which in memory of him is now called Institutum Judaicum Delitzschianum.

Biographical text adapted from The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge.
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The Book of Nehemiah
Introduction
1. Contents, Division, and Object of the Book of Nehemia

This book, according to its title, contains נחמיה דּברי, and in it Nehemiah relates, almost always in the first person, hisjourney to Jerusalem, and the work which he there effected. נחמיה דּברי, used as the title of a work, signifies not narratives,but deeds and experiences, and consequently here the history ofNehemiah. Apart from the contents of the book, this title might, inconformity with the twofold meaning of דברים, verba and res,designate both the words or discourses and the acts or undertakings ofNehemiah. But דּברי means words, discourses, only in the titles ofprophetical or didactic books, i.e., writings of men whose vocation was theannouncement of the word: comp. e.g., Jeremiah 1:1; Hosea 1:1, and others. Inhistorical writings, on the contrary, the דּברי of the men whoselives and acts are described, are their deeds and experiences: thus דויד דּברי, 1 Chronicles 29:29; שׁלמה דּברי,written שׁלמה דּברי ספר על; 1 Kings 11:41, comp. 2 Chronicles 9:29, - the history of David, of Solomon;ירבעם דּברי, 1 Kings 14:19, the acts of Jeroboam,which are more exactly defined by the addition אשׁר נלחם ועשׁר מלך. So, too, in the case of the other kings, when reference is made to historicalworks concerning their reigns. It is in this sense that the title of the presentbook must be understood; and hence both Luther and de Wette havecorrectly translated it: the history of Nehemiah. Hence the title onlytestifies to the fact, that the work at the head of which it stands treats ofthe things, i.e., of the acts, of Nehemiah, and the events that happened tohim, without stating anything concerning its author. That Nehemiah washimself the historian of his own deeds, appears only from thecircumstance that the narrative is written in the first person.
The contents of the book are as follows: Nehemiah, the son of Hachaliah, aJew, of whom nothing further is known, and cupbearer to the Persian kingArtaxerxes Longimanus, is plunged into deep affliction by the account hereceives from his brother Hanani, and certain other men from Judah, of thesad condition of those who had returned from Babylon, and especially ofthe state of the ruined walls and gates of Jerusalem. He entreats withfervent supplications the mercy of God (Nehemiah 1:1-11), and shortly after seizes afavourable opportunity to request the king to send him to Judah to buildthe city of his fathers' sepulchres, and to give him letters to the governorson the other side of Euphrates, that they may provide him with wood forbuilding from the royal forests. This petition being graciously acceded toby the monarch, he travels, accompanied by captains of forces andhorsemen, to Jerusalem, and soon after his arrival rides by night round thecity, accompanied by some few companions, to ascertain the state of thewalls. He then communicates to the rulers of the people his resolution tobuild and restore the walls, and invites them to undertake this work withhim (Neh 2). Then follows in Neh 3 a list of the individuals and familieswho built the several portions of the wall with their gates; and in Neh4:1-6:19, an account of the difficulties Nehemiah had to overcome in theprosecution of the work, viz.:(1) the attempts of the enemies of the Jews forcibly to oppose and hinderthe building, by reason of which the builders were obliged to work withweapons in their hands (4:1-4:17); (2) the oppression of the poorermembers of the community by wealthy usurers, which Nehemiah put astop to by seriously reproving their injustice, and by his own greatunselfishness (Neh 5); and (3) the plots made against his life by hisenemies, which he frustrated by the courageous faith with which heencountered them. Thus the building of the wall was, notwithstanding allthese difficulties, brought to a successful termination (Neh 6). - This workaccomplished, Nehemiah directed his efforts towards securing the cityagainst hostile attacks by appointing watches at the gates (Nehemiah 7:1-3, andincreasing the numbers of the dwellers in Jerusalem; in pursuance of whichdesign, he assembled the nobles and people for the purpose of enrollingtheir names according to their genealogy (Nehemiah 7:4-5). While occupied with thismatter, he found a list of those houses of Judah that had returned fromBabylon with Zerubbabel and Joshua; and this he gives, Neh 7:6-73. Then, on the approach of the seventh month of the year, the peopleassembled at Jerusalem to hear the public reading of the law by Ezra, tokeep the new moon and the feast of this month, and, after the celebrationof the feast of tabernacles, to observe a day of prayer and fasting, onwhich occasion the Levites making confession of sin in the name of thecongregation, they renewed their covenant with God by entering into anoath to keep the law. This covenant being committed to writing, was sealed by Nehemiah asgovernor, by the chiefs of the priests, of the Levites, and of the houses ofthe people, and the contributions for the support of the worship of Godand its ministers arranged (Neh 8-10). The decision arrived at concerning theincrease of the inhabitants of Jerusalem was next carried into execution,one of every ten dwellers in the provinces being chosen by lot to go toJerusalem and dwell there (Nehemiah 11:1-2). Then follow lists, (1) of thehouses and races who dwelt in Jerusalem, and in the cities of Judah andBenjamin (11:3-36); (2) of the priestly and Levitical families who returnedfrom Babylon with Zerubbabel and Joshua, and of the heads of priestlyand Levitical families in the days of Joiakim the high priest, Nehemiah, andEzra (Neh 12:1-26). These are succeeded by an account of the solemn dedication of the walls(Neh 12:27-43). Then, finally, after some general remarks on certaininstitutions of divine worship, and an account of a public reading of thelaw (Neh 12:44-13:3), the book concludes with a brief narration of whatNehemiah effected during his second sojourn there, after his journey to thecourt in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes, and his return for thepurpose of putting a stop to certain illegal acts which had prevailed duringhis absence, such as marriages with heathen women, non-payment oftithes and dues to Levites, desecration of the Sabbath by field-labour, andby buying and selling (Neh 13:4-31).
According to what has been stated, this book may be divided into threesections. The first, chs. 1-6, treats of the building of the walls and gates ofJerusalem through the instrumentality of Nehemiah; the narrativeconcerning the occasion of his journey, and the account of the journeyitself (Neh 1:1-2:10), forming the introduction. The second, chs. 7-12:43,furnishes a description of the further efforts of Nehemiah to increase andensure the prosperity of the community in Judah and Jerusalem, first, bysecuring Jerusalem from hostile attacks; then, by seeking to increase thepopulation of the city; and, lastly, by endeavouring to bring the domesticand civil life of the people into conformity with the precepts of the law,and thus to furnish the necessary moral and religious basis for the duedevelopment of the covenant people. The third, Neh 12:44-13:31, stateshow Nehemiah, during his second sojourn at Jerusalem, continued theseefforts for the purpose of ensuring the permanence of the reform whichhad been undertaken.
The aim of Nehemiah's proceedings was to place the civil prosperity ofthe Israelites, now returned from exile to the land of their fathers, on a firmbasis. Briefly to describe what he effected, at one time by direct personaleffort, at another in conjunction with his contemporary Ezra the priest andscribe, is the object of his record. As Nehemiah's efforts for the civilwelfare of his people as the congregation of the Lord were but acontinuation of those by which Zerubbabel the prince, Joshua the highpriest, and Ezra the scribe had effected the foundation of the communityof returned exiles, so too does his book form the continuation andcompletion of that of Ezra, and may in this respect be regarded as itssecond part. It is, moreover, not merely similar in kind, to the book ofEzra, especially with regard to the insertion of historical and statisticallists and genealogical registries, but has also the same historical object, viz.,to show how the people of Israel, after their return from the Babyloniancaptivity, were by the instrumentality of Nehemiah fully re-established inthe land of promise as the congregation of the Lord.

2. Integrity of the Book of Nehemiah, and Date of Its Composition

Nehemiah gives his account of the greater part of his labours for the goodof his fellow-countrymen in the first person; and this form of narrative isnot only uniformly maintained throughout the first six chapters (from Neh1:1-7:5), but also recurs in Neh 12:27-43, and from Nehemiah 13:6 to the end. Theformula too: Think upon me, my God, etc., peculiar to Nehemiah, isrepeated Nehemiah 5:19; Nehemiah 6:14; Nehemiah 13:14, Nehemiah 13:22, Nehemiah 13:29, Nehemiah 13:31. Hence not only has the compositionof the larger portion of this book been universally admitted to be the workof Nehemiah, but the integrity of its first section (Neh 1-6) has been generallyacknowledged. On the composition and authorship of the second section,7:73b-12:26, on the contrary, the verdict of modern criticism is almostunanimous in pronouncing it not to have been the work of Nehemiah, butcomposed from various older documents and records by the compiler ofthe books of 1 and 2 Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah - the so-calledchronicler who lived a hundred years later - and by him interpolated in “therecord of Nehemiah.” This view has been chiefly based upon the facts,that in chs. 8-10 the style is different; that Nehemiah himself is not theprominent person, Ezra occupying the foreground, and Nehemiah beingmerely the subject of a passing remark (Nehemiah 8:9 and Nehemiah 10:2); that there is in Nehemiah 8:14 no reference to Ezra 3:4 with respect to the feast of tabernacles; and thatEzra 3:1 is in verbal accordance with Nehemiah 8:1 (Bertheau, Comm. p. 11, andde Wette-Schrader, Einl. in das A. T. 236). Of these reasons, the first (the dissimilarity of style) is an assertion arisingfrom a superficial examination of these chapters, and in support of whichnothing further is adduced than that, instead of Elohim, and especially theGod of heaven, elsewhere current with Nehemiah when speaking of God,the names Jehovah, Adonai, and Elohim are in this section usedpromiscuously. In fact, however, the name Elohim is chiefly used even inthese chapters, and Jahve but seldom; while in the prayer Neh 9 especially,such other appellations of God occur as Nehemiah, with the solemnitybefitting the language of supplication, uses also in the prayer in Nehemiah 1:1-11.

(Note: Compare the exact statement of the case in my Lehrbuch,149, note 4, which opponents have ignored, because nothing in theway of facts can be brought against it.)

The other three reasons are indeed correct, in so far as they are actualfacts, but they prove nothing. It is true that in Neh 8-10 Nehemiahpersonally occupies a less prominent position than Ezra, but this isbecause the actions therein related, viz., the public reading of the law, andthe direction of the sacred festivals, belonged not to the office of Nehemiahthe Tirshatha and royal governor, but to that, of Ezra the scribe, and to thepriests and Levites. Even here, however, Nehemiah, as the royal Tirshatha,stands at the head of the assembled people, encourages them inconjunction with Ezra and the priests, and is the first, as praecipuummembrum ecclesiae (Nehemiah 10:2), to seal the document of the covenant justconcluded. Again, though it is certain that in the description of the feast oftabernacles, Ezra 8:14., there is no express allusion to its former celebrationunder Zerubbabel and Joshua, Ezra 3:4, yet such allusions are unusualwith biblical writers in general. This is shown, e.g., by a comparison of 2 Chronicles 35:1, 2 Chronicles 35:18 with 2 Chronicles 30:1, 2 Chronicles 30:13-26; and yet it has never struck any critic that an argument againstthe single authorship of 2 Chr. might be found in the fact that no allusionto the earlier passover held under Hezekiah, 2 Chron 30, is made in thedescription of the passover under Josiah, 2 Chron 35. Finally, the verbalcoincidence of Nehemiah 8:1 (properly Nehemiah 7:73 and Nehemiah 8:1) with Ezra 3:1 amounts tothe statement that “when the seventh month was come, all Israel gatheredout of their cities as one man to Jerusalem.” All else is totally different; theassembly in Neh 8 pursues entirely different objects and undertakesentirely different matters from that in Ezra 3:1-13. The peculiarities, moreover,of Nehemiah's style could as little appear in what is narrated, chs. 8-10, asin his description of the building of the wall, Neh 3, or in the list of thefamilies who returned from captivity with Zerubbabel and Joshua, Neh 7 - portions which no one has yet seriously objected to as integral parts of thebook of Nehemiah. The same remark applies to the list of the inhabitantsof Jerusalem and the province, 11:3-36, which even Bertheau and Schraderadmit to have originated from the record of Nehemiah, or to have beencomposed by Nehemiah. If, however, Nehemiah composed these lists, orincorporated them in his record, why should it not also be himself, and notthe “subsequent chronicler,” who inserted in his work the lists of priestsand Levites, 12:1-26, when the description of the dedication of the wallwhich immediately follows them is evidently his own composition?
One reason for maintaining that these lists of priests and Levites are oflater origin than the times of Nehemiah is said to be, that they extend toJaddua the high priest, who was contemporary with Alexander the Great. If this assertion were as certain as it is confidently brought forward, thenindeed these lists might well be regarded as a subsequent interpolation inthe book of Nehemiah. For Nehemiah, who was at least thirty years of agewhen he first came to Jerusalem, in the twentieth year of Artaxerxes, i.e.,b.c. 445, could hardly have lived to witness the overthrow of the Persianmonarchy by Alexander, b.c. 330; or, even if he did attain the age of 145,would not have postponed the writing of his book to the last years of hislife. When, however, we consider somewhat more closely the priests andLevites in question, we shall perceive that Nehemiah 12:1-9 contains a listof the chiefs of the priests and Levites who returned from captivity withZerubbabel and Joshua, which consequently descends from the timesbefore Nehemiah; Nehemiah 12:12-21, a list of the heads of the priestly houses inthe days of the high priest Joiakim, the son of Joshua; and Nehemiah 12:24, Nehemiah 12:25, alist of the heads of chiefs of Levi (of the Levites), with the closing remark,Nehemiah 12:26: “These were in the days of Joiakim the son of Joshua, and in thedays of Nehemiah and Ezra,” Now the high priest Joiakim, the son ofJoshua, the contemporary of Zerubbabel, was the predecessor and fatherof the high priest Eliashib, the contemporary of Nehemiah. Consequentlyboth these lists descend from the time previous to Nehemiah's arrival atJerusalem; and the mention of Ezra and Nehemiah along with Joiakimproves nothing more than that the chiefs of the Levites mentioned in thelast list were still living in the days of Nehemiah. Thus these three listscontain absolutely nothing which reaches to a period subsequent toNehemiah. Between the first and second, however, there stands (Nehemiah 12:10, Nehemiah 12:11) the genealogical notice: Joshua begat Joiakim, Joiakim begatEliashib, Eliashib begat Jonathan (correct reading, Johanan), and Jonathanbegat Jaddua; and between the second and third it is said, Nehemiah 12:22: Withrespect to the Levites, in the days of Eliashib, Joiada, Johanan, andJaddua, the heads of houses are recorded, and the priests under the reign ofDarius the Persian; and Nehemiah 12:23: With respect to the sons of Levi, the headsof houses are recorded in the book of the Chronicles even to the days ofJohanan. From these verses (Nehemiah 12:10, Nehemiah 12:11, and Nehemiah 12:22, Nehemiah 12:23) it is inferred that the listsdescend to the time of the high-priesthood of Jaddua, the contemporary ofAlexander the Great. To this we reply, that viewing the circumstance thatEliashib was high priest in the time of Nehemiah (Nehemiah 3:1; Nehemiah 13:4, Nehemiah 13:7), itcannot be an absolute objection that Jaddua was still living in the days ofAlexander the Great, since from the thirty-second year of ArtaxerxesLongimanus, i.e., from b.c. 433, to the destruction of the Persian empireb.c. 330, there are only 103 years, a period for which three high priests,each exercising his office thirty-five years, would suffice. But on the other hand, it is very questionable whether in Nehemiah 12:11 and Nehemiah 12:12 Jaddua is mentioned as the officiating high priest, or only as the son ofJohanan, and grandson of Joiada the high priest. The former of these viewsreceives no corroboration from Nehemiah 12:11, for there nothing else is given but thegenealogy of the high-priestly line. Nor can it any more be proved from Nehemiah 12:22 that the words, “in the days of Eliashib, Joiada, Johanan, and Jaddua,were the Levites recorded or enrolled,” are to be understood of fourdifferent lists made under four successive high priests. The most naturalsense of the words, on the contrary, is that one enrollment took place inthe days of these four individuals of the high-priestly house. If Eliashib,Joiada, Johanan, and Jaddua were all alive at the same time, this, the mostnatural view, must also be the correct one, because in each of the otherlists of the same chapter, the times of only one high priest are mentioned,and at the close of the list, Nehemiah 12:26, it is expressly stated that the (previouslyenrolled) Levites were chiefs in the days of Joiakim, Ezra, and Nehemiah. It is not, moreover, difficult to prove that Eliashib, Joiada, Johanan, andJaddua were living contemporaneously. For Eliashib, whom Nehemiah found high priest at his arrival at Jerusalem(Nehemiah 3:1), being the grandson of Joshua, who returned from Babylon inthe year 536 with Zerubbabel, would in 445 be anything but a young man. Indeed, he must then have been about seventy-five years old. Moreover, itappears from Joshua 13:4 and Joshua 13:7, that in 433, when Nehemiah returned toArtaxerxes, he was still in office, though on Nehemiah's return he was nolonger alive, and that he therefore died soon after 433, at the age of aboutninety. If, however, this was his age when he died, his son Joiada mightthen be already sixty-three, his grandson Johanan thirty-six, his great-grandson Jaddua nine, if each were respectively born in the twenty-seventh year of his father's lifetime.

(Note: If Jaddua were on the death of his great-great-grandfather(between 433 and 430 b.c.) about ten years old, he might also live towitness the appearance of Alexander the Great before Jerusalem, 330b.c. (mentioned by Josephus, Ant. xi. 8. 4), since he would then haveattained the age of 110, which does not seem incredible, when it isconsidered that Jehoiada, the high priest in the reign of Joash, was130 when he died (2 Chronicles 24:15).)

The view (of Nehemiah 12:11, Nehemiah 12:12, and Nehemiah 12:22) just stated, is confirmed both by Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:23, and by Nehemiah 13:28. According to Nehemiah 13:22 , the chiefs or heads of thepriestly houses were enrolled under the government of Darius the Persian. Now there is no doubt that this Darius is Darius Nothus, the successor ofArtaxerxes Longimanus, who reigned from 424 to 404. The notion thatDarius Codomanus is intended, rests upon the mistaken view that in Nehemiah 13:11 Jaddua is mentioned as the high priest already in office. According to Nehemiah 13:23, the heads of the houses of the Levites were enrolled in the book of theChronicles even until the days of Johanan the son of Eliashib. The days ofJohanan - that is, the period of his high-priesthood - are here named as thelatest date to which the author of this book extends the genealogical lists ofthe Levites. And this well agrees with the information, Nehemiah 13:18, thatduring Nehemiah's absence at Jerusalem, one of the sons of Joiada the highpriest allied himself by marriage with Sanballat the Horonite, i.e., marriedone of his daughters, and was driven away by Nehemiah. If Joiada hadeven in the days of Nehemiah a married son, Johanan the first-born son ofJoiada, the presumptive successor to the high-priesthood, might well havebeen at that time so long a married man as to have already witnessed thebirth of his son Jaddua.
To complete our proof that the contents of Neh 12 do not extend to aperiod subsequent to Nehemiah, we have still to discuss the question, howlong he held office in Judaea, and when he wrote the book in which herelates what he there effected. Both these questions can be answered withsufficient accuracy for our purpose, though the exact year cannot benamed. Concerning the time he held office in Jerusalem, he only remarks inhis book that he was governor from the twentieth to the thirty-secondyear of Artaxerxes, and that in the thirty-second year of that monarch heagain returned to the court, and afterwards, ימים לקץ,came back to Jerusalem (Nehemiah 5:14, and Nehemiah 13:6). The term ימים לקץ is very indefinite; but the interpretation, “at the end of theyear,” is incorrect and unsupported. It is quite evident, from the irregularities and transgressions of the lawwhich occurred in the community during his absence from Jerusalem, thatNehemiah must have remained longer than a year at the court, and, indeed,that he did not return for some years. Besides the withholding of the duesto the Levites (Nehemiah 13:10.) and the desecration of the Sabbath (Nehemiah 13:15.), - transgressions of the law which might have occurred soon after Nehemiah'sdeparture, - Eliashib had not only the priest fitted up a chamber in the fore-court of the temple as a dwelling for his connection Tobiah (Nehemiah 13:4), butJews had also married women of Ashdod, Ammon, and Moab, and hadchildren by them who spake not the Jews' language, but only that ofAshdod, in the interval (Nehemiah 13:23). These facts presuppose an absence ofseveral years on the part of Nehemiah, even if many of these unlawfulmarriages had been previously contracted, and only came to his knowledgeafter his return. - Neither are there adequate grounds for the notion thatNehemiah lived but a short time after his return to Jerusalem. Thesuppression of these infringements of the law, which is narrated Neh 13:7-31, might, indeed, have been accomplished in a few months; but we are byno means justified in inferring that this was the last of his labours for thewelfare of his fellow-countrymen, and that his own life terminated soonafter, because he relates nothing more than his procedure against thesetransgressions. After the removal of these irregularities, and the re-establishment of legalorder in divine worship and social life, he might have lived for a longperiod at Jerusalem without effecting anything, the record of which itmight be important to hand down to posterity. If we suppose him to havebeen from thirty-five to forty years of age when, being cupbearer toArtaxerxes, he was sent at his own request, in the twentieth year of thatmonarch's reign (445 b.c.), as governor to Judah, he might well haveexercised his office in Judah and Jerusalem from thirty-five to forty years,including his journey back to the court in the thirty-second year ofArtaxerxes, i.e., till 405 b.c. This would make him live till the nineteenthyear of Darius Nothus, and not die till he was from seventy-five to eightyyears of age. If we further suppose that he composed this book some ten years beforehis death, i.e., thirty years after his first arrival at Jerusalem, when he had,as far as lay in his power, arranged the affairs of Judah, it would then bepossible for him to relate and describe all that is contained in the canonicalbook of Nehemiah. For in the year 415 b.c., i.e., in the ninth year ofDarius Nothus, genealogical lists of priests and Levites of the time ofJoiakim the high priest, reaching down to the days of Johanan the son(grandson) of Eliashib, and of the time of the reign of Darius Nothus,might already be written in the book of the Chronicles, as mentioned Nehemiah 12:23, compared with Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:26. Then, too, the high priest Joiada mightalready have been dead, his son Johanan have succeeded to the office, andJaddua, the son of the latter, have already attained the age of twenty-five. - This book would consequently contain no historical information and nosingle remark which Nehemiah might not himself have written. Hence thecontents of the book itself furnish not the slightest opposition to the viewthat the whole was the work of Nehemiah.
When, however, we turn our attention to its form, that unity of characterto which modern criticism attaches so much importance seems to bewanting in the second half. We have, however, already remarked thatneither the lack of prominence given to the person of Nehemiah, nor thecircumstance that he is in these chapters spoken of in the third person,furnish incontestable arguments against the integrity of this book. For inthe section concerning the dedication of the wall, Neh 12:27-43,Nehemiah's authorship of which no critic has as yet impugned, he onlybrings himself forward (Nehemiah 12:31 and Nehemiah 12:38) when mentioning what he had himselfappointed and done, while the rest of the narrative is not in thecommunicative form of speech: we sought the Levites, we offered, etc.,which he employs in the account of the making of a covenant, but in theobjective form: they sought the Levites, they offered, etc. (Nehemiah 12:27 and Nehemiah 12:43). The want of connection between the several sections seems to us far morestriking. Chs. 8-10 form, indeed, a connected section, the commencementof which (Nehemiah 7:73 ) by the circumstantial clause, “when the children ofIsrael dwelt in their cities,” combines it, even by a repetition of the veryform of words, which the preceding list; but the commencement of Neh 11is somewhat abrupt, while between Nehemiah 12:11 and Nehemiah 12:12 and between Nehemiah 12:26 and Nehemiah 12:27 of Neh 12 there is nothing to mark the connection. This gives the sections,chs. 8-10 and 12:1-26, the appearance of being subsequent interpolationsor insertions in Nehemiah's record; and there is thus much of realfoundation for this appearance, that this book is not a continuous narrativeor description of Nehemiah's proceedings in Judah, - historical,topographical, and genealogical lists, which interrupt the thread of thehistory, being inserted in it. But it by no means follows, that because such is the nature of the book,the inserted portions must therefore have been the subsequentinterpolations of another hand, in the record composed by Nehemiah. Thisinference of modern criticism is based upon an erroneous conception of thenature and intention of this book, which is first of all regarded, if not as abiography or diary of Nehemiah, yet as a “record,” in which is noted downonly the most important facts concerning his journey to Jerusalem and hisproceedings there. For this preconception, neither the canonical book ofNehemiah, nor a comparison of those sections which are universallyadmitted to be his, furnish any adequate support. For with regard, first, tothese sections, it is obvious from Nehemiah 5:14, where Nehemiah during thebuilding of the wall reproaches the usurers, saying, “From the time that Iwas appointed to be governor in the land of Judah, from the twentieth tothe two-and-thirtieth year of Artaxerxes, that is, twelve years, I and mybrethren have not eaten the bread of the governor,” that Nehemiah wrotethe account of his labours in Judah from memory after the thirty-secondyear of Artaxerxes. When we compare with this the manner in which hespeaks quite incidentally (Nehemiah 13:6.) of his absence from Jerusalem andhis journey to the court, in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes, andconnects the account of the chamber vacated for Tobiah in the fore-courtof the temple (Nehemiah 13:4) with the previous narrative of the public reading ofthe law and the severance of the strangers from Israel by the formulaמזּה ולפני, “and before this,” making it appear asthough this public reading of the law and severance of strangers hadfollowed his return from the court; and further, consider that the publicreading of the law mentioned, Nehemiah 13:1, is combined with the section, Nehemiah 12:44, and this section again (Nehemiah 12:44) with the account of the dedication ofthe wall by the formula, “at that time;” it is undoubtedly obvious thatNehemiah did not write his whole work till the evening of his days, andafter he had accomplished all that was most important in the labours heundertook for Jerusalem and his fellow-countrymen, and that he makes nodecided distinction between his labours during his second sojourn atJerusalem and those of his former stay of twelve years.
If, then, these circumstances indisputably show that the work composedby Nehemiah himself did not bear the form of a diary, the admission into itof the list of those who returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel andJoshua (Neh 7:6-73) makes it manifest that it was not his intention to givean unbroken narrative, of his efforts and their results in Jerusalem. Thislist, moreover, which he found when occupied with his plan for increasingthe population of Jerusalem, is shown by the words, “I found thereinwritten,” to have been admitted by himself into his work, and inserted inhis account of what God had put it into his heart to do with respect to thepeopling of Jerusalem (Nehemiah 7:5), and of the manner in which he had carriedout his resolution (Nehemiah 11:1-2), as a valuable document with respect to thehistory of the community, although the continuous thread of the narrativewas broken by the interpolation. From his admission of this list, we mayinfer that he also incorporated other not less important documents, such asthe lists of the priests and Levites, Neh 12:1-26, in his book, without troublinghimself about the continuous progress of the historical narrative, because itwas his purpose not merely to portray his own labours in Jerusalem, butto describe the development and circumstances of the reinstatedcommunity under his own and Ezra's leadership.

(Note: “Nehémie,” remarks Ed. Barde in his Etude critique etexegetique, p. 48, “n'écrit pas sa biographie: son but est l'histoire de larestauration de Jérusalem et du culte, pour montrer l'accomplissementdes promesses de Dieu.”)

This being the case, there can be no reason whatever for denyingNehemiah's authorship of the account of the religious solemnities in chs. 8-10, especially as the communicative form in which the narrative is written,bears witness that one of the leaders of that assembly of the peoplecomposed this account of it, and the expression, “we will not forsake thehouse of our God,” with which it closes (Nehemiah 10:39), is a form of speechpeculiar to Nehemiah, and repeated by him Nehemiah 13:11. Suchconsiderations seem to us to do away with any doubts which may havebeen raised as to the integrity of the whole book, and the authorship ofNehemiah.

For the exegetical literature, see my Lehrb. p. 460. Comp. also Ed. Barde, Néhémie étude critique et exegetique, Tübing. 1861, and Bertheau's Commentary already quoted, p. 18.

01 Chapter 1 

Introduction
I. Nehemiah's Journey to Jerusalem, andthe Restoration of the Walls ofJerusalem - Nehemiah 1:1 

Nehemiah, cup-bearer to King Artaxerxes, is plunged into deep afflictionby the account which he receives from certain individuals from Judah ofthe sad condition of his countrymen who had returned to Jerusalem andJudah. He prays with fasting to the Lord for mercy (Nehemiah 1:1-11), and on afavourable opportunity entreats the king and queen for permission tomake a journey to Jerusalem, and for the necessary authority to repair itsruined walls. His request being granted, he travels as governor toJerusalem, provided with letters from the king, and escorted by captains ofthe army and horsemen (Nehemiah 2:1-10). Soon after his arrival, he surveys thecondition of the walls and gates, summons the rulers of the people and thepriests to set about building the wall, and in spite of the obstacles heencounters from the enemies of the Jews, accomplishes this work (2:11-6:19). In describing the manner in which the building of the walls wascarried on, he first enumerates in succession (3) the individuals andcompanies engaged in restoring the walls surrounding the city (3), and thenrelates the obstacles and difficulties encountered (4:1-6:19).

Verses 1-4
In the twentieth year of the reign of Artaxerxes, Nehemiah,being then at Susa, received from one of his brethren, and other individualsfrom Judah, information which deeply grieved him, concerning the sadcondition of the captive who had returned to the land of their fathers, andthe state of Jerusalem. Nehemiah 1:1 contains the title of the whole book: theHistory of Nehemiah. By the addition “son of Hachaliah,”Nehemiah is distinguished from others of the same name (e.g., fromNehemiah the son of Azbuk, Nehemiah 3:16). Another Nehemiah, too, returnedfrom captivity with Zerubbabel, Ezra 2:2. Of Hachaliah we know nothingfurther, his name occurring but once more, Nehemiah 10:2, in conjunction, ashere, with that of Nehemiah. Eusebius and Jerome assert that Nehemiahwas of the tribe of Judah, - a statement which may be correct, but isunsupported by any evidence from the Old Testament. According to Nehemiah 1:11, he was cup-bearer to the Persian king, and was, at his own request,appointed for some time Pecha, i.e., governor, of Judah. Comp. Nehemiah 5:14; Nehemiah 12:26, and Nehemiah 8:9; Nehemiah 10:2. “In the month Chisleu of the twentieth year I was inthe citadel of Susa” - such is the manner in which Nehemiah commences thenarrative of his labours for Jerusalem. Chisleu is the ninth month of theyear, answering to our December. Comp. Zechariah 7:1, 1 Macc. 4:52. Thetwentieth year is, according to Nehemiah 2:1, the twentieth year of ArtaxerxesLongimanus. On the citadel of Susa, see further details in the remarks onDaniel 8:2. Susa was the capital of the province Susiana, and its citadel,called by the Greeks Memnoneion, was strongly fortified. The kings ofPersia were accustomed to reside here during some months of the year.

Nehemiah 1:2-3 
There came to Nehemiah Hanani, one of his brethren, andcertain men from Judah. מאחי אחד, one of mybrethren, might mean merely a relation of Nehemiah, אחים beingoften used of more distant relations; but since Nehemiah calls Hananiאחי in Nehemiah 7:10, it is evident that his own brother is meant. “And I asked them concerning the Jews, and concerning Jerusalem.”היּהוּדים is further defined by וגו הפּליטה, whohad escaped, who were left from the captivity; those who had returned toJudah are intended, as contrasted with those who still remained in heathen,lands. In the answer, Nehemiah 1:3, they are more precisely designated as being”there in the province (of Judah).” With respect to המּדינה,see remarks on Ezra 2:1. They are said to be “in great affliction (רעה) and in reproach.” Their affliction is more nearly defined by theaccessory clause which follows: and the wall = because the wall ofJerusalem is broken down, and its gates burned with fire. מפרצת, Pual(the intensive form), broken down, does not necessarily mean that thewhole wall was destroyed, but only portions, as appears from thesubsequent description of the building of the wall, Neh 3.

Nehemiah 1:4 
This description of the state of the returned captives plungedNehemiah into such deep affliction, that he passed some days in mourning,fasting, and prayer. Opinions are divided with respect to the historicalrelation of the facts mentioned Nehemiah 1:3. Some older expositors thought thatHanani could not have spoken of the destruction of the walls and gates ofJerusalem by the Babylonians, because this was already sufficientlyknown to Nehemiah, but of some recent demolition on the part ofSamaritans and other hostile neighbours of the Jews; in opposition towhich, Rambach simply replies that we are told nothing of a restoration ofthe wall of Jerusalem by Zerubbabel and Ezra. More recently Ewald(Geschichte, iv. p. 137f.) has endeavoured to show, from certain psalmswhich he transposes to post-Babylonian times, the probability of adestruction of the rebuilt wall, but gives a decided negative to the question,whether this took place during the thirteen years between the arrivals ofEzra and Nehemiah. “For,” says he, “there is not in the whole of Nehemiah's record the mostdistant hint that the walls had been destroyed only a short time since; but,on the contrary, this destruction was already so remote an event, that itsoccasion and authors were no longer spoken of.” Vaihinger (Theol. Stud. und Krit., 1857, p. 88, comp. 1854, p. 124f.) and Bertheau are of opinionthat it indisputably follows from Nehemiah 1:3-4, as appearances show, that thewalls of Jerusalem were actually rebuilt and the gates set up before thetwentieth year of Artaxerxes, and that the destruction of this laboriouswork, which occasioned the sending of an embassy to the Persian court,was of quite recent occurrence, since otherwise Nehemiah would not havebeen so painfully affected by it. But even the very opposite opinion heldconcerning the impression made upon the reader by these verses, showsthat appearances are deceitful, and the view that the destruction of thewalls and gates was of quite recent occurrence is not implied by the wordsthemselves, but only inserted in them by expositors. There is no kind ofhistorical evidence that the walls of Jerusalem which had been destroyedby the Chaldeans were once more rebuilt before Nehemiah's arrival.
The documents given by Ezra 4:8-22, which are in this instanceappealed to, so far from proving the fact, rather bear testimony against it. The counsellor Rehum and the scribe Shimshai, in their letter toArtaxerxes, accuse indeed the Jews of building a rebellious and bad city, ofrestoring its walls and digging its foundations (Ezra 4:12); but they onlygive the king to understand that if this city be built and its walls restored,the king will no longer have a portion on this side the river (Ezra 4:16), andhasten to Jerusalem, as soon as they receive the king's decision, to hinderthe Jews by force and power (Ezra 4:23). Now, even if this accusation werequite well founded, nothing further can be inferred from it than that theJews had begun to restore the walls, but were hindered in the midst oftheir undertaking. Nothing is said in these documents either of a rebuilding,i.e., a complete restoration, of the walls and setting up of the gates, or ofbreaking down the walls and burning the gates. It cannot be said that to build a wall means the same as pulling down awall already built. Nor is anything said in Nehemiah 1:3 and Nehemiah 1:4 of a recentdemolition. The assertion, too, that the destruction of this laborious workwas the occasion of the mission of Hanani and certain men of Judah to thePersian court (Vaihinger), is entirely without scriptural support. In Nehemiah 1:2 and Nehemiah 1:3 it is merely said that Hanani and his companions came from Judah toNehemiah, and that Nehemiah questioned them concerning the condition ofthe Jews in the province of Judah, and concerning Jerusalem, and that theyanswered: The Jews there are in great affliction and reproach, for the wallof Jerusalem is broken down (מפרצת is a participle expressing thestate, not the praeter. or perfect, which would be found here if adestruction recently effected were spoken of). Nehemiah, too, in Nehemiah 2:3 and Nehemiah 2:17, only says: The city of my fathers' sepulchres (Jerusalem) liethdesolate (חרבה is an adjective), not: has been desolated. Nor can a visit on the part of Jews from Judah to their compatriot andrelative, the king's cup-bearer, be called a mission to the Persian court. - With respect also to the deep affliction of Nehemiah, upon whichBertheau lays so much stress, it by no means proves that he had received aterrible account of some fresh calamity which had but just befallen thecommunity at Jerusalem, and whose whole extent was as yet unknown tohim. Nehemiah had not as yet been to Jerusalem, and could not from hisown experience know the state of affairs in Judah and Jerusalem; hence hequestioned the newly arrived visitors, not concerning the latestoccurrences, but as to the general condition of the returned captives. Thefact of the destruction of Jerusalem by the Chaldees could not, of course,be unknown to him; but neither could he be ignorant that now ninety yearssince a great number of captives had returned to their homes withZerubbabel and settled in Judah and Jerusalem, and that seventy yearssince the temple at Jerusalem had been rebuilt. Judging from these facts, he might not have imagined that the state ofaffairs in Judah and Jerusalem was so bad as it really was. When, then, henow learnt that those who had returned to Judah were in great affliction,that the walls of the town were still lying in ruins and its gates burned, andthat it was therefore exposed defenceless to all the insults of hostileneighbours, even this information might well grieve him. It is also probablethat it was through Hanani and his companions that he first learnt of theinimical epistle of the royal officials Rehum and Shimshai to Artaxerxes,and of the answer sent thereto by that monarch and thus became for thefirst time aware of the magnitude of his fellow-countrymen's difficulties. Such intelligence might well be such a shock to him as to cause the amountof distress described Nehemiah 1:4. For even if he indulged the hope that the kingmight repeal the decree by which the rebuilding of the wall had beenprohibited till further orders, he could not but perceive how difficult itwould be effectually to remedy the grievous state in which his countrymenwho had returned to the land of their fathers found themselves, while thedisposition of their neighbours towards them was thus hostile. This state was indeed sufficiently distressing to cause deep pain to onewho had a heart alive to the welfare of his nation, and there is no need forinventing new “calamities,” of which history knows nothing, to accountfor the sorrow of Nehemiah. Finally, the circumstance that the destructionof the walls and burning of the gates are alone mentioned as proofs of theaffliction and reproach which the returned exiles were suffering, arisessimply from an intention to hint at the remedy about to be described in thenarrative which follows, by bringing this special kind of reproachprominently forward.

Verses 5-11
Nehemiah's prayer, as given in these verses, comprises the prayers whichhe prayed day and night, during the period of his mourning and fasting (Nehemiah 1:4 comp. Nehemiah 1:6), to his faithful and covenant God, to obtain mercy for hispeople, and the divine blessing upon his project for their assistance.

Nehemiah 1:5 
The invocation of Jahve as: Thou God of heaven, alludes to God'salmighty government of the world, and the further predicates of God, toHis covenant faithfulness. “Thou great and terrible God” recalls Deuteronomy 7:21,and “who keepest covenant and mercy,” etc., Deuteronomy 7:9 and Exodus 20:5-6.

Nehemiah 1:6 
“Let Thine ear be attentive, and Thine eyes open,” like 2 Chronicles 6:40; 2 Chronicles 7:15 - לשׁמע, that Thou mayest hearken to the prayer ofThy servant, which I pray, and how I confess concerning … מתדּה stilldepends upon אשׁר in the sense of: and what I confess concerningthe sins. היּום does not here mean to-day, but now, at this time,as the addition “day and night” compared with ימים in Nehemiah 1:4 shows. To strengthen the communicative form לך חטאנוּ, and to acknowledge before God how deeply penetrated he was bythe feeling of his own sin and guilt, he adds: and I and my father's househave sinned.

Nehemiah 1:7 
We have dealt very corruptly against Thee. חבל is theinf. constr. instead of the infin. abs., which, before the finite verb, and byreason of its close connection therewith, becomes the infin. constr., likeאהיה היות, Psalm 50:21; comp. Ewald, §240, c. The dealing corruptlyagainst God consists in not having kept the commandments, statutes, andjudgments of the law.

Nehemiah 1:8-10 
With his confession of grievous transgression, Nehemiahcombines the petition that the Lord would be mindful of His worddeclared by Moses, that if His people, whom He had scattered among theheathen for their sins, should turn to Him and keep His commandments,He would gather them from all places where He had scattered them, andbring them back to the place which He had chosen to place His name there. This word (הדּבר) he designates, as that which God hadcommanded to His servant Moses, inasmuch as it formed a part of thatcovenant law which was prescribed to the Israelites as their rule of life. The matter of this word is introduced by לאמר: ye transgress, Iwill scatter; i.e., if ye transgress by revolting from me, I will scatter youamong the nations, - and ye turn to me and keep my commandments (i.e., ifye turn to me and … ), if there were of you cast out to the end of heaven(i.e., to the most distant regions where the end of heaven touches theearth), thence will I gather you, etc. נדּח, pat. Niphal, with acollective meaning, cast-out ones, like Deuteronomy 30:4. These words are no verbal quotation, but a free summary, in whichNehemiah had Deuteronomy 30:1-5 chiefly in view, of what God had proclaimed inthe law of Moses concerning the dispersion of His people among theheathen if they sinned against Him, and of their return to the land of theirfathers if they repented and turned to Him. The clause: if the cast-out oneswere at the end of heaven, etc., stands verbally in Nehemiah 1:4. The last words, Nehemiah 1:9, “(I will bring them) to the place which I have chosen, that my name maydwell there,” are a special application of the general promise of the law tothe present case. Jerusalem is meant, where the Lord caused His name todwell in the temple; comp. Deuteronomy 12:11. The entreaty to remember thisword and to fulfil it, seems ill adapted to existing circumstances, for aportion of the people were already brought back to Jerusalem; andNehemiah's immediate purpose was to pray, not for the return of thosestill sojourning among the heathen, but for the removal of the affliction andreproach resting on those who were now at Jerusalem. Still lessappropriate seems the citation of the words: If ye transgress, I will scatteryou among the nations. It must, however, be remembered that Nehemiah is not so much invokingthe divine compassion as the righteousness and faithfulness of a covenantGod, the great and terrible God that keepeth covenant and mercy (Nehemiah 1:5). Now this, God had shown Himself to be, by fulfilling the threats of Hislaw that He would scatter His faithless and transgressing people amongthe nations. Thus His fulfilment of this one side of the covenantstrengthened the hope that God would also keep His other covenant wordto His people who turned to Him, viz., that He would bring them again tothe land of their fathers, to the place of His gracious presence. Hence thereference to the dispersion of the nation among the heathen, forms theactual substructure for the request that so much of the promise as yetremained unfulfilled might come to pass. Nehemiah, moreover, views thispromise in the full depth of its import, as securing to Israel not merely anexternal return to their native land, but their restoration as a community, inthe midst of whom the Lord had His dwelling, and manifested Himself asthe defence and refuge of His people. To the re-establishment of this covenant relation very much was stillwanting. Those who had returned from captivity had indeed settled in theland of their fathers; and the temple in which they might worship Godwith sacrifices, according to the law, was rebuilt at Jerusalem. Butnotwithstanding all this, Jerusalem, with its ruined walls and burned gates,was still like a city lying waste, and exposed to attacks of all kinds; whilethe inhabitants of Jerusalem and the cities of Judah were loaded withshame and contempt by their heathen neighbours. In this sense, Jerusalemwas not yet restored, and the community dwelling therein not yet broughtto the place where the name of the Lord dwelt. In this respect, the promisethat Jahve would again manifest Himself to His repentant people as theGod of the covenant was still unfulfilled, and the petition that He wouldgather His people to the place which He had chosen to put His namethere, i.e., to manifest Himself according to His nature, as testified in Hiscovenant (Exodus 34:6-7), quite justifiable. In Nehemiah 1:10 Nehemiah supports hispetition by the words: And these (now dwelling in Judah and Jerusalem)are Thy servants and Thy people whom Thou hast redeemed, etc. Hisservants who worship Him in His temple, His people whom He hasredeemed from Egypt by His great power and by His strong arm, Godcannot leave in affliction and reproach. The words: “redeemed with greatpower” … are reminiscences from Deuteronomy 7:8; Deuteronomy 9:26, Deuteronomy 9:29, and other passages inthe Pentateuch, and refer to the deliverance from Egypt.

Nehemiah 1:11 
The prayer closes with the reiterated entreaty that God wouldhearken to the prayer of His servant (i.e., Nehemiah), and to the prayer ofHis servants who delight to fear His name (יראה, infin. like Deuteronomy 4:10 and elsewhere), i.e., of all Israelites who, like Nehemiah, prayed toGod to redeem Israel from all his troubles. For himself in particular,Nehemiah also request: “Prosper Thy servant to-day (היּום likeNehemiah 1:6; לעבדּך may be either the accusative of the person, like 2 Chronicles 26:5, or the dative: Prosper his design unto Thy servant, like Nehemiah 2:20),and give him to mercy (i.e., cause him to find mercy; comp. 1 Kings 8:50; Psalm 106:46) before the face of this man.” What man he means is explainedby the following supplementary remark, “And I was cup-bearer to theking,” without whose favour and permission Nehemiah could not havecarried his project into execution (as related in Neh 2).

02 Chapter 2 
Introduction
Nehemiah Journeys to Jerusalemwith the King's Permission, andFurnished with Royal Letters. He Makes aSurvey of the Walls, and Resolves toUndertake the Work of Building Them - Nehemiah 2

Three months after receiving the tidings concerning Jerusalem, Nehemiahperceived a favourable opportunity of making request to the king for leaveto undertake a journey to the city of his fathers for the purpose of buildingit, and obtained the permission he entreated, together with letters to thegovernors on this side the Euphrates to permit him to pass through theirprovinces, and to the keeper of the royal forests to supply wood forbuilding the walls and gates, and an escort of captains of the army andhorsemen for his protection (Nehemiah 2:1-9), to the great vexation of Sanballat theHoronite and Tobiah the Ammonite (Nehemiah 2:10). In the third night after hisarrival at Jerusalem, Nehemiah rode round the city to survey the walls, andincited the rulers of the people and the priests to undertake the work ofrebuilding them (Nehemiah 2:11-18). Sanballat and other enemies of the Jewsexpressed their contempt thereat, but Nehemiah encountered their ridiculewith serious words (Nehemiah 2:19, Nehemiah 2:20).

Verses 1-3
Nehemiah 2:1-2 
In the month Nisan, in the twentieth year of Artaxerxes, whenwine was before him, Nehemiah as cupbearer took the wine and handed itto the king. Nisan is, according to the Hebrew calendar, the first month ofthe year; yet here, as in Nehemiah 1:1-11, the twentieth year of Artaxerxes is named,and the month Chisleu there mentioned (Nehemiah 1:1), which, after the Hebrewmethod of computing the year, was the ninth month and preceded Nisanby three months, is placed in the same year. This can only be explained onthe grounds that either the twentieth year of Artaxerxes did not coincidewith the year of the calendar, but began later, or that Nehemiah here usesthe computation of time current in anterior Asia, and also among the Jewsafter the captivity in civil matters, and which made the new year begin inautumn. Of these two views we esteem the latter to be correct, since itcannot be shown that the years of the king's reign would be reckoned fromthe day of his accession. In chronological statements they were reckoned according to the years ofthe calendar, so that the commencement of a year of a reign coincided withthat of the civil year. If, moreover, the beginning of the year is placed inautumn, Tishri is the first, Chisleu the third, and Nisan the seventh month. The circumstances which induced Nehemiah not to apply to the king tillthree months after his reception of the tidings which so distressed him, arenot stated. It is probable that he himself required some time fordeliberation before he could come to a decision as to the best means ofremedying the distresses of Jerusalem; then, too, he may not haveventured at once to bring his request before the king from fear of meetingwith a refusal, and may therefore have waited till an opportunityfavourable to his desires should present itself. לפניו יין, “wine was before the king,” is a circumstantial clause explanatoryof what follows. The words allude to some banquet at which the king and queen werepresent. The last sentence, “And I have not been sad before him” (רע according to רעים פּניך of Nehemiah 2:2, of a sadcountenance), can neither mean, I had never before been sad before him (deWette); nor, I was accustomed not to be sad before him; but, I had notbeen sad before him at the moment of presenting the cup to him(Bertheau), because it would not have been becoming to serve the kingwith a sad demeanour: comp. Esther 4:2. The king, however, noticed hissadness, and inquired: “Why is thy countenance sad, since thou art notsick? this is nothing but sorrow of heart, i.e., thy sadness of countenancecan arise only from sorrow of heart. Then I was very sore afraid;” becausethe unexpected question obliged him to explain the cause of his sorrow,and he could not tell how the king would view the matter, nor whether hewould favour his ardent desire to assist his fellow-countrymen in Judah.

Nehemiah 2:3 
He nevertheless openly expressed his desire, prefacing it by theaccustomed form of wishing the king prosperity, saying: “Let the king livefor ever;” comp. Daniel 2:4; Daniel 3:9. “Why should not my countenance be sad?for the city, the place of my fathers' sepulchres, lieth waste, and its gatesare burned with dire.” The question, Why … ? means: I have certainlysufficient reason for sadness. The reason is, that (אשׁר) the citywhere are the graves of my fathers lieth waste.

Verse 4-5
Then the king, feeling interested, asked him: For what dost thou makerequest? על בּקּשׁ, to make request for or concerning athing, like Ezra 8:23; Esther 4:8; Esther 7:7. The question shows that the king wasinclined to relieve the distress of Jerusalem which had been just stated tohim. “And so I prayed to the God of heaven,” to ensure divine assistancein the request he was about to lay before the king. Then Nehemiahanswered (Nehemiah 2:5), “If it please the king, and if thy servant is well-pleasingbefore thee, (I beg) that thou wouldest send me to Judah, to the city of myfathers' sepulchres, that I may build it.” לפני ייטב,here and Esther 5:14, is of like meaning with בּעיני ייטב or טּוב, Esther 8:5; 2 Samuel 18:4: if thy servant is right in thine eyes,i.e., if he thinks rightly concerning the matter in question. The matter ofhis request is directly combined with this conditional clause by אשׁר, the connecting term, I beg, being easily supplied from the king'squestion: For what dost thou beg?

Verse 6
The king and the queen, who was sitting near him (שׁגל, Psalm 45:10), grant him permission to depart after he has, in answer to theirinquiry, fixed the period of his absence. Nehemiah makes the result of theconversation, “And it pleased the king,” etc., follow immediately upon thequestion of the king and queen: For how long shall thy journey be, andwhen wilt thou return? before telling us what was his answer to thisquestion, which is not brought in till afterwards, so that זמן לו ואתּנה must be understood as expressing: since I haddetermined the time.

Verse 7-8
Hereupon Nehemiah also requested from the king letters to the governorsbeyond (west of) the river (Euphrates), to allow him to travel unmolestedthrough their provinces to Judah (לי יתּנוּ, let them giveme = let there be given me; העביר, to pass or travel through acountry, comp. Deuteronomy 3:20); and a letter to Asaph, the keeper (inspector)of the royal forests, to give him timber to make beams for the gates of thecitadel by the temple, and for the walls of the city, and for the governor'sown house. These requests were also granted. פּרדּס in Song of Solomon 4:13; Ecclesiastes 2:5, signifies a park or orchard; it is a word of Aryan origin (inArmenian pardez, the garden round the house, in Greek παράδεισος ),and is explained either from the Sanscrit parta-dêça, a superior district, or(by Haug) from the Zend. pairi-daêza, a fenced-in place. In Old-Persian itprobably denoted the king's pleasure-grounds, and in our verse a royalwood or forest. Of the situation of this park nothing reliable can beascertained. As wood for extensive buildings was to be taken from it, thesycamore forest in the low plains, which had been the property of KingDavid (1 Chronicles 27:28), and became, after the overthrow of the Davidicdynasty, first a Babylonian, and then a Persian possession, may beintended.

(Note: Older expositors supposed a regio a Libano ad Antilibanum protensa et arboribus amoenissimus consitato be meant. In this view,indeed, they followed Song of Solomon 4:13, but incorrectly. Cler. thought it tobe a tractus terrarum in Judaea, qui Paradisus regius dicebaturJosephusspeaks (Ant. viii. 7. 3) of fine gardens and ponds at Etham, sevenmiles south of Jerusalem, where Solomon often made pleasureexcursions. Hence Ewald (Gesch. iv. p. 169, comp. iii. p. 328) thinksthat the פּרדּס which belonged to the king must have beenSolomon's old royal park at Aetham, which in the time of Nehemiahhad become a Persian domain, and that the hill town lying not far tothe west of it, and now called by the Arabs Fureidis, i.e., paradisaic,may have received its Hebrew name Beth-Kerem, i.e., house ofvineyards, from similar pleasure-grounds. Hereupon Bertheau groundsthe further conjecture, that “the whole district from Aetham to thehill of Paradise, situate about a league east-south-east of Aetham, mayfrom its nature have been once covered with forest; and no hesitationwould be felt in connecting the name of the mountain Gebel el-Fureidis or el-Feridis (Paradise-hill - hill which rises in a Pardes) withthe Pardes in question, if it could be proved that this name wasalready in existence in prae-Christian times.”All these conjectures rest on very uncertain bases. The DshebelFureidis is also called the Hill of the Franks. See the description of itin Robinson's Palestine, ii. p. 392f., and Tobler, Topographie vonJerusalem, ii. pp. 565-572.)

לקרות, to timber, to overlay, to cover with beams (comp. 2 Chronicles 34:11) the gates of the citadel which belongs to the house, i.e., tothe temple. This citadel - בּירה, in Greek Βᾶρις - by the temple ismentioned here for the first time; for in 1 Chronicles 29:1, 1 Chronicles 29:19, the whole templeis called בּירה. It was certainly situate on the same place whereHyrcanus I, son of Simon Maccabaeus, or the kings of the Asmonean race,built the akro'polis and called it Baris (Jos. Ant. xv. 11. 4, comp. withxviii. 4. 3). This was subsequently rebuilt by Herod when he repaired andenlarged the temple, and named Antonia, in honour of his friend MarkAntony. It was a citadel of considerable size, provided with corner towers,walls, chambers, and spacious courts, built on a north-western side of theexternal chambers of the temple, for the defence of that edifice, and did notextend the entire length of the north side of the present Haram, asRobinson (see Biblical Researches, p. 300) seeks to show; comp., on theother hand, Tobler, Topographic von Jerusalem, i. p. 688f., and Rosen,Haram von Jerusalem, p. 25f. וּלחומת is coordinate withלקרות: “and for the walls of the city;” the timber not being usedfor building the wall itself, but for the gates (Nehemiah 3:3, Nehemiah 3:6). “And for the house into which I come (to dwell).” This must beNehemiah's official residence as Pecha. For though it is not expresslystated in the present chapter that Nehemiah was appointed Pecha(governor) by Artaxerxes, yet Nehemiah himself tells us, Nehemiah 5:14, that hehad been Pecha from the twentieth year of Artaxerxes. Former governorshad perhaps no official residence becoming their position. By לבּית the temple cannot, as older expositors thought, be intended. Thisrequest also was granted by the king, “according to the good hand of myGod upon me;” comp. rem. on Ezra 7:6.

Verse 9
Nehemiah delivered the letter when he came to the governors on this sideEuphrates. The king had also sent with him captains of the army andhorsemen. The second half of Nehemiah 2:9 contains a supplementary remark, sothat ויּשׁלח must be expressed by the pluperfect. Ezra hadbeen ashamed to request a military escort from the Persian monarch (Ezra 8:22); but the king gave to the high dignitary called Pecha a guard ofsoldiers, who certainly remained with him in Jerusalem also for hisprotection (Ezra 4:17). Besides these, there were in his retinue his brethren, i.e.,either relations or fellow-countrymen, and servants, comp. Nehemiah 4:10; Nehemiah 5:10. That this retinue is not mentioned in the present verses, is owing to thefact that the journey itself is not further described, but only indirectlyalluded to.

Verse 10
When Sanballat the Horonite and Tobiah the Ammonite heard of hiscoming, it caused them great annoyance (להם ירע isstrengthened by גּדולה רעה, as in Jonah 4:1) that aman (as Nehemiah expresses himself ironically from their point of view)was come to seek the welfare of the children of Israel. Sanballat is calledthe Horonite either after his birthplace or place of residence, yet certainlynot from Horonaim in Moab, as older expositors imagined (Isaiah 15:5; Jeremiah 48:34), since he would then have been called a Moabite, but from eitherthe upper or nether Beth-horon, formerly belonging to the tribe ofEphraim (Joshua 16:3, Joshua 16:5; Joshua 18:13), and therefore in the time of Nehemiahcertainly appertaining to the region of the Samaritans (Berth.). Tobiah theAmmonite is called העבד, the servant, probably as being aservant or official of the Persian king. These two individuals wereundoubtedly influential chiefs of the neighbouring hostile nations ofSamaritans and Ammonites, and sought by alliances with Jewish nobles(Nehemiah 6:17; Nehemiah 13:4, Nehemiah 13:28) to frustrate, whether by force or stratagem, the effortsof Ezra and Nehemiah for the internal and external security of Judah. Nehemiah mentions thus early their annoyance at his arrival, by way ofhinting beforehand at their subsequent machinations to delay the fortifyingof Jerusalem.

Verse 11-12
Nehemiah's arrival at Jerusalem. He surveys the wall, and resolves torestore it. - Nehemiah 2:11 Having arrived at Jerusalem and rested three days (asEzra had also done, Ezra 8:32), he arose in the night, and some few menwith him, to ride round the wall of the city, and get a notion of itscondition. His reason for taking but few men with him is given in thefollowing sentence: “I had told no man what my God had put in my heartto do for Jerusalem.” Although he had come to Jerusalem with theresolution of fortifying the city by restoring its circumvallation, he spokeof this to no one until he had ascertained, by an inspection of the wall, themagnitude and extent of the work to be accomplished. For, being aware ofthe hostility of Sanballat and Tobiah, he desired to keep his intentionsecret until he felt certain of the possibility of carrying it into execution. Hence he made his survey of the wall by night, and took but few men withhim, and those on foot, for the sake of not exciting attention. The beast onwhich he rode was either a horse or a mule.

Verse 13
“And I went out by night by the valley-gate, and towards the dragon-well,and to the dung-gate.” אל־פּני, in the direction towards. The dragon-wellonly occurs here by this name. Judging from its position between thevalley-gate and the dung-gate, it is either identical with the well of Gihon(Robinson, Palestine, ii. p. 166), whose waters supply the upper andlower pools in the valley of Gihon, the present Birket el Mamilla andBirket es Sultan, or situate in its immediate neighbourhood. The valley-gate is the modern gate of the city leading to the valley of Gihon, andsituated at or near the present Jaffa gate; see rem. on Nehemiah 3:13. The dung-gate (האשׁפּת שׁער), which in Nehemiah 3:13 also is placed nextthe valley-gate, and was a thousand cubits distant therefrom, must besought for on the south-western side of Zion, where a road, to the south ofNebi Dâûd and the Zion gate, now descends into the valley of Hinnom,towards Sûr Baher. “And I viewed the walls of Jerusalem which laybroken down, and its gates which were consumed by fire.” The wordשׁבר, which the lxx read, “I was breaking down,” gives notolerable sense; for it cannot mean, I broke through the walls, or, I made apath through the ruins. Many MSS, however, and several editions, offerשׂבר; and R. Norzi informs us that D. Kimchi and Aben Ezra readשׁבר. שׂבר, of which only the Piel occurs in Hebrew, answers tothe Aramaean סבר, to look to something; and to the Arabic (sbr), toinvestigate; and ב סבר means to look on, to consider, to direct the eyes andthoughts to some object. In the open מ of הם Hiller conjecturesthat there is a trace of another reading, perhaps מפרצים; comp. Nehemiah 1:3.

Verse 14
“And I went on to the fountain-gate, and to the king's pool, and there wasno room for the beast to come through under me.” The very name of thefountain-or well-gate points to the foundation of Siloah (see rem. on Nehemiah 3:15); hence it lay on the eastern declivity of Zion, but not in the districtor neighbourhood of the present Bâb el Mogharibeh, in which traditionfinds the ancient dung-gate, but much farther south, in the neighbourhoodof the pool of Siloah; see rem. on Nehemiah 3:15. The King's pool is probably thesame which Josephus (bell. Jud. v. 4. 2) calls Σολομῶνος κολυμβήθρα , and places east of the spring of Siloah, and which issupposed by Robinson (Palestine, ii. pp. 149, 159) and Thenius (dasvorexil. Jerus., appendix to a commentary on the books of the Kings, p. 20) to be the present Fountain of the Virgin. Bertheau, however, on theother hand, rightly objects that the Fountain of the Virgin lying deep in therock, and now reached by a descent of thirty steps, could not properly bedesignated a pool. He tries rather to identify the King's pool with the outlet of a canalinvestigated by Tobler (Topogr. i. p. 91f.), which the latter regards as aconduit for rain-water, fluid impurities, or even the blood of sacrificedanimals; but Bertheau as an aqueduct which, perhaps at the place where itsentrance is now found, once filled a pool, of which, indeed, no trace has asyet been discovered. But apart from the difficulty of calling the outlet of acanal a pool (Arnold in Herzog's Realencycl. xviii. p. 656), thecircumstance, that Tobler could find in neither of the above-describedcanals any trace of high antiquity, tells against this conjecture. Much moremay be said in favour of the view of E. G. Schultz (Jerusalem, p. 58f.),that the half-choked-up pool near Ain Silwan may be the King's pool andSolomon's pool; for travellers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuriesmention a piscina grandis foras and natatoria Siloë at the mouth of thefountain of Siloah (comp. Leyrer in Herzog's Realencycl. xvi. p. 372). Seealso rem. on Nehemiah 3:15. Here there was no room for the beast to getthrough, the road being choked up with the ruins of the walls that had beendestroyed, so that Nehemiah was obliged to dismount.

Verse 15
Then I (went on) ascending the valley and viewing the wall, and so enteredby the valley-gate, and returned. ואהי with the participleexpresses the continuance of an action, and hence in this place thecontinuous ascent of the valley and survey of the wall. The נחל which he ascended was doubtless the valley of Kidron (קדרון נחל, 2 Samuel 20:23; 1 Kings 2:37, and elsewhere). ואבוא ואשׁוּב are connected, שׁוּב expressingmerely the idea of repetition (Gesenius, heb. Gram. §142, 3): I came againinto the valley-gate. Older expositors incorrectly explain these words tomean, I turned round, traversing again the road by which I had come;Bertheau: I turned to go farther in a westerly direction, and after makingthe circuit of the entire city, I re-entered by the valley-gate. This sense iscorrect as to fact, but inadmissible, as requiring too much to complete it. Ifwe take אשׁוּב adverbially, these completions are unnecessary. Nehemiah does not give the particulars of the latter portion of his circuit,but merely tells us that after having ascended the valley of Kidron, he re-entered by the valley-gate, and returned to his residence, obviouslyassuming, that from the upper part of the vale of Kidron he could onlyreturn to the valley-gate at the west by passing along the northern part ofthe wall.

Verse 16-17
He had spoken to no one of his purpose (Nehemiah 2:12); hence the rulers of thecity knew neither whither he was going nor what he was doing (i.e.,undertaking) when he rode by night out of the city gate accompanied by afew followers. As yet he had said nothing either to the Jews (the citizensof Jerusalem), the priests, the nobles, the rulers, or the rest who did thework. החרים and הסּגנים are connected, as in Ezra 9:2 השּׂרים and הסּגנים. The nobles (חרים,nobiles) or princes are the heads of the different houses or races of thepeople; סגנים, the rulers of the town, the authorities. המּלאכה עשׂה, the doers of the work, are the builders;comp. Ezra 3:9. When these are, in comparison with the priests, nobles,and rulers, designated as יתר, the remnant, this is explained by thefact that the priests and rulers of the people were not actively engaged inbuilding. המּלאכה, the work in question, i.e., here the buildingof the walls. כּן עד, until thus, i.e., until now, until thetime apparent from the context. Nehemiah then, having inspected thecondition of the ruined walls, and being now persuaded of the possibilityof restoring them, made known his resolution to the nobles, the rulers, andthe community, i.e., to a public assembly called together for this purpose(Nehemiah 2:17). “Ye see (have before your eyes, know from experience) thedistress that we are in, that Jerusalem lieth waste: come (לכוּ), letus build up the walls of Jerusalem, that we be no more a reproach.” Inother words: Let us by building our walls put an end to the miserablecondition which gives our adversaries occasion to reproach us.

Verse 18
To gain the favourable regard of the assembly for his design, he informsthem how God had so far prospered his undertaking: I told them of thehand of my God, that it = that the hand my God had graciously providedfor me, i.e., that God had so graciously arranged my journey to Jerusalem;and the king's words that he had spoken to me, sc. with respect to thebuilding of the wall, of which we are told Nehemiah 2:8 only thus much, that theking gave orders to the keeper of the royal forest to give him wood forbuilding. Encouraged by this information, the assembly exclaimed, “Let usarise and build;” and “they strengthened their hands for good,” i.e., theyvigorously set about the good work.

Verse 19-20
When the adversaries of the Jews heard this, they derided their resolution. Beside Sanballat and Tobiah (comp. Nehemiah 2:10), Geshem the Arabian is alsonamed as an adversary: so, too, Nehemiah 6:1-2, and Nehemiah 6:6, where Gashmu, thefuller pronunciation of his name, occurs. He was probably the chief ofsome Arab race dwelling in South Palestine, not far from Jerusalem (comp. the Arabians, Nehemiah 6:1). These enemies ironically exclaimed: What is this thingthat ye do? will ye rebel against the king? The irony lies in the fact thatthey did not give the Jews credit for power to build fortifications, so as tobe able to rebel. Comp. Nehemiah 6:6, where Sanballat, in an open letter toNehemiah, again reproaches them with rebellion.

Nehemiah 2:20 
Nehemiah replied with impressive gravity: “The God of heaven,He will prosper us, and we His servants will arise and build; but ye haveno portion, nor right, nor memorial in Jerusalem.” צדקה like 2 Samuel 19:29. זכּרון, memorial; only members of thecongregation, who may hope to live in their descendants in Jerusalem, canbe said to have a memorial there.

03 Chapter 3 
Introduction
The Building of the Wallsand Gates of Jerusalem - Nehemiah 3:1 

In these two chapters is described the building of the walls and gates ofJerusalem: the individuals and families who performed the work, and theportion of wall and the gates on which different families were respectivelyemployed, being specified in Neh 3; while the attempts of Sanballat andhis associates to obstruct the building and the defensive measures resortedto by Nehemiah follow, 4:1-17.
Verses 1-32. The enumeration of the builders, and of the gates andportions of wall built, begins with the sheep-gate and the portion of thewall adjoining it, built by the priests (Nehemiah 3:1 and Nehemiah 3:2), and concludes with thegoldsmiths and merchants who built up to the sheep-gate (Nehemiah 3:32). Throughout it is almost constantly said of the several parties of buildersthat they built ידו על, by the side of, next to, the partypreviously named. Hence we are justified in inferring that the course of thewall is adhered to in this statement, and that the gates are mentioned in theactual order in which they were found in the walls.

(Note: This description of the walls of Jerusalem, together with theshort statements in Nehemiah 2:13-15 and Nehemiah 12:27-40, forms the chiefauthority for the topography of ancient Jerusalem (before thecaptivity), and has been frequently discussed and explained. Comp. asummary of recent topographical investigations on this subject byArnold in Herzog's Realencycl. xviii. p. 620f. Among the numerousplans of ancient Jerusalem, the best is: A plan of the town andenvirons of Jerusalem, constructed by C. W. M. Van de Velde; withMemoir by Dr. Titus Tobler, 1858, Gotha.)

Verse 1-2
The narrative of the building is connected with what precedesby ויּקם, which alludes to the carrying out of the resolve,נקוּם, Nehemiah 2:18. The enumeration begins with Eliashib the highpriest and his brethren, i.e., the ordinary priests. These built the sheep-gate, rightly sought by modern topographers in the eastern wall north ofHaram, the site of the ancient temple, i.e., in the position orneighbourhood of the present St. Stephen's gate, through which theBedouins to this day drive sheep into the town for sale (Tobler, Topogr. i. p. 149). “Although,” as Bertheau remarks, “we are not generally justified,after the lapse of so many centuries, during which great changes have beenmade in the positions of the gates and walls, and in face of the fact that thepresent walls and gates were not erected till the years 1536, 1537, and1539, in determining the direction and extent of the walls between theseveral gates, and the locality of the gates in this description, by thedirection and extent of the wall and the locality of the gates in modernJerusalem (Tobl. Topogr. Dritte Wanderung, p. 265), yet in the presentinstance valid arguments exist in favour of this view. The veryneighbourhood of the temple and the nature of the soil bear witness thatfrom ancient times a gate was placed here which took its name from thecircumstance that sheep were driven in by it, whether for sale in themarket or for sacrificial purposes.”

(Note: In the neighbourhood of this gate was the pool of Bethesda(John 5:2), i.e., either the present Birket Israel or Birket es Serain,south of St. Stephen's gate (Tobler, Denkblätter, p. 53f., and DritteWanderung, p. 221), or the Struthion pool mentioned by Josephus,bell. Jud. v. 11. 4, κολυμβήθρα τοῦ στρουθίου ;Krafft, Topographie von Jerusalem, p. 127f.)

They sanctified it and set up its doors: and to the tower Hammeah theysanctified it unto the tower Hananeel. קדּשׁ, to sanctify, todedicate (comp. 1 Kings 8:64), can here only mean that the priestsdedicated that portion of building on which they were engaged, as soon asthey had finished it, for the purpose of sanctifying the whole work by thispreliminary consecration; the solemn dedication of the whole wall nottaking place till afterwards, and being related Nehemiah 12:27. The setting up of thedoors in the gates did not, according to Nehemiah 6:1, take place till after all thebreaches in the wall had been repaired, i.e., till the building of the wall wascompleted. It is, however, mentioned here, and in Nehemiah 3:3, Nehemiah 3:6, etc.,contemporaneously with the wall-building; because the builders of theseveral gates, undertaking also the construction and setting up of thedoors, the intention is to give a summary of the work executed by therespective building parties. המּאה ועד־מגּדּל is still dependent onיבנוּ, that is to say, this verb must be mentally repeated beforethe words: they built to the tower Hammeah, they sanctified it (the suffixin קדּשׁוּהוּ can only relate to מגּדּל). יבנוּ must also be repeated before חננאל מגּדּל עד:and they built further, unto the tower Hananeel. The tower המּאה (the hundred) is only mentioned here and Nehemiah 12:39, but the towerHananeel is likewise spoken of Jeremiah 31:38 and Zechariah 14:10. From these passages it appears that the two towers were so situated, thatany one going from west to east along the north wall of the city, andthence southward, would first come to the tower Hananeel, and afterwardsto the tower Hammeah, and that both were between the fish-gate and thesheep-gate. From the passages in Jeremiah and Zechariah especially, it isevident that the tower Hananeel stood at the north-east corner of the wall. Hence the statement in this verse, that the portion of wall built by thepriests extended to the north-east corner of the wall; and the towerHammeah must be sought between the sheep-gate and the north-eastcorner of the wall. Whence the names of these towers were derived isunknown.

Nehemiah 3:2 
Next to him built the men of Jericho (comp. Ezra 2:24); and nextto them built Zaccur the son of Imri. The suffix of the first ידו על, though in the singular number, refers to Eliashib and the priests(Nehemiah 3:1), and that of the second to the men of Jericho, while in Nehemiah 3:4 and Nehemiah 3:9,on the contrary, a singular noun is followed by ידם על;both ידו על and ידם על expressingmerely the notion beside, next to, and builders of the respective portionsbeing at one time regarded as in a plural, at another in a singular sense (as acompany). The portion built by the men of Jericho and Zaccur the son ofImri, the head of a family, not mentioned elsewhere, let between the towerHananeel and the fish-gate in the north wall. When individuals are, likeZaccur, mentioned in the following description, e.g., Nehemiah 3:4, Nehemiah 3:6, as builders orrepairers of portions of wall, they are heads of houses who engaged in thework of building at the head of the fathers of families and individuals whowere dependent on them.

Verse 3
The fish-gate did the sons of Senaah build (see rem. on Ezra 2:35); theylaid its beams, and set up its doors, bolts, and bars. The fish-gate probablyreceived its name from the fish-market in its neighbourhood, to which theSyrians brought sea-fish (Nehemiah 3:13, Nehemiah 3:16); it is also mentioned in Nehemiah 12:39; 2 Chronicles 33:14, and Zephaniah 1:10. It was not situated, as Thenius hasrepresented it in his plan of Jerusalem, close to the corner tower ofHananeel, but somewhat to the west of it in the north wall; two lengths ofwall being, according to Nehemiah 3:2, built between this tower and the gate inquestion. With respect to קרוּהוּ, see rem. on Nehemiah 2:8. Besidesthe doors for the gate, מנעוּיו and בּריחיו arementioned, as also Nehemiah 3:6, Nehemiah 3:13-15. Both words denote bars for closing doors. בּרחים are, to judge from the use of this word in the description of thetabernacle (Exodus 26:26. and elsewhere), longer bars, therefore cross-bars,used on the inner side of the door; and מנעוּלים the brackets intowhich they were inserted.

Verse 4-5
Next to these, Meremoth the son of Urijah, the son of Hakkoz,Meshullam the son of Berechiah, Zadok the son of Baana, and theTekoites, repaired in the above order, each a portion of wall. החזיק, to strengthen, means here to repair the gaps and holes in the wall;comp. Nehemiah 3:9, Nehemiah 3:27. Meremoth ben Urijah repaired, according to Nehemiah 3:21,another portion besides. Meshullam ben Berechiah was, according to Nehemiah 6:18, a person of consideration in Jerusalem. The men of Tekoa, who donot occur among those who returned with Zerubbabel (Ezra 2), alsorepaired a second portion. “But their nobles brought not their neck to theservice of their Lord.” The expression “to bring the neck to service” is,according to Jeremiah 27:11, to be understood as meaning: to bring the neckunder the yoke of any one, i.e., to subject oneself to the service of another. צוּרם stands for צוּארם. It is questionablewhether אדניהם is to be taken as the plural of excellence, andunderstood of God, as in Deuteronomy 10:17; Psalm 135:3; Malachi 1:6; or of earthlylords or rulers, as in Genesis 40:1; 2 Samuel 10:3; 1 Kings 12:27. The formerview seems to us decidedly correct, for it cannot be discerned how thesuffix should (according to Bertheau's opinion) prevent our thinking of theservice of God, if the repairing of the wall of Jerusalem may be regarded asa service required by God and rendered to Him. Besides, the fact thatאדנים is only used of kings, and is inapplicable whether to theauthorities in Jerusalem or to Nehemiah, speaks against referring it tosecular rulers or authorities.

Verses 6-12
From the gate of the old wall to the valley gate. - Nehemiah 3:6 הישׁנה שׁער does not mean the old gate, for הישׁנה is genitive. Schultz(Jerus. p. 90), Thenius, and Bertheau supply העיר, gate of theold town, and explain the name from the fact that Bezetha, the new town,already existed as a suburb or village in front of the gate, which was namedafter the contrast. To this Arnold rightly objects (in Herzog's Realencycl. xviii. p. 628) that it is by no means proved that there was at that time anycontrast between the old and new towns, and as well as Hupfeld (dietopograph. Streitfragen über Jerus., in the morgenl. Zeitschrift, xv. p. 231)supplies חומה: gate of the old wall. He does not, however,derive this designation from the remark (vv. Nehemiah 3:8), “They fortified Jerusalemunto the broad wall,” as though this old wall received its name from havingbeen left undestroyed by the Chaldeans, which is irreconcilable with thefact (4-8) that both the gate of the old wall and the portions of walladjoining it on each side were now built, but understands the term “oldwall” as used in contrast to the “broad wall,” which had indeed been rebuiltafter the destruction by Joash (2 Kings 14:13). This view we esteem to becorrect. The individuals specified as the builders of this gate are not furtherknown. That two principes were employed in the rebuilding of this gate isexplained by Ramb. as arising vel quod penitus disturbata a Chaldaeis, velquod magnis sumtibus reparanda fuit, quos unus princeps ferre non potuit.

Nehemiah 3:7 
Next unto them repaired Melatiah the Gibeonite, and Jadon theMeronothite, the men of Gibeon and of Mizpah. If Melatiah is to beregarded as the superintendent of the men of Gibeon, Jadon theMeronothite must be equally esteemed that of the men of Mizpah. Meronoth, mentioned only here and 1 Chronicles 27:30, must have been somesmall place near Mizpah. Mizpah (המּצפּה, the watch-tower)is probably the modern Nebi Samwil, two leagues to the north-east ofJerusalem; see rem. on Joshua 19:26. The meaning of the words nextfollowing, וגו פּחת לכּסּא, is questionable. Bertheau,together with Osiander, Cler., de Wette, and others, understands them asmore precisely defining the men before named, as men of Gibeon andMizpah, of the throne or belonging to the throne of the Pechah of Eberhannahar. This addition brings to light the fact that Jews who were notunder the jurisdiction of Nehemiah, nevertheless took part in therestoration of the wall. It also distinguishes these men of Mizpah from those mentioned Nehemiah 3:15 and Nehemiah 3:19, who were certainly not under the Pechah of Eber hannahar. Finally, the boundary of the little territory of the returned Jewishcommunity must have been at about Mizpah and Gibeon; and a statementthat certain inhabitants of this district were not under the Pechah ofJerusalem, but under the Pechah of the province west of Euphrates, wouldagree with the position of Gibeon and Mizpah. None, however, of thesereasons are of much force. For if, according to Nehemiah 3:5 and Nehemiah 3:27, the Tekoitesrepaired two different lengths of wall, without this fact implying anydistinction between these two parties of Tekoite builders, the same maybe the case with the men of Gibeon and Mizpah. Besides, neither in thisverse nor in Nehemiah 3:15 and Nehemiah 3:19 are the men of Mizpah in general spoken of, soas to make a distinction necessary; for in this verse two chiefs, Melatiahand Jadon, are designated as men of Gibeon and Mizpah, and in Nehemiah 3:15 and Nehemiah 3:19 two rulers of the district of Mizpah are specified by name. Hence the view that part of the inhabitants of Mizpah were under thejurisdiction of the Pechah of the province west of Euphrates, and partunder that of the Pechah of Jerusalem, is devoid of probability. Finally,there is no adequate analogy for the metonomy set up in support of thisview, viz., that כּסּא, a seat, a throne, stands for jurisdiction. Thewords in question can have only a local signification. כּסּא mayindeed by metonomy be used for the official residence, but not for theofficial or judicial district, or jurisdiction of the Pechah. לכּסּא doesnot state the point to which, but the direction or locality in which, thesepersons repaired the wall: “towards the seat of the Pechah,” i.e., at theplace where the court or tribunal of the governor placed over the provinceon this side Euphrates was held when he came to Jerusalem to administerjustice, or to perform any other official duties required of him. This beingso, it appears from this verse that this court was within the northern wall,and undoubtedly near a gate.

Nehemiah 3:8 
Next to him repaired Uzziel the son of Harhaiah of thegoldsmiths, and next to him repaired Hananiah, a son of the apothecaries. צורפים is in explanatory apposition to the name Uzziel, andthe plural is used to denote that his fellow-artisans worked with himunder his direction. Hananiah is called בּן־הרקּחים, son of theapothecaries, i.e., belonging to the guild of apothecaries. The obscurewords, וגו ויּעזבוּ, “and they left Jerusalem unto the broadwall,” have been variously interpreted. From Nehemiah 12:38, where the broadwall is also mentioned, it appears that a length of wall between the towerof the furnaces and the gate of Ephraim was thus named, and not merely aplace in the wall distinguished for its breadth, either because it stood outor formed a corner, as Bertheau supposes; for the reason adduced for thisopinion, viz., that it is not said that the procession went along the broadwall, depends upon a mistaken interpretation of the passage cited. The expression “the broad wall” denotes a further length of wall; and asthis lay, according to Nehemiah 12:38, west of the gate of Ephraim, theconjecture forces itself upon us, that the broad wall was that 400 cubits ofthe wall of Jerusalem, broken down by the Israelite king Joash, from thegate of Ephraim unto the corner gate (2 Kings 14:13), and afterwardsrebuilt by Uzziel of a greater breadth, and consequently of increasedstrength (Joseph. Antiq. ix. 10. 3). Now the gate of Ephraim not beingmentioned among the rebuilt gates, and this gate nevertheless existing(according to Nehemiah 8:16) in the days of Nehemiah, the reason of thisomission must be the circumstance that it was left standing when the wallof Jerusalem was destroyed. The remark, then, in this verse seems to saythe same concerning the broad wall, whether we understand it to mean: thebuilders left Jerusalem untouched as far as the broad wall, because thisplace as well as the adjoining gate of Ephraim needed no restoration; or:the Chaldeans had here left Jerusalem, i.e., either the town or town-wall,standing. So Hupfeld in his above-cited work, p. 231; Arnold; and evenolder expositors.

(Note: Bertheau's interpretation of this statement, viz., that at therebuilding and re-fortification of the town after the captivity, thepart of the town extending to the broad wall was left, i.e., was notrebuilt, but delayed for the present, answers neither to the verbalsense of the passage nor to the particular mentioned Nehemiah 12:38, thatat the dedication of the wall the second company of them that gavethanks went upon the wall from beyond the tower of the furnaceseven unto the broad wall, and over from beyond the gate of Ephraim,etc. Haneberg (in Reusch's theol. Literaturbl. 1869, No. 12) supportsthis view, but understands by “the broad wall” the wall which had abroad circuit, i.e., the wall previous to the captivity, and hence infersthat the Jerusalem now rebuilt was not equal in extent to the old city. But if a portion of the former city had here been left outside the newwall, the gate of Ephraim would have been displaced, and must havebeen rebuilt elsewhere in a position to the south of the old gate. Stillless can the attempt of the elder Buxtorf (Lexic. talm. rabb. s. v. עזב), now revived by Ewald (Gesch. iv. p. 174), to force upon theword עזב the meaning restaurare, or fortify, be justified.)

Nehemiah 3:9-10 
Further lengths of wall were built by Rephaiah ben Hur, theruler of the half district of Jerusalem, i.e., of the district of countrybelonging to Jerusalem (comp. Nehemiah 3:19 with Nehemiah 3:15, where Mizpah and thedistrict of Mizpah are distinguished); by Jedaiah ben Harumaph, בּיתו ונגד, and indeed before (opposite) his house, i.e., theportion of wall which lay opposite his own dwelling; and by Hattush theson of Hashabniah. Whether Hattush is to be identified with the priest ofthis name (Nehemiah 10:5), or with the similarly named descendant of David(Ezra 8:2), or with neither, cannot be determined.

Nehemiah 3:11 
A second section of wall was repaired by Malchijah the son ofHarim, and Hashshub ben Pahath-Moab, two families who came up withZerubbabel, Ezra 2:6 and Ezra 2:32. Bertheau understands שׁנית מדּה of a second section of wall added to a first already repairedby the same builders. So, too, he says, did Meremoth ben Urijah build oneportion, Nehemiah 3:4, and a second, Nehemiah 3:21; comp. Nehemiah 3:5 and Nehemiah 3:27, Nehemiah 3:15 and Nehemiah 3:19, Nehemiah 3:8 and Nehemiah 3:30. This first portion, however, which this mention of a second presupposes,not being named, he infers that our present text has not preserved itsoriginal completeness, and thinks it probable, from Nehemiah 12:38 and Nehemiah 12:39, thatcertain statements, in this description, relating to the gate of Ephraim andits neighbourhood, which once stood before Nehemiah 3:8, have been omitted. Thisinference is unfounded. The non-mention of the gate of Ephraim is to beascribed, as we have already remarked on Nehemiah 3:8, to other reasons than theincompleteness of the text; and the assertion that שׁנית מדּה assumes that a former portion was repaired by the same builders,receives no support from a comparison of Nehemiah 3:5 with Nehemiah 3:27, Nehemiah 3:15 with Nehemiah 3:19, and Nehemiah 3:8 with Nehemiah 3:30. Hananiah the son of Shelemiah, and Hanun the sixth son of Zalaph, who,according to Nehemiah 3:30, built שׁני מדּה, are not identicalwith Hananiah the son of the apothecaries, Nehemiah 3:8. The same remark appliesto Ezer the son of Jeshua, the ruler of Mizpah (Nehemiah 3:19), and Shallum theruler of the district of Mizpah (Nehemiah 3:15). Only in Nehemiah 3:5 and Nehemiah 3:27, and Nehemiah 3:4 and Nehemiah 3:21,are the names of the builders the same. Moreover, besides Nehemiah 3:21 and Nehemiah 3:27,שׁנית מדּה occurs five times more (Nehemiah 3:11, Nehemiah 3:19, Nehemiah 3:20, Nehemiah 3:24,and Nehemiah 3:30) with respect to builders not previously (nor subsequently)mentioned in this list. Hence, in five different places, the names of thebuilding parties, and the notices of the portions of wall built by themrespectively, must have been lost, - a circumstance à priori incredible. When,however, we consider the verses, in which שׁנית מדּה occurs, more closely, the second length is, in Nehemiah 3:19, Nehemiah 3:20, Nehemiah 3:21, Nehemiah 3:24, and Nehemiah 3:27,more nearly defined by a statement of locality: thus, in Nehemiah 3:19, we have asecond piece over against the ascent to the arsenal at the angle; in Nehemiah 3:20, asecond piece from the angle to the door of the house of Eliashib; in Nehemiah 3:21, asecond piece from the door of the house of Eliashib to … ; in Nehemiah 3:24, a secondpiece from the house of Azariah to … , who, according to Nehemiah 3:23, built nearhis own house; in Nehemiah 3:27, a second piece over against the great projectingtower … , as far as which, according to Nehemiah 3:26, the Nethinim dwelt in Ophel. From all this, it is evident that שׁנית מדּה in theseverses, always denotes a second portion of that length of wall previouslyspoken of, or a portion next to that of which the building was previouslymentioned. And so must שׁנית מדּה be understood in the presentNehemiah 3:11, where it is used because Malchiah and Hashshub repaired orbuilt the tower of the furnaces, besides the portion of wall. שׁנית מדּה may be rendered, “another or a further piece.” theword שׁנית is chosen, because that previously mentioned isregarded as a first. The tower of the furnaces lay, according to this verseand Nehemiah 12:38, where alone it is again mentioned, between the broad walland the valley-gate. Now, since there was between the gate of Ephraim andthe corner-gate a portion of wall four hundred cubits long (see 2 Kings 14:13), which, as has been above remarked, went by the name of the broadwall, it is plain that the tower of the furnaces must be sought for in theneighbourhood of the corner-gate, or perhaps even identified with it. Thisis the simplest way of accounting for the omission of any notice in thepresent description of this gate, which is mentioned not merely before (2 Chronicles 26:9; Jeremiah 31:38; and 2 Kings 14:13), but also after, the captivity(Zechariah 14:10). It is probable that the tower of the furnaces served as adefence for the corner-gate at the north-western corner of the town, wherenow lie, upon an earlier building of large stones with morticed edges,probably a fragment of the old Jewish wall, the ruins of the ancient Kal'atel Dshalud (tower of Goliath), which might, at the time of the Crusades,have formed the corner bastion of the city: comp. Rob. Palestine, ii. p. 114; Biblical Researches, p. 252; and Tobler, Topogr. i. p. 67f.

Nehemiah 3:12 
Next repaired Shallum, ruler of the other (comp. Nehemiah 3:9) halfdistrict of Jerusalem, he and his daughters. הוּא can only refer toShallum, not to הוּא, which would make the daughters signify thedaughters of the district, of the villages and places in the district.

Verse 13-14
From the valley-gate to the dung-gate. The valley-gate lay in the west, inthe neighbourhood of the present Jaffa gate (see rem. on Nehemiah 2:13),”where,” as Tobler, Topogr. i. p. 163, expresses it, “we may concludethere must almost always have been, on the ridge near the present citadel,the site in the time of Titus of the water-gate also (Joseph. bell. Jud. v. 7. 3), an entrance provided with gates.” Hanun and the inhabitants of Zanoahare here connected, probably because Hanun was the chief or ruler of theinhabitants of this place. Zanoah, now Zanna, is in the Wady Ismail, westof Jerusalem; see rem. on Joshua 15:34. They built and set up its doors, etc.;comp. Nehemiah 3:6. The further statement, “and a thousand cubits on the wall untothe dung-gate,” still depends on החזיק, the principal verb of theverse. It is incomprehensible how Bertheau can say that this statementdoes not refer to the repairing of the wall, but only declares that thedistance from the valley-gate to the dung-gate amounted to one thousandcubits. For the remark, that a section of such a length is, in comparison with theother sections, far too extensive, naturally proves nothing more than thatthe wall in this part had suffered less damage, and therefore needed lessrepair. The number one thousand cubits is certainly stated in roundnumbers. The length from the present Jaffa gate to the supposed site ofthe dung-gate, on the south-western edge of Zion, is above two thousandfive hundred feet. The dung-gate may, however, have been placed at agreater distance from the road leading to Baher. השׁפות is only anotherform for האשׁפּות (without א prosthetic). Malchiah benRechab, perhaps a Rechabite, built and fortified the dung-gate; for thoughthe Rechabites were forbidden to build themselves houses (Jeremiah 35:7), theymight, without transgressing this paternal injunction, take part in buildingthe fortifications of Jerusalem (Berth.). This conjecture is, however,devoid of probability, for a Rechabite would hardly be a prince or ruler ofthe district of Beth-haccerem. The name Rechab occurs as early as thedays of David, 2 Samuel 4:5. בּית־הכּרם, i.e., the garden or vineyard-house, where, according to Jeremiah 6:1, the children of Benjamin were wont toset up a banner, and to blow the trumpet in Tekoa, is placed by Jerome(Comm. Jer 6) upon a hill between Jerusalem and Tekoa; on which accountPococke (Reise, ii. p. 63) thinks Beth-Cherem must be sought for on theeminence now known as the Frank mountain, the Dshebel Fureidis, uponwhich was the Herodium of Josephus. This opinion is embraced withsome hesitation by Robinson (Pal. ii. p. 397), and unreservedly by Wilson(The Holy City, i. p. 396) and v. de Velde, because “when we considerthat this hill is the highest point in the whole district, and is by reason ofits isolated position and conical shape very conspicuous, we shall find thatno other locality better corresponds with the passage cited.

Verse 15
The fountain-gate and a portion of wall adjoining it was repaired byShallum the son of Col-hozeh, the ruler of the district of Mizpah. כּל־חזה occurs again, Nehemiah 11:5, apparently as the name of anotherindividual. To יבננּוּ is added יטללנּוּ, he covered it,from טלל, to shade, to cover, answering to the קרוּהוּ of Nehemiah 3:3 and Nehemiah 3:6, probably to cover with a layer of beams. The position ofthe fountain-gate is apparent from the description of the adjoining lengthof wall which Shallum also repaired. This was “the wall of the pool ofShelach (Siloah) by the king's garden, and unto the stairs that go downfrom the city of David.” The word שׁלח recalls שׁלּוח; thepool of Shelach can be none other than the pool which received its waterthrough the שׁלח, i.e., mission (aquae). By the researches of Robinson (Pal. ii. p. 148f.) and Tobler (DieSiloahquelle u. der Oelberg, p. 6f.), it has been shown that the pool ofSiloah receives its water from a subterranean conduit 1750 feet long, cutthrough the rock from the Fountain of the Virgin, Ain Sitti Miriam, on theeastern slope of Ophel. Near to the pool of Siloah, on the eastern declivityof Zion, just where the Tyropoean valley opens into the vale of Kidron, isfound an old and larger pool (Birket el Hamra), now covered with grassand trees, and choked with earth, called by Tobler the lower pool ofSiloah, to distinguish it from the one still existing, which, because it liesnorth-west of the former, he calls the upper pool of Siloah. One of thesepools of Siloah, probably the lower and larger, is certainly the king's poolmentioned Nehemiah 2:14, in the neighbourhood of which lay, towards the eastand south-east, the king's garden. The wall of the pool of Shelach need not have reached quite up to thepool, but may have gone along the edge of the south-eastern slope of Zion,at some distance therefrom. In considering the next particular following,”unto the stairs that go down from the city of David,” we must turn ourthoughts towards a locality somewhat to the north of this pool, thedescription now proceeding from the south-eastern corner of the wallnorthward. These stairs are not yet pointed out with certainty, unlessperhaps some remains of them are preserved in the “length of rockyescarpment,” which Robinson (Pal. ii. p. 102, and Biblical Researches, p. 247) remarked on the narrow ridge of the eastern slope of the hill of Zion,north of Siloam, at a distance of 960 feet from the present wall of the city,”apparently the foundations of a wall or of some similar piece of building.”

(Note: Bertheau's view, that these stairs were situated where MountZion, upon which stood the city of David, descends abruptly towardsthe east, and therefore on the precipice running from south to north,which still rises ninety-one feet above the ground northwards of thenow so-called Bab el Mogharibeh or dung-gate, opposite the southernpart of the west wall of the temple area, is decidedly incorrect. Forthis place is two thousand feet, i.e., more than one thousand cubits,distant from the pool of Siloah, while our text places themimmediately after the length of wall by this pool. The transpositionof these “steps” to a position within the present wall of the city is, inBertheau's case, connected with the erroneous notion that thefountain-gate (Nehemiah 3:15 and Nehemiah 2:14) stood on the site of the presentdung-gate (Bab el Mogharibeh), for which no other reason appearsthan the assumption that the southern wall of the city of David,before the captivity, went over Zion, in the same direction as thesouthern wall of modern Jerusalem, only perhaps in a rather moresoutherly direction, - an assumption shown to be erroneous, even by thecircumstance that in this case the sepulchres of David, Solomon, andthe kings of Judah would have stood outside the city wall, on thesouthern part of Zion; while, according to the Scripture narrative,David, Solomon, and the kings of Judah were buried in the city ofDavid (1 Kings 2:10; 1 Kings 11:42; 1 Kings 14:31; 1 Kings 15:8, and elsewhere). But apart from this consideration, this hypothesis is shattered by the statements of this fifteenth verse, which Bertheau cannot explain so inconsistently with the other statements concerning the building of the wall, as to make them say that any one coming from the west and going round by the south of the city towards the east, would first arrive at the fountain-gate, and then at the portion of wall in question; but is obliged to explain, so that the chief work, the building of the fountain-gate, is mentioned first; then the slighter work, the reparation of a length of wall as supplementary; and this makes the localities enumerated in Nehemiah 3:13 succeed each other in the following order, in a direction from the west by south and east towards the north: “Valley-gate - one thousand cubits of wall as far as the dung-gate; dung-gate - the wall of the conduit towards the king's garden, as far as the stairs which lead from the city of David - fountain-gate.” No adequate reason for this transposition of the text is afforded by the circumstance that no portion of wall is mentioned (Nehemiah 3:14 and Nehemiah 3:15) as being repaired between the dung-gate and the valley-gate. For how do we know that this portion on the southern side of Zion was broken down and needing repair? Might not the length between these two gates have been left standing when the city was burnt by the Chaldeans?)

Verse 16-17
The wall from the steps leading from the city of David to the angleopposite the armoury. From Nehemiah 3:16 onwards we find for the most partאחריו, after him, instead of ידו על, whichonly occurs again in Nehemiah 3:17 and Nehemiah 3:19. Nehemiah the son of Azbuk, the rulerof half the district of Beth-zur (see rem. on 2 Chronicles 11:7), repaired thewall as far as “opposite the sepulchres of David, and unto the pool thatwas made, and to the house of the heroes.” The sepulchres of David arethe sepulchres of the house of David in the city of David (comp. 2 Chronicles 32:33). “Opposite the sepulchres of David” is the length of wall on theeastern side of Zion, where was probably, as Thenius endeavours to showin the Zeitschr. of the deutsch morgenl. Gesellsch. xxi. p. 495f., anentrance to the burying-place of the house of David, which was within thecity. The “pool that was made” must be sought at no great distance, in theTyropoean valley, but has not yet been discovered. The view of Krafft (Topographie von Jerusalem, p. 152), that it was thereservoir artificially constructed by Hezekiah, between the two walls forthe water of the old pool (Isaiah 22:11), rests upon incorrect combinations. “The house of the heroes” is also unknown. In Nehemiah 3:17 and Nehemiah 3:18, the lengthsof wall repaired by the three building parties there mentioned are notstated. “The Levites, Rehum the son of Bani,” stands for: the Levitesunder Rehum the son of Bani. There was a Rehum among those whoreturned with Zerubbabel, Nehemiah 12:3; Ezra 2:2; and a Bani occurs amongthe Levites in Nehemiah 9:5. After him repaired Hashabiah, the ruler of half thedistrict of Keilah, for his district. Keilah, situate, according to Joshua 15:44 and 1 Samuel 23:1, in the hill region, is probably the village of Kila,discovered by Tobler (vol. iii. p. 151), eastward of Beit Dshibrin. By theaddition לפלכּו, for his district, i.e., that half of the whole districtwhich was under his rule, “it is expressly stated that the two halves of thedistrict of Keilah worked apart one from the other” (Bertheau). The otherhalf is mentioned in the verse next following.

Verse 18
“Their brethren” are the inhabitants of the second half, who were under therule of Bavai the son of Henadad.

Verse 19
Next to these repaired Ezer the son of Jeshua, the ruler of Mizpah,another piece (on שׁנית מדּה, see rem. on Nehemiah 3:11)opposite the ascent to the armoury of the angle. הנּשׁק orהנּשׁק (in most editions) is probably an abbreviation of בּית־הנּשׁק, arsenal, armoury; and המּקצוע is, notwithstandingthe article in הנּשׁק, genitive; for to combine it as an accusativewith עלותּ, and read, “the going up of the armoury upon theangle,” gives no suitable meaning. The locality itself cannot indeed be moreprecisely stated. The armoury was probably situate on the east side ofZion, at a place where the wall of the city formed an angle; or it occupiedan angle within the city itself, no other buildings adjoining it on the south. The opinion of Bertheau, that the armoury stood where the towerdescribed by Tobler (Dritte Wand. p. 228) stands, viz., about midwaybetween the modern Zion gate and the dung-gate, and of which he saysthat “its lower strata of stones are undoubtedly of a remoter date than therebuilding of the wall in the sixteenth century,” coincides with theassumption already refuted, that the old wall of the city of David passed,like the southern wall of modern Jerusalem, over Mount Zion.

Verse 20-21
The wall from the angle to the place of the court of the prison by theking's upper house. - Nehemiah 3:20 After him Baruch the son of Zabbai emulouslyrepaired a second length of wall, from the angle to the door of the house ofEliashib the high priest. Bertheau objects to the reading החרה,and conjectures that it should be ההרה, “up the hill.” But the reasonhe adduces, viz., that often as the word החזיק occurs in thisdescription, a further definition is nowhere else added to it, speaks asmuch against, as for his proposed alteration; definitions of locality never,throughout the entire narrative, preceding החזיק, but uniformlystanding after it, as also in the present verse. Certainly החרה cannot here mean either to be angry, or to be incensed, but may withoutdifficulty be taken, in the sense of the Tiphal תּחרה, to emulate, tocontend (Jeremiah 22:15; Jeremiah 12:5), and the perfect adverbially subordinated to thefollowing verb (comp. Gesen. Gramm. §142, 3, a). The Keri offers זכּי instead of זבּי, probably from Ezra 2:9, but oninsufficient grounds, the name זבּי occurring also Ezra 10:28. Ofthe position of the house of Eliashib the high priest, we know nothingfurther than what appears from these Ezra 10:20 and Ezra 10:21, viz., that it stoodat the northern part of the eastern side of Zion (not at the south-westernangle of the temple area, as Bertheau supposes), and extended someconsiderable distance from south to north, the second length of wall builtby Meremoth reaching from the door at its southern end to the תּכלית, termination, at its northern end. On Meremoth, see rem. on Nehemiah 3:4.

Verse 22
Farther northwards repaired the priests, the men of the district of Jordan. כּכּר does not, as Bertheau infers from Nehemiah 12:28, signify thecountry round Jerusalem, but here, as there, the valley of the Jordan. Seerem. on Nehemiah 12:28 and on Genesis 13:10. Hence this verse informs us that priestswere then dwelling in the valley of the Jordan, probably in theneighbourhood of Jericho. The length of wall built by these priests is notfurther particularized.

Verse 23
Further on repaired Benjamin and Hashub over against their house, andAzariah the son of Maaseiah, by his house. Nothing further is known ofthese individuals.

Verse 24-25
Next repaired Binnui the son of Henadad, a second portion from the houseof Azariah, to the angle and to the corner; and further on (Nehemiah 3:25) Palal theson of Uzzai, from opposite the angle and the high tower which stands outfrom the king's house by the court of the prison. We join העליון to המּגדּל, though it is also verbally admissible tocombine it with המּלך בּית, “the tower which stands outfrom the king's upper house,” because nothing is known of an upper andlower king's house. It would be more natural to assume (with Bertheau)that there was an upper and a lower tower at the court of the prison, butthis is not implied by העליון. The word means first, high,elevated, and its use does not assume the existence of a lower tower; whilethe circumstance that the same tower is in Nehemiah 3:27 called the great (הגּדול) tells in favour of the meaning high in the present case. The court ofthe prison was, according to Jeremiah 32:2, in or near the king's house; it is alsomentioned Jeremiah 32:8, Jeremiah 32:12; Jeremiah 33:1; Jeremiah 37:21; Jeremiah 38:6, Jeremiah 38:13, Jeremiah 38:28, and Jeremiah 39:14. But from noneof these passages can it be inferred, as by Bertheau, that it was situate inthe neighbourhood of the temple. His further remark, too, that the king'shouse is not the royal palace in the city of David, but an official edificestanding upon or near the temple area, and including the court of theprison with its towers, is entirely without foundation.

(Note: Equally devoid of proof is the view of Ewald, Diestel (inHerzog's Realencycl. xiii. p. 325), Arnold, and others, that the royalpalace stood upon Moriah or Ophel on the south side of the temple,in support of which Diestel adduces Nehemiah 3:25. See the refutation ofthis view in the commentary on 1 Kings 7:12 (Note).)

The royal palace lay, according to Josephus, Ant. viii. 5. 2, opposite thetemple ( ἀντικρὺς ἔχων ναόν ), i.e., on the north-easternside of Zion, and this is quite in accordance with the statements of thisverse; for as it is not till Nehemiah 3:27 that the description of the wall-buildingreaches the walls of Ophel, all the localities and buildings spoken of in Nehemiah 3:24-27 must be sought for on the east side of Zion. The court of theprison formed, according to Eastern custom, part of the royal fortressupon Zion. The citadel had, moreover, a high tower. This is obvious fromSong of Solomon 4:4, though the tower of David there mentioned, on which hung athousand bucklers, all shields of mighty men, may not be identical with thetower of the king's house in this passage; from Micah 4:8, where the towerof the flock, the stronghold of the daughter of Zion, is the tower of theroyal citadel; and from Isaiah 32:14, where citadel and tower (בּחן,properly watch-tower) answer to the ארמון of the royal citadel,which lay with its forts upon the hill of Zion. This high tower of the king'shouse, i.e., of the royal citadel, stood, according to our verses, in theimmediate neighbourhood of the angle and the corner (הפּנּה);for the section of wall which reached to the פּנּה lay opposite theangle and the high tower of the king's house. The wall here evidentlyformed a corner, running no longer from south to north, but turningeastwards, and passing over Ophel, the southern spur of Moriah. A lengthfrom this corner onwards was built by Pedaiah the son of Parosh; comp. Ezra 2:3.

Verse 26-27
Having now reached the place where the wall encloses Ophel, a remark isinserted, Nehemiah 3:26, on the dwellings of Nethinim, i.e., of the temple servants. The Nethinim dwelt in Ophel as far as (the place) before the water-gatetoward the east, and the tower that standeth out. הי המּגדּל still depends upon נגד עד. The water-gate towardsthe east, judging from Nehemiah 12:37, lay beyond the south-eastern corner ofthe temple area. Bertheau, reasoning upon the view that the open space ofthe house of God, where Ezra spoke to the assembled people (Ezra 10:9),is identical with the open place before the water-gate mentioned Nehemiah 8:1, Nehemiah 8:3, Nehemiah 8:16, places it on the east side of the temple area, near where thegolden gate (Rab er Rahme) now stands. This identity, however, cannot beproved; and even if it could, it would by no means follow that this openspace lay on the east side of the temple area. And as little does it follow from Nehemiah 12:37, as we shall show when wereach this passage. היּוצא המּגדּל is said byBertheau to have belonged perhaps to the water-gate towards the east,since, by reason of the statements contained in Nehemiah 3:31 and Nehemiah 3:32, we must notseek it so far northwards on the east side of the temple area, as to combineit with the remains of a tower projecting seven and a half feet from the lineof wall at the north-east corner, and described by Robinson (BiblicalResearches, p. 226). But even if the tower in question must not beidentified with these remains, it by no means follows that it stood in theneighbourhood of the golden gate. Even Arnold, in his work already cited,p. 636, remarks, in opposition to Bertheau's view, that “it is evident fromthe whole statement that the tower standing out from the king's house, inNehemiah 3:25, Nehemiah 3:26, and Nehemiah 3:27, is one and the same, and that Bertheau's view of ourhaving here three separate towers can hardly be maintained,” although he,as well as Bertheau, transposes both the king's house and the court of theprison to the south of the Temple area. The similar appellation of this tower as היּוצא in the threeverses speaks so decidedly for its identity, that very forcible reasons mustbe adduced before the opposite view can be adopted. In Nehemiah 3:26 it is not alocality near the water-gate in the east which is indicted by היּוצא המּגדּל, but the western boundary of the dwellings of theNethinim lying opposite. They dwelt, that is, upon Ophel, southwards ofthe temple area, on a tract of land reaching from the water-gate in the eastto opposite the outstanding tower of the royal citadel in the west, i.e.,from the eastern slope of the ridge of Ophel down to the Tyropoeanvalley.

Nehemiah 3:27 
After them the Tekoites repaired a second piece from oppositethe great tower that standeth out to the wall of Ophel. The great (high)tower of the king's house within the city wall being some distance removedtherefrom, the portion of wall on the eastern ridge of Zion from south tonorth, reaching as far as the turning and the corner, and the commencementof the wall running from this corner eastwards, might both be designated aslying opposite to this tower. The portion mentioned in our verse passedalong the Tyropoean valley as far as the wall of Ophel. King Jotham hadbuilt much on the wall of Ophel (2 Chronicles 27:3); and Manasseh hadsurrounded Ophel with a very high wall (2 Chronicles 33:14), i.e., carried thewall round its western, southern, and eastern sides. On the north no wallwas needed, Ophel being protected on this side by the southern wall of thetemple area.

Verses 28-32
The wall of Ophel and the eastern side of the temple area. - Nehemiah 3:28 Abovethe horse-gate repaired the priests, each opposite his own house. The siteof the horse-gate appears, from 2 Chronicles 23:15 compared with 2 Kings 11:6, to have been not far distant from the temple and the royal palace;while according to the present verse, compared with Nehemiah 3:27, it stood in theneighbourhood of the wall of Ophel, and might well be regarded as evenbelonging to it. Hence we have, with Thenius, to seek it in the wall runningover the Tyropoean valley, and uniting the eastern edge of Zion with thewestern edge of Ophel in the position of the present dung-gate (Bab elMogharibeh). This accords with Jeremiah 31:40, where it is also mentioned; andfrom which passage Bertheau infers that it stood at the western side of thevalley of Kidron, below the east corner of the temple area. The particularמעל, “from over,” that is, above, is not to be understood of apoint northwards of the horse-gate, but denotes the place where the wall,passing up from Zion to Ophel, ascended the side of Ophel east of thehorse-gate. If, then, the priests here repaired each opposite his house, it isevident that a row of priests' dwellings were built on the western side ofOphel, south of the south-western extremity of the temple area.

Nehemiah 3:29 
Zadok ben Immer (Ezra 2:37) was probably the head of thepriestly order of Immer. Shemaiah the son of Shecaniah, the keeper of theeast gate, can hardly be the same as the Shemaiah of the sons of Shecaniahentered among the descendants of David in 1 Chronicles 3:22. He might ratherbe regarded as a descendant of the Shemaiah of 1 Chronicles 26:6., if the latterhad not been enumerated among the sons of Obed-Edom, whose duty wasto guard the south side of the temple. The east gate is undoubtedly theeast gate of the temple, and not to be identified, as by Bertheau, with thewater-gate towards the east (Nehemiah 3:26). The place where Shemaiah repaired isnot more precisely defined; nor can we infer, with Bertheau, from thecircumstance of his being the keeper of the east gate, that he, together withhis subordinate keepers, laboured at the fortification of this gate and itsadjoining section of wall. Such a view is opposed to the order of thedescription, which passes on to a portion of the wall of Ophel; see rem. onNehemiah 3:31.

Nehemiah 3:30 
אחרי here and in Nehemiah 3:31 gives no appropriate sense,and is certainly only an error of transcription arising from the scriptiodefect. אחרו. Hananiah the son of Shelemiah, and Hanun thesixth son of Zalaph, are not further known. The name of Meshullam theson of Berechiah occurs previously in Nehemiah 3:4; but the same individual canhardly be intended in the two verses, the one mentioned in Nehemiah 3:4 beingdistinguished from others of the same name by the addition benMeshezabeel. שׁני for שׁנית (Nehemiah 3:27, Nehemiah 3:24, andelsewhere) is grammatically incorrect, if not a mere error of transcription. נשׁכּתו נגד, before his dwelling. נשׁכּה occurs only here and Nehemiah 13:7, and in the plural הנּשׁכות; Nehemiah 12:44; it seems, judging from the latter passage, only another form forלשׁכּה, chamber; while in Nehemiah 13:7, on the contrary, נשׁכּה is distinguished from לשׁכּה, Nehemiah 13:4-5. Its etymology is obscure. InNehemiah 13:7 it seems to signify dwelling.

Nehemiah 3:31 
הצּרפי is not a proper name, but an appellative, sonof the goldsmith, or perhaps better, member of the goldsmiths' guild,according to which הצּרפי does not stand for hatsoreep, butdesignates those belonging to the goldsmiths. The statements, (he repaired)unto the house of the Nethinim, and of the merchants opposite the gateהמּפקד, and to the upper chamber of the corner, are obscure. This rendering is according to the Masoretic punctuation; while the lxx,on the contrary, translate according to a different division of the words:Malchiah repaired as far as the house of the Nethinim, and the spice-merchants (repaired) opposite the gate Miphkad, and as far as the ascentof the corner. This translation is preferred by Bertheau, but uponquestionable grounds. For the objection made by him, that if the other beadopted, either the same termination would be stated twice in differentforms, or that two different terminations are intended, in which case itdoes not appear why one only should first be mentioned, and then theother also, is not of much importance. In Nehemiah 3:24 also two terminations are mentioned, while in Nehemiah 3:16 we have eventhree together. And why should not this occur here also? Of more weightis the consideration, that to follow the Masoretic punctuation is to makethe house of the Nethinim and of the merchants but one building. Since,however, we know nothing further concerning the edifice in question, thesubject is not one for discussion. The rendering of the lxx, on the otherhand, is opposed by the weighty objection that there is a total absence ofanalogy for supplying החזיקוּ ואחריו; forthroughout this long enumeration of forty-two sections of wall, the verbהחזיק or החזיקוּ, or some corresponding verb,always stands either before or after every name of the builders, and eventhe אחריו is omitted only once (Nehemiah 3:25). To the statement, “asfar as the house of the Nethinim and the merchants,” is appended thefurther definition: before (opposite) the gate המּפקד. This word is reproduced in the lxx as a proper name ( τοῦ Μαφεκάδ ), asis also הנּתינים בּית, ἕως Βετηὰν Νατηινίμ ); in theVulgate it is rendered appellatively: contra portam judicialem; and henceby Luther, Rathsthor. Thenius translates (Stadt, p. 9): the muster orpunishment gate. מפקד does not, however, signify punishment,although the view may be correct that the gate took the name המּפקד from the הבּית מפקד mentioned Ezekiel 43:21, where the bullockof the sin-offering was to be burnt without the sanctuary; and it may beinferred from this passage that near the temple of Solomon also there wasan appointed place for burning the flesh of the sin-offering without thesanctuary. In Ezekiel's temple vision, this הבּית מפקד is probably tobe sought in the space behind the sanctuary, i.e., at the western end of thegreat square of five hundred cubits, set apart for the temple, anddesignated the Gizra, or separate place. In the temples of Solomon and Zerubbabel, however, the place in questioncould not have been situate at the west side of the temple, between thetemple and the city, which lay opposite, but only on the south side of thetemple area, outside the court, upon Ophel, where Thenius has delineatedit in his plan of Jerusalem before the captivity. Whether it lay, however, atthe south-western corner of the temple space (Thenius), or in the middle,or near the east end of the southern side of the external wall of the templeor temple court, can be determined neither from the present passage norfrom Ezekiel's vision. Not from Ezekiel 43:21, because the temple vision ofthis prophet is of an ideal character, differing in many points from theactual temple; not from the present passage, because the position of thehouse of the Nethinim and the merchants is unknown, and the definitionנגד, (before) opposite the gate Miphkad, admits of severalexplanations. Thus much only is certain concerning this Miphkad gate, - on the one hand,from the circumstance that the wall was built before (נגד) oropposite this gate, on the other, from its omission in Nehemiah 12:39, where theprison-gate is mentioned as being in this neighbourhood in its stead, - that itwas not a gate of the city, but a gate through which the מפקד was reached. Again, it is evident that the עליּה of the cornerwhich is mentioned as the length of wall next following, must be sought forat the south-eastern corner of the temple area. Hence the house of thetemple servants and the merchants must have been situate south of this,on the eastern side of Ophel, where it descends into the valley of Kidron. הפּנּה עליּת, the upper chamber of the corner, wasperhaps a ὑπερῷον of a corner tower, not at the north-easterncorner of the external circumvallation of the temple area (Bertheau), but atthe south-eastern corner, which was formed by the junction at this pointof the wall of Ophel with the eastern wall of the temple area. If theseviews are correct, all the sections mentioned from Nehemiah 3:28 to Nehemiah 3:31 belong tothe wall surrounding Ophel. This must have been of considerable length,for Ophel extended almost to the pool of Siloam, and was walled round onits western, southern, and eastern sides.

Nehemiah 3:32 
The last section, between the upper chamber of the corner andthe sheep-gate, was repaired by the goldsmiths and the merchants. This isthe whole length of the east wall of the temple as far as the sheep-gate, atwhich this description began (Nehemiah 3:1). The eastern wall of the temple areamight have suffered less than the rest of the wall at the demolition of thecity by the Chaldeans, or perhaps have been partly repaired at the timethe temple was rebuilt, so that less restoration was now needed.
A survey of the whole enumeration of the gates and lengths of wall nowrestored and fortified, commencing and terminating as it does at the sheep-gate, and connecting almost always the several portions either built orrepaired by the words (ידם) ידו על orאחריו, gives good grounds for inferring that in the forty-twosections, including the gates, particularized vv. 1-32, we have a descriptionof the entire fortified wall surrounding the city, without a single gap. In Nehemiah 3:7, indeed, as we learn by comparing it with Nehemiah 12:29, the mention of thegate of Ephraim is omitted, and in Nehemiah 3:30 or Nehemiah 3:31, to judge by Nehemiah 12:39, the prison-gate; while the wall lying between the dung-gate and the fountain-gate isnot mentioned between Nehemiah 3:14 and Nehemiah 3:15. The non-mention, however, ofthese gates and this portion of wall may be explained by the circumstance,that these parts of the fortification, having remained unharmed, were inneed of no restoration. We read, it is true, in 2 Kings 25:10 and 2 Kings 25:11, that Nebuzaradan, captain ofthe guard of Nebuchadnezzar, burnt the king's house and all the greathouses of the city, and that the army of the Chaldees broke down ordestroyed (נתץ) the walls of Jerusalem round about; but these words mustnot be so pressed as to make them express a total levelling of thesurrounding wall. The wall was only so far demolished as to be incapableof any longer serving as a defence to the city. And this end was fullyaccomplished when it was partially demolished in several places, becausethe portions of wall, and even the towers and gates, still perhaps leftstanding, could then no longer afford any protection to the city. Thedanger that the Jews might easily refortify the city unless the fortificationswere entirely demolished, was sufficiently obviated by the carrying awayinto captivity of the great part of the population. This explains the factthat nothing is said in this description of the restoration of the towers ofHananeel and Hammeah (Nehemiah 3:11), and that certain building parties repairedvery long lengths of wall, as e.g., the 1000 cubits between the fountain-gate and the dung-gate, while others had very short portions appointedthem. The latter was especially the case with those who built on the eastside of Zion, because this being the part at which King Zedekiah fled fromthe city, the wall may here have been levelled to the ground.
From the consideration of the course of the wall, so far as the descriptionin the present chapter enables us to determine it with tolerable certainty,and a comparison with the procession of the two bands of singers roundthe restored wall in Nehemiah 12:31-40, which agrees in the chief points withthis description, it appears that the wall on the northern side of the city,before the captivity, coincided in the main with the northern wall ofmodern Jerusalem, being only somewhat shorter at the north-eastern andnorth-western corners; and that it ran from the valley (or Jaffa) gate by thetower of furnaces, the gate of Ephraim, the old gate, and the fish-gate tothe sheep-gate, maintaining, on the whole, the same direction as the secondwall described by Josephus (bell. Jud. v. 4. 2). In many places remains ofthis wall, which bear testimony to their existence at a period long prior toJosephus, have recently been discovered. In an angle of the present wall near the Latin monastery are found”remains of a wall built of mortice-edged stones, near which lie blocks solarge that we are first took them for portions of the natural rock, but foundthem on closer inspection to be morticed stones removed from their place. A comparatively large number of stones, both in the present wall betweenthe north-west corner of the tower and the Damascus gate, and in theadjoining buildings, are morticed and hewn out of ancient material, and wecan scarcely resist the impression that this must have been about thedirection of an older wall.” So Wolcott and Tipping in Robinson's NewBiblical Researches. Still nearer to the gate, about three hundred feet westof it, Dr. Wilson remarks (Lands of the Bible, i. p. 421), “that the wall, tosome considerable height above its foundation, bears evidence, by the sizeand peculiarity of its stones, to its high antiquity,” and attributes thisportion to the old second wall (see Robinson). “Eastward, too, near theDamascus gate, and even near the eastern tower, are found very remarkableremains of Jewish antiquity. The similarity of these remains of wall tothose surrounding the site of the temple is most surprising” (Tobler, DritteWand. p. 339). From these remains, and the intimations of Josephus concerning thesecond wall, Robinson justly infers that the ancient wall must have runfrom the Damascus gate to a place in the neighbourhood of the Latinmonastery, and that its course thence must have been nearly along the roadleading northwards from the citadel to the Latin monastery, while betweenthe monastery and the Damascus gate it nearly coincided with the presentwall. Of the length from the Damascus gate to the sheep-gate no certainindications have as yet been found. According to Robinson's ideas, itprobably went from the Damascus gate, at first eastwards in the directionof the present wall, and onwards to the highest point of Bezetha; but thenbent, as Bertheau supposes, in a south-easterly direction, and ran to apoint in the present wall lying north-east of the Church of St. Anne, andthence directly south towards the north-east corner of the temple area. On the south side, on the contrary, the whole of the hill of Zion belongedto the ancient city; and the wall did not, like the modern, pass across themiddle of Zion, thus excluding the southern half of this hill from the city,but went on the west, south, and south-east, round the edge of Zion, sothat the city of Zion was as large again as that portion of modernJerusalem lying on the hill of Zion, and included the sepulchres of Davidand of the kings of Judah, which are now outside the city wall. Tobler(Dritte Wand. p. 336) believes that a trace of the course of the ancient wallhas been discovered in the cutting in the rock recently uncovered outsidethe city, where, at the building of the Anglican Episcopal school, whichlies two hundred paces westward under En-Nebi-Daûd, and the levelling ofthe garden and cemetery, were found edged stones lying scattered about,and “remarkable artificial walls of rock,” whose direction shows that theymust have supported the oldest or first wall of the city; for they are justso far distant from the level of the valley, that the wall could, or rathermust, have stood there. “And,” continues Tobler, “not only so, but thecourse of the wall of rock is also to a certain extent parallel with that of thevalley, as must be supposed to be the case with a rocky foundation to acity wall.” Finally, the city was bounded on its western and eastern sidesby the valleys of Gihon and Jehoshaphat respectively.

04 Chapter 4 
Verse 1-2
(3:33-34)

The ridicule of Tobiah and Sanballat. - As soon as Sanballat heard that we were building (בּנים,partic., expresses not merely the resolve or desire to build, but also the actof commencing), he was wroth and indignant, and vented his anger byridiculing the Jews, saying before his brethren, i.e., the rulers of his people,and the army of Samaria (חיל, like Esther 1:3; 2 Kings 18:17), - inother words, saying publicly before his associates and subordinates, - “Whatdo these feeble Jews? will they leave it to themselves? will they sacrifice?will they finish it to-day? will they revive the stones out of the heaps thatare burned?” עשׂים מה, not, What will they do?(Bertheau), for the participle is present, and does not stand for the future;but, What are they doing? The form אמלל, withered, powerless,occurs here only. The subject of the four succeeding interrogative sentences must be thesame. And this is enough to render inadmissible the explanation offered byolder expositors of להם היעזבוּ: Will they leave tothem, viz., will the neighbouring nations or the royal prefects allow themto build? Here, as in the case of the following verbs, the subject can onlybe the Jews. Hence Ewald seeks, both here and in Nehemiah 4:8, to give to the verbעזב the meaning to shelter: Will they make a shelter forthemselves, i.e., will they fortify the town? But this is quite arbitrary. Bertheau more correctly compares the passage, Psalm 10:14, אלהים על עזבנוּ, we leave it to God; but incorrectly infersthat here also we must supply אלהים על, and that, Will they leave tothemselves? means, Will they commit the matter to God. This mode ofcompleting the sense, however, can by no means be justified; andBertheau's conjecture, that the Jews now assembling in Jerusalem, beforecommencing the work itself, instituted a devotional solemnity whichSanballat was ridiculing, is incompatible with the correct rendering of theparticiple. עזב construed with ל means to leave, to commit amatter to any one, like Psalm 10:14, and the sense is: Will they leave thebuilding of the fortified walls to themselves? i.e., Do they think they areable with their poor resources to carry out this great work?This is appropriately followed by the next question: Will they sacrifice?i.e., bring sacrifices to obtain God's miraculous assistance? The ridicule liesin the circumstance that Sanballat neither credited the Jews with ability tocarry out the work, nor believed in the overruling providence of the Godwhom the Jews worshipped, and therefore casts scorn by היזבּחוּ both upon the faith of the Jews in their God and upon the livingGod Himself. As these two questions are internally connected, so also arethe two following, by which Sanballat casts a doubt upon the possibilityof the work being executed. Will they finish (the work) on this day, i.e.,to-day, directly? The meaning is: Is this a matter to be as quickly executedas if it were the work of a single day? The last question is: Have they eventhe requisite materials? Will they revive the stones out of the heaps ofrubbish which are burnt? The building-stone of Jerusalem was limestone,which gets softened by fire, losing its durability, and, so to speak, itsvitality. This explains the use of the verb חיּה, to revive,bestow strength and durability upon the softened crumbled stones, to fitthe stones into a new building (Ges. Lex.). The construction שׂרוּפות והמּה is explained by the circumstance that אבנים is by its form masculine, but by its meaning feminine, and thatהמּה agrees with the form אבנים.

Verse 3
(3:35)

Tobiah the Ammonite, standing near Sanballat, and joining in in hisraillery, adds: “Even that which they build, if a fox go up he will breaktheir stone wall;” i.e., even if they build up walls, the light footsteps of thestealthy fox will suffice to tread them down, and to make breaches in theirwork.

Verse 4-5
(3:36-37)

When Nehemiah heard of these contemptuous words, he committed thematter to God, entreating Him to hear how they (the Jews) were become ascorn, i.e., a subject of contempt, to turn the reproach of the enemies upontheir own head, and to give them up the plunder in a land of captivity, i.e.,in a land in which they would dwell as captives. He supplicates, moreover,that God would not cover, i.e., forgive (Psalm 85:3), their iniquity, and thattheir sin might not be blotted out from before His face, i.e., might notremain unpunished, “for they have provoked to wrath before the builders,”i.e., openly challenged the wrath of God, by despising Him before thebuilders, so that they heard it. הכעים without an object, spoken ofprovoking the divine wrath by grievous sins; comp. 2 Kings 21:6 with 2 Chronicles 33:6.

Verses 6-8
(3:38; 4:1-2)

The Jews continued to build without heeding the ridicule of their enemies,”and all the wall was joined together unto the half thereof,” i.e., the wallwas so far repaired throughout its whole circumference, that no breach orgap was left up to half its height; “and the people had a heart to work,”i.e., the restoration went on so quickly because the people had a mind towork.
The attempts of the enemies to hinder the work by force, and Nehemiah'sprecautions against them. - When the enemies learnt that therestoration of the wall was evidently getting on, they conspired together tofight against Jerusalem (Nehemiah 4:1 and Nehemiah 4:2). The Jews then prayed to God, andset a watch (Nehemiah 4:3). When the courage of the people began to fail, and theirenemies spread a report of sudden attack being imminent, Nehemiahfurnished the people on the wall with weapons, and encouraged the noblesand rulers to fight boldly for their brethren, their children, and theirpossessions (vv. 4-8). The Arabians, Ammonites, and Ashdodites are hereenumerated as enemies, besides Sanballat and Tobiah (vv. 2, 10, 19). TheArabians were incited to hostilities against the Jews by Geshem (vv. 11, 19),and the Ammonites by Tobiah; the Ashdodites, the inhabitants of the cityand territory of Ashdod, in the coast district of Philistia, were perhapsencouraged to renew their old hatred of Judah by Sanballat the Horonite. When these enemies heard that the walls of Jerusalem were bandaged, i.e.,that the breaches and damages in the wall were repaired, they were filledwith wrath. The biblical expression, to lay on a bandage, here and 2 Chronicles 24:13; Jeremiah 8:22; Jeremiah 30:17; Jeremiah 33:6, is derived from the healing of wounds bymeans of a bandage, and is explained by the sentence following: that thebreaches began to be closed or stopped. The enemies conspired together tomarch against Jerusalem and injure it. לו, because the people ofthe town are meant. תּועה occurs but once more, viz., in Isaiah 32:6,in the sense of error; here it signifies calamities, for, as Aben Ezra wellremarks, qui in angustiis constitutus est, est velut errans, qui nescit quidagat quove se vertat.
Verse 9
(4:3)

The Jews, on the other hand, made preparation by prayer, and by setting awatch (משׁמר, comp. Nehemiah 7:3; Nehemiah 13:30) day and night. We, viz.,Nehemiah and the superintendents of the work, prayed and set a watchעליהם, against them, to ward off a probable attack. מפּניהם, for fear of them, comp. Nehemiah 4:10.

Verse 10
(4:4)

The placing of the watch day and night, and the continuous labour, musthave pressed heavily upon the people; therefore Judah said: “The strengthof the bearers of burdens fails, and there is much rubbish; we are not ableto build the wall.” That is to say, the labour is beyond our power, wecannot continue it.

Verse 11
(4:5)

Their discouragement was increased by the words of their enemies, whosaid: They (the Jews) shall not know nor see, till we come in the midstamong them, and slay them, and cause the work to cease.

Verse 12-13
(4:6-7)

When, therefore, the Jews who dwelt near them, i.e., in the neighbourhoodof the adversaries, and heard their words, came to Jerusalem, “and said tous ten times (i.e., again and again), that from all places ye must return tous, then I placed,” etc. Jews came from all places to Jerusalem, andsummoned those who were building there to return home, for adversarieswere surrounding the community on all sides: Sanballat and the Samaritanson the north, the Ammonites on the east, the Arabians on the south, andthe Philistines (Ashdodites) on the west. אשׁר before תּשׁוּבוּ introduces their address, instead of כּי; being thus used, e.g.,before longer speeches, 1 Samuel 15:20; 2 Samuel 1:4; and for כּי generally, throughout the later books, in conformity to Aramaean usage. “Return to us” (על שׁוּב, as in 2 Chronicles 30:9, for אל שׁוּב), said the Jews who came from all quarters to Jerusalem totheir fellow-townsmen, who from Jericho, Gibeon, and Tekoa (comp. Nehemiah 3:2-3, Nehemiah 3:5, Nehemiah 3:7) were working on the wall of Jerusalem. These words expresstheir fear lest those who were left at home, especially the defencelesswomen, children, and aged men, should be left without protection againstthe attacks of enemies, if their able-bodied men remained any longer inJerusalem to take part in the building of the wall.

Nehemiah 4:13 
Nehemiah 4:7 is hardly intelligible. We translate it: Then I placed at the lowestplaces behind the wall, at the dried-up places, I (even) placed the people,after their families, with their swords, their spears, and their bows. למּקום מתּחתּיּות is a stronger expression forלמּקום מתּחת when used to indicate position, andמן points out the direction. The sense is: at the lowest placesfrom behind the wall. בּצּחחים gives the nature of the placeswhere the people were placed with arms. צחיח and צחיחה mean a dry or bare place exposed to the heat of the sun: bare,uncovered, or empty places, perhaps bare hills, whence approaching foesmight be discerned at a distance. The second ואעמיד is but a reiterationof the verb, for the sake of combining it with its object, from which theואעמיד at the beginning of the verse was too far removed bythe circumstantial description of the locality.

(Note: Bertheau considers the text corrupt, regarding the wordמתּחתּיּות as the object of אעמיד, and alters it intoמחשׁבות or חשּׁבנות, engines for hurling missiles (2 Chronicles 26:15), or into מטחיּות (a word of this owninvention), instruments for hurling. But not only is this conjecturecritically inadmissible, it also offers no appropriate sense. The lxxreads the text as we do, and merely renders בצחחיים conjecturallyby ἐν τοῖς σκεπεινοῖς . Besides, it is not easy to see how חשׁבנות could have arisen from a false reading of מתחתיות; and it should beremembered that מחשׁבות does not mean a machine forhurling, while מטחתייות is a mere fabrication. To this must be added,that such machines are indeed placed upon the walls of a fortress tohurl down stones and projectiles upon assaulting foes, and not behindthe walls, where they could only be used to demolish the walls, and sofacilitate the taking of the town by the enemy.)

Verse 14
(4:8)

“And I looked, and rose up, and said.” These words can only mean: WhenI saw the people thus placed with their weapons, I went to them, and saidto the nobles, etc., “Be not afraid of them (the enemies); remember theLord, the great and the terrible,” who will fight for you against yourenemies (Deuteronomy 3:22; Deuteronomy 20:3, and Deuteronomy 31:6), “and fight ye for your brethren, yoursons and your daughters, your wives and your houses,” whom the enemieswould destroy.

Verses 15-23
(4:9-17)

Thus was the design of the enemy circumvented, and the Jews returned totheir work on the wall, which they had forsaken to betake themselves totheir weapons. The manner in which they resumed their building workwas, that one half held weapons, and the other half laboured with weaponsin hand.

Nehemiah 4:15 
When our enemies heard that it (their intention) was known tous, and (that) God had brought their counsel to nought (through themeasures with which we had met it), we returned all of us to the wall,every one to his work. The conclusion does not begin till ונּשׁוב, האל ויּפר belonging to the premiss, in continuation of נודא כּי.

Nehemiah 4:16-18 
From that day the half of my servants wrought at the work,and the other half of them held the spears and shields, the bows and thearmour, i.e., carried the arms. The servants of Nehemiah are his personalretinue, Nehemiah 4:17, Nehemiah 5:10, Nehemiah 5:16, namely, Jews placed at his disposal as Pechahfor official purposes. The ו before הרמחים was probablyplaced before this word, instead of before the המּגנּים following, by a clerical error; for if it stood before the latter also, it mightbe taken in the sense of et - et. מצזיקים, instead of beingconstrued with בּ, is in the accusative, as also in Nehemiah 4:11, and even in Jeremiah 6:23 and Isaiah 41:9, Isaiah 41:13. Unnecessary and unsuitable is the conjecture of Bertheau,that the word בּרמחים originally stood after מצזיקים, and that a fresh sentence begins with והרמחים: andthe other half held the spears; and the spears, the shields, and the bows,and the armour, and the rulers, were behind the whole house of Judah, - astrange combination, which places the weapons and rulers behind thehouse of Judah. Besides, of the circumstance of the weapons being placedbehind the builders, so that they might at any moment seize them, we notonly read nothing in the text; but in Nehemiah 4:11 and Nehemiah 4:12 just the contrary, viz.,that the builders wrought with one hand, and with the other held aweapon. “The rulers were behind all the house of Judah,” i.e., each was behind hisown people who were employed on the work, to encourage them in theirlabour, and, in case of attack, to lead them against the enemy. - In Nehemiah 4:11 בּחומה הבּונים is prefixed after the manner of atitle. With respect to those who built the wall, both the bearers of burdenswere lading with the one hand of each workman, and holding a weaponwith the other, and the builders were building each with his sword girt onhis side. The ו prefixed to הנּשׂאים and הבּנים meansboth; and בסּבל נשׂא, bearers of burdens, who clearedaway the rubbish, and worked as labourers. These, at all events, could dotheir work with one hand, which would suffice for emptying rubbish intobaskets, and for carrying material in handle baskets. ידו בּעחת, literally, with the one (namely) of his hands that was doingthe work. The suffix of ידו points to the genitive following. ואחת אחת, the one and the other hand. השּׁלח,not a missile, but a weapon that was stretched out, held forth, usually asword or some defensive weapon: see rem. on Joshua 2:8; 2 Chronicles 32:5. Thebuilders, on the contrary, needed both hands for their work: hence theyhad swords girt to their sides. “And he that sounded the trumpet wasbeside me.” Nehemiah, as superintendent of the work, stood at the head ofhis servants, ready to ward off any attack; hence the trumpeter was besidehim, to be able to give to those employed on the wall the signal for speedymuster in case danger should threaten.

Nehemiah 4:19-21 
Hence he said to the nobles, the rulers, and the rest of thepeople, i.e., all employed in building, “The work is much (great) and wide,and we are separated upon the wall one far from another; in what place yehear the sound of the trumpet, assemble yourselves to me: our God willfight for us.” - In Nehemiah 4:15 the whole is summed up, and for this purpose thematter of Nehemiah 4:10 is briefly repeated, to unite with it the further statementthat they so laboured from early morning till late in the evening. “We(Nehemiah and his servants) laboured in the work, and half of them (of theservants) held the spears from the grey of dawn till the stars appeared.”

Nehemiah 4:22 
He took moreover, a further precaution: he said to the people(i.e., to the labourers on the wall, and not merely to the warriors of thecommunity, as Bertheau supposes): Let every one with his servant lodgewithin Jerusalem, i.e., to remain together during the night also, and not bescattered through the surrounding district, “that they may be guardianshipfor us by night and labour by day.” The abstracts, guardianship andlabour, stand for the concretes, guards and labourers. As לנוּ, tous, refers to the whole community separated on the walls, so is ונערו אישׁ to be understood of all the workers, and not of thefighting men only. From ונערו אישׁ it only appearsthat the fathers of families and master builders had servants with them aslabourers.

Nehemiah 4:23 
Nehemiah, moreover, and his brethren (his kinsmen and themembers of his house), and his servants, and the men of the guard in hisretinue, were constantly in their clothes (“not putting off our clothes” torest). The last words, המּים שׁלחו אישׁ arevery obscure, and give no tolerable sense, whether we explain המּים of water for drinking or washing. Luther translates, Every one leftoff washing; but the words, Every one's weapon was water, can never bearthis sense. Roediger, in Gesen. Thes. s.v. שׁלח, seeks to alterהמים into בידו, to which Böttcher (N. krit. Aehrenl. iii. p. 219) rightly objects: “how could בידו have been alteredinto המּים, or המּים have got into the text at all, ifsome portion of it had not been originally there? What this בידו expresses, would be far more definitely given with the very slightcorrection of changing the closing ם of המּים, and readingהמינו = המינוּ (comp. 2 Samuel 14:19); thus each had taken hismissile on the right (in his right hand), naturally that he might be ready todischarge it in case of a hostile attack.” This conjecture seems to us ahappy emendation of the unmeaning text, since נוּ might easily havebeen changed into ם; and we only differ in this matter from Böttcher, bytaking שׁלח in its only legitimate meaning of weapon, andtranslating the words: And each laid his weapon on the right, viz., when helaid himself down at night to rest in his clothes, to be ready for fighting atthe first signal from the watch.

05 Chapter 5 

Introduction

Abolition of Usury - Nehemiah'sUnselfishness - Nehemiah 5

The events related in this and the following chapter also occurred duringthe building of the wall. Zealously as the rulers and richer members of thecommunity, following the example of Nehemiah, were carrying on thisgreat undertaking by all the means in their power, the work could not failto be a heavy burden to the poorer classes, who found it very difficult tomaintain their families in these expensive times, especially since they werestill oppressed by wealthy usurers. Hence great discontent arose, whichsoon vented itself in loud complaints. Those who had no propertydemanded corn for the support of their numerous families (Nehemiah 5:2); othershad been obliged to pledge their fields and vineyards, some to procure cornfor their hunger, some to be able to pay the king's tribute; and thesecomplained that they must now give their sons and daughters to bondage(Nehemiah 5:3-5). When these complaints came to the ears of Nehemiah, he wasangry with the rulers; and calling an assembly, he set before them the greatinjustice of usury, and called upon them to renounce it, to restore to theirbrethren their mortgaged lands, and to give them what they had borrowed(Nehemiah 5:6-11). His address made the impression desired. The noble andwealthy resolved to perform what was required; whereupon Nehemiahcaused them to take a solemn oath to this effect, indicating by a symbolicalact that the heavy wrath of God would fall upon all who should fail to actaccording to their promise. To this the assembly expressed their Amen,and the people carried out the resolution (Nehemiah 5:12, Nehemiah 5:13). Nehemiah thendeclared with what unselfishness he had exercised his office of governor,for the sake of lightening the heavy burden laid upon the people (Nehemiah 5:14-19).

Verses 1-5

The people complain of oppression. - Nehemiah 5:1 There arose a greatcry of the people and of their wives against their brethren the Jews, i.e., asappears from what follows (Nehemiah 5:7), against the nobles and rulers, thereforeagainst the richer members of the community. This cry is moreparticularly stated in Nehemiah 5:2, where the malcontents are divided into threeclasses by וישׁ, Nehemiah 5:2, Nehemiah 5:3, Nehemiah 5:4.

Nehemiah 5:2 
There were some who said: Our sons and our daughters are many,and we desire to receive corn, that we may eat and live. These were thewords of those workers who had no property. נקחה (fromלקח), not to take by force, but only to desire that corn may beprovided.

Nehemiah 5:3 
Others, who were indeed possessed of fields, vineyards, andhouses, had been obliged to mortgage them, and could now reap nothingfrom them. ערב, to give as a pledge, to mortgage. The use of theparticiple denotes the continuance of the transaction, and is not to berendered, We must mortgage our fields to procure corn; but, We have beenobliged to mortgage them, and we desire to receive corn for our hunger,because of the dearth. For (1) the context shows that the act of mortgaginghad already taken place, and was still continuing in force (we have beenobliged to pledge them, and they are still pledged); and (2) נקחה must not be taken here in a different sense from Nehemiah 5:2, but means, We desirethat corn may be furnished us, because of the dearth; not, that we may notbe obliged to mortgage our lands, but because they are already mortgaged. בּרעב, too, does not necessarily presuppose a scarcity inconsequence of a failure of crops or other circumstances, but only declaresthat they who had been obliged to pledge their fields were suffering fromhunger.

Nehemiah 5:4 
Others, again, complained: We have borrowed money for theking's tribute upon our fields and vineyards. לוה means to bedependent, nexum esse, and transitively to make dependent, like מלא, to be full, and to make full: We have made our fields and ourvineyards answerable for money for the king's tribute (Bertheau), i.e., wehave borrowed money upon our fields for … This they could only do bypledging the crops of these lands, or at least such a portion of their cropsas might equal the sum borrowed; comp. the law, Leviticus 25:14-17.

Nehemiah 5:5 
“And now our flesh is as the flesh of our brethren, and our sonsas their sons; and lo, we are obliged to bring our sons and our daughtersinto bondage, and some of our daughters are already brought into bondage;and we have no power to alter this, and our fields and vineyards belong toothers.” “Our brethren” are the richer Jews who had lent money uponpledges, and בּניהם are their sons. The sense of the first half ofthe verse is: We are of one flesh and blood with these rich men, i.e., asRamb. already correctly explains it: non sumus deterioris conditionis quam tribules nostri divites, nec tamen nostrae inopiae ex lege divinaDeuteronomy 15:7; Deuteronomy 15:8, subvenitur, nisi maximo cum foenore. The law not only allowed to lendto the poor on a pledge (Deuteronomy 15:8), but also permitted Israelites, if theywere poor, to sell themselves (Leviticus 25:39), and also their sons anddaughters, to procure money. It required, however, that they who werethus sold should not be retained as slaves, but set at liberty withoutransom, either after seven years or at the year of jubilee (Leviticus 25:39-41; Exodus 22:2.). It is set forth as a special hardship in this verse that some of theirdaughters were brought into bondage for maid-servants. ידנוּ לאל אין, literally, our hand is not to God, i.e., the powerto alter it is not in our hand; on this figure of speech, comp. Genesis 31:29. The last clause gives the reason: Our fields and our vineyards belonging toothers, what they yield does not come to us, and we are not in a positionto be able to put an end to the sad necessity of selling our daughters forservants.

Verses 6-13

The abolition of usury. - Nehemiah 5:6 Nehemiah was very angry at this complaintand these things, i.e., the injustice which had been brought to hisknowledge.

Nehemiah 5:7 
“And my heart took counsel upon it (ימּלך accordingto the Chaldee use of מלך, Daniel 4:24), and I contended with thenobles and rulers, and said to them, Ye exact usury every one of hisbrother.” ב נשׁא means to lend to any one, and משּׁא,also משּׁאה, Deuteronomy 24:10; Proverbs 22:26, and mashe', is the thinglent, the loan, what one borrows from or lends to another. Consequentlyמשּׁא נשׁא is to lend some one a loan; comp. Deuteronomy 24:10. This does not seem to suit this verse. For Nehemiah cannotreproach the nobles for lending loans, when he and his servants had,according to Nehemiah 5:10, done so likewise. Hence the injustice of the transactionwhich he rebukes must be expressed in the emphatic precedence given toמשּׁא. Bertheau accordingly regards משּׁא not as theaccusative of the object, but as an independent secondary accusative in thesense of: for the sake of demanding a pledge, ye lend. But this rendering can be neither grammatically nor lexically justified. Inthe first respect it is opposed by משּׁאה השּׁא, Deuteronomy 24:10, whichshows that משּׁא in conjunction with נשׁא is theaccusative of the object; in the other, by the constant use of משּׁא in all passages in which it occurs to express a loan, not a demandfor a pledge. From Exodus 22:24, where it is said, “If thou lend money (תּלוה) to the poor, thou shalt not be to him כּנשׁה, shalt not layupon him usury,” it is evident that נשׁה is one who lends moneyon usury, or carries on the business of a money-lender. This evilsecondary meaning of the word is here strongly marked by the emphaticpraeposition of משּׁא; hence Nehemiah is speaking of those whopractise usury. “And I appointed a great assembly on their account,” toput a stop to the usury and injustice by a public discussion of the matter. עליהם, not against them (the usurers), but on their account.

Nehemiah 5:8 
In this assembly he reproached them with the injustice of theirbehaviour. “We” (said he) “have, after our ability, redeemed our brethrenthe Jews which were sold unto the heathen; yet ye would sell yourbrethren, and they are to be sold to us.” We (i.e., Nehemiah and the Jewsliving in exile, who were like-minded with him) have bought, in contrast toye sell. They had redeemed their Jewish brethren who were sold to theheathen. בנוּ כּדי for בנוּ אשׁר כּדי, i.e., not according to the full number of those who wereamong us, meaning as often as a sale of this kind occurred (Bertheau); forדּי does not mean completeness, multitude, but only sufficiency,supply, adequacy of means (Leviticus 25:26); hence בנוּ כּדי is: according to the means that we had: secundum sufficientiam vel facultatem, quae in nobis est (Ramb.), or secundum possibilitatem nostram(Vulg.). The contrast is still more strongly expressed by the placing of גּם before אתּם, so that וגם acquires the meaning ofnevertheless (Ewald, §354, a). The sale of their brethren for bond-servantswas forbidden by the law, Leviticus 25:42. The usurers had nothing to answerto this reproach. “They held their peace, and found no word,” sc. injustification of their proceedings.

Nehemiah 5:9 
Nehemiah, moreover, continued (ויאמר, the Chethiv, isevidently a clerical error for ואמר, for the Niphal ויּאמר does not suit): “The thing ye do is not good: ought ye not (= ye surelyought) to walk in the fear of our God, because of the reproach of theheathen our enemies?” i.e., we ought not, by harsh and unloving conducttowards our brethren, to give our enemies occasion to calumniate us.

Nehemiah 5:10-12 
“I, likewise my brethren and my servants (comp. Nehemiah 4:17),have lent them money and corn; let us, I pray, remit (not ask back) thisloan!” The participle נשׁים says: we are those who have lent. Herewith he connects the invitation, Nehemiah 5:11: “Restore unto them, I prayyou, even this day (כּהיּום, about this day, i.e., even to-day, 1 Samuel 9:13), their fields, their vineyards, their olive gardens, and theirhouses, and the hundredth of the money, and of the corn, wine, and oilwhich you have lent them.” Nehemiah requires, 1st, that those who heldthe lands of their poorer brethren in pledge should restore them theirproperty without delay: 2nd, that they should remit to their debtors allinterest owing on money, corn, etc. that had been lent; not, as the wordshave been frequently understood, that they should give back to theirdebtors such interest as they had already received. That the words in Nehemiah 5:11 bear the former, and not the latter signification, isobvious from the reply, Nehemiah 5:12, of those addressed: “We will restore, sc. their lands, etc., and will not querie of them, sc. the hundredth; so will wedo as thou sayest.” Hence we must not translate בּהם נשׁים אתּם אשׁר, “which you had taken fromthem as interest” (de Wette), - a translation which, moreover, cannot bejustified by the usage of the language, for ב נשׁה does not meanto take interest from another, to lend to another on interest. The אשׁר relates not to וּמאת, but to והיּצהר … הדּגן; and השׁיב, to restore, to make good,is used of both the transactions in question, meaning in the first clause therestoration of the lands retained as pledges, and in the second, theremission (the non-requirement) of the hundredth. The hundredth taken as interest is probably, like the centesima of theRomans, to be understood of a monthly payment. One per cent. permonth was a very heavy interest, and one which, in the case of the poor,might be exorbitant. The law, moreover, forbade the taking of any usuryfrom their brethren, their poor fellow-countrymen, Exodus 22:25 and Leviticus 25:36. When the creditors had given the consent required, Nehemiahcalled the priests, and made them (the creditors) swear to do according tothis promise, i.e., conscientiously to adhere to their agreement. Nehemiahobtained the attendance of the priests, partly for the purpose of givingsolemnity to the oath now taken, and partly to give to the declarationmade in the presence of the priests legal validity for judicial decisions.

Nehemiah 5:13 
To make the agreement thus sworn to still more binding,Nehemiah confirmed the proceeding by a symbolical action: Also I shookmy lap, and said, So may God shake out every man from his house, andfrom his labour, that performeth (fulfilleth) not this promise, and thusmay he be shaken out and emptied. חצן means the lap of the garment,in which things are carried (Isaiah 49:22), where alone the word is againfound. The symbolical action consisted in Nehemiah's gathering up hisgarment as if for the purpose of carrying something, and then shaking itout with the words above stated, which declared the meaning of the act. The whole congregation said Amen, and praised the Lord, sc. for thesuccess with which God had blessed his efforts to help the poor. And thepeople did according to this promise, i.e., the community acted inaccordance with the agreement entered into.

Verses 14-19

Nehemiah's unselfish conduct. - The transaction above related gaveNehemiah occasion to speak in his narrative of the unselfishness withwhich he had filled the office of governor, and of the personal sacrifices hehad made for the good of his fellow-countrymen.

Nehemiah 5:14 
The statement following is compared with the special occurrencepreceding it by גּם. As in this occurrence he had used his credit todo away with the oppression of the people by wealthy usurers, so alsohad he shown himself unselfish during his whole official career, andshunned no sacrifice by which he might lighten the burdens that lay uponhis fellow-countrymen. “From the time that he appointed me to be theirgovernor in the land of Judah, from the twentieth year even unto the two-and-thirtieth year of Artaxerxes the king, I and my servants have not eatenthe bread of the governor.” The subject of צוּה is leftundefined, but is obviously King Artaxerxes. פּחם, their (theJews') governor. This he was from the twentieth (comp. Nehemiah 2:1) to thethirty-second year of Artaxerxes, in which, according to Nehemiah 13:6, he againvisited the court of this monarch, returning after a short interval toJerusalem, to carry out still further the work he had there undertaken. “The bread of the Pechah” is, according to Nehemiah 5:15, the food and wine withwhich the community had to furnish him. The meaning is: During thiswhole period I drew no allowances from the people.

Nehemiah 5:15 
The former governors who had been before me in Jerusalem - Zerubbabel and his successors-had received allowances, העם על הכבּידוּ, had burdened the people, and had taken of them(their fellow-countrymen) for bread and wine (i.e., for the requirements oftheir table), “afterwards in money forty shekels.” Some difficulty ispresented by the word אחר, which the lxx render by ἔσχατον , the Vulgate quotidie. The meaning ultra, praeter, besides (EW. §217,1), can no more be shown to be that of אחר, than over can, whichBertheau attempts to justify by saying that after forty shekels followforty-one, forty-two, etc. The interpretation, too: reckoned after money(Böttcher, de Inferis, §409, b, and N. krit. Aehrenl. iii. p. 219), cannot besupported by the passages quoted in its behalf, since in none of them isאחר used de illo quod normae est, but has everywherefundamentally the local signification after. Why, then, should not אחר be here used adverbially, afterwards, and express the thought thatthis money was afterwards demanded from the community for theexpenses of the governor's table? “Even their servants bare rule over thepeople.” שׁלט denotes arbitrary, oppressive rule, abuse ofpower for extortions, etc. Nehemiah, on the contrary, had not thus actedbecause of the fear of God.

Nehemiah 5:16 
“And also I took part in the work of this wall; neither bought weany land, and all my servants were gathered thither unto the work.” בּ החזיק = בּ יד החזיק, to set the hand tosomething; here, to set about the work. The manner in which Nehemiah,together with his servants, set themselves to the work of wall-building isseen from Nehemiah 4:10, Nehemiah 4:12, Nehemiah 4:15, and Nehemiah 4:17. Neither have we (I and my servants)bought any land, i.e., have not by the loan of money and corn acquiredmortgages of land; comp. Nehemiah 5:10.

Nehemiah 5:17 
But this was not all; for Nehemiah had also fed a considerablenumber of persons at his table, at his own expense. “And the Jews, bothone hundred and fifty rulers, and the men who came to us from the nationsround about us, were at my table,” i.e., were my guests. The hundred andfifty rulers, comp. Nehemiah 2:16, were the heads of the different houses ofJudah collectively. These were always guests at Nehemiah's table, as werealso such Jews as dwelt among the surrounding nations, when they cameto Jerusalem.

Nehemiah 5:18 
“And that which was prepared for one (i.e., a single) day wasone ox, six choice (therefore fat) sheep, and fowls; they were prepared forme, i.e., at my expense, and once in ten days a quantity of wine of allkinds.” The meaning of the last clause seems to be, that the wine wasfurnished every ten days; no certain quantity, however, is mentioned, butit is only designated in general terms as very great, להרבּה. זה ועם, and with this, i.e., notwithstanding this, greatexpenditure, I did not require the bread of the Pechah (the allowance forthe governor, comp. Nehemiah 5:14), for the service was heavy upon the people. העבדה is the service of building the walls of Jerusalem. ThusNehemiah, from compassion for his heavily burdened countrymen,resigned the allowance to which as governor he was entitled.

Nehemiah 5:19 
“Think upon me, my God, for good, all that I have done for thispeople.” Compare the repetition of this desire, Nehemiah 13:14 and Nehemiah 13:31. על עשׂה in the sense of ל עשׂה, for the sake of thispeople, i.e., for them.

06 Chapter 6 

Verses 1-9
When Sanballat and the enemies associated with him were unable toobstruct the building of the wall of Jerusalem by Open violence (Neh 4),they endeavoured to ruin Nehemiah by secret snares. They invited him tomeet them in the plain of Ono (Nehemiah 6:1, Nehemiah 6:2); but Nehemiah, perceiving thatthey intended mischief, replied to them by messengers, that he could notcome to them on account of the building. After receiving for the fourthtime this refusal, Sanballat sent his servant to Nehemiah with an openletter, in which he accused him of rebellion against the king of Persia. Nehemiah, however, repelled this accusation as the invention of Sanballat(Nehemiah 6:3-9). Tobiah and Sanballat, moreover, hired a false prophet to makeNehemiah flee into the temple from fear of the snares prepared for him,that they might then be able to calumniate him (Nehemiah 6:10-14). The building of thewall was completed in fifty-two days, and the enemies were disheartened(Nehemiah 6:15-17), although at that time many nobles of Judah had entered intoepistolary correspondence with Tobiah, to obstruct the proceedings ofNehemiah (Nehemiah 6:18, Nehemiah 6:19).

Nehemiah 6:1-2 
The attempts of Sanballat and his associates to ruin Nehemiah. - Nehemiah 6:1, Nehemiah 6:2. When Sanballat, Tobiah, Geshem the Arabian, and the rest of theenemies, heard that the wall was built, and that no breaches were lefttherein, though the doors were then not yet set up in the gates, he sent,etc. לו נשׁמע, it was heard by him, in the indefinitesense of: it came to his ears. The use of the passive is more frequent inlater Hebrew; comp. Nehemiah 6:6, Nehemiah 6:7, Nehemiah 13:27; Esther 1:20, and elsewhere. OnSanballat and his allies, see remarks on Nehemiah 2:19. The “rest of ourenemies” were, according to Nehemiah 4:1 (Nehemiah 4:7, A.V.), Ashdodites, and also otherhostile individuals. וגו העת עד גּם introduces aparenthetical sentence limiting the statement already made: Nevertheless,down to that time I had not set up the doors in the gates. The wall-building was quite finished, but doors to the gates were as yet wanting tothe complete fortification of the city. The enemies sent to him, saying, Come, let us meet together (for adiscussion) in the villages in the valley of Ono. - In Nehemiah 6:7, נוּערה of the present verse. The form כּפרים, elsewhere onlyכּפר, 1 Chronicles 27:25, or כּפר, village, 1 Samuel 6:18, occursonly here. כּפירה, however, being found Ezra 2:25 and elsewhereas a proper name, the form כּפיר seems to have been in use as wellas כּפר. There is no valid ground for regarding כּפרים as the proper name of a special locality. To make their proposal appearimpartial, they leave the appointment of the place in the valley of Ono toNehemiah. Ono seems, according to 1 Chronicles 8:12, to have been situate inthe neighbourhood of Lod (Lydda), and is therefore identified by Van deVelde (Mem. p. 337) and Bertheau with Kefr Ana (Arab. (kfr ‛ânâ)) or KefrAnna, one and three-quarter leagues north of Ludd. But no certaininformation concerning the position of the place can be obtained from 1 Chronicles 8:12; and Roediger (in the Hallische Lit. Zeitung, 1842, No. 71, p. 665) is more correct, in accordance both with the orthography and thesense, in comparing it with Beit Unia (Arab. (byt ûniya)), north-west ofJerusalem, not far from Beitin (Bethel); comp. Rob. Pal. ii. p. 351. Thecircumstance that the plain of Ono was, according to the present verse,somewhere between Jerusalem and Samaria, which suits Beit Unia, but notKefr Ana (comp. Arnold in Herzog's Realenc. xii. p. 759), is also in favourof the latter view. “But they thought to do me harm.” Probably theywanted to make him a prisoner, perhaps even to assassinate him.
Nehemiah 6:3 
Nehemiah sent messengers to them, saying: “I am doing a greatwork, and I cannot come down thither. Why should the work cease whilstI leave it and come down to you?” That is, he let them know that he couldnot undertake the journey, because his presence in Jerusalem wasnecessary for the uninterrupted prosecution of the work of building.

Nehemiah 6:4 
They sent to him four times in the same manner (הזּה כּדּבר, comp. 2 Samuel 15:6), and Nehemiah gave them the sameanswer.

Nehemiah 6:5-6 
Then Sanballat sent his servant in this manner, the fifth time,with an open letter, in which was written: “It is reported (נשׁמע, it is heard) among the nations, and Gashmu saith, (that) thou andthe Jews intend to rebel; for which cause thou buildest the wall, and thouwilt be their king, according to these words.” “The nations” are naturallythe nations dwelling in the land, in the neighbourhood of the Jewishcommunity. On the form Gashmu, comp. rem. on Nehemiah 2:19. הוה, theparticip., is used of that which any one intends or prepares to do: thou artintending to become their king. על־כּן, therefore, for no other reason thanto rebel, dost thou build the wall.

Nehemiah 6:7-8 
It was further said in the letter: “Thou hast also appointedprophets to proclaim concerning thee in Jerusalem, saying, King of Judah;and now it will be reported to the king according to these words (orthings). Come, therefore, and let us take counsel together,” sc. to refutethese things as groundless rumours. By such accusations in an open letter,which might be read by any one, Sanballat thought to oblige Nehemiah tocome and clear himself from suspicion by an interview.

Nehemiah 6:8 
Nehemiah, however, saw through his stratagem, and sent word tohim by a messenger: “There are no such things done as thou sayest, butthou feignest them out of thine own heart.” בּודאם, acontraction of בּודאם, from בּדא, which occurs againonly in 1 Kings 12:33, to invent, to feign, especially evil things.

Nehemiah 6:9 
“For,” adds Nehemiah when writing of these things, “they alldesired to make us afraid, thinking (לאמר) their hands will ceasefrom the work, that it be not done.” The last words, “And now strengthenmy hands,” are to be explained by the fact that Nehemiah hastilytransports himself into the situation and feelings of those days when heprayed to God for strength. To make this request fit into the train ofthought, we must supply: I however thought, or said, Strengthen, O God,my hands. חזּק is imperative. The translation, in the first pers. sing. of the imperfect, “I strengthened” (lxx, Vulg., Syr.), is only anattempt to fit into their context words not understood by the translators.

Verses 10-14
A false prophet, hired by Tobiah and Sanballat, also sought, byprophesying that the enemies of Nehemiah would kill him in the night, tocause him to flee with him into the holy place of the temple, and toprotect his life from the machinations of his enemies by closing the templedoors. His purpose was, as Nehemiah subsequently learned, to seduce himinto taking an illegal step, and so give occasion for speaking evil of him.

Nehemiah 6:10 
“And I came into the house of Shemaiah the son of Delaiah, theson of Mehetabeel, who was shut up.” Nothing further is known of thisprophet Shemaiah. From what is here related we learn, that he was one ofthe lying prophets employed by Sanballat and Tobiah to ruin Nehemiah. We are not told what induced or caused Nehemiah to go into the house ofShemaiah; he merely recounts what the latter was hired by his enemies toeffect. From the accessory clause, “and he was shut up,” we may perhapsinfer that Shemaiah in some way or other, perhaps by announcing that hehad something of importance to communicate, persuaded Nehemiah tovisit him at his house. עצוּר והוּא does not, however,involved the meaning which Bertheau gives it, viz., that Nehemiah went toShemaiah's house, because the latter as עצוּר could not come tohim. The phrase says only, that when Nehemiah entered Shemaiah'shouse, he found him עצוּר, which simply means shut up, shutin his house, not imprisoned, and still less in a state of ceremonialuncleanness (Ewald), or overpowered by the hand of Jahve - laid hold on bya higher power (Bertheau). It is evident from his proposal to Nehemiah, “Let us go together to thehouse of God,” etc., that he was neither imprisoned in his house, norprevented by any physical cause from leaving home. Hence it follows thathe had shut himself in his house, to intimate to Nehemiah that also he felthis life in danger through the machinations of his enemies, and that he wasthus dissimulating in order the more easily to induce him to agree to hisproposal, that they should together escape the snares laid for them byfleeing to the temple. In this case, it may be uncertain whether Shemaiahhad shut himself up, feigning that the enemies of Judah were seeking hislife also, as the prophet of Jahve; or whether by this action he wassymbolically announcing what God charged him to make known toNehemiah. Either view is possible; while the circumstance that Nehemiahin Nehemiah 6:12 calls his advice to flee into the temple aנבוּאה againsthim, and that it was quite in character with the proceedings of such falseprophets to enforce their words by symbolical signs (comp. 1 Kings 22:11), favours the former. The going into the house of God is moreclosely defined by ההיכל אל־תּוך, within the holy place; for they(the enemies) will come to slay thee, and indeed this night will they cometo slay thee.” He seeks to corroborate his warning as a special revelationfrom God, by making it appear that God had not only made known to himthe design of the enemies, but also the precise time at which they intendedto carry it into execution.

Nehemiah 6:11 
Nehemiah, however, was not to be alarmed thereby, butexclaimed: Should such a man as I flee? and what man like me could go intothe holy place and live? I will not go in. וחי is the perf. withVav consecutive: that he may live. This word is ambiguous; it may mean:to save his life, or: and save his life, not, expiate such a transgression of thelaw with his life. Probably Nehemiah used it in the latter sense, having inmind the command, Numbers 18:7, that the stranger that cometh nigh shall beput to death.

Nehemiah 6:12 
And I perceived, - viz. from the conduct of Shemaiah on myrefusal to follow his advice, - and, lo, not God had sent him (i.e., had notcommissioned or inspired him to speak these words; לא emphatically precedes אלהים: not God, but himself), but that hepronounced this prophecy against me, because Tobiah and Sanballat hadhired him. The verb שׂכרו (sing.) agrees only with the latterword, although in fact it refers to both these individuals.

Nehemiah 6:13-14 
“On this account was he hired that I might be afraid, and doso; and if I had sinned (by entering the holy place), it (my sin) would havebeen to them for an evil report, that they might defame me.” The use ofלמאן before two sentences, the second of which expresses thepurpose of the first, is peculiar: for this purpose, that I might fear, etc.,was he hired. To enter and to shut himself within the holy place wouldhave been a grave desecration of the house of God, which would havegiven occasion to his enemies to cast suspicion upon Nehemiah as adespiser of God's commands, and so to undermine his authority with thepeople. - In Nehemiah 6:14 Nehemiah concludes his account of the stratagems of hisenemies, with the wish that God would think upon them according to theirworks. In expressing it, he names, besides Tobiah and Sanballat, theprophetess Noadiah and the rest of the prophets who, like Shemaiah,would have put him in fear: whence we perceive, 1st, that the case related(Nehemiah 6:10-13) is given as only one of the chief events of the kind (מיראים, like Nehemiah 6:9, Nehemiah 6:19); and 2nd, that false prophets were again busy in thecongregation, as in the period preceding the captivity, and seeking toseduce the people from hearkening to the voice of the true prophets ofGod, who preached repentance and conversation as the conditions ofprosperity.

Verse 15-16
The wall completed, and the impression made by this work upon theenemies of the Jews. - Nehemiah 6:15 The wall was finished on the twenty-fifth dayof the month Elul, i.e., of the sixth month, in fifty-two days. According tothis statement, it must have been begun on the third day of the fifth month(Ab). The year is not mentioned, the before-named (Nehemiah 2:1) twentiethyear of Artaxerxes being intended. This agrees with the other chronologicalstatements of this book. For, according to Nehemiah 2:1, it was in Nisan (the firstmonth) of this year that Nehemiah entreated permission of the king to goto Jerusalem; and we learn from Nehemiah 5:14 and Nehemiah 13:6 that he was governor inJerusalem from the twentieth year onwards, and must therefore have setout for that place immediately after receiving the royal permission. In thiscase, he might well arrive in Jerusalem before the expiration of the fourthmonth. He then surveyed the wall, and called a public assembly for thepurpose of urging the whole community to enter heartily upon the workof restoration (Nehemiah 2:11-17). All this might take place in the course of thefourth month, so that the work could be actually taken in hand in the fifth. Nor is there any reasonable ground, as Bertheau has already shown, fordoubting the correctness of the statement, that the building was completedin fifty-two days, and (with Ewald) altering the fifty-two days into twoyears and four months.

(Note: Ewald, Gesch. iv. p. 178, thinks that traces of the correctreading of this verse are found in the statement of Josephus, Ant. xi. 5. 7f., that the wall of Jerusalem was finished in two years and fourmonths, and that the word וּשׁנתים may have been omittedfrom Nehemiah 6:15 by an ancient clerical error, though he is obliged toadmit that Josephus in other instances gives no trustworthy datesconcerning Nehemiah, whom he makes arrive at Jerusalem in thetwenty-fifth, and complete the wall in the twenty-eight year ofXerxes. On the other hand, Bertheau has already remarked, that evenif שׁנתים is supplied, no agreement with the statement ofJosephus is obtained, since the question still remains how four monthscan be made out of fifty-two days, or vice versa, fifty-two days offour months. In fact, it is vain to seek for any common ground onwhich these two different statements can be harmonized; and hencethe two years and four months of Josephus can scarcely be regarded asfurnishing traces of another reading of the text.)

For we must in this case consider, 1st, the necessity for hastening thework repeatedly pointed out by Nehemiah; 2nd, the zeal and relativelyvery large number of builders - the whole community, both the inhabitantsof Jerusalem and the men of Jericho, Tekoa, Gibeon, Mizpah, etc. havingcombined their efforts; 3rd, that the kind of exertion demanded by suchlaborious work and unintermitted watchfulness as are described Neh 4,though it might be continued for fifty-two days, could scarcely endureduring a longer period; and lastly, the amount of the work itself, whichmust not be regarded as the rebuilding of the whole wall, but only as therestoration of those portions that had been destroyed, the repair of thebreaches (Nehemiah 1:3; Nehemiah 2:13; Nehemiah 6:1), and of the ruined gates, - a large portion ofwall and at least one gate having remained uninjured.). To thismust be added that the material, so far as stone was concerned, was closeat hand, stone needing for the most part to be merely brought out of theruins; besides which, materials of all kind might have been collected andprepared beforehand. It is, moreover, incorrect to compute the extent ofthis fortified wall by the extent of the wall of modern Jerusalem.

Nehemiah 6:16 
The news that the wall was finished spread fear among theenemies, viz., among the nations in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem (comp. Nehemiah 4:1; Nehemiah 5:9); they were much cast down, and perceived “that this workwas effected with the help of our God.” The expression בעניהם יפּלוּ occurs only here, and must be explained accordingto פּניו יפּלוּ, his countenance fell (Genesis 4:5), andלב יפּל, the heart fails (i.e., the courage) (1 Samuel 17:32):they sank in their own eyes, i.e., they felt themselves cast down,discouraged.

Verses 17-19
To this Nehemiah adds the supplementary remark, that in those days evennobles of Judah were in alliance and active correspondence with Tobiah,because he had married into a respectable Jewish family.

Nehemiah 6:17 
“Also in those days the nobles of Judah wrote many letters(אגּרתיהם מרבּים, they made many, multiplied, theirletters) passing to Tobiah, and those of Tobiah came to them.”

Nehemiah 6:18 
For many in Judah were sworn unto him, for he was the son-in-law of Shecaniah the son of Arah; and his son Johanan had taken (to wife)the daughter of Meshullam the son of Berechiah. In this case Tobiah wasconnected with two Jewish families, - a statement which is made to confirmthe fact that many in Judah were שׁבוּעה בּעלי,associates of an oath, joined to him by an oath, not allies in consequence ofa treaty sworn to (Bertheau). From this reason being given, we mayconclude his affinity by marriage was confirmed by an oath. Shecaniah benArah was certainly a respectable Jew of the race of Arah, Ezra 2:5. Meshullam ben Berechiah appears among those who shared in the work ofbuilding, Nehemiah 3:4 and Nehemiah 3:30. According to Nehemiah 13:4, the high priest Eliashib wasalso related to Tobiah. From the fact that both Tobiah and his sonJehohanan have genuine Jewish names, Bertheau rightly infers that theywere probably descended from Israelites of the northern kingdom of theten tribes. With this the designation of Tobiah as “the Ammonite” may beharmonized by the supposition that his more recent or remote ancestorswere naturalized Ammonites.

Nehemiah 6:19 
“Also they reported his good deeds before me, and uttered mywords to him.” טּובתיו, the good things in him, or “his goodqualities and intentions” (Bertheau). The subject of the sentence is thenobles of Judah. לו מוציאים, they were bringingforth to him. On this matter Bertheau remarks, that there is no reason forassuming that the nobles of Judah endeavoured, by misrepresenting anddistorting the words of Nehemiah, to widen the breach between him andTobiah. This is certainly true; but, at the same time, we cannot furtherinfer from these words that they were trying to effect an understandingbetween the two, and representing to Nehemiah how dangerous andobjectionable his undertaking was; but were by this very course playinginto the hands of Tobiah. For an understanding between two individuals,hostile the one to the other, is not to be brought about by reporting to theone what is the other's opinion of him. Finally, Nehemiah mentions alsothat Tobiah also sent letters to put him in fear (יראני, infin. Piel, like 2 Chronicles 32:18; comp. the participle above, Nehemiah 6:9 and Nehemiah 6:14). Theletters were probably of similar contents with the letter of Sanballat givenin Nehemiah 6:6.

07 Chapter 7 

Introduction
II. Nehemiah's Further Exertions in Behalfof the Community - Nehemiah 7:1 

The building of the wall being now concluded, Nehemiah first madearrangements for securing the city against hostile attacks (Nehemiah 7:1-3); thentook measures to increase the inhabitants of Jerusalem (7:4-73 and Nehemiah 11:1 and Nehemiah 11:2); and finally endeavoured to fashion domestic and civil life accordingto the precepts of the law (Neh 8-10), and, on the occasion of the solemndedication of the wall, to set in order the services of the Levites (Neh 12).

Verses 1-3
Nehemiah 7:1-2 
The watching of the city provided for. - Nehemiah 7:1 When the wall wasbuilt, Nehemiah set up the doors in the gates, to complete the fortificationof Jerusalem (comp. Nehemiah 6:1). Then were the gatekeepers, the singers, andthe Levites entrusted with the care (הפּקד, praefici; comp. Nehemiah 12:14). The care of watching the walls and gates is meant in thisconnection. According to ancient appointment, it was the duty of thedoorkeepers to keep watch over the house of God, and to open and closethe gates of the temple courts; comp. 1 Chronicles 9:17-19; 1 Chronicles 26:12-19. Thesingers and the Levites appointed to assist the priests, on the contrary,had, in ordinary times, nothing to do with the service of watching. Underthe present extraordinary circumstances, however, Nehemiah committedalso to these two organized corporations the task of keeping watch overthe walls and gates of the city, and placed them under the command of hisbrother Hanani, and of Hananiah the ruler of the citadel. This is expressedby the words, Nehemiah 7:2: I gave Hanani … and Hananiah … charge over Jerusalem. הבּירה is the fortress or citadel of the city lying to the north ofthe temple (see rem. on Nehemiah 2:8), in which was probably located the royalgarrison, the commander of which was in the service of the Persian king. The choice of this man for so important a charge is explained by theadditional clause: “for he was a faithful man, and feared God above many.”The כּ before אישׁ is the so-called Caph veritatis, which expressesa comparison with the idea of the matter: like a man whom one may trulycall faithful. מרבּים is comparative: more God-fearing thanmany.

Nehemiah 7:3 
The Chethiv ויאמר is both here and Nehemiah 5:9 certainly aclerical error for the Keri ואמר, though in this place, at allevents, we might read ויּאמר, it was said to them. “The gates ofJerusalem are not to be opened till the sun be hot; and while they (thewatch) are yet at their posts, they are to shut the doors and lock them; andye shall appoint watches of the inhabitants of Jerusalem, some to be attheir watch-posts, others before their house.” יגיפוּ inHebrew is used only here, though more frequently in the Talmud, ofclosing the doors. אחז, to make fast, i.e., to lock, as morefrequently in Syriac. The infin. absol. העמיד instead of thetemp. fin. is emphatic: and you are to appoint. The sense is: the gates areto be occupied before daybreak by the Levites (singers and other Levites)appointed to guard them, and not opened till the sun is hot and the watchalready at their posts, and to be closed in the evening before the departureof the watch. After the closing of the gates, i.e., during the night, theinhabitants of Jerusalem are to keep watch for the purpose of defendingthe city from any kind of attack, a part occupying the posts, and the otherpart watching before their (each before his own) house, so as to be at handto defend the city.

Nehemiah 7:4 
The measures taken by Nehemiah for increasing the number of theinhabitants of Jerusalem. - Nehemiah 7:4 The city was spacious and great, and thepeople few therein, and houses were not built. ידים רחבת, broads on both sides, that is, regarded from the centre towardseither the right or left hand. The last clause does not say that there were nohouses at all, for the city had been re-inhabited for ninety years; but onlythat houses had not been built in proportion to the size of the city, thatthere was still much unoccupied space on which houses might be built.

Verses 5-73
And God put into my heart, i.e., God inspired me with the resolution;comp. Nehemiah 2:12. What resolution, is declared by the sentences following,which detail its execution. The resolution to gather together the nobles andrulers of the people for the purpose of making a list of their kinsmen, andthus to obtain a basis for the operations contemplated for increasing theinhabitants of Jerusalem. והסּגנים החרים arecombined, as in Nehemiah 2:16. On התיחשׂ, comp. 1 Chronicles 5:17.
While this resolve was under consideration, Nehemiah found the register,i.e., the genealogical registry, of those who came up at first (fromBabylon). בּראשׁונה, at the beginning, i.e., with Zerubbabeland Joshua under Cyrus (Ezra 2), and not subsequently with Ezra (Ezra7). “And I found written therein.” These words introduce the list nowgiven. This list, vv. 6-73a, is identical with that in Ezra 2, and has beenalready discussed in our remarks on that chapter.

08 Chapter 8 

Introduction
Public Reading of the Law. theFeast of Tabernacles. A Public Fast Held,and a Covenant Madeto Keep the Law - Nehemiah 8:1 

These three chapters form a connected whole, and describe acts ofworship and solemnities conducted by Ezra and other priests and Levites,Nehemiah as the secular governor being only twice mentioned in them(Nehemiah 8:9; Nehemiah 10:2). The contents of the three chapters are as follows: On theapproach of the seventh month, which opened with the feast of trumpets,and during which occurred both the feast of tabernacles and the great dayof atonement, the people were gathered to Jerusalem; and Ezra, at therequest of the congregation, read to the assembled people out of the bookof the law on the first and second days. It being found written in the law,that the Israelites were to dwell in booths during the seventh month, it wasresolved to keep the festival in accordance with this direction; and thisresolution was carried into execution by erecting booths made withbranches of trees on housetops, in courts, and in the public places of thecity, and celebrating the seven-days' festival by a daily public reading ofthe law (Neh 8). On the twenty-fourth day of the same month, thecongregation again assembled, with fasting and mourning, to make a publicconfession of their sins, and to renew their covenant with God (Neh 9, 10).
The second clause of Nehemiah 7:73 belongs to Neh 8, and forms one sentencewith Nehemiah 8:1. “When the seventh month came, and the children of Israel werein their cities, the whole people gathered themselves together as one manin the open space that was before the water-gate,” etc. The capitulardivision of the Masoretic text is erroneous, and makes the words, “and thechildren of Israel were in their cities,” appear a mere repetition of thesentence, “and all Israel dwelt in their cities.” The chronological statement,”when the seventh month came,” without mention of the year, points backto the date in Nehemiah 6:15: the twenty-fifth Elul, in the twentieth year ofArtaxerxes; on which day the building of the wall was completed. Elul, thesixth month, is followed by Tishri, the seventh, and there is nothingagainst the inference that the seventh month of the same year is intended;the dedication of the wall not being related till Neh 12, and thereforeoccurring subsequently, while all the facts narrated in Neh 8-11 might,without any difficulty, occur in the interval between the completion of thewall and its dedication. For, besides the public reading of the law on thefirst two days of the seventh month, the celebration of the feast oftabernacles, and the public fast on the twenty-fourth day of the seventhmonth (Neh 8-11), nothing more is recorded (Nehemiah 11:1, Nehemiah 11:2) than the execution ofthe resolve made by Nehemiah, immediately after the completion of thewall (Nehemiah 7:4), viz., to increase the inhabitants of Jerusalem, by appointing bylot one of every ten dwellers in the surrounding country to go to Jerusalemand dwell there. This is succeeded by lists of the inhabitants of Jerusalem,and of the cities of Benjamin and Judah, and lists of the priests and Levites(11:3-12:26):

Verses 1-8
Nehemiah 8:1-2. The public reading of the law. - Nehemiah 8:1-3. The introduction to thisnarrative (Neh 7:73b-8:1a) is identical with Ezra 3:1. The same matter, theassembling of the people on the approach of the seventh month, isdescribed in the same words. But the object of this assembling of thepeople was a different one from that mentioned in Ezra 3:1-13. Then they metto restore the altar of burnt-offering and the sacrificial worship; now, onthe contrary, for the due solemnization of the seventh month, the festalmonth of the year. For this purpose the people came from the cities andvillages of Judah to Jerusalem, and assembled “in the open space beforethe water-gate,” i.e., to the south-east of the temple space. On thesituation of the water-gate, see rem. on Nehemiah 3:26; Nehemiah 12:37., and Ezra 10:9. “And they spake unto Ezra the scribe” (see rem. on Ezra 7:11). Thesubject of ויּאמרוּ is the assembled people. These requested, through their rulers, that Ezra should fetch the book ofthe law of Moses, and publicly read it. This reading, then, was desired bythe assembly. The motive for this request is undoubtedly to be found inthe desire of the congregation to keep the new moon of the seventh month,as a feast of thanksgiving for the gracious assistance they had receivedfrom the Lord during the building of the wall, and through which it hadbeen speedily and successfully completed, in spite of the attempts of theirenemies to obstruct the work. This feeling of thankfulness impelled themto the hearing of the word of God for the purpose of making His law theirrule of life. The assembly consisted of men and women indiscriminately(אשּׁה ועד אישׁ, like Joshua 6:21; Joshua 8:25; 1 Samuel 22:19; 1 Chronicles 16:3), and לשׁמע מבין כּל,every one that understood in hearing, which would certainly include theelder children. The first day of the seventh month was distinguished abovethe other new moons of the year as the feast of trumpets, and celebratedas a high festival by a solemn assembly and a cessation from labour; comp. Leviticus 23:23-25; Numbers 29:1-6.

Nehemiah 8:3 
Ezra read out of the law “from the light (i.e., from early morning)till mid-day;” therefore for about six hours. Not, however, as is obviousfrom the more particular description Nehemiah 8:4-8, without cessation, but insuch wise that the reading went on alternately with instructive lectures onthe law from the Levites. “And the ears of all the people were directed tothe law,” i.e., the people listened attentively. המּבינים must beunderstood according to לשׁמע מבין כּל of Nehemiah 8:2. In Nehemiah 8:4-8 the proceedings at this reading are more nearly described.

Nehemiah 8:4 
Ezra stood upon a raised stage of wood which had been made forthe purpose (לדּבר, for the matter). מגדּל, usually atower, here a high scaffold, a pulpit. Beside him stood six persons,probably priests, on his right, and seven on his left hand. In 1 Esdras,seven are mentioned as standing on his left hand also, the name Azariahbeing inserted between Anaiah and Urijah. It is likely that this name hasbeen omitted from the Hebrew text, since it is improbable that there wasone person less on his right than on his left hand. “Perhaps Urijah is thefather of the Meremoth of Nehemiah 3:4, Nehemiah 3:21; Maaseiah, the father of the Azariahof Nehemiah 3:23; Pedaiah, the individual named Nehemiah 3:25; the Azariah to be inserted,according to 1 Esdras, the same named Nehemiah 3:23; a Meshullam occurs, Nehemiah 3:4, Nehemiah 3:6;and a Malchiah, Nehemiah 3:11, Nehemiah 3:14, Nehemiah 3:31 ” (Bertheau).

Nehemiah 8:5 
Ezra, standing on the raised platform, was above the assembledpeople (he was כּל־העם מעל). When he opened the book, it was “inthe sight of all the people,” so that all could see his action; and “all thepeople stood up” (עמדוּ). It cannot be shown from the O.T. that it had been from the days of Moses a custom with the Israelites tostand at the reading of the law, as the Rabbis assert; comp. Vitringa, deSynag. vet. p. 167.

Nehemiah 8:6 
Ezra began by blessing the Lord, the great God, perhaps with asentence of thanksgiving, as David did, 1 Chronicles 29:10, but scarcely byusing a whole psalm, as in 1 Chronicles 16:8. To this thanksgiving the peopleanswered Amen, Amen (comp. 1 Chronicles 16:36), lifting up their hands(ידיהם בּמעל, with lifting up of their hands; the formמעל occurring only here), and worshipping the Lord, bowingdown towards the ground.

Nehemiah 8:7 
And Jeshua, Bani, etc., the Levites, expounded the law to thepeople (הבין, to cause to understand, here to instruct, byexpounding the law). The ו copulative before הלויּם mustcertainly have been inserted in the text by a clerical error; for thepreviously named thirteen (or fourteen) persons are Levites, of whomJeshua, Bani, Sherebiah, and Hodijah occur again, Nehemiah 9:4-5. The namesJeshua, Sherebiah, Shabtai, and Jozabad are also met with Nehemiah 12:14; Nehemiah 11:16,but belong in these latter passages to other individuals who were heads ofclasses of Levites.

Nehemiah 8:8 
“And they (the Levites) read in (out of) the book of the law ofGod, explained and gave the sense; and they (the assembled auditors) wereattentive to the reading.” The Rabbis understand מפרשׁ = theChaldee מפרשׁ, of a rendering of the law into the vulgar tongue,i.e., a paraphrase in the Chaldee language for those who were notacquainted with the ancient Hebrew. But this cannot be shown to be themeaning of פרשׁ, this word being used in the Targums for the Hebrewנקב (קבב), e.g., Leviticus 24:16, and for בּאר; Deuteronomy 1:5. It is more correct to suppose a paraphrastic exposition andapplication of the law (Pfeiffer, dubia vex. p. 480), but not “a distinctrecitation according to appointed rules” (Gusset. and Bertheau). שׂום is infin. abs. instead of the temp. finit.: and gave the sense, madethe law comprehensible to the hearers. במּקרא ויּבינוּ, not with older interpreters, Luther (“so that what was read wasunderstood”), and de Wette, “and they (the Levites) made what was readcomprehensible,” which would be a mere tautology, but with the lxx,Vulgate, and others, “and they (the hearers) attended to the reading,” or,”obtained an understanding of what was read” (בּ הבין, like Nehemiah 8:12, Daniel 9:23; Daniel 10:11). Vitringa (de syn. vet. p. 420) already gives the correct meaning: de doctoribus narratur, quod legerint et dederint intellectum, de autitoribus, quod lectum intellexerint. The manner of proceeding with this reading isnot quite clear. According to Nehemiah 8:5-8, the Levites alone seem to have readto the people out of the book of the law, and to have explained what theyread to their auditors; while according to Nehemiah 8:3, Ezra read to the assembledpeople, and the ears of all were attentive to the book of the law, while weare told in Nehemiah 8:5 that Ezra opened the book in the sight of all the people. If,however, we regard Nehemiah 8:4-8 as only a more detailed description of what isrelated Nehemiah 8:2, Nehemiah 8:3, it is obvious that both Ezra and the thirteen Levitesmentioned in Nehemiah 8:7 read out of the law. Hence the occurrence may well havetaken place as follows: Ezra first read a section of the law, and the Levitesthen expounded to the people the portion just read; the only point stilldoubtful being whether the thirteen (fourteen) Levites expounded insuccession, or whether they all did this at the same time to differentgroups of people.

Verses 9-12
The celebration of the feast of the new moon. - Nehemiah 8:9 Then Nehemiah, theTirshatha (see remarks on Ezra 2:63), and the priest Ezra the scribe, andthe Levites who were teaching the people, said to all the people, “This dayis holy to the Lord our God. Mourn not, nor weep; for all the people weptwhen they heard the words of the law.” היּום is the new moonof the seventh month. The portion read made a powerful impression uponthe assembled crowds. Undoubtedly it consisted of certain sections ofDeuteronomy and other parts of the Thorah, which were adapted toconvict the people of their sin in transgressing the commands of the Lord,and of the punishments to which they had thus exposed themselves. Theywere so moved thereby that they mourned and wept. This inducedNehemiah, Ezra, and the Levites, who had been applying what was read tothe hearts of their hearers, to encourage them.

Nehemiah 8:10 
And he said to them (viz., Nehemiah as governor and head of thecommunity, though the fact that his address is mentioned does not excludethe participation of Ezra and the Levites): “Go, eat the fat, and drink thesweet, and send gifts to them for whom nothing is prepared, for this day isholy to our Lord; neither be ye sorry, for joy in Jahve is your refuge.”משׁמנּים, fatnesses ( λιπάσματα , lxx), fat pieces of meat, not”rich cakes” (Bertheau); comp. שׁמנים משׁתּה, Isaiah 25:6. ממתּקּים, sweetened drinks. The sense is: Make gladrepasts on good feast-day food and drink; and send portions to the poorwho have prepared nothing, that they too may rejoice on this festival. מנות, gifts, are portions of food; Esther 9:19, Esther 9:22; 1 Samuel 1:4. Hencewe see that it was customary with the Israelites to send portions of foodand drink, on festivals, to the houses of the poor, that they too mightshare in the joy of the day. נכון לאן for נכון אין לאשׁר (see rem. on 1 Chronicles 15:12), to them for whom nothing isprepared, who have not the means to prepare a feast-day meal. Becausethe day is holy to the Lord, they are to desire it with holy joy. יהוה חדות is a joy founded on the feeling of communion withthe Lord, on the consciousness that we have in the Lord a God long-suffering and abundant in goodness and truth (Exodus 34:6). This joy is to beto them מעוז, a strong citadel or refuge, because the Almightyis their God; comp. Jeremiah 16:19.

Nehemiah 8:11 
The Levites also strove to pacify the people, saying: “Hold yourpeace, i.e., give over weeping, for the day is holy; neither be ye grieved.”

Nehemiah 8:12 
This address had its effect. The people went their way, some totheir houses, some to their lodgings, to partake of festal repasts, and tokeep the feast with joy; “for they gave heed to the words that weredeclared to them,” i.e., they took to heart the address of Nehemiah, Ezra,and the Levites.

Verses 13-18
Celebration of the feast of tabernacles. - Nehemiah 8:13 On the second day weregathered together the heads of the houses of all the people, of the priests,and of the Levites to Ezra the scribe, to attend to the words of the law. The infinitive להשׂכּיל may indeed be taken (as by Bertheau) as thecontinuation of the finite verb, instead of as infinitive absolute (Ewald,§352, c); this is, however, admissible only in cases where the second verbeither states what must be done, or further describes the condition ofaffairs, while להשׂכּיל here states the purpose for which the headsof the people, etc. assembled themselves unto Ezra. Hence we takeלהשׂכּיל in its usual meaning, and the w before it as explicative. אל השׂכּיל, as in Psalm 41:1, expresses taking an attentive interestin anything. They desired to be further and more deeply instructed in thelaw by Ezra.

Nehemiah 8:14-16 
And they found written in the law that the Lord hadcommanded Moses, that the children of Israel should dwell in booths inthe feast of the seventh month; and that they should publish and proclaimin all their cities, and in Jerusalem, saying: “Go forth to the mount, andfetch olive branches, etc. to make booths, as it is written.” This statementis not to be understood as saying that the heads of the people sought inthe law, fourteen days before the feast, for information as to what theywould have to do, that they might prepare for the due celebration of thefeast of tabernacles (Bertheau). The text only states that the heads of thepeople again betook themselves to Ezra on the second day, to receive fromhim instruction in the law, and that in reading the law they found theprecept concerning the celebration of the festival in booths, i.e., they metwith this precept, and were thereby induced to celebrate the approachingfestival in strict accordance with its directions. The law concerning the feast of tabernacles, of which the essentials arehere communicated, is found Leviticus 23:39-43. In Deuteronomy 16:13 they were onlycommanded to keep the feast with gladness. The particular of dwelling inbooths or bowers is taken from Leviticus 23:43; the further details in Nehemiah 8:15 relate to the carrying out of the direction: “He shall take you on the firstday the boughs of goodly trees, branches of palm trees, and the boughs ofthick trees, and willows of the brook” (Leviticus 23:43). Go to the mountain, awoody district, whence branches may be obtained. עלי, stateconstructive plural of עלה, leaf, foliage, here leafy boughs orbranches of trees. זית, the olive, שׁמן עץ, thewild olive (oleaster), the myrtle, the palm, and branches of thick-leavedtrees, are here mentioned (the two latter being also named in Leviticus). כּכּתוּב does not relate to the preparation of the booths, but tothe precept that the feast should be kept in booths. In Nehemiah 8:16 the accomplishment of the matter is related, presupposing acompliance with the proclamation sent out into all the cities in the land,and indeed so speedy a compliance that the booths were finished by theday of the feast. The object (the branches of Nehemiah 8:15) must be supplied toויּביאוּ from the context. They made themselves booths,every one upon the roof of his house, and in their courts, and in the courtsof the house of God, and in the open space at the water-gate (see on Nehemiah 8:3),and the open space at the gate of Ephraim. On the situation of this gate,see rem. on Nehemiah 3:8. The open space before it must be thought ofas within the city walls. On these two public places, booths wereprobably made by those who had come to Jerusalem, but did not dwellthere; while the priests and Levites belonging to other places would buildtheirs in the courts of the temple.

Nehemiah 8:17 
And the whole community that had returned from captivity(comp. Ezra 6:21) made themselves booths and dwelt in booths; for sincethe days of Joshua the son of Nun unto that day, had not the children ofIsrael done so. כּן, so, refers to the dwelling in booths; and thewords do not tell us that the Israelites had not celebrated this festival sincethe days of Joshua, that is, since they had taken possession of Canaan:for, according to Ezra 3:4, those who returned from captivity kept thisfeast in the first year of their return; and a celebration is also mentionedafter the dedication of Solomon's temple, 2 Chronicles 7:9; 1 Kings 8:65. Thetext only states that since the days of Joshua the whole community hadnot so celebrated it, i.e., had not dwelt in booths. Neither do the wordsimply that since the days of Joshua to that time no booths at all had beenmade at the celebration of the feast of tabernacles, but only that this hadnot been done by the whole congregation. On former occasions, those whocame up to Jerusalem may have regarded this precept as non-essential, andcontented themselves by keeping the feast with solemn assemblies,sacrifices, and sacrificial feasts, without making booths and dwelling inthem for seven days.

Nehemiah 8:18 
And the book of the law was read from day to day. ויּקרא with the subject indefinite, while Ramb. and others supply Ezra. The reading of the law was only ordered at that celebration of the feast oftabernacles which occurred during the sabbatical year, Deuteronomy 31:10. Thelast day was the seventh, for the eighth as a עצרת did not belongto the feast of tabernacles; see rem. on Leviticus 23:36. כּמּשׁפּט like2 Chronicles 4:20, and elsewhere.

09 Chapter 9 

Introduction
The day of general fasting and prayer. - On the twenty-fourth day of themonth, i.e., two days after the termination of the feast of tabernacles, thechildren of Israel re-assembled in the temple to humble themselves beforeGod with mourning and fasting, and, after the reading of the law, toconfess their own sins and the sins of their fathers (Nehemiah 9:1-3). After the Leviteshad invited them to praise God (Nehemiah 9:4, Nehemiah 9:5), a general confession was made, inwhich the congregation was reminded of all the grace and favour shown byGod to His people, from the days of Abraham down to the time thenpresent; and all the departures of the people from their God, all theirrebellions against Him, were acknowledged, to show that the bondage andoppression to which Israel was not subjected were the well-deservedpunishment of their sins (vv. 6-37). This confession of sin much resembles theconfession of the faithfulness of God and the unfaithfulness of Israel in thePsalm 106:1, both in its plan and details, but differs from this “HallelujahPsalm” in the circumstance that it does not rise to the praise of God, to thehallelujah, but stops at the confession that God is righteous and true in allthat He has done, and that Israel has done wickedly, without definitelyuttering a request for pardon and deliverance from oppression.

Verses 1-3
On the twenty-second of Tishri was the Hazereth of the feastof tabernacles; on the twenty-fourth the congregation re-assembled in thetemple, “with fasting and with sackcloths (penitential garments made ofhair; see rem. Joel 1:8) and earth upon them,” i.e., spread upon their heads(1 Samuel 4:12; 2 Samuel 1:2; Job 2:12), - the external marks of deep mourning andheaviness of heart.

Nehemiah 9:2 
“And the seed of Israel separated themselves from all strangers,and stood and confessed all their sins, and the iniquities of their fathers.”This separation from strangers does not specially relate to the dissolutionof the marriages contracted with heathen women, nor to any measurestaken that only Israelites should be admitted to this assembly (Bertheau). It was rather a voluntary renunciation of connection with the heathen, andof heathen customs.

Nehemiah 9:3 
And they stood up (i.e., remained standing) in their place (comp. Nehemiah 8:7), and read in the book of the law of the Lord their God, i.e.,listened to the reading of the law, a fourth part of the day (about threehours), and a fourth part (the next three hours) they confessed (made aconfession of their sins), and worshipped the Lord their God. Thisconfession and worship is more nearly described vv. 4-37.

Verse 4-5
There stood upon the scaffold of the Levites, i.e., upon the platformerected for the Levites (comp. Nehemiah 8:4), Jeshua and seven other Leviteswhose names are given, and they cried with a loud voice to God, and saidto the assembled congregation, “Stand up, bless the Lord your God forever and ever! and blessed be the name of Thy glory, which is exaltedabove all blessing and praise.” The repetition of the names of the Levitesin Nehemiah 9:5 shows that this invitation to praise God is distinct from the cryingto God with a loud voice of Nehemiah 9:4, and seems to say that the Levites firstcried to God, i.e., addressed to Him their confessions and supplications,and after having done so, called upon the congregation to worship God. Eight names of Levites being given in both verses, and five of these - Jeshua,Bani, Kadmiel, Shebaniah, and Sherebiah - being identical, the difference ofthe three others in the two verses - Bunni, Bani, and Chenani (Nehemiah 9:4), andHashabniah, Hodijah, and Pethahiah (Nehemiah 9:5) - seems to have arisen from aclerical error, - an appearance favoured also by the circumstance that Banioccurs twice in Nehemiah 9:4. Of the other names in question, Hodijah occurs Nehemiah 10:14, and PethahiahEzra 10:23, as names of Levites, but כּנני and חשׁבניה nowhere else. Hence Bunni, Bani, and Chenani (Nehemiah 9:4), andHashabniah (Nehemiah 9:5), may be assigned to a clerical error; but we have nomeans for restoring the correct names. With regard to the matter of theseverses, Ramb. remarks on Nehemiah 9:4: constitisse opinor omnes simul, ita tamen ut unus tantum eodem tempore fuerit precatus, ceteris ipsi adstantibus atque sua etiam vice Deum orantibus, hence that the eight Levites prayedto God successively; while Bertheau thinks that these Levites entreatedGod, in penitential and supplicatory psalms, to have mercy on His sinfulbut penitent people. In this case we must also regard their address to thecongregation in Nehemiah 9:5 as a liturgical hymn, to which the congregationresponded by praising God in chorus. To this view may be objected the circumstance, that no allusion is made inthe narrative to the singing of penitential or other songs. Besides, aconfession of sins follows in vv. 6-37, which may fitly be called a cryingunto God, without its being stated by whom it was uttered. “Thissection,” says Bertheau, “whether we regard its form or contents, cannothave been sung either by the Levites or the congregation. We recognise in itthe speech of an individual, and hence accept the view that the statementof the lxx, that after the singing of the Levites, Nehemiah 9:4, and the praising ofGod in Nehemiah 9:5, Ezra came forward and spoke the words following, is correct,and that the words καὶ εἶπεν Ἔσδρας , which it inserts before Nehemiah 9:6,originally stood in the Hebrew text.” But if Psalms, such as Ps 105-106,and 107, were evidently appointed to be sung to the praise of God by theLevites or by the congregation, there can be no reason why the prayer vv. 6-37 should not be adapted both in form and matter for this purpose. This prayer by no means bears the impress of being the address of anindividual, but is throughout the confession of the whole congregation. Theprayer speaks of our fathers (Nehemiah 9:9, Nehemiah 9:16), of what is come upon us (Nehemiah 9:33),addresses Jahve as our God, and says we have sinned. Of course Ezramight have uttered it in the name of the congregation; but that the additionof the lxx, καὶ εἶπεν Ἔσδρας , is of no critical value, and is a mereconjecture of the translators, is evident from the circumstance that theprayer does not begin with the words יהוה הוּא אתּה of v. 6, but passes into the form of direct address to God in the lastclause of v. 5: Blessed be the name of Thy glory. By these words theprayer which follows is evidently declared to be the confession of thosewho are to praise the glory of the Lord; and the addition, “and Ezra said,”characterized as an unskilful interpolation.
According to what has now been said, the summons, יהוה את בּרכוּ קוּמוּ, Nehemiah 9:5, like the introductions tomay Hodu and Hallelujah Psalms (e.g., Psalm 105:1; Psalm 106:1), is to be regardedas only an exhortation to the congregation to praise God, i.e., to join in thepraises following, and to unite heartily in the confession of sin. This viewof the connection of Nehemiah 9:5 and Nehemiah 9:6 explains the reason why it is not statedeither in Nehemiah 9:6, or at the close of this prayer in Nehemiah 9:37, that the assembledcongregation blessed God agreeably to the summons thus addressed tothem. They did so by silently and heartily praying to, and praising Godwith the Levites, who were reciting aloud the confession of sin. Onויברכוּ R. Sal. already remarks: nunc incipiunt loqui Levitae versus Shechinam s. ad ipsum Deum. The invitation to praise Godinsensibly passes into the action of praising. If, moreover, vv. 6-37 are related in the manner above stated to Nehemiah 9:5, then itis not probable that the crying to God with a loud voice (Nehemiah 9:4) wasanything else than the utterance of the prayer subsequently given, vv. 6-37. The repetition of the names in Nehemiah 9:5 is not enough to confirm this view,but must be explained by the breadth of the representation here given, andis rescued from the charge of mere tautology by the fact that in Nehemiah 9:4 theoffice of the individuals in question is not named, which it is by the wordהלויּם in Nehemiah 9:5. For הלויּם in Nehemiah 9:4 belongs as genitive toמעלה, and both priests and laymen might have stood on theplatform of the Levites. For this reason it is subsequently stated in Nehemiah 9:5,that Jeshua, etc., were Levites; and in doing this the names are againenumerated. In the exhortation, Stand up and bless, etc., Bertheau seeks toseparate “for ever and ever” from the imp. בּרכוּ, and to take itas a further qualification of אלהיכם. This is, however,unnatural and arbitrary; comp. 1 Chronicles 16:26. Still more arbitrary is it tosupply “One day all people” to ויברכוּ, “shall bless Thyname,” etc. וגו וּמרומם adds a second predicate to שׁם: and which is exalted above all blessing and praise, i.e., sublimius est quam ut pro dignitate laudari possit (R. Sal.).

Verses 6-8
In Nehemiah 9:6 this praising of God begins with the acknowledgment that Jahve,the Creator of heaven and earth, chose Abram and made a covenant withhim to give the land of Canaan to his seed, and had performed this word(Nehemiah 9:6-8). These verses form the theme of that blessing the name of Hisglory, to which the Levites exhorted. This theme is then elucidated byfacts from Israel's history, in four strophes. a. When God saw theaffliction of His people in Egypt, He delivered them by great signs andwonders from the power of Pharaoh, gave them laws and judgments onSinai, miraculously provided them with food and water in the wilderness,and commanded them to take possession of the promised land (Nehemiah 9:9-15). b. Although their fathers rebelled against Him, even in the wilderness, Goddid not withdraw His mercy from them, but sustained them forty years,so that they lacked nothing; and subdued kings before them, so that theywere able to conquer and possess the land (Nehemiah 9:16-25). c. After they weresettled in the land they rebelled again, and God delivered them into thehand of their oppressors; but as often as they cried unto Him, He helpedthem again, till at length, because of their continued opposition, He gavethem into the power of the people of the lands, yet of His great mercy didnot wholly cast them off (Nehemiah 9:26-31). d. May He now too look upon theaffliction of His people, as the God that keepeth covenant and mercy,although they have deserved by their sins the troubles they are suffering(Nehemiah 9:32-37).

Nehemiah 9:6 
“Thou art Jahve alone; Thou hast made heaven, the heaven ofheavens, and all their host, the earth and all that is thereon, the sea and alltherein; and Thou givest life to them all, and the host of heavenworshippeth Thee. Nehemiah 9:7 Thou art Jahve, the God who didst chooseAbram, and broughtest him forth out of Ur of the Chaldees, and gavesthim the name of Abraham: Nehemiah 9:8 And foundest his heart faithful beforeThee, and madest a covenant with him to give the land of the Canaanites,the Hittites, the Amorites, and the Perizzites, and the Jebusites, and theGirgashites, to give to his seed, and hast performed Thy word; for Thouart righteous.” Jahve alone is God, the Creator of heaven and earth, and ofall creatures in heaven and on earth. In order duly to exalt the almightinessof God, the notion of heaven is enhanced by the addition “heaven ofheavens,” as in Deuteronomy 10:14; 1 Kings 8:27; and that of earth by the addition”the sea and all therein;” comp. Psalm 146:6. כּל־צבאם, Genesis 2:1, hererefers only to heaven. מחיּה, to cause to live = to give andpreserve life. כּלּם relates to all creatures in heaven and earth. The host of heaven who worshipped God are the angels, as in Psalm 148:2; Psalm 103:21. This only God chose Abram; comp. Genesis 12:1 with Genesis 11:31 andGenesis 15:7; Genesis 17:5, where God bestowed upon the patriarch Abram the name ofAbraham. The words, “Thou foundest his heart faithful,” refer to בּיהוה האמין there mentioned. The making of a covenant alludes to Genesis 17:5.;the enumeration of six Canaanitish nations to Deuteronomy 7:1; Exodus 3:8; comp. withGenesis 15:20. This His word God performed (fulfilled), for He is righteous. God is called צדּיק, inasmuch as with Him word and deedcorrespond with each other; comp. Deuteronomy 32:4.

Verses 9-15
The fulfilment of this word by thedeliverance of Israel from Egypt, and their guidance through thewilderness to Canaan.

Nehemiah 9:9-11 
“And Thou sawest the affliction of our fathers in Egypt, andheardest their cry by the Red Sea: Nehemiah 9:10 And showedst signs and wondersupon Pharaoh and all his servants, and on all the people of his land,because Thou knewest that they dealt proudly against them, and madestThyself a name, as this day. Nehemiah 9:11 And Thou dividedst the sea beforethem, and they went through the midst of the sea on dry land; and theirpersecutors Thou threwest into the deeps, as a stone into the mightywaters.” In Nehemiah 9:9 are comprised two subjects, which are carried out in Nehemiah 9:10, Nehemiah 9:11: (1) the affliction of the Israelites in Egypt, which God saw (comp. Exodus 3:7), and out of which He delivered them by the signs and wonders Heshowed upon Pharaoh (Nehemiah 9:10); (2) the crying for help at the Red Sea, whenthe Israelites perceived Pharaoh with his horsemen and chariots in pursuit(Exodus 14:10), and the help which God gave them by dividing the sea, etc. (Nehemiah 9:11). The words in Nehemiah 9:10 are supported by Deuteronomy 6:22, on the ground of thehistorical narrative, Ex 7-10. The expression עליהם הזידוּ כּי is formed according to עליהם זדוּ אשׁר, Exodus 18:11. על הזיד occurs Exodus 21:14 in ageneral sense. On וגו שׁם לך ותּעשׂ comp. Jeremiah 32:20; Isaiah 58:12, Isaiah 58:14; 1 Chronicles 17:22. A name as this day - in that themiracles which God then did are still praised, and He continues still tomanifest His almighty power. The words of Nehemiah 9:11 are supported by Exodus 14:21-22, Exodus 14:28, and Exodus 15:19. אבן כּמו בּמצולות are from Exodus 15:5; עזּים בּמים from Ex 15 and Isaiah 43:16.

Nehemiah 9:12-15 
“And Thou leddest them in the day by a cloudy pillar, and inthe night by a pillar of fire, to give them light in the way wherein theyshould go. Nehemiah 9:13 And Thou camest down upon mount Sinai, and spakestwith them from heaven, and gavest them right judgments and true laws,good statutes and commandments: Nehemiah 9:14 And madest known unto themThy holy Sabbath, and commandedst them precepts, statutes, and laws,by the hand of Moses Thy servant. Nehemiah 9:15 And gavest them bread fromheaven for their hunger, and broughtest forth water for them out of therock for their thirst; and Thou commandedst them to go in and possess theland, which Thou hadst lifted up Thine hand to give them.” Threeparticulars in the miraculous leading of Israel through the wilderness arebrought forward: a. Their being guided in the way by miraculous tokens ofthe divine presence, in the pillar of fire and cloud, Nehemiah 9:12; comp. Exodus 13:21; Numbers 14:14. b. The revelation of God on Sinai, and the giving of the law,Nehemiah 9:13, Nehemiah 9:14. The descent of God on Sinai and the voice from heaven agreewith Exodus 19:18, Exodus 19:20, and Exodus 20:1., compared with Deuteronomy 4:36. On the variousdesignations of the law, comp. Psalm 19:9; Psalm 119:43, Psalm 119:39, Psalm 119:142. Of thecommandments, that concerning the Sabbath is specially mentioned, andspoken of as a benefit bestowed by God upon the Israelites, as aproclamation of His holy Sabbath, inasmuch as the Israelites were on theSabbath to share in the rest of God; see rem. on Exodus 20:9-11. c. Theprovision of manna, and of water from the rock, for their support duringtheir journey through the wilderness on the way to Canaan; Exodus 16:4, Exodus 16:10.,Exodus 17:6; Numbers 20:8; comp. Psalm 78:24, Psalm 78:15; Psalm 105:40. לרשׁת לבוא like Deuteronomy 9:1, Deuteronomy 9:5; Deuteronomy 11:31, and elsewhere. את־ידך נשׂאת is tobe understood according to Numbers 14:30.

Verses 16-25
Even the fathers to whom God had shown such favour, repeatedlydeparted from and rebelled against Him; but God of His great mercy didnot forsake them, but brought them into possession of the promised land.

Nehemiah 9:16-17 
“And they, even our fathers, dealt proudly, and hardenedtheir necks, and hearkened not to Thy commandments. Nehemiah 9:17 Theyrefused to obey, and were not mindful of Thy wonders that Thou didstamongst them; and hardened their necks, and appointed a captain to returnto their bondage. But Thou art a God ready to pardon, gracious andmerciful, slow to anger, and of great kindness, and forsookest them not.”In these verses the conduct of the children of Israel towards God iscontrasted with His kindness towards this stiff-necked people, thehistorical confirmation following in Nehemiah 9:18. והם is emphatic, andprefixed to contrast the conduct of the Israelites with the benefitsbestowed on them. The contrast is enhanced by the ו explicative beforeאבתינוּ, even our fathers (which J. D. Michaelis wouldexpunge, from a misconception of its meaning, but which Bertheau withgood reason defends). Words are accumulated to describe the stiff-necked resistance of thepeople. הזידוּ as above, Nehemiah 9:10. “They hardened their necks”refers to Exodus 32:9; Exodus 33:3; Exodus 34:9, and therefore already alludes to the worshipof the golden calf at Sinai, mentioned Nehemiah 9:18; while in Nehemiah 9:17, the second greatrebellion of the people at Kadesh, on the borders of the promised land,Num 14, is contemplated. The repetition of the expression, “theyhardened their hearts,” shows that a second grievous transgression isalready spoken of in Nehemiah 9:17. This is made even clearer by the next clause,וגו ראשׁ ויּתּנוּ, which is taken almost verbally fromNumbers 14:4: “They said one to another, Let us make a captain (ראשׁ נתּנה), and return to Egypt;” the notion being merely enhancedhere by the addition לעבדתם, to their bondage. The comparisonwith Numbers 14:4 also shows that בּמרים is a clerical error forבּמצרים, as the lxx read; for בּמרים, in theirstubbornness, after לעבדתם, gives no appropriate sense. In spite,however, of their stiff-neckedness, God of His mercy and goodness didnot forsake them. סליחות אלוהּ, a God of pardons;comp. Daniel 9:9; Psalm 130:4. וגו ורחוּם חנּוּן is areminiscence of Exodus 34:6. The ו before חסד came into the text bya clerical error.

Nehemiah 9:18-21 
“Yea, they even made them a molten calf, and said, This isthy god that brought thee up out of Egypt, and wrought greatprovocations. Nehemiah 9:19 Yet Thou, in Thy manifold mercies, didst not forsakethem in the wilderness; the pillar of the cloud departed not from them byday to lead them, and the pillar of fire by night to show them light in theway wherein they should go. Nehemiah 9:20 Thou gavest also Thy good Spirit toinstruct them, and withheldest not Thy manna from their mouth, andgavest them water for their thirst: Nehemiah 9:21 And forty years didst Thousustain them in the wilderness; they lacked nothing, their clothes waxednot old, and their feet swelled not.” כּי אף, also (even this)= yea even. On the worship of the golden calf, see Exodus 24:4. The words”they did (wrought) great provocations” involve a condemnation of theworship of the molten calf; nevertheless God did not withdraw Hisgracious presence, but continued to lead them by the pillar of cloud andfire. The passage Numbers 14:14, according to which the pillar of cloud andfire guided the march of the people through the wilderness after thedeparture from Sinai, i.e., after their transgression in the matter of the calf,is here alluded to. הענן עמּוּד is rhetoricallyenhanced by את: and with respect to the cloudy pillar, it departednot; so, too, in the second clause, האשׁ את־עמּוּד; comp. Ewald, §277,d. The words, Nehemiah 9:20, “Thou gavest Thy good Spirit,” etc., refer to theoccurrence, Numbers 11:17, Numbers 11:25, where God endowed the seventy elders withthe spirit of prophecy for the confirmation of Moses' authority. Thedefinition “good Spirit” recalls Psalm 143:10. The sending of manna is firstmentioned Numbers 11:6-9, comp. Joshua 5:12; the giving of water, Numbers 20:2-8. - In Nehemiah 9:21, all that the Lord did for Israel is summed up in the assertion ofDeuteronomy 2:7; Deuteronomy 8:4, חסרוּ לא; see the explanation of thesepassages.

Nehemiah 9:22-25 
The Lord also fulfilled His promise of giving the land ofCanaan to the Israelites notwithstanding their rebelliousness. Nehemiah 9:22 “AndThou gavest them kingdoms and nations, and didst divide them byboundaries; and they took possession of the land of Sihon, both the landof the king of Heshbon, and the land of Og king of Bashan. Nehemiah 9:23 AndThou didst multiply their children as the stars of heaven, and bring theminto the land which Thou hadst promised to their fathers, that they shouldgo in to possess. Nehemiah 9:24 And the children went in and possessed the land,and Thou subduedst before them the inhabitants of the land, theCanaanites, and gavest them into their hands, both their kings and thepeople of the land, to do with them according to their pleasure. Nehemiah 9:25 Andthey took fortified cities, and a fat land, and took possession of housesfilled with all kinds of goods, wells digged, vineyards and olive gardens,and fruit trees in abundance; and they ate and became fat, and delightedthemselves in Thy great goodness.” לפאה ותּחלקם is variously explained. Aben Ezra and others refer the suffix to the Canaanites, whom Godscattered in multos angulos or varias mundi partes. Others refer it to theIsraelites. According to this view, Ramb. says: fecisti eos per omnes terrae Cananaeae angulos habitare; and Gusset.: distribuisti eis terram usque ad angulum h. l. nulla vel minima regionum particula excepta. But חלק,Piel, generally means the dividing of things; and when used of persons, asin Genesis 49:7; Lamentations 4:16, to divide, to scatter, sensu malo, which is hereinapplicable to the Israelites. חלק signifies to divide, especiallyby lot, and is used chiefly concerning the partition of the land of Canaan,in Kal, Joshua 14:5; Joshua 18:2, and in Piel, Joshua 13:7; Joshua 18:10; Joshua 19:51. The wordפּאה also frequently occurs in Joshua, in the sense of a corner orside lying towards a certain quarter of the heavens, and of a boundary;comp. Joshua 15:5; Joshua 18:12, Joshua 18:14-15, Joshua 18:20. According to this, Bertheau rightly takes thewords to say: Thou didst divide them (the kingdoms and nations, i.e., theland of these nations) according to sides or boundaries, i.e., according tocertain definite limits. Sihon is the king of Heshbon (Deuteronomy 1:4), and the ו before ח את־ארץ מ is not to be expunged as a gloss, but regarded asexplicative: and, indeed, both the land of the king of Heshbon and the landof Og. The conquest of these two kingdoms is named first, because itpreceded the possession of Canaan (Numbers 21:21-35). The increase of thechildren of the Israelites is next mentioned, Nehemiah 9:23; the fathers having fallenin the wilderness, and only their children coming into the land of Canaan. The numbering of the people in the plains of Moab (Num 26) is herealluded to, when the new generation was found to be twice as numerous asthat which marched out of Egypt; while the words לרשׁת לבוא, here and in Nehemiah 9:15, are similar to Deuteronomy 1:10. The takingpossession of Canaan is spoken of in Nehemiah 9:24. ותּכנע recalls Deuteronomy 9:3. כּרצונם, according to their pleasure, comp. Daniel 8:4. Fortified cities, as Jericho and Ai.

Verses 26-31
But even in that good land the fathers were disobedient: they rejected thecommands of God, slew the prophets who admonished them, and werenot brought back to the obedience of God even by the chastisementinflicted on them, till at length God delivered them into the hands ofGentile kings, though after His great mercy He did not utterly forsakethem. - Nehemiah 9:26 “And they were disobedient, and rebelled against Thee, andcast Thy law behind their backs, and slew Thy prophets which testifiedagainst them to turn them to Thee, and they wrought great provocations. Nehemiah 9:27 And Thou deliveredst them into the hand of their oppressors, sothat they oppressed them; and in the time of their oppression they criedunto Thee. Then Thou heardest them from heaven, and according to Thymanifold mercies Thou gavest them deliverers, who delivered them out ofthe hand of their oppressors. Nehemiah 9:28 And when they had rest, they againdid evil before Thee. Then Thou deliveredst them into the hand of theirenemies, so that they had dominion over them; and they cried again untoThee, and Thou heardest from heaven, and didst deliver them according toThy great mercy, many times.”

Nehemiah 9:26 
Nehemiah 9:26 again contains, like Nehemiah 9:16, a general condemnation of theconduct of the children of Israel towards the Lord their God during theperiod between their entrance into Canaan and the captivity, which is thenjustified by the facts adduced in the verses following. In proof of theirdisobedience, it is mentioned that they cast the commands of God behindtheir back (comp. 1 Kings 14:19; Ezekiel 23:35), and slew the prophets, e.g.,Zechariah (2 Chronicles 24:21), the prophets of the days of Jezebel (1 Kings 18:13; 1 Kings 19:10), and others who rebuked their sins to turn them from them. בּ העיד, to testify against sinners, comp. 2 Kings 17:13, 2 Kings 17:15. Thelast clause of Nehemiah 9:26 is a kind of refrain, repeated from Nehemiah 9:18.

Nehemiah 9:27-28 
Nehemiah 9:27 and Nehemiah 9:28 refer to the times of the judges; comp. Judges 2:11-23. מושׁיעים are the judges whom God raised up todeliver Israel out of the power of their oppressors; comp. Judges 3:9. withNehemiah 2:16. עתּים רבּות, multitudes of times, is a co-ordinate accusative: at many times, frequently; רבּות like Leviticus 25:51.

Nehemiah 9:29-30 
“And testifiedst against them, to bring them back again toThy law; yet they hearkened not to Thy commandments, and sinnedagainst Thy judgments, which if a man do he shall live in them, and gave aresisting shoulder, and hardened their neck, and would not hear. Nehemiah 9:30 And Thou didst bear with them many years, and didst testify against themby Thy Spirit through Thy prophets; but they would not hearken,therefore Thou gavest them into the hand of the people of the lands. Nehemiah 9:31 Nevertheless in Thy great mercy Thou didst not utterly consume them,nor forsake them; for Thou art gracious and merciful.”
Nehemiah 9:29 and Nehemiah 9:30 treat of the times of the kings. בּהם ותּעד is the testimony of the prophets against the idolatrouspeople; comp. Nehemiah 9:26. וּבמשׁפּטיך is emphatically prefixed,and taken up again by בּם. The sentence, which if a man do heshall live in them, is formed upon Leviticus 18:5, comp. Ezekiel 20:11. On thefigurative expression, they gave a resisting shoulder, comp. Zechariah 7:11. Thesimile is taken from the ox, who rears against the yoke, and desires not tobear it; comp. Hosea 4:16. The sentences following are repeated from Nehemiah 9:16. עליהם תּמשׁך is an abbreviated expression for חסד משׁך, Psalm 36:11; Psalm 109:12; Jeremiah 31:3, to draw out, to extendfor a long time favour to any one: Thou hadst patience with them formany years, viz., the whole period of kingly rule from Solomon to thetimes of the Assyrians. The delivering into the power of the people of thelands, i.e., of the heathen (comp. Psalm 106:40.), began with the invasion ofthe Assyrians (comp. Nehemiah 9:32), who destroyed the kingdom of the ten tribes,and was inflicted upon Judah also by means of the Chaldeans.

Nehemiah 9:31 
But in the midst of these judgments also, God, according to Hispromise, Jeremiah 4:27; Jeremiah 5:10, Jeremiah 5:18; Jeremiah 30:11, and elsewhere, did not utterly forsakeHis people, nor make a full end of them; for He did not suffer them tobecome extinct in exile, but preserved a remnant, and delivered it fromcaptivity.

Verses 32-37
May then, God, who keepeth covenant and mercy, now also look uponthe affliction of His people, though kings, rulers, priests, and people havefully deserved this punishment; for they are now bondmen, and in greataffliction, in the land of their fathers. Nehemiah 9:32 “And now, our God, the great,the mighty, and the terrible God, who keepest covenant and mercy, let notall the trouble that hath come upon us, on our kings, our princes ourpriests, our prophets, and our fathers, and on all Thy people, since thetimes of the kings of Assyria unto this day, seem little to Thee. Nehemiah 9:33 Thou art just in all that is come upon us; for Thou hast done right, but wehave done wickedly. Nehemiah 9:34 And our kings, our princes, our priests, andour fathers have not kept Thy law, nor hearkened to Thy commandmentsand Thy testimonies, wherewith Thou didst testify against them. Nehemiah 9:35 And they have not served Thee in their kingdom, and in Thy greatgoodness that Thou gavest them, and in the large and fat land which Thougavest up to them, and have not turned from their wicked works. Nehemiah 9:36 Behold, we are now bondmen; and the land that Thou gavest untoour fathers to eat the fruit thereof, and the good thereof, behold, we arebondmen in it. Nehemiah 9:37 And it yieldeth much increase unto the kings whomThou hast set over us because of our sins; and they have dominion overour bodies, and over our cattle at their pleasure, and we are in greatdistress.” The invocation of God, Nehemiah 9:32, like that in Nehemiah 1:5, is similar toDeuteronomy 10:17. לפניך ימעט אל standsindependently, the following clause being emphasized by את, likee.g., Nehemiah 9:19: Let not what concerns all our trouble be little before Thee;comp. the similar construction with מעט in Joshua 22:17. Whatseems little is easily disregarded. The prayer is a litotes; and the sense is,Let our affliction be regarded by Thee as great and heavy. The nounsלמלכינוּ, etc., are in apposition to the suffix of מצאתנוּ, the object being continued by ל.

Nehemiah 9:33-34 
Thou art just: comp. Nehemiah 9:8, Deuteronomy 32:4; Ezra 9:15. כּל על, upon all, i.e., concerning all that has befallen us; because theirsins deserved punishment, and God is only fulfilling His word upon thesinners. In Nehemiah 9:34, את again serves to emphasize the subject. In theenumeration of the different classes of the people, the prophets are hereomitted, because, as God's witnesses, they are not reckoned among thesewho had transgressed, though involved (Nehemiah 9:32) in the sufferings that havefallen on the nation.

Verse 35
(10:1)

הם are the fathers who were not brought to repentance by God'sgoodness. בּמלכוּתם, in their independent kingdom. הרב טוּבך, Thy much good, i.e., the fulness of Thygoodness, or “in the midst of Thy great blessing” (Bertheau). Thepredicate הרחבה, the wide, extensive country, is derivedfrom Exodus 3:8. In Nehemiah 9:36., the prayer that God would not lightly regard thetrouble of His people, is supported by a statement of the need andaffliction in which they still are. They are bondmen in the land which Godgave to their fathers as a free people, bondmen of the Persian monarchs;and the increase of the land which God appointed for His people belongsto the kings who rule over them. The rulers of the land dispose of theirbodies and their cattle, by carrying off both men and cattle for their use,e.g., for military service. כּרצונם like Nehemiah 9:24.

10 Chapter 10 

Verse 1
(10:2)

A covenant made (vv. 1-32), and an engagement entered into, to furnish whatwas needed for the maintenance of the temple, its services, and ministers(Nehemiah 10:33-39). - Vv. 1-28. For the purpose of giving a lasting influence to thisday of prayer and fasting, the assembled people, after the confession ofsin (given in Neh 9), entered into a written agreement, by which they boundthemselves by an oath to separate from the heathen, and to keep thecommandments and ordinances of God, - a document being prepared for thispurpose, and sealed by the heads of their different houses.
And because of all this we make and write a sure covenant; andour princes, Levites, and priests sign the sealed (document). בּכל־זאת does not mean post omne hoc, after all that we have done this day(Schmid, Bertheau, and others); still less, in omni hoc malo, quod nobisobtigerat (Rashi, Aben Ezra), but upon all this, i.e., upon the foundation ofthe preceding act of prayer and penitence, we made אמנה, i.e.,a settlement, a sure agreement (the word recurs Nehemiah 11:23); hence כּרת is used as with בּרית, Nehemiah 9:8. אמנה may again betaken as the object of כּתבים, we write it; החתוּם ועל be understood as “our princes sealed.” החתוּם isthe sealed document; comp. Jeremiah 22:11, Jeremiah 22:14. החתוּם על means literally, Upon the sealed document were our princes, etc.; that is,our princes sealed or signed it. Signing was effected by making animpression with a seal bearing a name; hence originated the idiomהחתוּם על אשׁר, “he who was upon the sealeddocument,” meaning he who had signed the document by sealing it. By thisderived signification is the plural חחתוּמים על (Nehemiah 10:2), “they whowere upon the document,” explained: they who had signed or sealed thedocument.

Verses 2-9
(10:3-10)

At the head of the signatures stood Nehemiah the Tirshatha, as governorof the country, and Zidkijah, a high official, of whom nothing further isknown, perhaps (after the analogy of Ezra 4:9, Ezra 4:17) secretary to thegovernor. Then follow (in vv. 3-9) twenty-one names, with the addition:these, the priests. Of these twenty-one names, fifteen occur in Nehemiah 12:2-7 as chiefs of the priests who came up with Joshua and Zerubbabel fromBabylon, and in Nehemiah 12:11-20 as heads of priestly houses. Hence it isobvious that all the twenty-one names are those of heads of priestlyclasses, who signed the agreement in the names of the houses and familiesof their respective classes. Seraiah is probably the prince of the house ofGod dwelling at Jerusalem, mentioned Nehemiah 11:11, who signed in place ofthe high priest. For further remarks on the orders of priests and theirheads, see Nehemiah 12:1.

Verses 10-14
(10:11-15)

The Levites who sealed were: Jeshua the son of Azaniah, Binnui of thesons of Henadad, Kadmiel, and their brethren, fourteen names. Sons ofJeshua and Kadmiel returned, together with seventy-four other Levites,with Zerubbabel and Jeshua; Ezra 2:4; Nehemiah 7:42. Jeshua, Binnui, Kadmiel,and Sherebiah are also named in Nehemiah 12:8 as heads of orders of Levites. Of therest nothing further is known, but we may regard them as heads ofLevitical houses.

Verses 15-28
(10:16-29)

The heads of the people. Forty-four names, thirteen of which are found inthe list (Ezra 2) of the kindreds who returned with Zerubbabel; see Ezra 2. The rest are names either of the heads of the different houses into whichthese kindreds were divided, or of the elders of the smaller towns ofBenjamin and Judah. The fact that, while only thirty-three kindreds andplaced are enumerated in Ezra 2, forty-four occur here, - although names ofkindreds mentioned in Ezra 2, e.g., Shephatiah, Arah, Zaccai, etc., arewanting here, - is to be explained partly by the circumstance that thesekindreds included several houses whose different heads all subscribed, andpartly by fresh accessions during the course of years to the number ofhouses.

Verses 29-32
(10:30-33)

All the members of the community acceded to the agreement thus signedby the princes of the people, and the heads of the priests and Levites, andbound themselves by an oath to walk in the law of the Lord, and toseparate themselves from the heathen.

Nehemiah 10:29 
And the rest of the people, the priests, the Levites, the door-keepers, the singers, the Nethinim, and all that had separated themselvesfrom the people of the lands unto the law of God, their wives, their sons,and their daughters, all who had knowledge and understanding, held withtheir brethren, their nobles, and entered into an oath and curse, etc. מצזיקים is the predicate of the subjects in Nehemiah 10:29: they wereholding with their brethren, i.e., uniting with them in this matter. “The restof the people, the priests,” etc., are the members of the community,exclusive of the princes and heads of the priestly and Levitical orders. TheNethinim, to whom belonged the servants of Solomon (see rem. on Ezra 2:43.), were probably also represented in the assembly by the heads ofthe Levites. To these are added all who had separated themselves, etc., i.e.,the descendants of those Israelites who had been left in the land, and whonow joined the new community; see rem. on Ezra 6:21. The connection of נבדּל with אל־תּורת is significant: separatedfrom the heathen to the law of God, i.e., to live according thereto; comp. Ezra 6:21. Not, however, the men only, but also women and children ofriper years, acceded to the covenant. כּל־יודע מבין, every oneknowing, understanding (מבין and יודע beingconnected as an asyndeton, to strengthen the meaning), refers to sons anddaughters of an age sufficient to enable them to understand the matter. אדּרריהם, their nobles, is connected in the form of anapposition with אחיהם, instead of the adjective האדּירים. The princes and the heads of the community and priesthood areintended. באלה בּוא, to enter into an oath, comp. Ezekiel 17:13. אלה is an oath of self-imprecation, grievous punishmentsbeing imprecated in case of transgression; שׁבוּעה, a promissoryoath to live conformably with the law. We hence perceive the tenor of the agreement entered into and sealed bythe princes. Non subscripsit quidem populus, remarks Clericus, sed ratum habuit, quid-quid nomine totius populi a proceribus factum erat, juravitque id a se observatum iri. Besides the general obligation to observe all thecommandments, judgments, and statutes of God, two points, thenfrequently transgressed, are specially mentioned in Nehemiah 10:31 and Nehemiah 10:23. In Nehemiah 10:31:that we would not give our daughters to the people of the lands, etc.; seerem. on Ezra 9:2. In Nehemiah 10:32: that if the people of the land brought wares orany victuals on the Sabbath-day to sell, we would not buy if of them onthe Sabbath, or on a holy day; and would let the seventh year lie, and theloan of every hand. The words וגו הארץ עמּי areprefixed absolutely, and are afterwards subordinated to the predicate ofthe sentence by מהם. מקּחות, wares for sale, fromלקח, to take, in the sense of to buy, occurs only here. מהם נקּח, to take from them, i.e., to buy. קדשׁ יום beside שׁבּת means the other holy days, the annualfestivals, on which, according to the law, Num 28 and 29, no work was tobe done. To the sanctification of the Sabbath pertained the celebration of thesabbatical year, which is therefore named immediately afterwards. Thewords השׁ את־השּׁנה נטשׁ, to let the seventh year lie, i.e., in theseventh year to let the land lie untilled and unsown, is an abbreviationtaken from the language of the law, Exodus 28:10. כל־יד משּׁא alsodepends upon נטּשׁ. This expression (משּׁא, not משּׂא,being the reading of the best editions) is to be explained from Deuteronomy 15:2,and means the loan, that which the hand has lent to another; see rem. onDeuteronomy 15:2.

Verses 33-39
(10:34-40)

Agreement to provide for the expenses of the temple and its ministers. - Ifthe community seriously intended to walk by the rule of God's law, theymust take care that the temple service, as the public worship of thecommunity, should be provided for according to the law and a firm footingand due solemnity thus given to religion. For this purpose, it wasindispensable to guarantee the contributions prescribed for the necessaryexpenses of the temple worship, and the support of its ministers. Hencethis entering into a solemn agreement to observe the law was regarded as asuitable occasion for regulating the services prescribed by the law withrespect to the temple and its ministers, and mutually binding themselvesto their observance.

Nehemiah 10:33-34 
We ordained for ourselves (עלינוּ, upon us,inasmuch as such things are spoken of as are taken upon one). עלינוּ לתת, to lay upon ourselves the third part of a shekelyearly for the service of the house of our God. It is not said who were tobe bound to furnish this contribution, but it is assumed that it was a well-known custom. This appointed payment is evidently only a revival of theMosaic precept, Exodus 30:13, that every man of twenty years of age andupwards should give half a shekel as a תּרוּמה to the Lord, - atribute which was still paid in Christ's days, Matthew 17:24. In consideration,however, of the poverty of the greater portion of the community, it wasnow lowered to a third of a shekel. The view of Aben Ezra, that a third ofa shekel was to be paid in addition to the half shekel levied in conformitywith the law, is unsupported by the text. העבודה, the serviceof the house of God, is not the building and repairs of the temple, but theregular worship. For, according to Nehemiah 10:34, the tax was to be applied to defraying the expensesof worship, to supplying the shew-bread, the continual meat and burntofferings (Numbers 28:3-8), the sacrifices for the Sabbaths, new moons (Numbers 28:9-15), and festivals (Numbers 28:16-29, 38), - for the קדשׁים,holy gifts, by which, from their position between the burnt-offering andthe sin-offering, we may understand the thank-offerings, which wereoffered in the name of the congregation, as e.g., the two lambs atPentecost, Leviticus 23:19, and the offerings brought at feasts of dedication,comp. Exodus 24:5; Ezra 6:17, - for the sin-offerings which were sacrificed atevery great festival; and finally for all the work of the house of our God,i.e., whatever else was needful for worship (ל must be supplied from thecontext before כּל־מלאכת). The establishment of such a tax for theexpenses of worship, does not justify the view that the contributionspromised by Artaxerxes in his edict, Ezra 7:20., of things necessary toworship had ceased, and that the congregation had now to defray theexpenses from their own resources. For it may readily be supposed, thatbesides the assistance afforded by the king, the congregation might alsoesteem it needful to furnish a contribution, to meet the increasedrequirements of worship, and thus to augment the revenues of the temple, - the royal alms being limited to a certain amount (see Ezra 7:22).

Nehemiah 10:35 
“And we cast lots among the priests, the Levites, and the peoplefor the wood-offering, to bring it into the house of our God, after ourhouses, at times appointed, year by year, to burn upon the altar of theLord our God, as it is written in the law.” In the law we merely find itprescribed that wood should be constantly burning on the altar, and thatthe priest should burn wood on it every morning, and burn thereon theburnt-offering (Leviticus 6:12.). The law gave no directions concerning theprocuring of the wood; yet the rulers of the people must, at all events,have always provided for the regular delivery of the necessary quantity. Nehemiah now gives orders, as he himself tells us, Nehemiah 13:31, which makethis matter the business of the congregation, and the several houses havesuccessively to furnish a contribution, in the order decided by casting lots. The words, “at times appointed, year by year,” justify the conclusion thatthe order was settled for several years, and not that all the different housescontributed in each year.

(Note: Josephus (bello Jud. ii. 17. 6) speaks of a τῶν ξυλοφορίων ἑορτή , which he places on the fourteenth day of the month Λῶος ,i.e., Ab, the fifth month of the Jewish year. From this Bertheau infersthat the plural מזמּנים עתּים, here and Nehemiah 13:31, denotes the one season or day of delivery in each year. Butthough the name of this festival is derived from the present verse, thelxx translating העצים קרבּן העצי על, πιρὶ κλήρον ξυλοφορίας , it appears even from what Josephus says of thisfeast, ἐν ᾗ πᾶσιν ἕθος ὕλην τῷ βωμῷ προσφέρειν , that thefeast of wood-carrying does not designate that one day of the year onwhich the wood was delivered for the service of the altar. Accordingto Mishna Taanit, ch. 4 (in Lightfoot's horae hebraicae in Matth. i. 1), nine days in the year were appointed for the delivery of wood,viz., 1st Nisan, 20th Tammuz, 5th, 7th, and 10th Ab, etc. Furtherparticulars are given in Lundius, jüd. Heiligtümer, p. 1067f. The feastof wood-carrying may be compared with our harvest festival; andBertheau's inference is not more conclusive than would be theinference that our harvest festival denotes the one day in the year onwhich the harvest is gathered in.)

Nehemiah 10:36-38 
It was also arranged to contribute the first-fruits prescribedin the law. The infinitive להביא depends on העמדנוּ,and is co-ordinate with לתת, Nehemiah 10:33. The first-fruits of the ground,comp. Exodus 23:19; Exodus 34:26; Deuteronomy 26:2; the first-fruits of all fruit trees, comp. Numbers 18:13; Leviticus 19:23; the first-born of our sons who were redeemedaccording to the estimation of the priest, Numbers 18:16, and of our cattle (i.e.,in the case of the unclean, the required redemption, Exodus 13:12., Numbers 18:15), and the firstlings of the herds and of the flocks, the fat of whichwas consumed on the altar, the flesh becoming the share of the priests,Numbers 18:17. In Nehemiah 10:38 the construction is altered, the first person of theimperfect taking the place of the infinitive: and we will bring the first-fruits. ערסות, probably groats or ground flour; see rem. on Numbers 15:20,etc. תרוּמות, heave-offerings, the offering in this connection, isprobably that of wheat and barley, Ezekiel 45:13, or of the fruits of the field,which are suitably followed by the “fruit of all manner of trees.”On “the first of the wine and oil,” comp. Numbers 18:12. These offerings offirst-fruits were to be brought into the chambers of the house of God,where they were to be kept in store, and distributed to the priests for theirsupport. “And the tithes of our ground (will we bring) to the Levites; andthey, the Levites, receive the tithes in all our country towns. (Nehemiah 10:39) And apriest, a son of Aaron, shall be with the Levites when the Levites taketithes; and the Levites shall bring the tithe of the tithes to the house of ourGod, into the chambers of the treasury.” The parenthetical sentences inthese verses, המעשׂרים הלויּם והם andהלויּם בּעשׂר, have been variously understood. עשׂר in the Piel and Hiphil meaning elsewhere to pay tithe, comp. Deuteronomy 14:22; Deuteronomy 26:12; Genesis 28:22, many expositors adhere to this meaning in thesepassages also, and translate Nehemiah 10:38: for they, the Levites, must give again thetenth (to the priests); and Nehemiah 10:39: when the Levites give the tenth; while thelxx, Vulgate, Syriac, Rashi, Aben Ezra, Clericus, Bertheau, and others,take עשּׂר and העשׂיר in these sentences as signifying to collect tithe. We prefer the latter view, as giving a more suitable sense. For the remarkthat the Levites must give back the tenth (Nehemiah 10:38) does not present soappropriate a motive for the demand that the tithes should be paid, as thatthe tithes are due to the Levites. Still less does the addition, in ouragricultural towns, suit the sentence: the Levites must give back the titheto the priests. Again, the fact that it is not said till Nehemiah 10:39 that the Leviteshave to give the tenth of the tenth to the priests, speaks still more againstthis view. A priest is to be present when the Levites take the tenth, sothat the share of the priests may not be lessened. On “the tenth of thetenth,” comp. Numbers 18:26. Hezekiah had provided store-chambers in thetemple, in which to deposit the tithes, 2 Chronicles 31:11.

Nehemiah 10:39 
Nehemiah 10:39 is confirmatory of the preceding clause: the Levites were tobring the tithe of the tithes for the priests into the chambers of the temple;for thither are both the children of Israel and the Levites, to bring all heave-offerings of corn, new wine, and oil: for there are the holy vessels for theservice of the altar (comp. Numbers 4:15), and the priests that minister, andthe doorkeepers and the singers, for whose maintenance these giftsprovide. “And we will not forsake the house of our God,” i.e., we will takecare that the service of God's house shall be provided for; comp. Nehemiah 13:11-14.

11 Chapter 11 

Verse 1-2
Nehemiah 11:1 and Nehemiah 11:2 narrate the carrying out of Nehemiah's resolution, Nehemiah 7:4, tomake Jerusalem more populous, and follow Nehemiah 7:5 as to matter, but the end ofNeh 10 as to time. For while Nehemiah, after the completion of the wall,was occupied with the thought of bringing into the thinly populatedcapital a larger number of inhabitants, and had for this purpose convoked apublic assembly, that a list of the whole Israelite population of the townsof Benjamin and Judah might be taken in hand, the seventh month of theyear arrived, in which all the people assembled at Jerusalem to performthose acts of worship and solemnities (described Neh 8-10) in which thismonth abounded. Hence it was not till after the termination of theseservices that Nehemiah was able to carry out the measures he had resolvedon. For there can be no doubt that Nehemiah 11:1 and Nehemiah 11:2 of the present chapternarrate the execution of these measures. The statement that one in ten of all the people was appointed by lot todwell in Jerusalem, and the remaining nine in other cities, and that thepeople blessed the men who showed themselves willing to dwell atJerusalem, can have no other meaning than, that the inhabitants ofJerusalem were increased in this proportion, and that this wasconsequently the measure which God had, according to Nehemiah 7:5, put itinto Nehemiah's heart to take. The statement taken by itself is indeed verybrief, and its connection with Nehemiah 7:5 not very evident. But the brevity andabruptness do not justify Bertheau's view, that these two verses are notthe composition of Nehemiah himself, but only an extract from a largercontext, in which this circumstance was fully explained. For Nehemiah'sstyle not unfrequently exhibits a certain abruptness; comp. e.g., thecommencements of chs. 5 and 6, or the information Nehemiah 13:6, which are no lessabrupt, and which yet no one has conceived to be mere extracts from someother document. Besides, as the connection between Nehemiah 7:5 and Nehemiah 11:1 is interrupted by therelation of the events of the seventh month, so, too, is the account of thebuilding of the wall, Nehemiah 4:17; Nehemiah 6:15., and Nehemiah 7:1, interrupted by the insertion ofoccurrences which took place during its progress. The first sentence, Nehemiah 11:1,”And the rulers of the people dwelt at Jerusalem,” cannot be so closelyconnected with the next, “and the rest of the people cast lots,” etc., as toplace the rulers in direct contrast to the rest of the people, but must beunderstood by its retrospect to Nehemiah 7:4, which gives the following contrast:The rulers of the people dwelt at Jerusalem, but few of the people dweltthere; to this is joined the next sentence: and the rest of the people castlots. The “rest of the people” does not mean the assembled people withthe exception of the rulers, but the people with the exception of the fewwho dwelt at Jerusalem. These cast lots to bring (להביא) one often to dwell in Jerusalem. The predicate, the holy city, occurs here and Nehemiah 11:18 for the first time. Jerusalem is so called, on the ground of the prophecies, Joel 3:17 and Isaiah 48:2, because the sanctuary of God, the temple, was there. בּערים means, in the other cities of Judah and Benjamin. המּתנדּבים, those who showed themselves willing to dwell in Jerusalem, istaken by most expositors in contrast to those who were bound to do thisin consequence of the decision of the lot; and it is then further supposedthat some first went to Jerusalem of their free choice, and that the lot wasthen cast with respect to the rest. There are not, however, sufficientgrounds for this conclusion, nor yet for the assumption that the decisionof the lot was regarded as a constraint. The disposal of the lot wasaccepted as a divine decision, with which all had, whether willingly orunwillingly, to comply. All who willingly acquiesced in this decision mightbe designated as מתנדּבים; and these departed to Jerusalemaccompanied by the blessings of the people. Individuals are not so muchmeant, as chiefly fathers of families, who went with their wives andchildren.

Verses 3-6
The inhabitants of Jerusalem and the other cities. - Nehemiah 11:3 The title reads: “These are the heads of the province who dwelt atJerusalem; and in the cities of Judah dwelt every one in his possession intheir cities, Israel, the priests, the Levites, the Nethinim, and the sons ofSolomon's servants.” המּדינה is, as in Ezra 2:1, the land ofJudah, as a province of the Persian kingdom. The repetition of ישׁבוּ after יהוּדה בּערי is not to be understood ascontrasting those who dwelt in the cities with the dwellers in Jerusalem inthe sense of “but in the cities of Judah dwelt,” etc., but is here a merepleonasm. Even the enumeration of the different classes of inhabitants:Israel, the priests, etc., clearly shows that no such contrast is intended; forIsrael, the priests, etc., dwelt not only in Jerusalem, but also, according toNehemiah 11:20, in the other cities of Judah. And this is placed beyond all doubt bythe contents of the list following; the inhabitants of Jerusalem beingenumerated vv. 4-24, and the inhabitants of the other cities of Judah andBenjamin, Nehemiah 11:25-36. If, however, this title refers to the whole of the following list, it cannot, asRambach and others thought, contain only an enumeration of those who,in consequence of the lot, had taken up their residence at Jerusalem, butmust be intended as a list of the population of the whole province ofJudah in the times of Ezra and Nehemiah. It seems strange that the titleshould announce המּדינה ראשׁי, while in the list ofthe inhabitants of Jerusalem are given, besides the heads, the numbers oftheir brethren, i.e., of the individuals or fathers of families under theseheads; and that in the list of the inhabitants of the other cities, onlyinhabitants of Judah and Benjamin are spoken of. Hence this statementrefers a potiori to the heads, including the houses and families belonging tothem, while in the case of the other cities it is assumed that the inhabitantsof each locality were under a head. With Nehemiah 11:4 begins the enumeration of theheads dwelling in Jerusalem, with their houses; and the first clausecontains a special title, which affirms that (certain) of the children of Judahand of the children of Benjamin dwelt at Jerusalem. On the parallel list ofthe inhabitants of Jerusalem before the captivity, 1 Chron 9:2-34, and itsrelation to the present list, see the remarks on 1 Chron 9.

Nehemiah 11:4-6 
Of the children of Judah two heads: Athaiah of the children of Perez(comp. 1 Chronicles 2:4), and Maaseiah of the children of Shela. It has beenalready remarked on 1 Chronicles 9:5, that השּׁלני is wronglypointed, and should be read השּׁלני. כּל־חזה is a propername, as in Nehemiah 3:15. Athaiah and Maaseiah are not further known. Therewere in all four hundred and sixty-eight able-bodied men of the sons ofPerez, i.e., four hundred and sixty-eight fathers of families of the race ofPerez, among whom are probably included the fathers of families belongingto Shela, the younger brother of Perez.

Verses 7-9
Of the Benjamites there were two heads of houses: Sallu, and after himGabbai-Sallai, with nine hundred and twenty-eight fathers of families. Their chief was Joel the son of Zichri, and Jehuda the son of Sennah overthe city as second (prefect).

Verses 10-14
Of the priests: Jedaiah, Joiarib, and Jachin, three heads of houses,therefore of orders of priests (for בּן before Joiarib probably creptinto the text by a clerical error; see rem. on 1 Chronicles 9:10); Seraiah, adescendant of Ahitub, as ruler of the house of God, and their brethren, i.e.,the eight hundred and twenty-two ministering priests belonging to thesethree orders. Also Adaiah, of the house or order of Malchiah, and hisbrethren, two hundred and forty-two fathers of families; and lastly,Amashai, of the order of Immer, with one hundred and twenty-eightbrethren, i.e., priests. And their chief was Zabdiel ben Haggedolim (lxx υἱὸς τῶν μεγάλων ). עליהם refers to all thebefore-named priests. לעבות ראשׁים heads of fathers,i.e., of families, Nehemiah 11:13, is striking, for the brethren of Adaiah (אחיו), in number two hundred and forty-two, could not be heads ofhouses, but only fathers of families. The words seem to have come intothe text only by comparing it with 1 Chronicles 9:13. If they were genuine, weshould be obliged to understand לעבות ראשׁים offathers of families, contrary to general usage.

Verses 15-19
Of Levites, Shemaiah, a descendant of Bunni, with the members of hishouse; Shabbethai and Jozabad, “of the heads of the Levites over theoutward business of the house of God,” i.e., two heads of the Levites whohad the care of the outward business of the temple, probably charged withthe preservation of the building and furniture, and the office of seeing thatall things necessary for the temple worship were duly delivered. Thenames Shabbethai and Jozabad have already occurred, Nehemiah 8:7, as those oftwo Levites, and are here also personal names of heads of Levites, as theaddition הלויּם מראשׁי informs us. As the office ofthese two is stated, so also is that of those next following in Nehemiah 11:17; whenceit appears that Shemaiah, of whom no such particular is given, was head ofthe Levites charged with attending on the priests at the sacrificial worship(the האלהים בּית מלאכת, Nehemiah 11:22). The three named in Nehemiah 11:17, Mattaniah an Asaphite, Bakbukiah, and Abda aJeduthunite, are the chiefs of the three Levitical orders of singers. Mattaniah is called התּחלּה ראשׁ, head of the beginning,which gives no meaning; and should probably, as in the lxx and Vulgate,be read התּהלּה ראשׁ: head of the songs of praise, - he praised for whopraised, i.e., sounded the Hodu for prayer; comp. 1 Chronicles 16:5, whereAsaph is called the chief of the band of singers. He is followed byBakbukiah as second, that is, leader of the second band (מאחיו משׁנה like משׁנהוּ, 1 Chronicles 16:5); and Abdathe Jeduthunite, as leader of the third. All the Levites in the holy city, i.e.,all who dwelt in Jerusalem, amounted to two hundred and eighty-fourindividuals or fathers of families. The number refers only to the threeclasses named Nehemiah 11:15-17. For the gatekeepers are separately numbered inNehemiah 11:19 as one hundred and seventy-two, of the families of Akkub andTalmon.

Verses 20-24
Certain special remarks follow in Nehemiah 11:20. - Nehemiah 11:20 states that the rest ofthe Israelites, priests, and Levites dwelt in all the (other) cities of Judah,each in his inheritance. These cities are enumerated in Nehemiah 11:25.

Nehemiah 11:21 
The Nethinim dwelt in Ophel, the southern slope of MountMoriah; see rem. on Nehemiah 3:26. Their chiefs were Zihah and Gispa. ציחה occurs Ezra 2:43, followed by חשׂוּפא, as head of a divisionof Levites; whence Bertheau tries, but unsuccessfully, to identify the lattername with גּשׁפּא. For it does not follow that, because a divisionof Nethinim was descended from Hasupha, that Gishpa, one of the chiefsof those Nethinim who dwelt on Ophel, must be the same individual asthis Hasupha.

Nehemiah 11:22-23 
And the overseer (chief) of the Levites at Jerusalem wasUzzi, the son of Bani, of the sons of Asaph, the singers, in the business ofthe house of God. The מלאכה of the house of God was the dutyof the Levites of the house of Shemaiah, Nehemiah 11:15. Hence the remark in thepresent verse is supplementary to Nehemiah 11:15. The chiefs or presidents of thetwo other divisions of Levites - of those to whom the outward businesswas entrusted, and of the singers - are named in Nehemiah 11:16 and Nehemiah 11:17; while, in thecase of those entrusted with the business of the house of God, Nehemiah 11:15, thechiefs are not named, probably because they were over the singers, thesons of Asaph, who in Nehemiah 11:15 had not as yet been named. This is thereforedone afterwards in Nehemiah 11:22. מלאכת לנגד, coram opere, i.e.,circa ea negotia, quae coram in templo exigenda erant (Burm. in Ramb.),does not belong to המּשׁררים, but to הלויּם פּקיד: Uzzi was overseer of the Levites in respect of their business in thehouse of God, i.e., of those Levites who had the charge of this business. The reason of this is thus given in Nehemiah 11:23: “for a command of the king wasover them, and an ordinance was over the singers concerning the matter ofevery day.” עליהם refers to the Levites. “A command of theking was over them” means: the king had commanded them. This commandwas concerning בּיומו יום דּבר, the matterof every day. The words stand at the end of the verse, because they referto the two subjects המּלך and אמנה. אמנה is an arrangement depending upon mutual agreement, a treaty, anobligation entered into by agreement; comp. Nehemiah 10:1. The meaning of theverse is: The every-day matter was laid upon the Levites by the commandof the king, upon the singers by an agreement entered into. בּיומו יום דּבר, pensum quotidianum, is correctlyexplained by Schmid: de rebus necessariis in singulos dies. That we are notto understand thereby the contribution for every day, the rations of food(Ramb., Berth.), but the duty to be done on each day, is obvious from thecontext, in which not provisions, but the business of the Levites, isspoken of; and Uzzi the Asaphite was placed over the Levites in respectof their business in the house of God, and not in respect of food and drink. The business of the Levites in the house of God was determined by thecommand of the king; the business of the singers, on the contrary,especially that one of the singers should exercise a supervision over theservices of the Levites in worship, was made the matter of an אמנה, an agreement entered into among themselves by the differentdivisions of Levites. The king is not David, who once regulated theservices of the Levites (1 Chronicles 23:4.), but the Persian king Artaxerxes,who is mentioned as המּלך in Nehemiah 11:24; and המּלך מצות undoubtedly refers to the full power bestowed byArtaxerxes upon Ezra to order all that concerned the worship of God atJerusalem; Ezra 7:12.

Nehemiah 11:24 
Finally, the official is named who had to transact with the kingthe affairs of the people, i.e., of the whole Jewish community in Judah andJerusalem. Pethahiah, a Jew of the descendants of Zerah, was at the king'shand in all matters concerning the people. המּלך ליד canscarcely be understood of a royal commissioner at Jerusalem, but certainlydesignates an official transacting the affairs of the Jewish community atthe hand of the king, at his court.

Verses 25-36
The inhabitants of the towns of Judah and Benjamin. - The heads who, withtheir houses, inhabited country districts are here no longer enumerated, butonly the towns, with their adjacent neighbourhoods, which were inhabitedby Jews and Benjamites; and even these are but summarily mentioned.

Nehemiah 11:25-30 
The districts inhabited by the children of Judah. “And withrespect to the towns in their fields, there dwelt of the sons of Judah inKirjath-arba and its daughters,” etc. The use of אל as anintroductory or emphatic particle is peculiar to this passage, ל ,egassap beingelsewhere customary in this sense; comp. Ew. §310, a. אל denotes arespect to something. חצרים, properly enclosures, signifies,according to Leviticus 25:31, villages, towns, boroughs, without walls. שׂדות, fields, field boundaries. בּנותיה, the villages andestates belonging to a town; as frequently in the lists of towns in the bookof Joshua. Kirjath-arba is Hebron, Genesis 23:2. Jekabzeel, like Kabzeel, Joshua 15:21. חצריה, its enclosed places, the estates belonging to atown, as in Joshua 15:45. Jeshua, mentioned only here, and unknown. Moladah and Beth-phelet, Joshua 15:26-27. Hazar-shual, i.e., Fox-court,probably to be sought for in the ruins of Thaly; see rem. on Joshua 15:28. Beersheba, now Bir es Seba; see rem. on Genesis 21:31. Ziklag, at the ancientAsluj, see Joshua 15:31. Mekonah, mentioned only here, and unknown. En-rimmon; see rem. on 1 Chronicles 4:32. Zareah, Jarmuth, Zanoah, and Adullamin the plains (see Joshua 15:33-35), where were also Lachish and Azekah;see on 2 Chronicles 11:9. - In Nehemiah 11:30 the whole region then inhabited by Jews iscomprised in the words: “And they dwelt from Beer-sheba (the south-western boundary of Canaan) to the valley of Hinnom, in Jerusalem,”through which ran the boundaries of the tribes of Benjamin and Judah(Joshua 15:8).

Nehemiah 11:31-35 
The dwellings of the Benjamites. Nehemiah 11:31 The children ofBenjamin dwelt from Geba to Michmash, Aija, etc. Geba, according to 2 Kings 23:8 and Joshua 14:10, the northern boundary of the kingdom ofJudah, is the half-ruined village of Jibia in the Wady el Jib, three leaguesnorth of Jerusalem, and three-quarters of a league north-east of Ramah (ErRam); see on Joshua 18:24. Michmash (מכמשׁ or מכמס),now Mukhmas, sixty-three minutes north-east of Geba, and three and ahalf leagues north of Jerusalem; see rem. on 1 Samuel 13:2. Aija (עיּא or עיּת, Isaiah 10:28), probably one with העי, Joshua 7:2; Joshua 8:1., thesituation of which is still a matter of dispute, Van de Velde supposing it tobe the present Tell el Hadshar, three-quarters of a league south-east ofBeitin; while Schegg, on the contrary, places it in the position of thepresent Tayibeh, six leagues north of Jerusalem (see Delitzsch on Isa. atIsaiah 10:28-32, etc., translation), - a position scarcely according with Isaiah 10:28., the road from Tayibeh to Michmash and Geba not leading pastMigron (Makhrun), which is not far from Beitin. We therefore abide bythe view advocated by Krafft and Strauss, that the ruins of Medinet Chaior Gai, east of Geba, point out the situation of the ancient Ai or Ajja; seerem. on Joshua 7:2. Bethel is the present Beitin; see on Joshua 7:2. The position of Nob is not asyet certainly ascertained, important objections existing to its identificationwith the village el-Isawije, between Anâta and Jerusalem; comp. Valentiner(in the Zeitschrift d. deutsch. morgld. Gesellsch. xii. p. 169), who, ongrounds worthy of consideration, transposes Nob to the northern heightsbefore Jerusalem, the road from which leads into the valley of Kidron. Ananiah (ענניה), a place named only here, is conjectured byVan de Velde (after R. Schwartz), Mem. p. 284, to be the present BeitHanina (Arab. (hnı̂nâ)), east of Nebi Samwil; against which conjecture eventhe exchange of ע and ח raises objections; comp. Tobler, Topographie, ii. p. 414. Hazor of Benjamin, supposed by Robinson (Palestine) to be Tell'Assur, north of Tayibeh, is much more probably found by Tobler,Topographie, ii. p. 400, in Khirbet Arsûr, perhaps Assur, Arab. (‛ṣûr),eight minutes eastward of Bir Nebâla (between Rama and Gibeon); comp. Van de Velde, Mem. p. 319. Ramah, now er Râm, two leagues north ofJerusalem; see rem. on Joshua 18:25. Githaim, whither the Beerothites fled, 2 Samuel 4:3, is not yet discovered. Tobler (dritte Wand. p. 175) considers itvery rash to identify it with the village Katanneh in Wady Mansur. Hadid, Ἀδιδά , see rem. on Ezra 2:33. Zeboim, in a valley of the same name (1 Samuel 13:18), is not yet discovered. Neballat, mentioned only here, ispreserved in Beith Nebala, about two leagues north-east of Ludd (Lydda);comp. Rob. Palestine, and Van de Velde, Mem. p. 336. With respect toLod and Ono, see rem. on 1 Chronicles 8:12; and on the valley of craftsmen,comp. 1 Chronicles 4:14. The omission of Jericho, Gibeon, and Mizpah is themore remarkable, inasmuch as inhabitants of these towns are mentioned astaking part in the building of the wall (Nehemiah 3:2, Nehemiah 3:7).
Nehemiah 11:36 
The enumeration concludes with the remark, “Of the Levitescame divisions of Judah to Benjamin,” which can only signify thatdivisions of Levites who, according to former arrangements, belonged toJudah, now came to Benjamin, i.e., dwelt among the Benjamites.

12 Chapter 12 

Introduction
Lists of Priests and Levites. Dedication of the Wall of Jerusalem - Nehemiah 12:1-43
The list of the inhabitants of the province, Neh 11, is followed by lists ofthe priests and Levites (Neh 12:1-26). These different lists are, in point offact, all connected with the genealogical register of the Israelite populationof the whole province, taken by Nehemiah (Nehemiah 7:5) for the purpose ofenlarging the population of Jerusalem, though the lists of the orders ofpriests and Levites in the present chapter were made partly at an earlier,and partly at a subsequent period. It is because of this actual connectionthat they are inserted in the history of the building of the wall ofJerusalem, which terminates with the narrative of the solemn dedication ofthe completed wall in vv. 27-43.
Lists of the orders of priests and Levites. - Nehemiah 12:1-9 contain alist of the heads of the priests and Levites who returned from Babylonwith Zerubbabel and Joshua. The high priests during five generations arenext mentioned by name, Nehemiah 12:10, Nehemiah 12:11. Then follow the names of the headsof the priestly houses in the days of Joiakim the high priest; and finally,Nehemiah 12:22-26, the names of the heads of the Levites at the same period, withtitles and subscriptions.

Verses 1-9
Nehemiah 12:1-7 
Nehemiah 12:1 contains the title of the first list, Nehemiah 12:1-9. “These are thepriests and Levites who went up with Zerubbabel … and Joshua;” comp. Ezra 2:1-2. Then follow, Nehemiah 12:1, the names of the priests, with thesubscription: “These are the heads of the priests and of their brethren, inthe days of Joshua.” ואחיהם still depends on ראשׁי. The brethren of the priests are the Levites, as being their fellow-tribesmen and assistants. Two-and-twenty names of such heads areenumerated, and these reappear, with but slight variations attributable toclerical errors, as names of priestly houses in Nehemiah 12:12-21, where they aregiven in conjunction with the names of those priests who, in the days ofJoiakim, either represented these houses, or occupied as heads the firstposition in them. The greater number, viz., 15, of these have already beenmentioned as among those who, together with Nehemiah, sealed as headsof their respective houses the agreement to observe the law, Neh 10. Hencethe present chapter appears to be the most appropriate place forcomparing with each other the several statements given in the books ofNehemiah and Ezra, concerning the divisions or orders of priests in theperiod immediately following the return from the captivity, and fordiscussing the question how the heads and houses of priests enumerated inNeh 10 and 12 stand related on the one hand to the list of the priestlyraces who returned with Zerubbabel and Joshua, and on the other to thetwenty-four orders of priests instituted by David. For the purpose ofgiving an intelligible answer to this question, we first place in juxtapositionthe three lists given in Nehemiah, chs. 10 and 12.


d Nehemiah 10:3-9; Nehemiah 12:1-7 Nehemiah 12:12-21 
d 
d Priests who sealed the CovenantPriests who were Heads of their HousesPriestly Housesandtheir respective Heads
d 
d 1. Seraiah1. Seraiah*SeraiahMeraiah
d 
d 2. Azariah2. Jeremiah*JeremiahHananiah
d 
d 3. Jeremiah3. Ezra*EzraMeshullam
d 
d 4. Pashur4. Amariah*AmariahJehohanan
d 
d 5. Amariah5. Malluch*MeluchiJonathan
d 
d 6. Malchijah6. Hattush*
d 
d 7. Hattush7. Shecaniah*ShebaniahJoseph
d 
d 8. Shebaniah8. Rehum*HarimAdna
d 
d 9. Malluch9. Meremoth*MeraiothHelkai
d 
d 10. Harim10. IddoIdiahZecariah
d 
d 11. Meremoth11. Ginnethon*GinnethonMeshullam
d 
d 12. Obadiah12. Abijah*AbijahZichri
d 
d 13. Daniel13. Miamin*Miniamin
d 
d 14. Ginnethon14. Maadiah*MoadiahPiltai
d 
d 15. Baruch15. Bilgah*BilgahShammua
d 
d 16. Meshullam16. Shemaiah*ShemaiahJehonathan
d 
d 17. Abijah17. JoiaribJoiaribMathnai
d 
d 18. Mijamin18. JedaiahJedaiahUzzi
d 
d 19. Maaziah19. SalluSallaiKallai
d 
d 20. Bilgai20. AmokAmokEber
d 
d 21. Shemaiah21. HilkiahHilkiahHashabiah
d 
d 22. Jedaiah22. JedaiahNethaneel
d 
d When, in the first place, we compare the two series in Neh 12, we find thename of the head of the house of Minjamin, and the names both of thehouse and the head, Hattush, between Meluchi and Shebaniah, omitted. Inother respects the two lists agree both in the order and number of thenames, with the exception of unimportant variations in the names, asמלוּכי (Chethiv, Nehemiah 12:14) for מלּוּך (Nehemiah 12:2); שׁכניה (Nehemiah 12:3) for שׁבניה (Nehemiah 12:14, Nehemiah 10:6); רחם (Nehemiah 12:3), atransposition of חרם (Nehemiah 12:15, Nehemiah 10:6); מריות (Nehemiah 12:15)instead of מרמות (Nehemiah 12:3, Nehemiah 10:6); עדיא (Chethiv, Nehemiah 12:16) instead ofעדּוא (Nehemiah 12:4); מיּמין (Nehemiah 12:5) for מנימין (Nehemiah 12:17); מועדיה (Nehemiah 12:17) for מעדיה (Nehemiah 12:4), or, accordingto a different pronunciation, מעזיה (Nehemiah 10:9); סלּי (Nehemiah 12:20)for סלּוּ (Nehemiah 12:7). - If we next compare the two lists in Neh 12 withthat in Neh 10, we find that of the twenty-two names given (Neh 12), thefifteen marked thus * occur also in Neh 10; עזריה, Nehemiah 10:4, beingevidently a clerical error, or another form of עזרא, Nehemiah 12:2, Nehemiah 12:13. Of the names enumerated in Neh 10, Pashur, Malchiah, Obadiah, Daniel,Baruch, and Meshullam are wanting in Neh 12, and are replaced by Iddoand the six last: Joiarib, Jedaiah, Sallu, Amok, Hilkiah, and Jedaiah. Thename of Eliashib the high priest being also absent, Bertheau seeks toexplain this difference by supposing that a portion of the priests refusedtheir signatures because they did not concur in the strict measures of Ezraand Nehemiah. This conjecture would be conceivable, if we found in Neh 10that only thirteen orders or heads of priests had signed instead of twenty-two. Since, however, instead of the seven missing names, six others signedthe covenant, this cannot be the reason for the difference between thenames in the two documents (Neh 10, 12), which is probably to be found inthe time that elapsed between the making of these lists. The date of thelist, Nehemiah 12:1-7, is that of Zerubbabel and Joshua (b.c. 536); that of theother in Neh 12, the times of the high priest Joiakim the son of Joshua, i.e.,at the earliest, the latter part of the reign of Darius Hystaspis, perhapseven the reign of Xerxes.

How, then, are the two lists in Neh 12 and that in Neh 10, agreeing as theydo in names, related to the list of the priests who, according to Ezra 2:36-39 and Nehemiah 7:39-42, returned from Babylon with Zerubbabel and Joshua?The traditional view, founded on the statements of the Talmud,

(Note: In Hieros. Taanith, f. 68a; Tosafta Taanith, c. 11, in Babyl. Erachin, f. 12b. The last statement is, according to Herzfeld, Gesch. i. p. 393, as follows: “Four divisions of priests returned from captivity,viz., Jedaiah, Charim, Paschur, and Immer. These the prophets of thereturned captives again divided into twenty-four; whereupon theirnames were written upon tickets and put in an urn, from whichJedaiah drew five, and each of the other three before-named divisionsas many: it was then ordained by those prophets, that even if thedivision Joiarib (probably the first division before the captivity)should return, Jedaiah should nevertheless retain his position, andJoiarib should be טפל לו (associated with him, belonging to him).”Comp. Bertheau on Neh. p. 230, and Oehler in Herzog's Realencycl. xii. p. 185, who, though refusing this tradition the value ofindependent historical testimony, still give it more weight than itdeserves.)

is, that the four divisions given in Ezra 2 and Neh 7, “thesons of Jedaiah, the sons of Immer, the sons of Pashur and Harim,”were the priests of the four (Davidic) orders of Jedaiah, Immer,Malchijah, and Harim (the second, sixteenth, fifth, and third orders of1 Chron 24). For the sake of restoring, according to the ancient institution, a greaternumber of priestly orders, the twenty-two orders enumerated in Neh 12were formed from these four divisions; and the full number of twenty-fourwas not immediately completed, only because, according to Ezra 2:61 andNehemiah 7:63., three families of priests who could not find their registersreturned, as well as those before named, and room was therefore left fortheir insertion in the twenty-four orders: the first of these three families,viz., Habaiah, being probably identical with the eighth class, Abia; thesecond, Hakkoz, with the seventh class of the same name. See Oehler'sbefore-cited work. p. 184f. But this view is decidedly erroneous, and theerror lies in the identification of the four races of Ezra 2:36, on account ofthe similarity of the names Jedaiah, Immer, and Harim, with those of thesecond, sixteenth, and third classes of the Davidic division, - thus regardingpriestly races as Davidic priestly classes, through mere similarity of name,without reflecting that even the number 4487, given in Ezra 2:36., isincompatible with this assumption. For if these four races were only four orders of priests, each order musthave numbered about 1120 males, and the twenty-four orders of thepriesthood before the captivity would have yielded the colossal sum offrom 24,000 to 26,000 priests. It is true that we have no statement of thenumbers of the priesthood; but if the numbering of the Levites in David'stimes gave the amount of 38,000 males, the priests of that time could atthe most have been 3800, and each of the twenty-four orders would haveincluded in all 150 persons, or at most seventy-five priests of the properage for officiating. Now, if this number had doubled in the interval of timeextending to the close of the captivity, the 4487 who returned withZerubbabel would have formed more than half of the whole number ofpriests then living, and not merely the amount of four classes. Hence wecannot but regard Jedaiah, Immer, Pashur, and Harim, of Ezra 2:36, asnames not of priestly orders, but of great priestly races, and explain theoccurrence of three of these names as those of certain of the orders ofpriests formed by David, by the consideration, that the Davidic orderswere names after heads of priestly families of the days of David, and thatseveral of these heads, according to the custom of bestowing upon sons,grandsons, etc., the names of renowned ancestors, bore the names of thefounders and heads of the greater races and houses. The classification of the priests in Ezra 2:36. is genealogical, i.e., itfollows not the division into orders made by David for the service of thetemple, but the genealogical ramification into races and houses. The sonsof Jedaiah, Immer, etc., are not the priests belonging to the official ordersof Jedaiah, Immer, etc., but the priestly races descended from Jedaiah, etc. The four races (mentioned Ezra 2:36, etc.), each of which averagedupwards of 1000 men, were, as appears from Nehemiah 12:1-7 and Nehemiah 12:12, dividedinto twenty-two houses. From this number of houses, it was easy torestore the old division into twenty-four official orders. That it was not,however, considered necessary to make this artificial restoration of thetwenty-four classes immediately, is seen from the circumstances that bothunder Joiakim, i.e., a generation after Zerubbabel's return (Nehemiah 12:12-21), onlytwenty-two houses are enumerated, and under Nehemiah, i.e., after Ezra'sreturn (in Neh 10), only twenty-one heads of priestly houses sealed thedocument. Whether, and how the full number of twenty-four wascompleted, cannot, for want of information, be determined. The statementof Joseph. Ant. vii. 14. 7, that David's division into orders continues tothis day, affords no sufficient testimony to the fact.

According, then, to what has been said, the difference between the namesin the two lists of Neh 10 and 12 is to be explained simply by the fact, thatthe names of those who sealed the covenant, Neh 10, are names neither oforders nor houses, but of heads of houses living in the days of Ezra andNehemiah. Of these names, a portion coincides indeed with the names ofthe orders and houses, while the rest are different. The coincidence orsameness of the names does not, however, prove that the individualsbelonged to the house whose name they bore. On the contrary, it appearsfrom Nehemiah 12:13 and Nehemiah 12:16, that of two Meshullams, one was the head of thehouse of Ezra, the other of the house of Ginnethon; and hence, in Neh 10,Amariah may have belonged to the house of Malluch, Hattush to thehouse of Shebaniah, Malluch to the house of Meremoth, etc. In thismanner, both the variation and coincidence of the names in Neh 10 and 12may be easily explained; the only remaining difficulty being, that in Neh 10only twenty-one, not twenty-two, heads of houses are said to have sealed. This discrepancy seems, indeed, to have arisen from the omission of aname in transcription. For the other possible explanation, viz., that in theinterval between Joiakim and Nehemiah, the contemporary of Eliashib, onehouse had died out, is very far-fetched.

Nehemiah 12:8-9 
The heads of Levitical houses in the time of Jeshua the highpriest. - Of these names we meet, Nehemiah 10:10., with those of Jeshua,Binnui, Kadmiel, and Sherebiah, as of heads who sealed the covenant;while those of Sherebiah, and Jeshua the son (?) of Kadmiel, are again citedin Nehemiah 12:24 as heads of Levites, i.e., of Levitical divisions. The nameיהוּדה does not occur in the other lists of Levites in the booksof Ezra and Nehemiah, and is perhaps miswritten for הודיּה (Nehemiah 10:10; Nehemiah 13:7). Mattaniah is probably Mattaniah the Asaphite, the son ofMicah, the son of Zabdi, head of the first band of singers (Nehemiah 11:17); for hewas היּדות על, over the singing of praise. The formהיּדות, which should probably be read according to the Keriהיּדוּת, is a peculiar formation of an abstract noun; comp. Ewald, §165, b.

Nehemiah 12:9 
Bakbukiah and Unni (Chethiv ענּו), their brethren, were beforethem (opposite them) למשׁמרות, at the posts of service, i.e.,forming in service the opposite choir. Nehemiah 12:24 forbids us to understandמשׁמרות as watch-posts, though the omission of thedoorkeepers (comp. Ezra 2:42) is remarkable. Bakbukiah recurs Nehemiah 12:24; thename Unni is not again met with, though there is no occasion, on thisaccount, for the inapt conjecture of Bertheau, that the reading should beוענוּ or ויּענוּ.

Verse 10-11
A note on the genealogy of the high-priestly line from Jeshua to Jaddua isinserted, so to speak, as a connecting link between the lists of Levites, toexplain the statements concerning the dates of their composition, - datesdefined by the name of the respective high priests. The lists given Nehemiah 12:1 were of the time of Jeshua; those from Nehemiah 12:12 and onwards, of the days ofJoiakim and his successors. The name יונתן, as is obviousfrom Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:23, is a clerical error for יוחנן, Johanan,Greek Ἰωάννης , of whom we are told, Joseph. Ant. xi. 7. 1, that hemurdered his brother Jesus, and thus gave Bagoses, the general ofArtaxerxes Mnemon, an opportunity for taking severe measures againstthe Jews.

Verses 12-21
Nehemiah 12:12-21 contains the list of the priestly houses and their heads, whichhas been already explained in conjunction with that in Nehemiah 12:1-7. Nehemiah 12:22-26. The list of the heads of the Levites, Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:24, is, according to Nehemiah 12:26,that of the days of Joiakim, and of the days of Nehemiah and Ezra. Whence it follows, that it does not apply only to the time of Joiakim; forthough Ezra might indeed have come to Jerusalem in the latter days ofJoiakim's high-priesthood, yet Nehemiah's arrival found his successorEliashib already in office, and the statements of Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:23 must beunderstood accordingly.

Verse 22-23
“With respect to the Levites in the days of Eliashib, Joiada, Johanan, andJaddua were recorded the heads of the houses, and also (those) of thepriests during the reign of Darius the Persian.” To judge from theהלויּם with which it commences, this verse seems to be the titleof the list of Levites following, while the rest of its contents rather seemsadapted for the subscription of the preceding list of priests (Nehemiah 12:12-21). מלכוּת על, under the reign. The use of על withreference to time is to be explained by the circumstance that the time, andhere therefore the reign of Darius, is regarded as the ground and soil of thatwhich is done in it, as e.g., ἐπὶ νυκτί , upon night = at night-time. Darius is Darius Nothus, the second Persian monarch of that name; where also the meaning of this verse has been alreadydiscussed. In Nehemiah 12:23, the original document in which the list of Levites wasoriginally included, is alluded to as the book of the daily occurrences orevents of the time, i.e., the public chronicle, a continuation of the formerannals of the kingdom. ימי ועד, and also to the days ofJohanan, the son of Eliashib. So far did the official records of the chronicleextend. That Nehemiah may have been still living in the days of Johanan,i.e., in the time of his high-priesthood, has been already shown, p. 95. Thestatements in Nehemiah 12:22 and Nehemiah 12:23 are aphoristic, and of the nature ofsupplementary and occasional remarks.

Verse 24-25
The names Hashabiah, Sherebiah, Jeshua, and Kadmiel, frequently occur asthose of heads of Levitical orders: the two first in Nehemiah 10:12., Ezra 8:18.;the two last in Nehemiah 12:8, Nehemiah 10:10, and Ezra 2:40; and the comparison of thesepassages obliges us to regard and expunge as a gloss the בּן beforeKadmiel. Opposite to these four are placed their brethren, whose office itwas “to praise (and) to give thanks according to the commandment ofDavid,” etc.: comp. 1 Chronicles 16:4; 1 Chronicles 23:30; 2 Chronicles 5:13; and בּמצות ד, 2 Chronicles 29:25. משׁמר לעמּת משׁמר,ward opposite ward, elsewhere used of the gatekeepers, 1 Chronicles 26:16, ishere applied to the position of the companies of singers in divine worship. The names of the brethren, i.e., of the Levitical singers, follow, Nehemiah 12:25,where the first three names must be separated from those which follow,and combined with Nehemiah 12:24. This is obvious from the consideration, that Mattaniah and Bakbukiah arementioned in Nehemiah 11:17 as presidents of two companies of singers, andwith them Abda the Jeduthunite, whence we are constrained to supposethat עבדיה is only another form for עבדּא of Nehemiah 11:17. According, then, to what has been said, the division into verses must bechanged, and Nehemiah 12:25 should begin with the name משׁלּם. Meshullam, Talmon, and Akkub are chiefs of the doorkeepers; the twolast names occur as such both in Nehemiah 11:19 and Ezra 2:42, and even so early as1 Chronicles 9:17, whence we perceive that these were ancient names of racesof Levitical doorkeepers. In Ezra 2:42 and 1 Chronicles 9:17, שׁלוּם,answering to משׁלּם of the present verse, is also named withthem. The combination משׁמר שׁוערים שׁמרים is striking: we should at least have expected משׁמר שׁמרים שׁוערים, because, while שׁוערים cannot be combined with משׁמר, שׁמרים may well beso; hence we must either transpose the words as above, or read accordingto Nehemiah 11:19, בּשּׁערים שׁמרים. In the latter case,בּשּׁערים is more closely defined by the appositionהשּׁערים בּאספּי: at the doors, viz., at the treasure-chambers of the doors. On 'acupiym, see rem. on 1 Chronicles 26:15, 1 Chronicles 26:17.

Verse 26
Nehemiah 12:26 is the final subscription of the two lists in Nehemiah 12:12-21 and Nehemiah 12:24, Nehemiah 12:25.

Verses 27-43
The dedication of the wall of Jerusalem. - The measures proposed forincreasing the numbers of the inhabitants of Jerusalem having now beenexecuted (Nehemiah 7:5 and Nehemiah 11:1.), the restored wall of circumvallation wassolemnly dedicated. Nehemiah 12:27-29 treat of the preparations for this solemnity.

Nehemiah 12:27 
At the dedication (i.e., at the time of, בּ denoting nearness oftime) they sought the Levites out of all their places, to bring them toJerusalem to keep the dedication. Only a portion of the Levites dwelt inJerusalem (Nehemiah 11:15-18); the rest dwelt in places in the neighbourhood,as is more expressly stated in Nehemiah 12:28 and Nehemiah 12:29. ושׂמחה, to keepthe dedication and joy, is not suitable, chiefly on account of the followingוּבתודות, and with songs of praise. We must either readבּשׂמחה, dedication with joy (comp. Ezra 6:16), or expunge,with the lxx and Vulgate, the ו before בּתודות. בּ must berepeated before מצלתּים from the preceding words. On thesubject, comp. 1 Chronicles 13:8; 1 Chronicles 15:16, and elsewhere.

Nehemiah 12:28-29 
And the sons of the singers, i.e., the members of the threeLevitical companies of singers (comp. Nehemiah 12:25 and Nehemiah 11:17), gatheredthemselves together, both out of the Jordan valley round about Jerusalem,and the villages (or fields, חצרים, comp. Leviticus 25:31) ofNetophathi, and from Beth-gilgal, etc. הכּכּר does not mean thedistrict round Jerusalem, the immediate neighbourhood of the city(Bertheau). For, according to established usage, הכּכּר is used todesignate the Jordan valley (see rem. on Nehemiah 3:22); and ירוּשׁלים סביבות is here added to limit the כּכּר, - the wholeextent of the valley of the Jordan from the Dead Sea to the Sea of Galileenot being intended, but only its southern portion in the neighbourhood ofJericho, where it widens considerably westward, and which might be saidto be round about Jerusalem. The villages of Netophathi (comp. 1 Chronicles 9:16) are the villages or fields in the vicinity of Netopha, i.e., probably themodern village of Beit Nettif, about thirteen miles south-west ofJerusalem: comp. Rob. Palestine; Tobler, dritte Wand. p. 117, etc.; and V. de Velde, Mem. p. 336. Bertheau regards Beth-gilgal as the present Jiljilia,also called Gilgal, situate somewhat to the west of the road from Jerusalemto Nablous (Sichem), about seventeen miles north of the former town. This view, is, however, questionable, Jiljilia being apparently too distantto be reckoned among the סביבות of Jerusalem. “And from thefields of Geba and Azmaveth.” With respect to Geba, see rem. on Nehemiah 11:31. The situation of Azmaveth is unknown; see rem. on Ezra 2:24. For the singers had built them villages in the neighbourhood ofJerusalem, and dwelt, therefore, not in the before-named towns, but invillages near them.

Nehemiah 12:30 
The dedication began with the purification of the people, thegates, and the wall, by the priests and Levites, after they had purifiedthemselves. This was probably done, judging from the analogy of 2 Chronicles 29:20, by the offering of sin-offerings and burnt-offerings, according tosome special ritual unknown to us, as sacrifices of purification anddedication. This was followed by the central-point of the solemnity, aprocession of two bands of singers upon the wall (Nehemiah 12:31-42).

Nehemiah 12:31-34 
Nehemiah brought up the princes of Judah upon the wall,and appointed two great companies of those who gave thanks, and twoprocessions. These went each upon the wall in different directions, andstopped opposite each other at the house of God. The princes of Judahare the princes of the whole community, - Judah being used in the sense ofיהוּדים, Nehemiah 4:2. לחומה מעל, upwards tothe wall, so that they stood upon the wall. העמיד, to place, i.e.,to cause to take up a position, so that those assembled formed twocompanies or processions. תודה, acknowledgement, praise,thanks, and then thankofferings, accompanied by the singing of psalms andthanksgivings. Hence is derived the meaning: companies of those who gavethanks, in Nehemiah 12:31, Nehemiah 12:38, Nehemiah 12:40. ותהלכת, et processiones, solemnprocessions, is added more closely to define תודה. The company of those who gave thanks consisted of a number of Leviticalsingers, behind whom walked the princes of the people, the priests, andLevites. At the head of one procession went Ezra the scribe (Nehemiah 12:36), withone half of the nobles; at the head of the second, Nehemiah with the otherhalf (Nehemiah 12:38). The one company and procession went to the right upon thewall. Before ליּמין we must supply, “one band went”(הולכת האחת התּודה), as is evident partly from the context of thepresent verse, partly from Nehemiah 12:38. These words were probably omitted by aclerical error caused by the similarity of תּהלכת to הולכת. Thus the first procession went to the right, i.e., in a southerly direction,upon the wall towards the dung-gate (see rem. on Nehemiah 3:14); the second, Nehemiah 12:38, went over against the first (למאל), i.e., in an opposite direction,and therefore northwards, past the tower of the furnaces, etc. The starting-point of both companies and processions is not expresslystated, but may be easily inferred from the points mentioned, and can havebeen none other than the valley-gate, the present Jaffa gate (see rem. onNehemiah 2:13). Before a further description of the route taken by the firstcompany, the individuals composing the procession which followed it areenumerated in Nehemiah 12:32-36. After them, i.e., after the first company of themthat gave thanks, went Hoshaiah and half of the princes of Judah. Hoshaiah was probably the chief of the one half of these princes. Theseven names in Nehemiah 12:33 and Nehemiah 12:34 are undoubtedly the names of the princes,and the ו before עזריה is explicative: even, namely. Bertheau'sremark, “After the princes came the orders of priests, Azariah,” etc., isincorrect. It is true that of these seven names, five occur as names ofpriests, and heads of priestly houses, viz.: Azariah, Nehemiah 10:2; Nehemiah 12:1;Meshullam, Nehemiah 10:7; Shemaiah, Nehemiah 10:8 and Nehemiah 12:6; and Jeremiah, Nehemiah 12:1. But even if these individuals were heads of priestly orders, their names donot here stand for their orders. Still less do Judah and Benjamin denote thehalf of the laity of Judah and Benjamin, as Bertheau supposes, and thenceinfers that first after the princes came two or three orders of priests, thenhalf of the laity of Judah and Benjamin, and then two more orders ofpriests. Nehemiah 12:38, which is said to give rise to this view, by no meansconfirms it. It is true that in this verse העם חצי,besides Nehemiah, are stated to have followed the company of those whogave thanks; but that העם in this verse is not used to designatethe people as such, but is only a general expression for the individualsfollowing the company of singers, is placed beyond doubt by Nehemiah 12:40, whereהעם is replaced by הסּגנים חצי; while,beside the half of the rulers, with Nehemiah, only priests with trumpetsand Levites with stringed instruments (Nehemiah 12:41) are enumerated as composingthe second procession. Since, then, the priests with trumpets and Levites with musicalinstruments are mentioned in the first procession (Nehemiah 12:35 and Nehemiah 12:36), thenames enumerated in Nehemiah 12:33 and Nehemiah 12:34 can be only those of the one half of theסגנים of the people, i.e., the one half of the princes of Judah. The princes of Judah, i.e., of the Jewish community, consisted not only oflaymen, but included also the princes, i.e., heads of priestly and Leviticalorders; and hence priestly and Levitical princes might also be among theseven whose names are given in Nehemiah 12:33 and Nehemiah 12:34. A strict severance,moreover, between lay and priestly princes cannot be made by the namesalone; for these five names, which may designate priestly orders, pertain inother passages to laymen, viz.: Azariah, in Nehemiah 3:23; Ezra, as of the tribeof Judah, 1 Chronicles 4:17; Meshullam, Nehemiah 3:4; Nehemiah 10:21, and elsewhere;Shemaiah, Ezra 6:13; Ezra 10:31; 1 Chronicles 3:22; 1 Chronicles 4:37 (of Judah), 1 Chronicles 5:4 (aReubenite), and other passages (this name being very usual; comp. SimonisOnomast. p. 546); Jeremiah, 1 Chronicles 5:24 (a Manassite), Nehemiah 12:4 (aBenjamite), Nehemiah 12:10 (a Gadite). Even the name Judah is met with among thepriests (Nehemiah 12:36), and among the Levites, Nehemiah 12:8, comp. also Nehemiah 11:9, and thatof Benjamin, Nehemiah 3:23 and Ezra 10:32. In the present verses, the two names arenot those of tribes, but of individuals, nomina duorum principum (R. Sal.).

Nehemiah 12:35-36 
The princes of the congregation were followed by certain “ofthe sons of the priests” (seven in number, to judge from Nehemiah 12:41) withtrumpets; also by Jonathan the son of Zechariah, who, as appears fromthe subsequent ואחיו, was at the head of the Leviticalmusicians, i.e., the section of them that followed this procession. Hisbrethren, i.e., the musicians of his section, are enumerated in Nehemiah 12:36, - eightnames being given, among which are a Shemaiah and a Judah. “With themusical instruments of David, the man of God:” comp. 2 Chronicles 29:26; 1 Chronicles 15:16; 1 Chronicles 23:5; Ezra 3:10. “And Ezra the scribe before them,” viz.,before the individuals enumerated from Nehemiah 12:32, immediately after thecompany of those who gave thanks, and before the princes, like Nehemiah,Nehemiah 12:38.

Nehemiah 12:37-42 
After this insertion of the names of the persons whocomposed the procession, the description of the route it took is continued. From “upon the wall, towards the dung-gate (Nehemiah 12:31), it passed on” to thefountain-gate; and נגדּם, before them (i.e., going straightforwards; comp. Joshua 6:5, Joshua 6:20; Amos 4:3), they went up by the stairs ofthe city of David, the ascent of the wall, up over the house of David, evenunto the water-gate eastward. These statements are not quite intelligible tous. The stairs of the city of David are undoubtedly “the stairs that leaddown from the city of David” (Nehemiah 3:15). These lay on the eastern slopeof Zion, above the fountain-gate and the Pool of Siloam. לחומה המּעלה might be literally translated “the ascent to the wall,” as byBertheau, who takes the sense as follows: (The procession) went up uponthe wall by the ascent formed by these steps at the northern part of theeastern side of Zion. According to this, the procession would have left thewall by the stairs at the eastern declivity of Zion, to go up upon the wallagain by this ascent. There is, however, no reason for this leaving of the wall, and that whichBertheau adduces is connected with his erroneous transposition of thefountain-gate to the place of the present dung-gate. לחומה המּעלה seems to be the part of the wall which, according to Nehemiah 3:19, layopposite the המּקצוע הנּשׁק עלת, a place onthe eastern edge of Zion, where the wall was carried over an elevation ofthe ground, and where consequently was an ascent in the wall. Certainlythis cannot be insisted upon, because the further statement דויד לבית מעל is obscure, the preposition ל מעל admitting of various interpretations, and the situation of the houseof David being uncertain. Bertheau, indeed, says: “ועד in thefollowing words corresponds with מעל before דויד לבית: a wall over the house of David is not intended; and themeaning is rather, that after they were come as far as the wall, they thenpassed over the house of David, i.e., the place called the house of David,even to the water-gate.”But the separation of מעל from דויד לבית isdecidedly incorrect, ל מעל being in the preceding and followingpassages always used in combination, and forming one idea: comp. Nehemiah 12:31 (twice) and Nehemiah 12:38 and Nehemiah 12:39. Hence it could scarcely be taken here in Nehemiah 12:37 ina different sense from that which it has in Nehemiah 12:31 and Nehemiah 12:38. Not lessobjectionable is the notion that the house of David is here put for a placecalled the house of David, on which a palace of David formerly stood, andwhere perhaps the remains of an ancient royal building might still havebeen in existence. By the house of David is meant, either the royal palacebuilt (according to Thenius) by Solomon at the north-eastern corner ofZion, opposite the temple, or some other building of David, situate southof this palace, on the east side of Zion. The former view is more probablethan the latter. We translate לבית ד מעל, past the house of David. For,though לחומה מעל must undoubtedly be sounderstood as to express that the procession went upon the wall (whichmust be conceived of as tolerably broad), yet למגדּל מעל, Nehemiah 12:38, can scarcely mean that the procession also went up over thetower which stood near the wall. In the case of the gates, too, ל מעל cannot mean over upon; for it is inconceivable that this solemnprocession should have gone over the roof of the gates; and we conclude,on the contrary, that it passed beside the gates and towers. Whether theroute taken by the procession from the house of David to the water-gate inthe east were straight over the ridge of Ophel, which ran from about thehorse-gate to the water-gate, or upon the wall round Ophel, cannot bedetermined, the description being incomplete. After the house of David, nofurther information as to its course is given; its halting-place, the water-gate, being alone mentioned.
The route taken by the second company is more particularly described. - Nehemiah 12:38 and Nehemiah 12:39. “And the second company of them that gave thanks, whichwent over against, and which I and the (other) half of the people followed,(went) upon the wall past the tower of the furnaces, as far as the broadwall; and past the gate of Ephraim, and past the gate of the old (wall), andpast the fish-gate, and past the tower Hananeel and the tower Hammeah,even to the sheep-gate: and then took up its station at the prison-gate.”למואל (in the form with א only here; elsewhere מול, Deuteronomy 1:1, or מוּל), over against, opposite, sc. the firstprocession, therefore towards the opposite side, i.e., to the left; the firsthaving gone to the right, viz., from the valley-gate northwards upon thenorthern wall. וגו אחריה ואני (and I behind them)is a circumstantial clause, which we may take relatively. The order of the towers, the lengths of wall, and the gates, exactly answerto the description in Nehemiah 3:1-12, with these differences: - a. The descriptionproceeds from the sheep-gate in the east to the valley-gate in the west;while the procession moved in the opposite direction, viz., from thevalley-gate to the sheep-gate. b. In the description of the building of thewall, Neh 3, the gate of Ephraim is omitted (see rem. on Nehemiah 3:8). c. Inthe description, the prison-gate at which the procession halted is alsounmentioned, undoubtedly for the same reason as that the gate of Ephraimis omitted, viz., that not having been destroyed, there was no need torebuild it. המּטּרה שׁער is translated, gate of theprison or watch: its position is disputed; but it can scarcely be doubtedthat המּטּרה is the court of the prison mentioned Nehemiah 3:25 (המּטּרה חצר), by or near the king's house. Starting from the assumption that the two companies halted or took uppositions opposite each other, Hupfeld (in his before-cited work, p. 321)transposes both the court of the prison and the king's house to the northof the temple area, where the citadel. בּירה, βᾶρις , wassubsequently situated. But “this being forbidden,” as Arnold objects (inhis before-cited work, p. 628), “by the order in the description of thebuilding of the wall, Nehemiah 3:25, which brings us absolutely to the southernside,” Bertheau supposes that the two processions which would arrive atthe same moment at the temple, - the one from the north-east, the otherfrom the south-east, - here passed each other, and afterwards haltedopposite each other in such wise, that the procession advancing from thesouth-west stood on the northern side, and that from the north-west at thesouthern side of the temple area. This notion, however, having not the slightest support from the text, norany reason appearing why the one procession should pass the other, itmust be regarded as a mere expedient. In Nehemiah 12:40 it is merely said, the twocompanies stood in the house of God; and not even that they stoodopposite each other, the one on the north, the other on the south side ofthe temple. Thus they may have stood side by side, and together havepraised the Lord. Hence we place the prison-gate also on the south-easterncorner of the temple area, and explain the name from the circumstance thata street ran from this gate over Ophel to the court of the prison near theking's house upon Zion, which, together with the gate to which it led,received its name from the court of the prison. Not far from the prison-gate lay the water-gate in the east, near which was an open space in thedirection of the temple area (Nehemiah 8:1). On this open space the two companies met, and took the directiontowards the temple, entering the temple area from this open space, thatthey might offer their thank-offerings before the altar of burnt-offering (Nehemiah 12:43). Besides, the remark upon the position of the two companies (Nehemiah 12:40)anticipates the course of events, the procession following the secondcompany being first described in Nehemiah 12:40-42. At the end of Nehemiah 12:40 thestatement of Nehemiah 12:38 - I and the half of the people behind - is again taken up inthe words: I and the half of the rulers with me. The סגנים are,as in Nehemiah 12:32, the princes of the congregation, who, with Nehemiah, headedthe procession that followed the company of those who gave thanks. Thenfollowed (Nehemiah 12:41) seven priests with trumpets, whose names are given,answering to the sons of the priests with trumpets (Nehemiah 12:36 ) in the firstprocession. These names are all met with elsewhere of other persons. These were succeeded, as in Nehemiah 12:36, by eight Levites - eight individuals, andnot eight divisions (Bertheau). And the singers gave forth sound, i.e., ofvoices and instruments, - whether during the circuit or after the twocompanies had take their places at the temple, is doubtful. The presidentof the Levitical singers was Jezrahiah.

Nehemiah 12:43 
The solemnity terminated with the offering of great sacrificesand a general festival of rejoicing. In the matter of sacrificing, the person ofNehemiah would necessarily recede; hence he relates the close of theproceedings objectively, and speaks in the third person, as he had donewhen speaking of the preparations for them, Nehemiah 12:27, etc., only using thefirst (Nehemiah 12:31, Nehemiah 12:38, Nehemiah 12:40) person when speaking of what was appointed byhimself, or of his own position. The זבהים were chieflythank-offerings which, terminating in feasting upon the sacrifices, - and thesefeasts in which the women and children participated, - contributed to theenhancement of the general joy, the joy which God had given them by thesuccess He had accorded to their work of building their wall. For adescription of their rejoicing, comp. 2 Chronicles 20:27; Ezra 6:22, and Nehemiah 3:13.

Verse 44
The joint efforts of Nehemiah and Ezra succeeded both in restoring theenactments of the law for the performance and maintenance of the publicworship, and in carrying out the separation of the community fromstrangers, especially by the dissolution of unlawful marriages (Neh 12:44-13:3). When Nehemiah, however, returned to the king at Babylon, in thethirty-second year of Artaxerxes, and remained there some time, theabuses which had been abolished were again allowed by the people. DuringNehemiah's absence, Eliashib the priest prepared a chamber in the fore-court of the temple, as a dwelling for his son-in-law Tobiah the Ammonite. The delivery of their dues to the Levites (the first-fruits and tenths) wasomitted, and the Sabbath desecrated by field-work and by buying andselling in Jerusalem; Jews married Ashdodite, Ammonitish, and Moabitishwives; even a son of the high priest Joiada allying himself by marriage withSanballat the Horonite. All these illegal acts were energetically opposed byNehemiah at his return to Jerusalem, when he strove both to purify thecongregation from foreigners, and to restore the appointments of the lawwith respect to divine worship (13:4-31).
The narration of these events and of the proceedings of Nehemiah in thelast section of this book, is introduced by a brief summary (in Neh 12:44-13:3) of what was done for the ordering of divine worship, and for theseparation of Israel from strangers; and this introduction is so annexed towhat precedes, not only by the formula ההוּא בּיּום (Nehemiah 12:33 and Nehemiah 13:1), but also by its contents, that it might be regarded as asummary of what Nehemiah had effected during his first stay at Jerusalem. It is not till the connective מזּה ולפני, “and beforethis” (Nehemiah 13:4), with which the recital of what occurred during Nehemiah'sabsence from Jerusalem, in the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes, beings,that we perceive that this description of the restored legal appointmentsrelates not only to the time before the thirty-second year of Artaxerxes,but applies also to that of Nehemiah's second stay at Jerusalem, and bearsonly the appearance of an introduction, being in fact a brief summary of allthat Nehemiah effected both before and after the thirty-second year ofArtaxerxes. This is a form of statement which,is to be explained by the circumstance that Nehemiah did not compile thisnarrative of his operations till the evening of his days.

Nehemiah 12:44 

The reformations in worship and in social life effected byNehemiah. - Nehemiah 12:44-47. Appointments concerning divine worship. Nehemiah 12:44. And at that time were certain appointed over the chambers of store-placesfor the heave-offerings, the first-fruits, and the tenths, to gather into them,according to the fields of the cities, the portions appointed by the law forthe priests and Levites. Though the definition of time ההוּא בּיּום corresponds with the ההוּא בּיּום of Nehemiah 12:43, it is nevertheless used in a more general sense, and does not refer, as inNehemiah 12:43, to the day of the dedication of the wall, but only declares that whatfollows belongs chiefly to the time hitherto spoken of. יום means, not merely a day of twelve or twenty-four hours, but veryfrequently stands for the time generally speaking at which anythingoccurs, or certum quoddam temporis spatium; and it is only from thecontext that we can perceive whether יום is used in its narroweror more extended meaning. Hence ההוּא בּיּום is often used in the historical andprophetical books, de die, or de tempore modo memorato, incontradistinction to הזּה היּום, the time present to thenarrator; comp. 1 Samuel 27:6; 1 Samuel 30:25, and the discussion in Gesen. Thes. p. 369. That the expression refers in the present verse not to any particularday, but to the time in question generally, is obvious from the wholestatement, Nehemiah 12:44-47. לאוצרות נשׁכות are notchambers for the treasures, i.e., treasure-chambers; but both here and Nehemiah 13:12, אוצרות signify places where stores are kept, magazines;hence: these are chambers for store-places for the heave-offerings, etc.;comp. Nehemiah 10:38-39. With respect to נשׁכות, see rem. onNehemiah 3:30. הערים לשׂדי, according to the fields of thecities, according to the delivery of the tenth of the crop from the fields ofthe different cities. These contributions necessitated the appointment ofindividuals to have the care of the store-chambers; “for Judah rejoiced inthe priests and the Levites who were ministering,” and thereforecontributed willingly and abundantly “the portions of the law,” i.e., theportions prescribed in the law. The form מנאות is exchanged forמניות, Nehemiah 12:47 and Nehemiah 13:10. האמדים is a shorterexpression for יהוה לפני האמדים, Deuteronomy 10:8: standing before the Lord, i.e., ministering.

Verses 45-47
And they cared for the care of their God, etc.; i.e., they observed all thatwas to be observed, both with respect to God and with respect topurification, i.e., they faithfully and punctually performed their office. Onמשׁמרת שׁמר, see rem. on Genesis 26:5 and Leviticus 8:35. “And (so also) the singers and doorkeepers,” i.e., they, too, observed theduties incumbent on them. This must be mentally supplied from thebeginning of the verse. “According to the commandment of David and ofSolomon his son;” comp. 2 Chronicles 8:14 and 1 Chronicles 24:26. ו must beinserted before שׁלמה, as in the lxx and Vulgate, after theanalogy of 2 Chronicles 33:7 and 2 Chronicles 35:4; for an asyndeton would be here tooharsh. As ו is here omitted, so does it also appear superfluously beforeאסף, Nehemiah 12:46, probably by a clerical error. The verse can be onlyunderstood as saying: “for in the days of David, Asaph was of old chief ofthe singers, and of the songs of praise, and of the thanksgiving unto God.”ו before Asaph is here out of place; for to take it as introducing aconclusion: in the days of David, therefore, was Asaph … seems unnatural. The ו probablycame into the text through a reminiscence of 2 Chronicles 29:30 and 2 Chronicles 35:15. The matter, however, of these passages is consistentwith the naming of David and Asaph, while such a co-ordination isunsuitable in the present passage. The Masoretes have indeed attemptedto make sense of the words by altering the singular ראשׁ into theplural ראשׁי; but the Keri ראשׁי is nothing more thana worthless conjecture, arising partly from the unsuitableness of ו beforeאסף, and partly from the consideration that Henan and Ethanwere, as well as Asaph, chiefs of bands of singers. Nehemiah, however,was not concerned in this passage about exactness of statement, - themention of Asaph as chief of the singers being quite sufficient for thepurpose of his remark, that from the times of David onward orders ofsingers had existed. - In Nehemiah 12:47 this subject is concluded by the generalstatement that all Israel, i.e., the whole community, in the days ofZerubbabel and Nehemiah, gave the portions prescribed in the law for theministers of the sanctuary, singers, doorkeepers, Levites, and priests. מקדּישׁים, they were sanctifying, i.e., consecrabant. הקדּישׁ, to sanctify, said of the bringing of gifts and dues to the ministers ofthe sanctuary; comp. 1 Chronicles 26:27; Leviticus 27:14. On the matter itself,comp. Nehemiah 10:38. and Numbers 18:26-29.

13 Chapter 13 

Verse 1-2
Public reading of the law, and separation from strangers. - Nehemiah 13:1. At a publicreading of the law, it was found written therein, that no Ammonite orMoabite should come into the congregation of God, because they met notthe children of Israel with bread and with water, but hired Balaam to cursethem, though God turned the curse into a blessing. This command, foundin Deuteronomy 23:4-6, is given in full as to matter, though slightly abbreviated asto form. The sing. ישׂכּר relates to Balak king of Moab, Numbers 22:2., and the suffix of עליו to Israel as a nation; see theexplanation of Deuteronomy 23:4.

Verse 3
This law being understood, all strangers were separated from Israel. ערב is taken from Exodus 12:38, where it denotes the mixed multitude ofnon-Israelitish people who followed the Israelites at their departure fromEgypt. The word is here transferred to strangers of different heathennationalities living among the Israelites. The date of the occurrence hererelated cannot be more precisely defined from the ההוּא בּיּום. Public readings of the law frequently took place in those days, asis obvious from Neh 8 and 9, where we learn that in the seventh month thebook of the law was publicly read, not only on the first and second days,but also daily during the feast of tabernacles, and again on the day ofprayer and fasting on the twenty-fourth of the month. It appears,however, from מזּה לפני, Nehemiah 13:4, compared with Nehemiah 13:6, thatthe reading Nehemiah 13:1-3 took place in the interval between Nehemiah's first andsecond stay at Jerusalem. This view is not opposed by the factsmentioned Nehemiah 13:4. and 23f. The separation of the ערב could notbe carried out at once; and hence, notwithstanding repeated resolutions tosever themselves from strangers (Nehemiah 9:2; Nehemiah 10:31), cases to the contrarymight be discovered, and make fresh separations needful.

Verse 4-5
Nehemiah, on his return to Jerusalem, reforms the irregularities that hadbroken out during his absence. - Nehemiah 13:4-9. While Nehemiah was at Babylonwith King Artaxerxes, Eliashib the high priest had given up to his relative,Tobiah the Ammonite (Nehemiah 2:10; Nehemiah 4:3, and elsewhere), a large chamber inthe temple, i.e., in the fore-court of the temple (v. 7), probably for his useas a dwelling when he visited Jerusalem (see rem. on v. 8). On his return,Nehemiah immediately cast all the furniture of Tobiah out of this chamber,purified the chambers, and restored them to their proper use as a magazinefor the temple stores. מזּה לפני, before this (comp. Ewald, §315, c), refers to the beforementioned separation of the ערב from Israel (Nehemiah 13:3). Eliashib the priest is probably the high priest ofthat name (Nehemiah 3:1; Nehemiah 12:10, Nehemiah 12:22). This may be inferred from the particular: setover (he being set over) the chambers of the house of our God; for suchoversight of the chambers of the temple would certainly be entrusted to nosimple priest, though this addition shows that this oversight did notabsolutely form part of the high priest's office. For נתן, in the sense of to set, to place over, comp. 1 Kings 2:35; the construction with בּ instead of על is, however, unusual,but may be derived from the local signification of בּ, upon, over. Ewaldand Bertheau are for reading לשׁכת instead of the sing. לשׁכּת, because in Nehemiah 13:5 it is not הלּשׁכּה that is spoken of, but alarge chamber. לשׁכּת may, however, be also understoodcollectively. Eliashib, being a relation of Tobiah (קרוב like 2:20), prepared him a chamber. The predicate of the sentence, Nehemiah 13:4, followsin Nehemiah 13:5 with ויּעשׂ, in the form of a conclusion following theaccessory sentence of the subject. How Tobiah was related to Eliashib isnowhere stated. Bertheau conjectures that it was perhaps only through thecircumstance that Johanan, the son of Tobiah, had married a daughter ofMeshullam ben Berechiah (Nehemiah 6:18), who, according to Nehemiah 3:30, was a priestor Levite, and might have been nearly related to the high priest. “A great chamber,” perhaps made so by throwing several chambers intoone, as older expositors have inferred from Nehemiah 13:9, according to whichNehemiah, after casting out the goods of Tobiah, had the chambers (plural)cleansed. The statement also in Nehemiah 13:5 , that there (in this great chamber)were aforetime laid up not only the meat-offerings (i.e., oil and flour, thematerials for them), the incense, and the sacred vessels, but also the titheof the corn, the new wine, and the oil, and the heave-offerings of thepriests, seems to confirm this view. This tenth is designated as הלויּם מצות, the command of the Levites, i.e., what wasapportioned to the Levites according to the law, the legal dues for whichמשׁפּט is elsewhere usual; comp. Deuteronomy 18:3; 1 Samuel 2:13. Theheave-offering of the priest is the tenth of their tenth which the Leviteshad to contribute, Nehemiah 10:39.

Verse 6
In all this, i.e., while this was taking place, I was not in Jerusalem; for inthe thirty-second year of Artaxerxes I went to the king, and after the lapseof some days I entreated the king (נשׁאל like 1 Samuel 20:6, 1 Samuel 20:28). Whathe entreated is not expressly stated; but it is obvious from what follows,”and I came to Jerusalem,” that it was permission to return to Judea. Evenat his first journey to Jerusalem, Nehemiah only requested leave to make atemporary sojourn there, without giving up his post of royal cup-bearer;comp. Nehemiah 2:5. Hence, after his twelve years' stay in Jerusalem, he wasobliged to go to the king and remain some time at court, and then to beg forfresh leave of absence. How long he remained there cannot be determined, - ימים לקץ, after the lapse of days, denoting nodefinite interval; comp. Genesis 4:3. The view of several expositors, thatימים means a year, is devoid of proof. The stay of Nehemiahat court must have lasted longer than a year,since so many illegal acts on the part of the community as Nehemiah onhis return discovered to have taken place, could not have occurred in soshort a time. Artaxerxes is here called king of Babylon, because the Persiankings had conquered the kingdom of Babylon, and by this conquestobtained dominion over the Jews. Nehemiah uses this title to express alsothe fact that he had travelled to Babylon.

Verse 7
At his return he directed his attention to the evil committed by Eliashib inpreparing a chamber in the court of the temple (בּ הבין like Ezra 8:15) for Tobiah.

Verse 8-9
This so greatly displeased him, that he cast out all the household stuff ofTobiah, and commanded the chamber to be purified, and the vessels of thehouse of God, the meat-offering and the frankincense, and probably thetenths and heave-offerings also, the enumeration being here onlyabbreviated, to be again brought into it. From the words household stuff, itappears that Tobiah used the chamber as a dwelling when he came fromtime to time to Jerusalem.

Verses 10-14
The payment of dues to the Levites, and the delivery of the tenths andfirst-fruits, had also been omitted. - Nehemiah 13:10. “And I perceived that theportions of the Levites had not been given; and the Levites and singerswho had to do the work, were fled every one to his field.” The Levites,i.e., the assistants of the priests, the singers, and also the porters, who arenot expressly mentioned in this passage, were accustomed to receiveduring the time of their ministry their daily portions of the tenths andfirst-fruits (Nehemiah 12:47). When then these offerings were discontinued,they were obliged to seek their maintenance from the fields of the townsand villages in which they dwelt (Nehemiah 12:28.), and to forsake the service of thehouse of God. This is the meaning of the בּרח, to flee to thefields.

Nehemiah 13:11-12 
“Then I contended with the rulers, and said, Why is thehouse of God forsaken?” It was the duty of the סגנים, theheads of the community (comp. Nehemiah 2:16), to see that the tithes, etc.,were regularly brought to the house of God. Hence Nehemiah rebukesthem by asking: Why is the house of God forsaken? i.e., through the non-delivery of the dues. On נעזב, comp. Nehemiah 10:39. This rebuke madethe impression desired. Nehemiah assembled the Levites and set them intheir place (comp. Nehemiah 9:3; 2 Chronicles 30:16; 2 Chronicles 35:10), i.e., he brought them back to theperformance of their official duties, and (Nehemiah 13:12) all Judah (the wholecommunity) brought the tithe of the corn, etc., into the store-chambers ofthe temple; comp. Nehemiah 10:38. 2 Chronicles 11:11.

Nehemiah 13:13-14 
“And I appointed as managers of the stores (or storehouses,i.e., magazines) Shemaiah the priest,” etc. ואוצרה, Hiphil, forאוצירה, is a denominative from אוצר, to set some one overthe treasures. Whether Shemaiah and Zadok are the individuals of thesenames mentioned in Nehemiah 3:30, Nehemiah 3:29, cannot be determined. Zadok is called aסופר, a writer or secretary, not a scribe in the Jewish sense ofthat word. A Pedaiah occurs Nehemiah 8:4. ידם ועל, and at theirhand Hanan, probably as an under-steward. These four were placed in thisposition because they were esteemed faithful. ועליהם, and itwas (incumbent) on them (comp. 1 Chronicles 9:27; Ezra 10:12) to distributeto their brethren, i.e., to the priests and Levites, the portions due to them(Nehemiah 13:10). Nehemiah concludes his account of this matter with the wish, thatGod may remember him concerning it (comp. Nehemiah 5:19), and not wipe outthe kindnesses which he has shown to the house of God and its watches. תּמה, abbreviated from the Hiphil תּמחה, to cause to wipe out. חסדים .tuo like 2 Chronicles 35:26. משׁמרים (the form occurring onlyhere), properly watches, watch-posts, here the office of attending on theservice of the temple.

Verses 15-22
Field-work and trading on the Sabbath done away with. - Nehemiah 13:15. In thosedays, i.e., when he was occupied with the arrangements for worship,Nehemiah saw in Judah (in the province) some treading wine-presses onthe Sabbath, and bringing in sheaves, and lading asses, and also wine,grapes, and figs, and all kinds of burdens, and bringing it to Jerusalem onthe Sabbath-day. The מביאים is again taken up by the secondוּמביאים, and more closely defined by the addition: toJerusalem. Robinson describes an ancient wine-press in his BiblicalResearches, p. 178. On כּל־משּׂא, comp. Jeremiah 17:21. ואעיד,and I testified (against them), i.e., warned them on the day wherein theysold victuals. ציד, food, victuals; Psalm 132:15; Joshua 9:5, Joshua 9:14. Hewarned them no longer to sell victuals on the Sabbath-day. Bertheau, onthe contrary, thinks that Nehemiah saw how the market people in theneighbourhood of Jerusalem started while it was still the Sabbath, not forthe purpose of selling during that day, but for that of being early in themarket on the next day, or the next but one. The text, however, offers nosupport to such a notion. In Nehemiah 13:16 it is expressly said that selling tookplace in Jerusalem on the Sabbath; and the very bringing thither of wine,grapes, etc., on the Sabbath, presupposes that the sale of these articleswas transacted on that day.

Nehemiah 13:16 
Tyrians also were staying therein, bringing fish and all kind ofware (מכר), and sold it on the Sabbath to the sons of Judah and inJerusalem. ישׁב is by most expositors translated, to dwell; butit is improbable that Tyrians would at that time dwell or settle atJerusalem: hence ישׁב here means to sit, i.e., to stay awhileundisturbed, to tarry.

Nehemiah 13:17-18 
Nehemiah reproved the nobles of Judah for this profanationof the Sabbath, reminding them how their fathers (forefathers) by suchacts (as rebuked e.g., by Jeremiah, Jeremiah 17:21.) had brought upon thepeople and the city great evil, i.e., the misery of their former exile andpresent oppression; remarking in addition, “and ye are bringing more wrathupon Israel, profaning the Sabbath,” i.e., you are only increasing the wrathof God already lying upon Israel, by your desecration of the Sabbath. Comp. on the last thought, Ezra 10:10, Ezra 10:14. He also instituted measures forthe abolition of this trespass.

Nehemiah 13:19 
He commanded that the gates of Jerusalem should be closedwhen it began to be dark before the Sabbath, and not re-opened till theSabbath was over. In the description of this measure the command and itsexecution are intermixed, or rather the execution is brought forward as thechief matter, and the command inserted therein. “And it came to pass, assoon as the gates of Jerusalem were dark (i.e., when it was dark in thegates) before the Sabbath, I commanded, and the gates were shut; and Icommanded that they should not be opened till after the Sabbath,” i.e.,after sunset on the Sabbath-day. צלל, in the sense of to growdark, occurs in Hebrew only here, and is an Aramaean expression. Nehemiah also placed some of his servants at the gates, that no burdens,i.e., no wares, victuals, etc., might be brought in on the Sabbath. אשׁר is wanting before יבוא לא; the command isdirectly alluded to, and, with the command, must be supplied beforeיבוא לא. The placing of the watch was necessary,because the gates could not be kept strictly closed during the whole of theday, and ingress and egress thus entirely forbidden to the inhabitants.

Nehemiah 13:20 
Then the merchants and sellers of all kinds of ware remainedthroughout the night outside Jerusalem, once and twice. Thus, becauseegress from the city could not be refused to the inhabitants, the rest of theSabbath was broken outside the gates. Nehemiah therefore put an end tothis misdemeanour also.

Nehemiah 13:21 
He warned the merchants to do this no more, threatening them:”If you do (this) again (i.e., pass the night before the walls), I will layhands on you,” i.e., drive you away by force. The form לנים forלנים occurs only here as a “semi-passive” formation; comp. Ewald,§151, b. From that time forth they came no more on the Sabbath.

Nehemiah 13:22 
A further measure taken by Nehemiah for the sanctification ofthe Sabbath according to the law, is so briefly narrated, that it does notplainly appear in what it consisted. “I commanded the Levites that theyshould cleanse themselves, and they should come keep the gates tosanctify the Sabbath-day.” The meaning of the words השּׁערים שׁמרים בּאים is doubtful. The Masoretes haveseparated בּאים from שׁמרים by Sakeph; while deWette, Bertheau, and others combine these words: and that they shouldcome to the keepers of the doors. This translation cannot be justified bythe usage of the language; for בּוא with an accusative of the personoccurs only, as may be proved, in prophetical and poetical diction (Job 20:22; Proverbs 10:24; Isaiah 41:25; Ezekiel 32:11), and then in the sense of tocome upon some one, to surprise him, and never in the meaning of to comeor go to some one. Nor does this unjustifiable translation give even an appropriate sense. Why should the Levites go to the doorkeepers to sanctify the Sabbath?Bertheau thinks it was for the purpose of solemnly announcing to thedoorkeepers that the holy day had begun, or to advertise them by someform of consecration of its commencement. This, however, would havebeen either a useless or unmeaning ceremony. Hence we must relinquishthis connection of the words, and either combine השּׁערים שׁמרים as an asyndeton with בּאים: coming andwatching the gates, or: coming as watchers of the gates; and then themeasure taken would consist in the appointment of certain Levites to keepthe gates on the Sabbath, as well as the ordinary keepers, thus consecratingthe Sabbath as a holy day above ordinary days. Nehemiah concludes theaccount of the abolition of this irregularity, as well as the preceding, byinvoking a blessing upon himself; comp. rem. on Nehemiah 13:14. על חוּסה like Joel 2:17.

Verse 23-24
Marriages with foreign wives dissolved. - Nehemiah 13:23 and Nehemiah 13:24. “In those days Ialso saw, i.e., visited, the Jews who had brought home Ashdodite,Ammonite, and Moabite wives; and half of their children spoke the speechof Ashdod, because they understood not how to speak the Jews' language,and according to the speech of one and of another people.” It is not said, Isaw Jews; but, the Jews who … Hence Bertheau rightly infers, thatNehemiah at this time found an opportunity of seeing them, perhaps upona journey through the province. From the circumstance, too, that a portionof the children of these marriages were not able to speak the language ofthe Jews, but spoke the language of Ashdod, or of this or that nation fromwhich their mothers were descended, we may conclude with tolerablecertainty, that these people dwelt neither in Jerusalem nor in the midst ofthe Jewish community, but on the borders of the nations to which theirwives belonged. הושׁיב like Ezra 10:2. וּבניהם precedes inan absolute sense: and as for their children, one half (of them) spake. יהוּדית (comp. 2 Kings 18:26; Isaiah 36:11; 2 Chronicles 32:18) is thelanguage of the Jewish community, the vernacular Hebrew. The sentenceוגו ואינם is an explanatory parenthesis, ועם עם וכלשׁן still depending upon מדבר:spake according to the language, i.e., spake the language, of this and thatpeople (of their mothers). The speech of Ashdod is that of the Philistines,which, according to Hitzig (Urgeschichte u. Mythol. der Philistäer),belonged to the Indo-Germanic group. The languages, however, of theMoabites and Ammonites were undoubtedly Shemitic, but so dialecticallydifferent from the Hebrew, that they might be regarded as foreign tongues.

Verses 25-27
With these people also Nehemiah contended (אריב like Nehemiah 13:11 andNehemiah 13:17), cursed them, smote certain of their men, and plucked off their hair(מרט, see rem. on Ezra 9:3), and made them swear by God: Yeshall not give your daughters, etc.; comp. Nehemiah 10:31. On the recurrence ofsuch marriages after the separations effected by Ezra of those existing athis arrival at Jerusalem. Nehemiah did not insiston the immediate dissolution of these marriages, but caused the men toswear that they would desist from such connections, setting before them,in Nehemiah 13:26, how grievous a sin they were committing. “Did not Solomon, kingof Israel, sin on account of these?” (אלּה על, on account ofstrange wives). And among many nations there was no king like him(comp. 1 Kings 3:12., 2 Chronicles 1:12); and he was beloved of his God(alluding to 2 Samuel 12:24), and God made him king over all Israel (1 Kings 4:1); and even him did foreign women cause to sin (comp. 1 Kings 11:1-3). “And of you is it heard to do (that ye do) all this great evil, to transgressagainst our God, and to marry strange wives?” Bertheau thus rightlyunderstands the sentence: “If the powerful King Solomon was powerlessto resist the influence of foreign wives, and if he, the beloved God, foundin his relation to God no defence against the sin to which they seducedhim, is it not unheard of for you to commit so great an evil?” He alsorightly explains הנשׁמע according to Deuteronomy 9:23; while Geseniusin his Thes. still takes it, like Rambach, as the first person imperf.: nobisnemorem geramus faciendo; or: Should we obey you to do so great an evil?(de Wette); which meaning - apart from the consideration that no obedience,but only toleration of the illegal act, is here in question - greatly weakens, ifit does not quite destroy, the contrast between Solomon and לכם.

Verse 28-29
Nehemiah acted with greater severity towards one of the sons of Joiadathe high priest, and son-in-law of Sanballat. He drove him from him(מעלי, that he might not be a burden to me). The reason forthis is not expressly stated, but is involved in the fact that he was son-in-law to Sanballat, i.e., had married a daughter of Sanballat the Horonite(Nehemiah 2:10), who was so hostile to Nehemiah and to the Jewish communityin general, and would not comply with the demand of Nehemiah that heshould dismiss this wife. In this case, Nehemiah was obliged to interferewith authority. For this marriage was a pollution of the priesthood, and abreach of the covenant of the priesthood and the Levites. Hence he closesthe narrative of this occurrence with the wish, Nehemiah 13:29, that God would bemindful of them (להם, of those who had done such evil) onaccount of this pollution, etc., i.e., would punish or chastise them for it. גּאלי, stat. constr. pl. from גּאל, pollution (plurale tant.). It was a pollution of the priesthood to marry a heathen woman, suchmarriage being opposed to the sacredness of the priestly office, which apriest was to consider even in the choice of a wife, and because of whichhe might marry neither a whore, nor a feeble nor a divorced woman, whilethe high priest mighty marry only a virgin of his own people (Leviticus 21:7, Leviticus 21:14). The son of Joiada who had married a daughter of Sanballat wasnot indeed his presumptive successor (Johanan, Nehemiah 12:11), for then hewould have been spoken of by name, but a younger son, and therefore asimple priest; he was, however, so nearly related to the high priest, thatby his marriage with a heathen woman the holiness of the high-priestlyhouse was polluted, and therewith also “the covenant of the priesthood,”i.e., not the covenant of the everlasting priesthood which God granted toPhinehas for his zeal (Numbers 25:13), but the covenant which God concludedwith the tribe of Levi, the priesthood, and the Levites, by choosing thetribe of Levi, and of that tribe Aaron and his descendants, to be His priest(לו לכהנו, Exodus 28:1). This covenant required, on the part of thepriests, that they should be “holy to the Lord” (Leviticus 21:6, Leviticus 21:8), who hadchosen them to be ministers of His sanctuary and stewards of His grace.
Josephus (Ant. xi. 7. 2) relates the similar fact, that Manasseh, a brotherof the high priest Jaddua, married Nikaso, a daughter of the satrapSanballat, a Cuthite; that when the Jewish authorities on that accountexcluded him from the priesthood, he established, by the assistant of hisfather-in-law, the temple and worship on Mount Gerizim (xi. 8. 2-4), andthat many priests made common cause with him. Now, though Josephuscalls this Manasseh a brother of Jaddua, thus making him a grandson ofJoiada, and transposing the establishment of the Samaritan worship onGerizim to the last years of Darius Codomannus and the first of Alexanderof Macedon, it can scarcely be misunderstood that, notwithstanding thesediscrepancies, the same occurrence which Nehemiah relates in the presentverses is intended by Josephus. The view of older theologians, to whichalso Petermann (art. Samaria in Herzog's Realenc. xiii. p. 366f.) assents,that there were two Sanballats, one in the days of Nehemiah, the other inthe time of Alexander the Great, and that both had sons-in-law belongingto the high-priestly family, is very improbable; and the transposition ofthe fact by Josephus to the times of Darius Codomannus and Alexanderaccords with the usual and universally acknowledged incorrectness of hischronological combinations. He makes, e.g., Nehemiah arrive at Jerusalemin the twenty-fifth year of Xerxes, instead of the twentieth of Artaxerxes,while Xerxes reigned only twenty years.

Verse 30-31
Nehemiah concludes his work with a short summary of what he hadeffected for the community. “I cleansed them from all strangers” (comp. Nehemiah 13:23., Nehemiah 9:2; Nehemiah 13:1.), “and appointed the services for the priests andLevites, each in his business, and for the wood-offering at times appointed(Nehemiah 10:35), and for the first-fruits” (Nehemiah 10:36.). The suffix to וטהרתּים refers to the Jews. נכר, strange, means foreign heathencustoms, and chiefly marriages with heathen women, Nehemiah 13:23., Nehemiah 9:2; Nehemiah 13:1. משׁמרות העמיד, properly to set a watch, here usedin the more general sense of to appoint posts of service for the priests andLevites, i.e., to arrange for the attendance upon those offices which theyhad to perform at their posts in the temple, according to the law; comp. Nehemiah 10:37, Nehemiah 10:39; Nehemiah 12:44-46; Nehemiah 13:13. וּלקרבּן andולבּכּוּרים, Nehemiah 13:31, still depend on משׁמרות ואעמידה: I appointed the attendance for the delivery of thewood for the altar at appointed times (comp. Nehemiah 10:35), and for the first-fruits, i.e., for bringing into the sanctuary the heave-offering for thepriests. The בּכּוּרים are named as pars pro toto, instead of all theתרוּמות prescribed by the law. On the arrangements connectedwith these two subjects, viz., the purification from heathen practices, andthe restoration of the regular performance of divine worship, wasNehemiah's whole energy concentrated, after the fortification of Jerusalemby a wall of circumvallation had been completed. He thus earned a lastingclaim to the gratitude of the congregation of his fellow-countryman thatreturned from Babylon, and could conclude his narrative with the prayerthat God would remember him for good. On this frequently-repeatedsupplication (comp. Nehemiah 13:14, Nehemiah 13:22, and Nehemiah 5:19) Rambach justly remarks:magnam Nehemiae pietatem spirat. This piety is, however - as we cannotfail also to perceive - strongly pervaded by the legal spirit of post-Babylonian Judaism.
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