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To my Father
who has consistently modeled 
a passion to know, practice, and teach 
the word of God
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For Ezra had set his heart to seek the law of Yahweh and to do it; and to teach in Israel statute and judgment.

Ezra 7:10

.wyb*z+u)-lK* lu^ oPa^w+ oZu%w+ hb*ofl= wyv*q=b^m=-lK*-lu^ Wnyh@l)a$-dy~
The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good; but His strength and His wrath are upon all those who abandon Him.
Ezra 8:22b

Acknowledgements

I owe an immense debt to my professors at Bob Jones University. I am especially grateful to the members of my committee. Dr. Terry Rude, my first advisor in seminary as well as the first chairman of my committee, modeled a meticulous attention to the details of Scripture and a great love of our Savior. Dr. Robert Bell, who was also my father’s dissertation chairman, ably guided me to the completion of this project.  His passion for Christ-honoring excellence and the exacting standards which he consequently maintains have repeatedly spurred me to excel. To the other members of my committee, Dr. Michael Barrett, Dr. Randy Jaeggli, Dr. Ken Casillas, and Dr. Dave Shumate, who counseled, commented, and critiqued my work in one form or another, I am grateful.

I am also grateful to Dr. Ron Horton who provided direction and focus to my literary analysis both in person and through his invaluable Companion to College English. Dr. Caren Silvester unselfishly proofread large portions of the dissertation, offering many helpful stylistic suggestions. Dr. Tom Ragle, a former Oxford don and personal friend from my time in China, kindly read the entire dissertation and encouraged me throughout. My parents, Drs. Allan and Nadine Brown, and my brother, Nathan Brown, read virtually every chapter as well as many rough drafts, frequently providing substantive suggestions. Special thanks are due to Dolly Wong.  In addition to proofreading individual chapters and the entire dissertation, her frequent skepticism about the viability of my ideas challenged me to hone my arguments and refine my presentation.

I also wish to acknowledge Mrs. Pat LeMaster of the J. S. Mack Library, whose untiring help in obtaining interlibrary loan materials has been deeply appreciated. My dear wife, Marianne, entered this process at the half-way mark. She graciously indexed the Scripture references throughout the dissertation and endured the long hours and occasional loneliness necessitated by the project without complaint. She is truly an ly!j^-tv#a@. Thanks is also due to Dr. Steve Buckley and Dr. Gladie Stroup of the Office of Extended Education who encouraged and supported me with a flexible work schedule.

Finally, none of this would have been possible apart from the grace of my Lord Jesus Christ. He has sustained me both physically and spiritually over the last three and a half years, and, more importantly, deepened my appreciation of the beauty of His character as revealed in the Book of Ezra.  To Him be all the glory and praise.

Introduction

“There is a time to break and a time to build … a time to rend and a time to sew.”
 With such words the Preacher summarizes the balancing tensions of life under the sun. Even within the narrow compass of Ezra’s ten chapters, this Solomonic merismus proves true. Constructing the temple, restoring the worship of Yahweh, and building national spiritual integrity necessitated breaking cultural and even marital bonds. Beyond those challenges, the Book of Ezra engages the existential tensions implicit in post‑exilic Israel. Being “in the world, but not of the world” and trusting the “good hand of God” when confronted with the secular fist were among the more prominent problems the Israelites faced. Above and behind, yet provoking and controlling these antitheses, resides the center point of Ezra’s narrative, the God of Heaven. A narrative account of the first and second returns from exile, the Book of Ezra addresses these issues with a distinctly theological message that deserves careful attention.

Difficulties

Not unexpectedly, the student of Ezra’s theological message encounters a daunting array of difficulties in matters introductory, textual, theological, and methodological. Questions concerning the authorship and compositional relationship of Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah surface more frequently than any others. Running a close second are issues surrounding the dates of Ezra and Nehemiah and their chronological position within Persian history. The historical progress of the text’s development into its present form and the disparate materials of Ezra’s narrative—lists, historical details, autobiography, court records, prayers—also pose problematic questions of literary coherence and theological intention. Other challenges include the absence of an explicit theological orientation, such as one finds in Chronicles, and the presence of theologically anomalous material: mandated divorce in Ezra 9‑10. Perhaps the most formidable task confronting this dissertation is methodological: it must wed harmoniously two lines of inquiry, the literary and the Biblical‑theological, that have typically been separated both in presupposition and in development.

Need

Despite the compelling challenges attending the Book of Ezra, no one has written a full‑length treatment of its theological message and literary structure. This deficiency stems primarily from the consensus of OT scholarship, liberal and conservative alike, that Ezra is a component of a single literary work: Ezra‑Nehemiah.

 Nonetheless, all who outline Ezra-Nehemiah recognize Ezra as a distinct unit of thought development. It possesses an undeniable integrity that merits its own theological analysis. That Ezra is not designed to be a historical chronicle of the post‑exilic period, or even the rebuilding of the temple, is also recognized by conservative and liberal scholars alike.
 Its selectivity alone warrants this conclusion. The Book of Ezra presents, rather, a theologically charged narrative. The choice of this historiographic mode and the narrative poetic it invokes makes understanding its communicative strategies a prerequisite for grasping its theological message. Though the narrative form does not control the content of Ezra’s message, it does distribute meaning along unique lines—lines to which one must attend lest he read less than the author wrote, or infer more than the author meant.

Theologically, the Book of Ezra possesses a dual significance. Together with Nehemiah, it forms the capstone of Old Testament history, yielding the only coverage of the post‑exilic returns from Cyrus to Artaxerxes I. Looking forward, it also contributes to the last span of the bridge extending into intertestamental silence. As such, it helps lay the groundwork for the revelation of God’s final word, the Messiah. Apart from its challenging literary character, the universal nature of the problems Ezra addresses should impel one to study this book for the normative theology it contains.

Previous Works

The thesis that comes the closest to a theology of Ezra is a 1991 Ph.D. dissertation by Felisi Sorgwe , “The Canonical Shape of Ezra‑Nehemiah and its Theological and Hermeneutical Implications.”
 Sorgwe  discusses historical-critical, canonical, and Masoretic approaches to interpretation, the authorship of Ezra‑Nehemiah, similarities and dissimilarities between the canonical shapes of Ezra‑Nehemiah and Chronicles, and the theological interrelations between Ezra‑Nehemiah and the rest of the OT canon. However, he devotes only one chapter to the isolation of nine theological themes whose composite message is “the calling and molding of Israel by God to be a worshiping community.”
 His brevity and combined treatment of Ezra and Nehemiah limit this chapter’s value as a theological analysis of Ezra. At present the only full‑length treatment of Ezra from a literary perspective is Tamara Eskenazi ’s Ph.D. dissertation, “In An Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra‑Nehemiah.”
 She examines Ezra‑Nehemiah’s narrative structure, use of repetition, characterization, and interaction of viewpoints to locate its central ideology. She does not, however, deal with Ezra’s use of dialogue or informational gapping, and her choice to bracket all historical questions appears to have blinded her to one of Ezra’s most prominent literary strategies: temporal ordering. Her work also suffers from the assumption that Ezra and Nehemiah were not contemporaries, thus skewing her analysis of perspective and characterization.
 Other theses discuss topics tangential to Ezra’s theology and literary character,
 but none develop these aspects of Ezra proper. 

Historically, Old Testament theologians have approached their task along thematic lines, attempting to distill the Old Testament’s theological essence from its disparate parts. Not surprisingly, then, relatively few OT theologies develop the theological message of OT books. The advent of Brevard S. Childs ’s canonical approach to OT studies,
 coincident with burgeoning interest in “the Bible as literature,” has provided impetus to understanding the communicative intent of scriptural texts in their canonical form.
 Despite the large number of OT theologies produced in the wake of this interest, only two devote any serious attention to the theology of Ezra. Eugene H. Merrill  offers an insightful chapter on “The Theology of Ezra-Nehemiah and Esther” in A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament.
 Merrill ’s theology develops two themes from Ezra‑Nehemiah: the person and actions of God, and the people of God. In his Old Testament Theology, Paul R. House  dedicates a chapter to the theology of Ezra‑Nehemiah.
 Despite his hyphenated title, he formulates his theological themes sectionally,
 rather than treating Ezra‑Nehemiah as a literary complex with a pervasive theological unity. As is apparent from the foregoing chapter titles, no OT theology provides an analysis of the theology of Ezra proper. House ’s sectional treatment comes nearest this mark, but its survey approach limits the depth of its theological sounding. 

A few OT introductions give brief summaries of the literary features and theology of Ezra. Raymond Dillard  and Tremper Longman  present a short analysis of Ezra’s generic features and its “theological message.”
 William Lasor , David Hubbard , and Frederic Bush note the literary effects of Ezra’s thematic concerns on his presentation of chronology (specifically in chapter four). Their theological summary suggests four themes spanning both Ezra and Nehemiah.
 In Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, Brevard Childs  proposes an overarching literary structure and three theological themes that support the integrity of Ezra‑Nehemiah’s canonical shape.

The number of periodical articles that deal with Ezra’s theology or literary character can be counted on one hand. William Dumbrell  attempts to demonstrate how Ezra‑Nehemiah preserves the “theological tenor” of post-exilic eschatological expectation in relation to the restoration of the temple, the return from captivity as a “second Exodus,” and the rebuilding of Jerusalem.
 F. C. Fensham  examines several themes in Ezra and Nehemiah as a means of understanding how the “Chronicler” uses his sources theologically.
 J. G. McConville ’s study highlights Ezra‑Nehemiah’s use of prophecy to engender hope for the future of Israel despite her unsatisfactory condition at present.
 Writing from a literary perspective, Tamara Eskenazi  discusses the literary structure of Ezra‑Nehemiah and its implications for the book’s integrity.

More recently published commentaries often contain summary discussions of the theological and literary features of Ezra (or Ezra-Nehemiah). Commentary authors who provide some limited discussion of these features include Edwin Yamauchi , F. C. Fensham , and Charles Wilson .
 Derek Kidner ’s concise treatment, although using systematic theological categories, reflects careful attention to the theological data of Ezra.
 Mervin Breneman ’s nine page section on the theology of Ezra-Nehemiah treats seven theological topics and also offers brief modern applications for each topic.
 H. G. M. Williamson  presents a theological reading of Ezra‑Nehemiah that attempts to do justice to its narrative form. His treatment comes the closest of any author to synthesizing the literary and theological elements of Ezra‑Nehemiah.
 Two commentaries that focus entirely on the theological significance of Ezra are noteworthy as well: Mark Throntveit ’s Ezra-Nehemiah and J. G. McConville ’s Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther.
 Both commentaries offer valuable theological observations, though McConville  focuses primarily on exposing the relevance of Ezra for modern Christianity. Literary “commentaries” on the text of Ezra are few and far between. The earliest, by Buckner Trawick , offers a source‑critical reading of Ezra-Nehemiah.
 Much more focused on genuinely literary elements, Shemaryahu Talmon  briefly discusses narrative composition, structural devices, and the use of chronology in Ezra-Nehemiah.
 Douglas Green ’s chapter in A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible provides the most valuable overview of Ezra‑Nehemiah’s literary character. He outlines the major themes of Ezra-Nehemiah and then analyzes the use of characterization and style in the development of those themes.

Bible encyclopedias, dictionaries, and handbooks offer, in general, somewhat meager treatments of Ezra’s theology or literary character. However, the articles in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, The Oxford Companion to the Bible, and the Holman Bible Handbook deserve honorable mention.
 Each presents some analysis of Ezra’s theological message. The most substantive offerings in this category are the articles in the New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis and the Evangelical Dictionary of Biblical Theology.
 Unique in its approach, the Dictionary of Biblical Imagery examines the primary image patterns in Ezra, giving noteworthy attention to the details of the text.
 Beyond recognizing Ezra’s diverse generic elements or macroscopic structural patterns, none of the surveyed encyclopedia, dictionary, or handbook articles offer an examination of the literary character of Ezra.

Delimitations

In keeping with the nature of this dissertation, certain delimitations necessarily apply. As a Biblical theology, it does not interact with or rebut critical theories of authorship, date, or textual history. It does not address textual critical issues or crux interpretum unless pertinent to the exegesis of a specific passage. It does not provide a verse‑by‑verse commentary on the text, nor does it treat all theological issues relevant to systematic theology. As a literary analysis, it does not attempt to rehearse or refute the protean forms of modern and post-modern literary criticism such as New Criticism, Structuralism, Reader‑Response, or Deconstructionism.
 Although acknowledging the legitimacy of studying the purely aesthetic features of a narrative, this dissertation focuses solely on those narrative strategies that contribute to the reader’s understanding of Ezra’s message. The final delimitation involves Ezra’s historical background. One must understand Ezra’s message within the historical and prophetic context of the post‑exilic period. Recent dissertations and monographs, however, provide more than adequate treatment of this material.
 Thus, historical materials are introduced only in those instances where they illuminate specific aspects of Ezra’s literary or theological character.

Subject and Methodology

This dissertation attempts to fill the need for a full‑length analysis of the literary and theological character of the Book of Ezra. More specifically, it seeks to discern what Ezra’s theological message is and how Ezra communicates that message through his narrative. The tools for pursuing the separate analyses incorporated here, the literary analysis
 and the book theology,
 have received much attention over the past three decades. Typically, studies focus on the literary or the theological aspect of a book and make only passing mention of the other. How these analytical modes cooperate and complement each other in ascertaining narrative meaning remains, therefore, relatively uncharted territory.
 In order to achieve a holistic understanding of the Biblical text of Ezra, this study has employed the following methodology. The original text of Ezra (Hebrew and Aramaic) was translated and read repeatedly, and modern English versions were frequently consulted. Since Ezra’s literary form both precedes and embodies its theological function, literary analysis precedes Biblical-theological analysis. After summarizing the book’s central theological message, the dissertation concludes by demonstrating how Ezra develops this message along the narrative course.

The Application of Literary Analysis

Literary analysis is the careful examination of how an author’s compositional methods communicate his intended message.
 As such, it complements and provides guidance to the Biblical theologian’s search for a book’s theological message. The first step in literary analysis involves ascertaining the genre of the text under consideration. A text’s genre determines the general rules by which one should interpret it. Despite the diversity of its compositional elements, the Book of Ezra fits within the narrative genre. Therefore, the second step will focus on analyzing Ezra’s narrative strategies.
 The approach employed here moves from structural strategies that frame the narrative, such as temporal ordering and plot, to those that flesh out the narrative, such as characterization, dialogue, and point of view.
 These elements are traced, not primarily to appreciate Ezra’s literary genius or his rhetorical control of reader interest, but rather with an eye to the ideological or theological constraints these strategies place on the reader.
 In other words, the controlling question of this literary analysis is, “What theological themes are being advanced, developed, or highlighted by the author’s narrative techniques?”

The Application of Biblical‑Theological Analysis

Following the analysis of the peculiar themes advanced by Ezra’s narrative techniques, the Biblical‑theological method is applied to the text. This method involves two main processes: (1) isolating and developing Ezra’s theological subthemes, and (2) summarizing the book’s central theological message. The first step proceeds by using the tools of historical-grammatical exegesis to extract any thematic material not discerned through literary analysis. The dissertation then arranges and develops these themes logically, employing categories suggested by the text rather than borrowing systematic theological categories. Once the subthemes have been clarified, the central message of the book is summarized. This summary exposes how the central theme relates to Ezra’s historical setting and incorporates the book’s subthematic material.

Hearing the Message in the Reading Process

Having unraveled the intricate theological weavings of a book and separated the various themes into piles, most book theologies consider their task complete.
 However, the unraveling process obscures the vital relationship between the precisely analyzed thematic piles and the book’s textual tapestry. The discerning reader may identify individual themes as he reads through the text, but a critical question remains unanswered: if that is the theological message, why did the author not say it that way? In other words, why did the author write a narrative and not a thematic essay?

Consider attending a lecture on “The Messiah” by Handel in which the lecturer discusses the oratorio’s musical instrumentation, dynamics, and harmonies. He analyzes Handel’s compositional techniques, answering such questions as did Handel utilize counterpoint, what melodic repetitions occur, and how do Handel’s juxtapositions, combinations, and isolations of instruments and vocal lines contribute to the overall mood and texture of his work. The lecturer then offers an insightful summary of the theological themes and central message of the oratorio. If, however, the lecturer were to close without demonstrating how all the oratorio’s parts cooperate in the process of communicating that central message, his analysis would be incomplete. In the same way, the Biblical theologian has not finished his task until he gains an understanding of how the book’s message emerges in the process of reading. In other words, the Biblical theologian does not fully appreciate a book’s theological message until he understands how to hear that message in the process of reading the book.

Conclusion 

In keeping with this methodology, this dissertation proceeds according to the following plan. Chapters One and Two deal with macroscopic structuring in Ezra: genre and temporal ordering. Chapter Three analyzes plot composition and dialogue. Chapter Four examines Ezra’s use of point of view and characterization. Chapters Five through Seven delineate the themes Ezra develops regarding Yahweh’s character, the importance of holiness, the Returnees’ continuity with pre-exilic Israel, and hope for the Returnees’ future. Chapter Seven concludes by showing how these themes meld into the central theological message of Ezra’s book. By tracing the emergence of Ezra’s theological message in the reading process, Chapter Eight provides a reader’s guide to the theological message of Ezra. Chapter Nine summarizes the conclusions made throughout the dissertation and then offers suggestions for further study and the homiletical use of Ezra.

Chapter 1
Temporal Ordering In Ezra: Part I

"Chronological Anomalies in Ezra,” Bibliotheca Sacra 162 (Jan-Mar 2005): 68–84
With its very first words, Ezra rivets the narrative to the line of time: “In the first year of Cyrus, King of Persia … .”
 At each successive turn of events, temporal markers point the way. In all, more than 40 of these signs of time line the textual highway, and the text ends its story with yet another temporal pinpoint, “And they finished … upon the first day of the first month” (10:17 ).
 Beginning, middle, and end—every part of the Book of Ezra reflects the author’s careful attention to time. 

At the same time, however, the prominence of these dates creates something of a problem. Since dates are characteristic of historical narrative, and “for narrative to make sense as narrative, it must make chronological sense,”
 the reader has a double sense that Ezra’s narrative should unfold in just the sequence that things happened. But it does not. After covering more than 80 years of post‑exilic history (538‑457 B.C.; 1:1‑4:23 ), without skipping a beat, Ezra jumps back 63 years to 520 B.C. (4:24 ) and picks up the account of the temple’s completion where he left it (4:5 ). With the rebuilding of the temple complete in 516 B.C. (4:24‑6:22 ), an almost offhanded “after these things” transports the reader forward over more than 57 years of largely undisclosed history and lands him in 458 B.C., the seventh year of Artaxerxes (7:1 , 7 ). 

In contrast to the first section’s 80-year span (538‑457 B.C.), the last section (7:1‑10:44 ) covers precisely one year to the day (1/1/458 B.C. to 1/1/457 B.C.).
 The narrative’s temporal disproportions match its equally variable pace in the telling of its story—sometimes moving moderately, sometimes at a gallop, other times inching genealogically name‑by‑name. These textual factors in combination with the unalterable temporality of narrative—time as the matrix of events within a narrative, and time as the matrix of the reader in reading a narrative—underscore the importance of time in Ezra, important not only in constructing the narrative but also in discerning its message. 

Ezra’s use of narrative temporality constitutes his most obvious yet complex literary technique. Bridging temporal gaps, manipulating temporal

Figure 1 — A Comparison of Chronological Order and Narrative Order in Ezra
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pace and proportion, maneuvering between chronology and anachrony
—Ezra makes use of these (and other) strategies of time throughout his narrative.
 This chapter will analyze how Ezra develops and deploys these temporal strategies in the construction of the narrative’s key theological themes.

Temporal Notations

The most prominent aspect of Ezra’s focus on time is the frequency and variety of temporal markers throughout the text. No major juncture in the narrative is without an accompanying signpost. Depending on the criteria used to identify temporal markers, one will find between forty to forty‑three in the Book of Ezra. The temporal markers charted in Table 1 meet one or more of the following criteria: (1) specific mention of a year, month, or day; (2) reference to time‑specific events (e.g., “the evening sacrifice,” 9:5 ); (3) association of an historical figure with a span of time’s beginning, end, or duration; and (4) use of temporal adverbs (e.g., “when,” “after”). The one phrase in italics failed to meet any of the above criteria, yet it too seemed to mark time’s passing in a more subtle fashion.

Table 1 — Temporal Notations in Ezra
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Ezra’s temporal markers range across a continuum from highly specific dates to ambiguous time references. Four categories of dates suggest themselves from the data: (1) specific names and dates, (2) specific points in time or specific lengths of time, (3) markers that delimit a general time period without specifying a point within that period, and (4) general consecutive indicators (“after,” “when”) that do not precisely identify the temporal relations between the events they mark and those that precede them. The great majority of Ezra’s temporal markers refer to a specific point in time, either with a name and a date or with a simple date. Of the eight clear references to a general time period, six locate their associated events within the reign of a Persian or Assyrian king. The other two involve references to the “days of old.” Though only two ambiguous time references occur in Ezra (7:1 ; 9:1 ), as will be shown, they are by no means insignificant. 

Temporal Notations and Narrative Structure

The value of analyzing Ezra’s temporal notations lies primarily in the relationships that exist between the distribution of these temporal signposts and the structure of the narrative.
 At least four levels of narrative structure, ranging from micro‑ to macro‑structures, exist in Biblical narrative: (1) verbal structure, (2) narrative technique structure, (3) narrative world structure, and (4) conceptual structure.
 Temporal notations exist at the level of the verbal structure; however, their contributions to the structure of the narrative are most perceptible at the other three levels. 

Unanimous agreement exists among Biblical and literary scholars that Ezra’s “narrative world structure” divides into two major sections: chapters 1‑6 and chapters 7‑10.
 While a greater diversity of treatment exists below this sectional level, each section naturally subdivides into two episodes:
 chapters 1‑2  cover the first return;
 chapters 3‑6  cover the building of the 
temple and opposition to God’s people; chapters 7‑8  cover the second return under Ezra, and chapters 9‑10  cover the problem of mixed marriages.

As Table 2 shows, episodes one and two both begin with specific temporal notations (1:1 ; 3:1 ), whereas episodes three and four both begin with ambiguous time references and are preceded by temporal gaps (7:1 ; 9:1 ). Ezra marks the end of his narrative’s action with another specific date (10:17 ). Thus temporal notations demarcate both the beginning and the end of the narrative action, and each of the sections within the book begins with a temporal reference.

Both episodes one and three recount a return of God’s people, but the contrast in temporal detail could hardly be greater. Section one begins with its first and only temporal notation; no mention is made of the first return’s starting time, ending time, or duration. The temporal details of the first return are not significant. Its occurrence in fulfillment of the word of Yahweh through the prophet Jeremiah, not its details, constitutes its signal feature. On the other hand, the second section contains highly specific dates that mark precisely the second return’s beginning, duration, and ending. The specificity of Ezra’s temporal notations regarding the second return, as well as the anachronous order of their presentation, serves a distinctly rhetorical function which in turn supports the theological point being made in that section.

Table 2 — Narrative Structure and Temporal Notations
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Ezra’s “narrative technique structure” primarily involves the relationships between the four kinds of material incorporated into the book: narration, written decrees and letters,
 lists, and dialogue.
 A correlation between Ezra’s placement of temporal signposts and these materials reveals that the majority of Ezra’s temporal notations occur in narration.
 At this level the temporal markers play a crucial role in creating and maintaining narrative continuity. Through their linkage, the book’s sections and episodes are brought into chronological or thematic coherence.

Temporal notations make an indirect contribution to the final and most significant structural level, conceptual structure, through their role in chronology, anachrony, temporal pace, and temporal proportion, for it is these strategies that help create the thematic structure of the book. 

Table 3 — Narrative Technique Structure and Temporal Notations

	
Episodes
	
Narration
	
TN
	Written material
	
TN
	
Lists
	
TN
	
Dialogue
	
TN

	1‑2 
	1:1 
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	1:2‑4 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1:5‑8 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	1:9‑11 a
	
	
	

	
	1:11 b
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2:1‑2 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	2:3‑69 
	
	
	

	
	2:70 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3‑6 
	3:1‑13 
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4:1‑7 
	3
	
	
	
	
	4:2b‑3 
	1

	
	
	
	4:8‑22 
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	4:23‑24 
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5:1‑7 
	1
	
	
	
	
	5:3‑4 
	

	
	
	
	5:7‑16 
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	6:1‑2 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	6:3‑12 
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	6:13‑22 
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7‑8 
	7:1a 
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	7:1b‑5 
	
	
	

	
	7:6‑11 
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	7:12‑26 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	7:27‑28 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	8:1 
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	8:2‑14 
	
	
	

	
	8:15‑20 
	1
	
	
	8:18‑20 
	
	
	

	
	8:21‑30 
	
	
	
	8:26‑27 
	
	
	

	
	8:31‑36 
	3
	
	
	8:35 
	
	
	

	9‑10 
	9:1‑5 
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9:6‑15 
	3

	
	10:1 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10:2‑4 
	

	
	10:5‑9 
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10:10‑14 
	1

	
	10:15‑17 
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	10:18‑43 
	
	
	

	
	10:44 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals:
	
	30
	
	5
	
	0
	
	5


Note: TN indicates temporal notations. The number in the “Totals” row reflects how many temporal notations occur in each section.
Temporal Notations and Narrative Chronology

Temporal markers also play a crucial role in establishing Ezra’s narrative chronology.
 This role involves two key functions: (1) genre indication, and (2) establishment of reader expectation. As in life, so in literature, first impressions are important. The Book of Ezra initiates the reader to the world of its narrative not with scenic depiction or vivid action, but with a date, a temporal locator planting itself firmly in the Persian world of Cyrus, the first king of Medo‑Persia. That initial date produces certain immediate effects upon the reader and his reading. First, it suggests that the Book of Ezra belongs to the genre of history.
 Further reading confirms this idea, showing Ezra to be narrative prose history
—narrative because it tells a story, prose because it uses non‑poetic language, and history because it is a record of the past.
 Historical narrative by representational necessity moves sequentially from early to late in imitation of time’s march. Chronology is its guiding principle; and so the reader, introduced to a historical notation in the first line of the narrative, anticipates finding the same principle at work in the rest of the narrative. 

The second effect of Ezra’s first temporal notation is the establishment of reader expectation. Every narrative establishes a “perceptual set” or framework by which the reader understands the norms of the world he is entering.
 Ezra’s opening date contributes a significant element to the reader’s perceptual framework by establishing a temporal precedent. As in geometry where two points form a line, so in narrative two successive dates conform to time’s line, and three such dates generate movement in time’s direction. Ezra gives not two or three, but many successive dates throughout his narrative. Out of Ezra’s forty‑some time references, only two or three sets of temporal points openly deviate from time’s order.
 The composite result of Ezra’s temporal notations is a strong sense that this narrative will be in chronological order. 

Temporal markers alone, however, are not sufficient to develop a narrative chronology.
 There is more to Ezra’s use of time than explicit road signs, for what good are signs without a road? They mark progress, give direction, and indicate location. Yet they are only points along the story’s line, and it is the story that unfolds. Ezra paves his narrative highway with a consistent flow of cause‑effect sequences that generates a strong chronological primacy‑effect.
 Yahweh stirs Cyrus, and he decrees God’s will (1:1‑4 ). Levites are appointed to supervise the founding of the temple, and the work progresses (3:8‑10 ). The Jews repulse the offer of a helping hand, and opposition ensues (4:1‑24 ). God acts; men react. Kings command; subjects obey. From beginning to end, Ezra’s temporal markers work in conjunction with the narrative’s causal sequences to generate a sense of chronological movement through history. 

The significance of this chronological primacy‑effect will become evident later, but at this point it is sufficient to note the ubiquitous presence of chronology throughout the narrative. Each episode, except the second, begins early and ends late. The first episode covers approximately the first seven months of Cyrus’s reign (1:1‑3:1 ). The third episode begins the first day of the seventh year of Artaxerxes’ reign (1/1/458 B.C.; 7:1 , 9 ) and ends sometime after the fourth day of the fifth month of the same year (5/4/458 B.C.; 8:33 ). The last episode starts four months later in the ninth month and finishes out on the first day of the following year (1/1/457 B.C.; 10:17 ). Though the second episode does not end at its latest point, its two blocks of material run according to time’s sequence: Ezra 3:1‑4:23  begins in the seventh month of Cyrus’s first year (7/1/538 B.C.), moves through the reigns of Darius (4:5 ) and Ahasuerus (4:6 ), and ends sometime during the reign of Artaxerxes (465‑424 B.C.; 4:7‑8 ); and Ezra 4:24‑6:22  opens in the second year of Darius (520 B.C.) and closes on the twenty‑first day of Darius’s seventh year (515 B.C.; 6:19 , 22 ). 

Chronology

Ezra’s strategic use of chronology throughout his narrative accomplishes a cluster of functions. Historically, Ezra provides us with the primary Biblical coverage of Israel’s reformation in the post‑exilic period. The calculated placement of dates at significant junctures throughout the narrative sustains its historical significance. By pinpointing events to definite times and specifically named individuals, the narrative’s chronology also provides objectively verifiable data that anchor the narrative to the real world.
 Rhetorically, chronological development gives the reader a sense of movement and enables him to mark his progress through the narrative. It also forms a background against which deviations from chronology stand in marked contrast. Theologically, the narrative’s chronological framing sets a stage for God’s work. God participates in the world of time and space, working His will through its inhabitants. In this way chronology supports the text’s revelation of God’s immanence in human history. Also, it provides the framework for demonstrating the temporal fulfillment of God’s word through Jeremiah (Ezra 1:1 ). 

Anachrony: Chronological Anomalies

Although chronology is a prime ordering principle in the Book of Ezra, it is not the controlling principle of the narrative’s order. This becomes increasingly evident as the reader finds temporal notations that mark deviations from a strict chronology. This section first discusses the historical order in which the narrative’s events occurred;
 second, it explores four instances in which Ezra departs from a chronological presentation and his purposes for these deviations. Chapter Two will review how scholars have handled these temporal anomalies, comparing and contrasting the results of a literary‑analytical approach with other approaches.

The Chronology of Ezra’s Events

One must know the true order of a series of events if he is to discern when an author deviates from that order. Ezra’s temporal notations give the reader sufficient evidence to establish the actual order in which the events occurred. Table 4 charts the chronological order of the events in Ezra’s narrative. As Table 4 shows, chapter four is at the heart of Ezra’s strategic use of anachrony. Of the four significant departures from chronology that occur in this book, two of them involve chapter four. The other two chronological anomalies involve Ezra 6:14 and the order in which the events of the second return are narrated in Ezra 7.

Anomaly One: Artaxerxes then Darius

The first temporal anomaly occurs between 4:23  and 4:24 , where the narrative switches from the time of Artaxerxes back to the time of Darius.

The first two chapters of Ezra recount Cyrus’s decree to rebuild the house of Yahweh in Jerusalem and the people’s return to the land of Israel. Chapter

Table 4 — The Chronological Order of Ezra

	Date
	Events
	Reference

	538
	The first return under Cyrus
	1‑2 

	538‑536
	The rebuilding of the altar and founding of the temple
	3

	post 538
	The refused offer of help, ensuing opposition
	4:1‑5 

	520‑515
	Temple reconstruction hindered until Darius’s second year, Work revived under Haggai & Zechariah, Tatnai’s investigation, Darius’s support, and Rebuilding of the temple
	4:24‑6:22 

	486
	Opposition during the reign of Ahasuerus
	4:6 

	465
	Opposition during the reign of Artaxerxes

	4:7 

	458
	Return of Ezra with imperial grant
	7:1‑8:36 

	458
	Problem of mixed marriages exposed and resolved
	9:1‑10:44 

	post 458
	Successful opposition to rebuilding of Jerusalem and its walls during the reign of Artaxerxes

	4:8‑23 


three begins with all the sons of the exile gathering to Jerusalem on the first day of the seventh month of Cyrus’s reign to restore the altar and reestablish sacrificial worship. Roughly two years later,
 Jeshua and Zerubbabel bestir the people to lay the foundation of the temple and commence its reconstruction (3:8 ).
 After refusing their adversaries’ request to help rebuild the temple, the Jews faced fifteen years of organized opposition and resistance until the reign of Darius (4:1‑3 ). During the reign of Ahasuerus (486‑465) their enemies lodged another complaint against them (4:6 ). The rest of chapter four (4:7‑23 ) records two instances of opposition during the reign of Artaxerxes (465‑424), the second of which resulted in an imperial decree authorizing the cessation of all Jewish building activity on the city walls.

To this point the narrative has followed a strictly chronological line despite the numerous gaps left in the history. All the temporal signposts in Ezra point forward until the final verse of chapter four, where the reappearance of Darius’s name indicates that time has been warped, and what was long past is present again. The 35‑year gap between 4:5  and 4:6  is abruptly reopened, and the story flips back and down into that temporal opening to spend over 700 words filling in the gapped information concerning the temple’s completion during the reign of Darius.

The anomalous order of the narrative evokes a barrage of questions. What really happened? Who comes first? Why tell about opposition to the building of Jerusalem’s walls, opposition that happened years after the rebuilding of the temple, before one tells how the temple was rebuilt? The chronological facts of the matter are that the opposition instigated by the Samarians
 succeeded in hindering the reconstruction of the temple until Darius’s second year (4:24 ). At that time Haggai and Zechariah deliver God’s message and stir the people to work (5:1 ). Tatnai, the governor, investigates the building activity, sends a report to Darius for confirmation of the Jew’s claims, and requests instructions about how to proceed (5:3‑17 ). Darius supports the work, and the rebuilding of the temple is completed (6:1‑15 ). Some time later, during the reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes, opposition resumes (4:6‑7 ).

Ezra’s reasons for telling history out of order are complex, involving both local and global plot development as well as the development of his overarching themes. An adequate explanation of authorial intent must answer both why Ezra omitted these events from their proper historical location and why he placed them where he did.
 To appreciate the significance of the text’s order, one must recognize the effects it has upon the reader. Despite the fact that Ezra alerts the reader that he is returning to an earlier period of history (4:24 ), the momentum of the narrative’s chronology and the continuance of chapter four’s opposition theme maintains the reader’s sense of narrative continuity through the temporal transition. This sense of continuity is augmented by the temporal particle that begins 4:24 
 as well as by the repetition of the verb, to cease, in verses 23  and 24 .
 As the reader moves into chapter five, it appears that the Samarians had won (4:23 ), and the Jews were in for another beating, this time from Tatnai. However, Darius’s substantive support for the Jewish endeavor radically alters the dynamic of the situation, both historically and literarily (6:1 ff). Historically, Darius’s decree transformed the reconstruction from a beleaguered effort to an imperially supported project with more than adequate resources and authority. Literarily, the placement of this incident after all the previously recounted opposition creates a far greater sense of reversal than its historical placement ever could. Darius’s decree effectively reverses the frustration that mounted into despair as chapter four ends. Hostility is turned into help. The “bad guys” lose; the “good guys” win. And theologically, God comes through for His people. The episode’s closing comment summarizes Ezra’s theological point: “Yahweh had caused them to rejoice and had turned the heart of the king of Asshur to them to strengthen their hands in the work of the house of God, the God of Israel” (6:22 ).

This reversal is the thematic fulcrum for the first half of the book. Ezra’s audience is living in the aftermath of the Samarians’ heavy‑handed enforcement of Artaxerxes’ decree to stop all work on the city walls (4:23 ). They had been prospering under Artaxerxes’ favor mediated through Ezra’s administration. Apparently, they were actively rebuilding Jerusalem when their enemies successfully exploited the king’s financial concerns to gain an injunction against them. If 4:23  forms the background to Hanani’s report to Nehemiah (Neh. 1:3 ), Nehemiah’s reaction gives a picture of the sorrow and gloom that must have engulfed God’s people. A significant part of Ezra’s purpose for writing is to revive the people’s hope for the future by looking back at how God had caused His people to triumph over persistent opposition. Implicit in Ezra’s strategic use of anachrony is the concept that what God has done in the past, He can do again in the future. Ezra skillfully orders the narrative events to create hope for the future, a hope firmly rooted in observable evidences of God’s sovereign providence.

Anomaly Two: “After these things …”

The second temporal anomaly occurs in Ezra 7:1 . Chapters 1‑6  begin with Cyrus’s first year and end with Darius’s seventh year, a 21‑year span. The total time span covered in the first six chapters, however, stretches over 80 years—from Cyrus to an unspecified time during the reign of Artaxerxes (4:6‑23 ). Chapter seven introduces the second section of the narrative with the words “After these things, in the reign of Artaxerxes … .” Clearly Ezra intends to establish a sequence of events. The events of chapters 7‑10  are said to follow certain things. But to which “things” does Ezra refer? Two mutually exclusive options are open to the reader. The first and simplest view takes the narrative words at face value and assumes that all the events of chapters 1‑6  precede those of chapters 7‑10 . Historically, this would mean that sometime within the first seven years of Artaxerxes’ reign, the Samarians finally succeeded in shutting down the Jewish building operation. The natural result was discouragement on the part of the people. The rubble of Jerusalem’s Babylonian destruction has now been compounded by the Samarians’ malice.
 The coming of Ezra with an extraordinarily generous grant from the very king who had ordered them to stop building the city walls would then be evidence of God’s gracious hand working in their behalf. 

The second interpretation, which is followed here, arises from an attempt to correlate the timing of Artaxerxes’ first appearance (4:7 ) with his second appearance (7:1 ). Ezra firmly fixes the events of chapter seven in the seventh year of Artaxerxes’ reign (7:7 ), but the temporal location of Artaxerxes’ first appearance in 4:7‑23  is less clear. The text merely states that those events transpire “in the days of Artaxerxes” (4:7 ). The letter from Rehum and Shimshai, however, contains a clue to its date (4:8‑16 ). Rehum and Shimshai state that certain Jews had come up from “near you to us” (4:12 ).
 The prima facie implication of these words is that the “coming up” of the Jews was contemporary with both the writers and the king. The only recorded migration from Babel to Jerusalem during the reign of Artaxerxes (in sacred or secular history) is that led by Ezra.
 The conclusion naturally follows that the events of 4:8‑23  took place subsequent to Ezra’s return and precede the devastated condition of Jerusalem’s walls and gates reported to Nehemiah (Neh. 1:3 ). The phrase “after these things …” refers not to the totality of the preceding narrative, but specifically to chapters 5‑6 —Tatnai’s investigation, Darius’s support, and the rebuilding of the temple.

Again, questions concerning the omission of these events from their proper historical order and the reasons for their present placement require an answer. Four reasons for Ezra’s omission of the events of 4:24‑6:22  and chapters 7‑10  from their proper historical order become evident as one examines the narrative’s order: (1) justification of the term “enemies”;
 (2) defense of the rejection of the Samarians’ help; (3) prospective justification of mandated divorce; and (4) magnification of God’s gracious sovereignty.

In chapter four Ezra distills from history a concentrated account of the Samarians’ persistence in opposing God’s work. His intention is to present a case that justifies his characterization of the Samarians as “enemies” by revealing their unrelenting opposition to the work of God’s people (4:1 ). They had created problems not just once or twice, but over the course of seventy years they had repeatedly demonstrated the gross hypocrisy of their claim “for as you, we are seeking your God” (4:2 ). Had Ezra included chapters 5‑10  in their proper place, the effect of this concentrated presentation would be significantly dissipated. 

The omission of these events also creates a focused defense and exoneration of the Jewish leaders’ rejection of the Samarian offer to help (4:3 ). The response of Zerubbabel, Joshua, and the rest of the heads of the fathers of Israel sounds curt, perhaps even harsh, upon first reading: “Not to you and to us to build the house of our God; for we alone will build to Yahweh” (4:3 ).
 As the narrative progresses, however, the sagacity of the Jewish elders becomes evident. They were rejecting an offer made not by Yahweh‑fearing neighbors but by syncretistic pagans (cf. 2 Kings 17:24 -41) whose rancor grows increasingly apparent. Third, the wicked opposition of the Samarians establishes the background for understanding why Ezra takes such drastic steps to resolve the problem of mixed marriages.
 As Ezra’s fourth chapter clearly show, the peoples of the land had only malevolence for Yahweh and His people. 

The final reason for Ezra’s omissions involves his narrative development of God’s gracious goodness. The distilled account of the Samarians’ malice stands in stark contrast to the following manifestations of God’s gracious favor in turning the hearts of the Persian kings to His people (6:22 ; 7:27 , 28 ; 9:8‑9 ).
 The contrast reveals the doubly heinous nature of the people’s sin in marrying foreign women: not only have they intermarried with those who hate Yahweh, but they have done so in the face of Yahweh’s repeated overtures of grace.

The choice to omit certain material from its chronological setting does not necessarily entail its inclusion elsewhere in the narrative. Therefore, Ezra’s inclusion of previously omitted material as well as the location of its placement within the narrative order are both significant. Several things stand out about the placement of this material. The first is the structural division created by chapter seven’s opening words: “After these things … .” As noted before, there is unanimous agreement among OT scholars that Ezra divides into two sections: 1‑6  and 7‑10 . The unity of this scholarly analysis testifies to the effectiveness of Ezra’s temporal notation, despite its chronological artificiality. This division allows Ezra to accomplish two objects simultaneously. Locally, he maintains thematic continuity with chapters five and six in order to reinforce the reader’s sense of reversal. The text progresses from Darius’s support to Artaxerxes’ grant to Ezra. Since the narrative has already presented the negative developments that took place under Artaxerxes, this subsequent display of Persian favor appears to be a reversal of policy. Again, Ezra exploits the temporal rearrangement created by his thematic development in order to generate hope in his readers that such a reversal can happen again. Just as God has turned the hearts of Persian kings to favor His people in the past, He can do it again.

On the global level, Ezra creates thematic parallelism between the two sections of his narrative. Ezra’s return in chapters 7‑8  parallels the return of chapters 1‑2 . The external problems and resolutions of chapters 3‑6  parallel antithetically the internal problem and resolution of chapters 9‑10 . The ordering of this antithetic narrative parallelism contributes directly to the theological focus of Ezra’s message. By relating chapters 7‑10  out of order, Ezra isolates all the Returnees’ external problems to chapters 1‑6  so that he can direct the reader’s undivided attention to the most serious problems faced by God’s people—internal problems. The Returnees believed that the primary problems they faced were external: case in point, the Samarians had just squashed their efforts to rebuild Jerusalem’s walls. Ezra, however, recognizes that external opposition was not his people’s main problem. Returning to the promised land, renewing worship, rebuilding the altar and temple—all these external aspects of the Judean restoration were vain without worshippers whose hearts were pure and whose lives were obedient to the Law. Disobedience would ruin them as surely as it had their fathers.

Anomaly Three: “Cyrus and Darius and Artaxerxes”

The third chronological anomaly occurs in Ezra 6:14 . Having confirmed the authenticity of Cyrus’s decree at the request of Tatnai, governor of Beyond the River (6:3-5) ,
 Darius ordered that all necessary funds and supplies for rebuilding the temple be placed at the Jews’ disposal. Ezra encapsulates the results of Darius’s decree this way:

Then Tatnai, the governor of Beyond the River, Shethar Bozenai and their colleagues did exactly and thoroughly what Darius the king had sent. And the elders of Judah were building and prospering through the prophesying of Haggai the prophet and Zechariah the son of Iddo; and they built and they finished from the command of the God of Israel and from the command of Cyrus and Darius and Artaxerxes, king of Persia. And this house was brought to an end on the third day of the month of Adar, in the sixth year of the reign of Darius the king (Ezra 6:13‑15 ).

The unexpected and anachronistic appearance of Artaxerxes’ name in 6:14  momentarily jolts the reader back into the time of Ezra, immediately raising two questions: why is Artaxerxes mentioned in conjunction with Cyrus and Darius when they had both died before he was born; and why does the narrator imply that Artaxerxes was a co‑contributor to the building of the temple when he had nothing to do with the actual building of the temple? The complete homogeneity of the textual evidence for this verse renders speculations about editorial activity needless.
 Instead, recognition that Ezra purposely relates things out of order should prompt a search for his purpose for including this reference at this point in the narrative.

Ezra’s use of anachrony signals that thematic development is again overriding chronological presentation. The inclusion of Artaxerxes’ name in 6:14 brings into one compass all the Persian kings who contributed to the temple—from initial rebuilding to final beautification—and unites the entire preceding narrative around one of the narrative’s theological centerpoints: Yahweh’s sovereign control of history. Again, Ezra’s thematic treatment serves both narrative development and his theological purpose. In terms of narrative development, this verse summarizes all that has transpired in the process of rebuilding the temple and anticipates, by mentioning Artaxerxes, what is yet to come. Theologically, the syntax of 6:14  is significant. Ezra explicitly attributes the successful completion of the temple project to the command of God first and then to the command of Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes. This order of presentation forges a causal‑chronological link between the decree of God and the separate decrees of these three kings. God’s command effects Cyrus’s, Darius’s, and Artaxerxes’ commands.
 The singular form [<u@f=] subsumes the three commands into one,
 implying that the Persian decrees were merely extensions of the sovereign will of God. His was the command, and they were its publishers.

Anomaly Four: The End Before the Beginning

The magnitude of the chronological challenges associated with “after these things” in 7:1  has so overshadowed Ezra’s rearrangement of the dates associated with his own return that most scholars and commentators have given it no notice. Contrary to normal history‑telling practice, Ezra’s temporal notations mark his journey’s end before they mark its beginning. Ezra begins with the ending date. “That Ezra went up from Babel … and he entered Jerusalem in the fifth month—it was the seventh year of the king” (7:6 , 8 ). The next verse then specifies when he began: “For on the first day of the first month was the beginning of the going up from Babel …” (7:9 ). This end‑before‑beginning arrangement holds true for the entire second return episode. The reader knows the day, month, and year that Ezra and the people arrive in Jerusalem before he is told anything of the journey’s background, preparations, or the potential hazards that may intervene. 

Having given the ending and beginning dates, Ezra spends most of his time narrating the antecedents to the journey: Artaxerxes’ grant (7:12‑26 ), the gathering of the people (8:1‑14 ), the search for Levites (8:15‑20 ), the prayer for protection (8:21‑23 ), and the care of the temple vessels (8:24‑30 ). The events of the nearly four‑month-long journey are entirely omitted, except for one comment to reinforce his theological point: “And the hand of our God was upon us, and he delivered us from the palm of the enemy and ambusher along the road” (8:31 ). Interestingly, Ezra does not return again to the dates with which he began. Having said when the exiles arrived (7:8‑9 ), he merely states that they arrive and how long they rest after the arrival (8:32 ).

This order of events results in a narrative with a minimum of suspense. The natural opacity of the future creates a degree of suspense in any narrative, and since suspense is a staple of narrative interest,
 Ezra could have easily played up reader interest simply by telling his story in chronological order.
 The fact that enemies lined the road home provided Ezra a prime opportunity to heighten the natural suspense of the unknown. Ezra, however, deliberately undermines his story’s potential for suspense in favor of a temporal strategy which supports his theological purpose.
 Ezra’s third episode is the focal point for his theological development of God’s gracious goodness. At least nine times throughout this episode, Ezra inserts narratorial references to God’s personal activity.
 Whereas magnified narrative suspense would have provided an opportunity to focus on faith, Ezra’s minimal suspense maximizes the reader’s awareness of God’s prevenient grace at work on behalf of His people.

Conclusion

The most prominent aspect of Ezra’s temporal strategies is his use of temporal notation. In cooperation with the narrative’s causal sequences, temporal notations identify the narrative’s literary genre, define its structural divisions, mark its temporal progression, establish its chronology, and indicate its anachronous twists and turns. Theologically, the chronological character of the narrative creates the historical framework, which highlights Yahweh’s immanence and His fulfillment of His word. The dominance of chronology in the narrative also serves to highlight the instances in which Ezra employs anachrony. Each of Ezra’s four chronological deviations contributes to the development of one or more of the narrative’s theological motifs: opposition to God’s people, hope for the future, the importance of obedience to the law, Yahweh’s sovereign control of history, and His gracious goodness. 

Chapter 2
Temporal Ordering In Ezra: Part II

“The Chronological Relation of Ezra and Nehemiah,” Bibliotheca Sacra 162 (Apr-Jun 2005): forthcoming
Contrary to what one might expect, the reactions to Ezra’s chronological anomalies do not divide neatly into critical and conservative camps. Three positions cover the range of responses to the chronological difficulties discussed in the previous chapter: (1) rejection of the narrative order and rearrangement of its materials, (2) acceptance of the narrative order and the assertion that it proceeds in chronological fashion, and (3) acceptance of the narrative order and an attempt to account for the non‑chronological presentation. There is, however, a chronological issue which is logically prior to the specific anomalies within Ezra. The core questions in this issue are the timing and sequence of the missions of Ezra and Nehemiah: who came first— Ezra or Nehemiah—and when did they come?
 At stake is the historical background on which literary and theological analyses necessarily build.

The Chronological Order of Ezra and Nehemiah

With virtually one voice scholars acknowledge that the Biblical text presents Ezra as preceding Nehemiah and makes Ezra and Nehemiah contemporaries during the latter’s governorship.
 Nehemiah’s arrival in 445 B.C. during the reign of Artaxerxes I constitutes perhaps the only other point of agreement in this long‑standing debate.
 Past this point consensus disappears, even among critics.
 Among the many objections raised to the Biblical text’s presentation, three issues surface repeatedly as being the most problematic: (1) the apparent lack of cooperation between Ezra and Nehemiah; (2) the thirteen‑year gap between Ezra’s arrival and his reading of the law; and (3) the generational distance between the high priests associated with each reformer.
 

The first problem arises from the fact that Ezra does not mention Nehemiah in his book and that Nehemiah mentions Ezra in conjunction with himself only three times.
 There is nothing, however, particularly remarkable about this silence. Neither Haggai and Zechariah nor Jeremiah and Ezekiel, both of whom were contemporaries, mention the other in their writings.
 The absence of Nehemiah in Ezra should not be surprising, for Ezra closes his narrative prior to Nehemiah’s arrival in Jerusalem. On the other hand, the fact is that Nehemiah mentions Ezra nine times in his narrative,
 if one does not accept the source‑critical excision of chapters 8‑10  from the book. The absence of cooperation between Ezra and Nehemiah some find so amazing is a reflection of their own presuppositions rather than the communication of the narrative.

The thirteen‑year hiatus between Ezra’s arrival and his first recorded public reading of the law in Nehemiah 8  is not the problem that many make it appear to be. In the first place narrative silence does not afford proof or even evidence of historical inactivity.
 Further, the language of the princes’ report regarding the mixed marriages (9:1‑2 ) reflects a knowledge of the Mosaic law.
 Whether Ezra taught the law publicly, privately, or not at all between his arrival and his first recorded public reading of the law has no necessary bearing on whether he preceded Nehemiah.

The third problem, though more formidable in its complexity, is no less tractable than the first two. The facts of the matter are these: (1) in 458 B.C. Ezra is said to have entered the chamber of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib (Ezra 10:6 ); (2) in 445 B.C. Eliashib is the high priest when Nehemiah arrives in Jerusalem (Neh. 3:1 , 20 ); and (3) around 410 B.C., according to the Elephantine correspondence (AP 30), a Jehohanan is high priest.
 From this data, it is argued that “Ezra would not be expected to be consorting with subordinate officials and youths, but with the high priest”; therefore, Ezra must have returned when Jehohanan was high priest (i.e., after 410).
 This is, however, pure conjecture. The text says nothing of consorting; it simply states that Ezra made use of Jehohanan’s chamber. As it stands, the Biblical evidence contains no inherent contradictions. Eliashib was high priest at least from the time of Ezra’s arrival through the time of Nehemiah (458‑445). Eliashib’s son Joiada succeeded him (Neh. 12:22 ). Upon Joiada’s death, Jehohanan, Eliashib’s other son, assumed the high priesthood (Neh. 12:22 ). If each of these men was high priest for at least 20 years, Jehohanan could have been a young man at Ezra’s arrival and the high priest 50‑60 years later.
 The best case that proponents of reversing the order of Ezra and Nehemiah can make is that probability is on their side.
 The relative strength of that probability is, however, a function of their own subjective evaluation of the data.
 In the final analysis, none of the alternatives to the traditional order presents sufficient evidence to demonstrate the inaccuracy of the Biblical record.
 Therefore, the timing and sequence implied by the Biblical record will form the basis of this dissertation.

Rejection and Rearrangement of the Narrative Order

Radical critics’ analyses of Ezra have occasionally been harsh in the extreme. Charles C. Torrey  denounces the book as a chaotic jumble of temporal fragments, misaligned and incomprehensible.
 L. W. Batten , asserts that multiple editings of the text have left it “very badly arranged.”
 Other critics, less radical than Torrey  or Batten , nonetheless regard the materials in these books as confused,
 and reject “the present chaotic order of the Ezra‑Nehemiah narrative … [as] not that originally produced by the Chronicler.”

Typical explanations for this unseemly state of affairs include scribal errors, redactors’ blunders, and confusion on the part of the Chronicler.
 Table 5 displays several critical rearrangements of the material of Ezra and Nehemiah. The arrangement an author follows relates directly to his view of the chronological relationship between Ezra and Nehemiah. C. C. Torrey ,
 A. Gelin,
 and Wilhelm Rudolph 
 accept the Biblical order and place Ezra before Nehemiah. N. H. Snaith 
 and L. W. Batten , on the other hand, regard Nehemiah as prior and therefore place the bulk of that book before Ezra 7‑10.

The rationale that critics set forth for a wholesale rearrangement of the text rarely has an objective basis in the text and generally arises entirely from their own subjective sense of what is appropriate. Some argue that the present arrangement cannot be correct because just a few years after Ezra’s reform, Nehemiah is dealing with the same problem of mixed marriages.

Table 5 — Critical Rearrangements of Ezra and Nehemiah

	Torrey
	Gelin
	Rudolph
	Snaith
	Batten

	Ezra 1:1 
	
	Ezra 1‑8 
	Ezra 1
	Ezra 1‑4:3 

	1 Esd. 4:47‑5:6 
	
	Neh. 7:72b‑8:18 
	Ezra 4:7‑24 
	Ezra 4:24b‑6:18 

	Ezra 2‑8 
	Ezra 7‑8 
	Ezra 9‑10 
	Ezra 2:1‑4:5 
	Ezra 4:4‑24 a

	Neh. 7:70‑8:18 
	Neh. 7:72‑8:18 
	Neh. 9‑10 
	Ezra 5:1‑6:22 
	Neh. 1‑7 

	Ezra 9‑10 
	Ezra 9‑10 
	Neh 1:1‑7:72 a
	Neh. 1‑7:72 
	Neh. 11‑13 

	Neh. 9‑10 
	Neh. 9 
	Neh. 11‑13 
	Neh. 9‑13 
	Ezra 7‑10 

	Neh 1:1‑7:69 
	
	
	Ezra 7:1‑10 
	Neh. 8‑10 

	Neh. 11‑13 
	
	
	Ezra 8‑10 
	

	
	
	
	Neh. 7:73‑8:18 
	


The present arrangement would imply that Ezra failed in his mission, and that is not possible; therefore, the text’s arrangement must be wrong. Others assert the “obvious” absurdities of the Masoretic order, and proceed to rearrange the text at will.
 Torrey , on the other hand, offers the following reasons for his rearrangement. First, the present form of Ezra and Nehemiah indicates that the teaching of the law was Ezra’s primary mission, and yet he waits thirteen years to read the law the first time (Neh. 8:2 ). Second, the rebuke in chapter nine presupposes an understanding of the law, but according to the current order of the text it had not yet been read.
 Third, the abruptness of Ezra’s conclusion indicates that an unfortunate mistake has “torn it asunder from its context and thus produced such a poor ending.”
 Torrey  amends all of these problems and others by inserting Nehemiah 7:70‑8:18  between Ezra 8  and 9,  creating a seamless transition between the two. He also places Nehemiah 9‑10  after Ezra 9‑10 , bringing Ezra’s narrative, in his opinion, to the proper conclusion.

Quite a number of problems beset such critical rearrangements of the text, even apart from the fact that they constitute an implicit denial of the text’s inspiration. First, the MT, Esdras b (2 Esdras), and the Syriac give unanimous testimony to the order of the received text. Second, three fragments from the fourth Qumran cave (4QEzra) corroborate the narrative order of the MT in 4:2‑6 , 9‑11 , and 5:17‑6:5 .
 The uniformity of the textual evidence removes any need for positing redaction of the text.
 Third, that Ezra used sources is apparent to even a casual reader, but the only evidence of those source documents exists in the text of Ezra. Reconstructions of the source documents, including the supposed “memoirs” of Ezra or Nehemiah, are wholly conjectural and are, therefore, an insufficient basis for rearranging the text. The fourth problem that faces the critic is that the author gives every indication that he knows the proper chronology of the Persian kings.
 He is at pains to give ample indication when he has switched from one topic to another. There is, therefore, no reason to believe that he did not know how the pieces of post‑exilic history fit together.

Rejection of Anachrony: Forced Chronology

The second approach to Ezra’s narrative order argues that, properly understood, the Book of Ezra proceeds according to chronological order. Conservative commentators of the nineteenth-century are the primary proponents of this approach,
 though it has not been without support in the twentieth century.
 The adherents to this view marshal historical, linguistic, and contextual evidence to support their understanding of the text. 

Josephus’s Antiquities of the Jews and the apocryphal 1 Esdras provide the primary historical impetus for this approach. According to Josephus’s account, the “Artaxerxes” of Ezra 4:8‑23  was Cambyses, the son of Cyrus.
 This identification explains 1 Esdras’s placement of Ezra 4:8‑23  immediately after the account of Cyrus’s edict (Ezra 1:1‑10 ).
 Josephus’s identification smoothes out most of chapter four’s chronological challenges; however, it does not account for the “Ahasuerus” in 4:6 .
 

A minority of older commentators, Matthew Henry  and John Gill  among them,
 and at least one modern scholar, D. L. Emery , regard both Ahasuerus (4:6 ) and Artaxerxes (4:7 ff) as names that refer to Cambyses, the son of Cyrus.
 The majority of older commentators, however, maintain chronological order in chapter four by identifying Ahasuerus (4:6 ) as Cambyses and Artaxerxes (4:7‑23 ) as Pseudo‑Smerdis, the man who usurped the Persian throne for seven months by impersonating Smerdis, Cambyses’s brother.
 Most of these same commentators identify the “Artaxerxes” in Ezra 7‑10  as Artaxerxes Longimanus I, who succeeded Xerxes.

Those holding the Cambyses‑Smerdis view offer several arguments to buttress their position. The most frequently cited support is the claim that Persian rulers often had more than one name. Second, they argue that identifying the Artaxerxes of Ezra 4 with the Artaxerxes of Ezra 7‑10  and Nehemiah creates an improbable series of drastic reversals on the part of the Persian monarch: high favor granted to Ezra, an unfavorable requirement to stop building the walls, high favor granted to Nehemiah—all by the same king. Third, from the context itself, some assert that the Samarians’ reference to the building of the city walls was a malicious lie and that the Israelites were not really building the city walls.
 If this was the case, a key element of 4:8‑23 ’s discontinuity with its surrounding context would be removed. Finally, commentators also contend that since the Aramaic particle /ydab connects verses  23 and 24 , the events in verses 8‑23  must immediately precede those of verse 24 . The occurrence of the word “ceased” (lfb) in both verses also creates a linkage between them, strengthening this connection.

Although this position has received support from able men, even in its heyday it was not without dissent from conservatives. In their commentaries on Ezra, both C. F. Keil  and F. U. Schultz devote extended sections to refuting the identification of Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes with Cambyses and Pseudo-Smerdis.
 Under careful examination, attempts to smooth all chronological wrinkles from chapter four lose their initial appeal. 

The presence of glaring errors in Josephus’s account of post‑exilic times renders his historical reconstruction suspect in regard to Ezra. For example, he places the return of both Ezra and Nehemiah in the reign of Xerxes and states that Nehemiah arrived in Jerusalem in the 25th year of Xerxes. The problem is that Xerxes’ reign lasted only twenty‑one years.
 

The narrative flow of chapter four also militates against this view. It is true that the Aramaic particle /yda normally indicates events that follow closely upon what happened previously.
 However, neither the immediate nor the wider contexts support using /ydab to argue that the events of 4:24  must follow those of 4:23 . Ezra 4:5  covers the time span between Cyrus and Darius—“all the days of Cyrus … even unto the reign of Darius.” In verses six and seven, the changes in reference from Darius to Ahasuerus and then from Ahasuerus to Artaxerxes imply that Ezra is moving chronologically through the Persian kings, citing pertinent examples of Samarian opposition. There is also a clear change in the object of opposition: from the temple in 4:1‑5  to the walls of Jerusalem in 4:7‑23 . Rather than expressing a connection to verse 23 , /ydab signals the author’s return to his primary narrative. This interpretation of /ydab is further confirmed by Ezra’s use of resumptive repetition to reconnect his narrative’s plot‑line: the last phrase of 4:5  parallels precisely the last phrase of 4:24 .

Contrary to older commentators’ frequent citation of the “well‑known fact” that Persian kings had multiple names, no extant archeological or inscriptional evidence equates Cambyses with Ahasuerus or Artaxerxes with Pseudo‑Smerdis, or uses Artaxerxes as a general title for Persian monarchs. From a philological standpoint, H. H. Schaeder ’s analysis of vwrwvja and vsvjtra establishes beyond reasonable doubt that Ahasuerus and Artachshashta are in fact the Aramaic names for Xerxes and Artaxerxes.
 

Perhaps the most striking aspect of the two positions just surveyed is that both radical critics
 and older conservatives
 appeal to Ezra’s strong chronological development as a support for their position. This common appeal by groups with significantly divergent presuppositions underscores the contention of the previous chapter that chronology functions as a prime ordering principle in the narrative. Despite chronology’s prominence, however, the narrative’s large‑scale deviations from the order of history cannot be forced into a chronological mold. 

Anachrony Accepted and Explained

The third position accepts the narrative as it stands and attempts to discern the author’s purpose for the present order. Some scholars regard the chronological deviations throughout the book as evidence of the text’s composite development and suggest that harsh seams did not disturb the literary sensibilities of the ancient near eastern writer.
 However, the majority position, espoused by both critical and conservative scholars, is that Ezra purposefully deviates from a strictly chronological presentation to develop a theme crucial to his message.

In her monograph In An Age of Prose, Tamara Cohn Eskenazi  offers an innovative rationale for the non‑chronological order of events in Ezra 4. According to her view, one of the three primary themes of Ezra‑Nehemiah is the “expansion of the house of God to encompass not merely the temple, but the city as a whole.”
 Specifically in regard to Ezra 4:7‑24 , she proposes that the author deliberately placed the Artaxerxes letters in this location to expand the definition of the “house of God” to include the entire city of Jerusalem and its walls. The author accomplishes this expansion by moving the narrative focus from the temple (4:1‑6 ) to the city walls (4:7‑23 ) and back again to the temple (4:24 ).
 

Eskenazi  supports her thesis with a comparative analysis of Ezra-Nehemiah’s use of the word “temple” (lkyh) and the phrase “house of God” (<yhla tyb / ahla tyb).
 She argues that the lkyh can be a subset of the house of God and is not necessarily coextensive with it.
 She specifically appeals to Ezra 3:8 a as the key verse which supports her thesis: hnvbw
<lvwryl <yhlah tyb-la <awbl tynvh—“And in the second year to their coming to the house of God, to Jerusalem … .” Noting that 3:6  says the foundations of the temple (lkyh) had not been laid, Eskenazi  infers from 3:8  that there must be a distinction between the lkyh and the house of God since “the returnees arrived at the house of God before the temple had been founded.”
 The other evidences she offers in support of her thesis all build upon this analysis.

The primary flaw in Eskenazi ’s argumentation is her failure to include all the relevant data in Ezra‑Nehemiah in her analysis. The phrase “house of God/Yahweh” occurs 29 times in Ezra, and lkyh occurs 10 times. In twelve instances the “house of God/Yahweh” occurs in the phrase “the house of God/Yahweh which is in Jerusalem.”
 The relative clause <lvwryb!yd defines Jerusalem as the place in which the house of God is located, distinguishing the city of Jerusalem from the house of God. Further, when referring to the temple in 3:6‑11, the narrator alternates between the phrases hwhy tyb, <yhla!tyb, and hwhy]lkyh. The synonymous interchange of these terms within the very context Eskenazi  uses to distinguish them severely undercuts her argument.
  

In Nehemiah neither lkyh nor house of God/Yahweh occurs in the first five chapters, the section that focused on the rebuilding of the city walls. In none of the twenty occurrences throughout the rest of Nehemiah does the phrase “house of God/Yahweh” clearly refer to anything other than the temple area in general or the sanctuary specifically. If Eskenazi  were correct, one would expect the distinction between the house of God and the city to blur after Ezra chapter four and the identification of the two to become even clearer in Nehemiah. The fact is, however, that both books maintain a distinction between the city proper and the house of God. Given that the preponderance of the evidence in Ezra and Nehemiah favors distinguishing Jerusalem from the house of God and identifying the temple as the house of God, the one reference which is grammatically ambiguous (3:8a ) should be interpreted in harmony with the rest of the evidence.

The most common explanation for the order of events in Ezra 4 is that Ezra is developing the theme of opposition.
 Moving beyond the theme itself are its implications, that is, why did Ezra choose to develop this theme at this point in his narrative?
 Both Williamson  and Kidner  offer helpful analyses of this theme’s significance. They regard it as an implicit justification of the rejection of the Samarians’ offer to help, as well as an anticipation of the internal problems the peoples of the land would cause.
 Williamson  also recognizes the effects this anachronous presentation has on the overall shape of the narrative. Ezra deals with all external problems in the first section (chs. 1‑6 ), isolating the major internal problem to the end.
 Williamson  does not, however, pursue the ramifications of his observations. To date, the theological implications of the chronological displacement of chapters 7‑10  for the message of the book as a whole remain undeveloped. 

The analysis proposed here extends the observations of Kidner  and Williamson  in particular. Ezra has several purposes for altering his narrative’s chronology: retrospective, prospective, narrative and theological development. Aided by the generality of his temporal markers (4:5‑7 ), Ezra creates a picture of relentless, malicious opposition by the people of the land to the people of God. Retrospectively, this concentrated demonstration of the Samarians’ long-standing opposition exposes the insincerity of their offer to help and justifies the narrator’s characterization of them as “enemies” in 4:1 .
 Prospectively, the narrative aligns the reader’s sympathies strongly in favor of the Jews, thereby mitigating or at least mollifying the negative response that forced divorce would naturally elicit. It also supplies background information that will support the severe measures Ezra takes at the end of the book.

The narrative effects of Ezra’s presentational order have immediate theological ramifications. Ezra’s compression of eighty years of opposition into the confines of chapter four intensifies the darkness of his picture. At the same time, by ordering the narrative events so that the second episode (Ezra 3‑6) ends near its beginning, he reveals God overturning a history of opposition and thereby magnifies God’s sovereignty over history. The narrative argues that His is a power greater than the world’s greatest monarchs. Their whim rules the world, but He controls their whims.

The narrative order not only exalts the power of God, but also gives the reader hope that even the enemy’s most recent efforts to obstruct God’s work (4:8‑23), though apparently successful, will inevitably prove futile. In this way the text generates hope in the original reader for the future. At the same time the narrative offers hope, it is also setting the stage to explain why the people have faced this recent setback . This explanation, however, involves Ezra’s third strategy of time: temporal proportioning.

Temporal Proportioning in Ezra 

Temporal proportioning in a narrative involves three elements: (1) the total amount of time the narrative covers; (2) the distribution of that time across the narrative, and (3) the relationship between the speed of time inside the narrative and the speed of time outside the narrative.

A narrative’s beginning and ending points are key elements of its temporal proportions.
 Ezra chooses a natural beginning point—the action of God in fulfilling His word through Jeremiah (1:1 ). Where Ezra ends is a different matter. Two aspects of his choice of an ending point mark it as irregular: (1) the narrative ends at a point prior to the latest events it records, and (2) the narrative stops abruptly with a list of names of those guilty of marrying foreigners. The entire second section occurred before the events of Ezra 4:8‑23 . The anachronous placement of Ezra 7‑10  argues that Ezra intends these events to conclude his narrative message. The simplicity of this observation is complicated by the final episode’s lack of denouement. The narrator seems to walk off stage with the last of the women and children, leaving the reader contemplating the significance of the final scene.

As already noted, Ezra covers more than 80 years of post‑exilic history, from 538 B.C. to sometime after 457 B.C. One might expect an even distribution of those years across the ten chapters of his narrative; however, that is not the case. The first section, 1‑6 , covers all 80+ years, whereas the last section covers a time span of precisely one year to the day. This disproportionate division of time across his narrative draws attention to the final section.

The third element of the narrative’s temporal proportions involves Ezra’s manipulation of the pace of his narrative. Any narrative involves at least two dimensions of time. The first is the actual amount of time it takes to read the narrative, and the second is the amount of time in minutes, days, months, or years that the narrative covers.
 An average reader can read Ezra in 30 to 40 minutes. Ezra’s story, however, covers more than 80 years. The relationship between the speed at which those 80 years are covered and the time it takes to read that coverage is a prime clue to discerning an author’s purpose.

The point here is that literary critics have long recognized that parity between internal and external time calls for reader attention. Internal time and external time match stride in four types of material in Ezra: the decrees of Persian kings, letters, dialogue, and prayers.
 What is particularly noteworthy about these instances of temporal parity is that they all revolve around one or more of Ezra’s key themes. The letters of Rehum (4:11‑16) and Tatnai (5:7‑17) and the order of cessation by Artaxerxes (4:17‑23) develop the theme of opposition to God’s people. The decrees of Cyrus (1:2‑4; 6:3‑5), Darius (6:6‑12), and Artaxerxes (7:12‑26) develop the themes of God’s sovereign power and goodness. The confession of the princes (9:1‑2 ), the prayer of Ezra (9:6‑15) , and the interaction between the people and Ezra (10:2‑4 , 10‑14) develop the themes of holiness and the sin of God’s people . 

The heavy concentration of this temporal equivalence in the narrative’s final episode argues that Ezra is deliberately drawing his reader’s attention to its details. His point is as theologically charged as his prayer. God’s favor and blessing rest upon those who obey Him, but His wrath is upon those who abandon Him (8:22 ). Participation in that blessing is contingent upon meeting the conditions God has established for granting the blessing. While purity of liturgy is important, purity of life is all important. God will not bless those who abandon Him.

Conclusion
In conclusion, temporal notations provide the tachometer for the story’s pace, the odometer for the story’s proportions, and the perimeter of its temporal bounds. Chronology provides the momentum for the narrative as well as the historical backdrop for Ezra’s use of anachrony. Anachrony transforms the book from a flat historical recitation into a complex theological message molded by Ezra’s arrangement of the events. Attention to Ezra’s use of temporal proportioning results in a clearer perception of the narrative’s focal points, and that in turn enables the interpreter to apply his exegetical and theological tools in the appropriate locations. Ezra’s temporal strategies do not, however, single‑handedly develop or sustain the theological emphases of Ezra’s narrative. They work in conjunction with a whole array of other narrative forces. And it is to those forces that the following two chapters devote their attention.

Chapter 3
An Analysis Of Plot In Ezra

The concept of “plot” received its first definitive treatment in the Poetics, Aristotle’s analysis of Greek tragedy.
 Aristotle regarded plot as the most important component of tragedy and defined it as that “ordered arrangement of the incidents … which has a beginning and a middle and an end.”
 Though the literary world has expanded the analysis,
 definition,
 and varieties
 of plot since the Poetics, it has steadfastly affirmed Aristotle’s basic contention that plot is an indispensable element of mimetic literature.
 

The significance of analyzing plot for the Biblical theologian lies in the fact that narrative meaning, the object of exegetical study, is largely a function of plot.
 The arrangement of the incidents in a narrative plays a major role in shaping the implied relations between the incidents and, ultimately, the meaning of the narrative.
 Any close reading of Biblical narratives reveals the exacting care with which the authors arranged their narrative materials. Consequently, exploring the plot of Ezra is a vital part of the exegetical process.

Following Aristotle’s lead, plot, as used here, denotes the united sequence of events presented in Ezra’s narrative. This definition incorporates the elemental components that are a part of all Biblical plots: events,
 and the selection, arrangement, and presentation of those events.
 The purpose of this chapter is to expose the relations between Ezra’s plots
 and the message of the book as a whole. This will be accomplished by analyzing the structure and composition of Ezra’s plots.

Plot Structure in Ezra

In a narrative covering fewer than one hundred years in ten chapters, one might expect the plot to span the entirety of the book, perhaps with subordinate plot structures supporting and illuminating various facets of the main plot. Other Biblical narratives such as Ruth, Esther, and Jonah employ this basic pattern. The application of three traditional models for analyzing plot structure reveals, however, that Ezra cast his narrative in a different mold.

The first traditional model comes from Aristotle’s dictum that every good plot must have a beginning, a middle, and an end.
 This approach is helpful, for it provides a means of ascertaining and verifying plot boundaries.
 Application of this model to Ezra yields two distinct plots. In the first section of Ezra, chapters 1‑6 , the first two chapters constitute the beginning, chapters 3‑4  the middle, and chapters 5‑6  the end. Chapter six fits the Aristotelian criteria for “an end” perfectly: it logically follows from the action of the preceding chapter and requires nothing after it.
 Table 6 charts the structure of the episodes, phases, and scenes in Ezra 1‑6 .

Table 6 — Episodes, Phases, and Scenes in Ezra 1‑6

	Rebuilding the Temple: Ezra 1‑6

	Episodes
	Phases
	Scenes

	Return 
1‑2 
	Return initiated 
1:1‑11 
	Edict and response
1:1‑11 

	
	Return completed 
2:1‑70 
	List of returnees
2:1‑67 

	
	
	Free will offerings given
2:68‑70 

	Rebuilding 
3‑6 
	Temple started 
3:1‑13 
	Temple sacrifice restarted
3:1‑6 

	
	
	Temple foundation laid
3:7‑13 

	
	Opposition–successful 
4:1‑24 
	Help offered and refused
4:1‑5 

	
	
	Xerxes and opposition
4:6 

	
	
	Artaxerxes and opposition
4:7 

	
	
	City wall effort stopped
4:8‑24 

	
	Opposition–reversed 
5:1‑6:12 
	Building resumed
5:1‑2 

	
	
	Tatnai’s questioning
5:3‑17 

	
	
	Darius’s response
6:1‑12 

	
	Temple completed 
6:13‑22 
	Temple completed
6:13‑18 

	
	
	Passover celebrated
6:19‑22 


In the second section of Ezra, chapters 7‑8  are the beginning, chapter 9  the middle, and chapter 10  the end. Chapter seven clearly constitutes an Aristotelian “beginning”: it has no necessary logical or actional antecedents, and the events of the following chapters proceed from it. The narrative action ends in chapter ten, completing the second plot. Table 7 provides a breakdown of the episodes, phases, and scenes of Ezra’s second plot.

Table 7 — Episodes, Phases, and Scenes in Ezra 7‑10

	Restoring the Community: Ezra 7‑10

	Episodes
	Phases
	Scenes

	Second Return
7‑8 
	Ezra’s commission 
7:1‑28 
	Introduction to Ezra 
7:1‑5 

	
	
	Second return summarized 
7:6‑10 

	
	
	Artaxerxes’ commission 
7:11‑28 

	
	Preparation to leave 
8:1‑30 
	Genealogical enrollment 
8:1‑14 

	
	
	Levites missing 
8:15‑20 

	
	
	Prayer for protection 
8:21‑23 

	
	
	Securing of offerings 
8:24‑30 

	
	Journey and arrival 
8:31‑36 
	Return journey 
8:31‑32 

	
	
	Temple vessels weighed 
8:33‑34 

	
	
	Burnt offerings offered 
8:35 

	
	
	Officials informed 
8:36 

	Marriage Crisis 
9‑10 
	Problem discovered 
9:1‑16 
	Princes’ report 
9:1‑2 

	
	
	Ezra’s humiliation 
9:3‑4 

	
	
	Ezra’s prayer 
9:5‑16 

	
	Problem resolved 
10:1‑44 
	Solution proposed 
10:1‑6 

	
	
	Meeting and covenant 
10:7‑14 

	
	
	Divorce commission 
10:16‑44 


The second traditional model analyzes plot structure in terms of a pyramidal model of conflict development and resolution.
 In chapter one, the decree of Cyrus disrupts the equilibrium of exiled Israel, sending the Returnees on a mission to build the house of God (1:1‑4 ). The action rises with the return and initiation of work on the altar and temple (1:5‑3:13 ). When the Jews face the Samarians’ request to help build the temple, their choice to refuse that offer generates the primary plot crisis in which all building efforts come to a halt (4:1‑24 ). The advent of Haggai and Zechariah initiates the falling action (5:1‑6:12 ), and the completion of the temple along with the celebration of Passover marks the conflict’s unraveling and a return to a condition of stability (6:13‑22 ). The plot resolves in a grand demonstration of God’s sovereign power.

Figure 2 — The Rise and Fall in Israel’s Fortunes in Ezra 1‑6
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In chapters 7‑10  a Persian decree again disrupts the status quo of Babylonian Jewry, commissioning Ezra to seek the welfare of Judah and Jerusalem (7:1‑28 ). The action rises as Ezra prepares to lead the returning Jews to Jerusalem (8:1‑36 ). The apparent return to stability accomplished by the safe arrival of the Returnees is shattered by Ezra’s discovery that his people have been intermarrying with the peoples of the lands (9:1‑2 ). The plot’s emotional climax coincides with its actional crisis in Ezra’s intense prayer of repentance (9:3‑15 ). The action begins its descent as God‑fearing Israelites respond to Ezra’s prayer, and the conflict resolves through divorce, leaving God’s people purified once again (10:1‑44 ).

The third analytical model, again Aristotelian, examines plot structure in terms of the rise or fall of the protagonist’s fortune as he attempts to reach his objective.
 Figures 2 and 3 provide visual graphs of the rise and fall in the Returnees’ fortunes along the lines of Ezra’s plot.
 In chapters 1‑3  the Returnees’ fortunes rise unhindered toward the completion of God’s word through Cyrus. In chapter four, the Samarian opposition and Artaxerxes’ decree create the impression of a huge peripety in fortune. The building effort makes a tenuous resurgence in chapter five and then soars to a grand conclusion in chapter six.

In the second plot, Ezra’s fortunes rise in Artaxerxes’ grant and with it the fortunes of God’s people. The Returnees’ successful journey marks the highest point of their fortune. In chapter nine the report of the people’s 

unfaithfulness in marrying foreign women reveals the precarious state of their fortunes. The first half of chapter ten records the people’s response to Ezra, followed by the resolution to the crisis as they put away their foreign wives. Though the crisis is resolved and the law enforced, the fortunes of Israel fail to rise to the height they attained by the end of chapter eight.

Each of the three traditional models employed in analyzing the plot structure of Ezra leads to the same conclusion: the Book of Ezra is composed of two stories, each with a distinct plot.
 The changes in protagonists (the Returnees versus Ezra), time (538‑516 B.C. versus 458 B.C.), and topic (temple versus community) all support this conclusion. This is not to argue that Ezra 1‑6  and 7‑10  are structurally or thematically unrelated. In fact, the opposite is true.
 Rather, the point is to establish the plot perimeters in Ezra, so that an accurate assessment of each plot may be made.

Plot Composition

After establishing the boundaries and overall structure of Ezra’s plots, the next step is to examine the composition of the plots. Plot composition is the result primarily of three activities: selection, arrangement, and presentation. 

Figure 3 — The Rise and Fall in Israel’s Fortunes in Ezra 7-10
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Selection of Events

Selection, the first principle of plot composition, operates in two directions: inclusion and omission. An author must choose which events he will include and those he will omit.
 No story can tell everything; therefore, it is reasonable to assume that an author’s communicative concerns will shape his selection of events and that the resulting plot will mirror those concerns in both its inclusions and its omissions.
 

Omission

At times more telling than what an author says is what he does not say.
 Yet discerning the motivation for an omission is, as a rule, an exercise in speculation. The sheer volume of material omitted makes analysis impractical, and it is usually not possible to know what has been omitted.
 Ezra 1‑6, however, narrates the only portion of post‑exilic history to receive triple coverage in Scripture. The books of Haggai and Zechariah, both of whom prophesied during the temple reconstruction, also cover this same period. This multiple coverage provides an objective basis for determining what events Ezra omits from his narrative. Comparison of these three accounts reveals that Ezra omitted two key events from his narrative record: the Returnees’ selfish decision to refrain from building the temple and the ensuing judgment upon the land (Hag. 1:2 , 7‑10 ).

Had Ezra built into his narrative the Returnees’ self‑centered unwillingness to build the temple and God’s consequent judgment, the distribution of blame would shift drastically from the Samarians to the Jews. Israel, in fact, deserved the greater share of blame.
 Yet Ezra deliberately avoids including information that would dissipate his narrative picture of the Samarians as relentless enemies of God’s plan. As the narrative stands, the reader gets the distinct impression that the temple work halted because of the opposition of the Samarians. And that is Ezra’s purpose: He intends to highlight the wrongdoing of the people of the land.

Two significant spans of time are omitted from Ezra 7‑10 : a 57-year gap between the end of chapter six and the beginning of chapter seven , and a four-month gap between the second return and the report that Jews were marrying foreign women. In these cases, however, there is no parallel record of that time period that might reveal whether or not these omissions color the reader’s perception of the events. The interpreter must rely entirely upon the events Ezra included.

Inclusion

Of the events an author selects for inclusion, not all have equal significance in the development of the plot. Two levels of plot events may be distinguished: kernel events and satellite events.
 Kernel events create the story’s backbone. They develop the main topic and main theme(s) and are, therefore, the means by which an author mediates his primary message.
 Satellite events, on the other hand, provide a basis for deducing subsidiary theological concerns. 

The kernel events of Ezra’s first plot may be summarized as follows. In response to Cyrus’s divinely motivated edict, a group of some 42,000 Jews returns to Israel to rebuild the temple. After arriving, they reestablish the Mosaic sacrificial system and lay the foundation of the temple. The peoples of the land ask to help rebuild the temple and, upon refusal, repeatedly frustrate the Jews’ building plans. In Darius’s second year, two prophets stir the leaders to renew their rebuilding efforts. The renewed work precipitates an investigation by the provincial governor who reports to Darius, seeking confirmation of the Jews’ right to build. Darius confirms their right and orders the governor to place imperial resources at their disposal. Four years later the Jews complete the rebuilding project and dedicate the temple with joy.

Two topics emerge clearly from the kernel events of this plot. The first topic, though less dominant, is the return from exile (Ezra 1‑2 ). The second topic is the Jewish effort to rebuild the temple (Ezra 3‑6 ). The rebuilding of the temple receives the greater attention and is the point around which most of the action revolves. The development of these topics, in part, reflects the historiographic aims of Ezra. In his narrative, he preserves for posterity significant events in the life of their nation. 

The historiographic concern is not, however, the driving force of the narrative, for Ezra omits large segments of post‑exilic history and provides only meager details for the events he does narrate. The concerns that drive his selection of narrative events are theological. His opening line, “To fulfill the word of Yahweh from the mouth of Jeremiah” (1:1 ), identifies one of his key themes:
 the fulfillment of God’s word through Jeremiah.
 Cyrus’s return of the temple vessels (1:7‑11 ) fulfills God’s promise that He would restore the temple vessels to His house (Jer. 27:21‑22 ). The return of Jewish exiles from Babylon to Judah (Ezra 2 ) fulfills the oft‑repeated promise that God would bring His people back to the land from which He had dispersed them.
 The renewal of free‑will offerings (Ezra 3:5 ) and the thankful singing of Yahweh’s goodness and loyal love (Ezra 3:11 ) fulfill the prophecy that “again shall be heard … the voice of those saying, ‘Give thanks to Yahweh of hosts, for Yahweh is good, for his loyal love endures forever’; and of those bringing thank offering to the house of Yahweh” (Jer. 33:10‑11 ).
 
The sovereign power of God, the primary theme of Ezra 1‑6 , develops through God’s orchestration of the fulfillment of His word, particularly in the rebuilding of the temple.
 As God turns the opposition of His enemies into support for His plans, the greatness of His power becomes evident. Antagonistic neighbors, local officials, and the greatest monarchs on earth all serve His ends willingly or otherwise. The God of Heaven reigns sovereign over all.

Woven among the kernel events of Ezra’s first plot are three satellite events developing subthemes that complement and expand the plot’s main themes: (1) the exclusion of priests who lacked proof of their ancestry from eating the most holy things (2:58‑63 ); (2) the presentation of free‑will offerings upon arrival in Jerusalem (2:68‑69 ); and (3) the account of the Passover celebration after the temple is built and dedicated (6:19‑22 ).
 

Ezra 2:58‑63  records an account of two groups of people who were “unable to declare the house of their father”: one lay, the other priestly. No explicit consequence is recorded for the laymen, but the priests were defiled
 from the priesthood and denied their livelihood through priestly channels.
 This brief incident, almost hidden in a long list of family names, introduces a significant theme that runs throughout the book: the importance of holiness—in the priesthood, in worship, and in the laity. Concern for holiness is the unspoken issue igniting the conflict in Ezra 4‑6 , and it becomes the dominant theme in the second half of Ezra. Though this scene is tangential to the plot line of the first section, the issue at stake is crucial to the actional and theological dynamics of the whole book.

The second satellite event, the presentation of free‑will offerings, characterizes the Returnees as willing supporters of God’s work. The positive impression created by their sincerity and fervor will heighten the contrast between them and the people of the land in the following chapters. The revelation in chapter six that Cyrus had decreed that the expense of rebuilding the temple was to be “given from the house of the king” heightens retrospectively the significance of this generosity (6:4 ).
 The gifts were not needed to finance the building project. Instead, the gifts evidenced the people’s heart for the work.

The final satellite event is the celebration of the Passover in 6:19‑22 . The plot draws to a close with the resolution of the conflict (6:6‑12 ) and the completion of the temple (6:13‑18 ). Although the Passover celebration appears to be little more than an addendum,
 this scene is far more than that. While highlighting the holiness of God’s people, this scene unobtrusively adds a significant dimension to the book’s holiness theme: the legitimate participation of non‑Jews in the worship of Yahweh when they have separated themselves from the uncleanness of the nations of the land (6:20‑21 ).
 The final verse wraps the entire plot into an inclusio of divine action: God is the first actor in the story (1:1 ) and the last to leave the stage (6:22 ). God is shown to be both author and finisher of that segment of history’s plot. In these four verses Ezra’s main themes converge, reflecting in microcosm the message of the plot as a whole.

The kernel events of Ezra’s second plot, consisting of the commission, preparation, and execution of Ezra’s mission, may be summarized as follows. At Ezra’s request, Artaxerxes commissions him to return to Judah with all those willing to return and to promote its welfare by teaching and enforcing the law of God. Ezra prepares for the journey by gathering the people, appealing for Levites to join them, praying for protection, and appointing men to safeguard the valuables offered for the temple. After arriving in Jerusalem, Ezra learns that the Jews have been intermarrying with the peoples of the land. In mourning and self‑humiliation, he confesses his people’s guilt. In response to Ezra’s prayer, Shecaniah proposes that the guilty divorce their wives, and at a following meeting, all the Israelites agree to separate from the peoples of the land and from the foreign women. A commission is established, and three months later 113 men have separated from their wives and children.

Table 8 — Artaxerxes’ Commission and Ezra’s Completion

	Commission Tasks
	Completion

	Lead those who are willing to Jerusalem 
7:13 
	8:1‑14 , 31‑32 

	Inquire concerning Judah and Jerusalem according to the law 
7:14
of your God, which is in your hand 
 
	8:1‑10 :44 


	Carry silver, gold, and free willing offerings; use them to
7:15‑17 

buy offerings; and offer them upon the altar in Jerusalem

	8:24‑30 , 35 

	Dispose of the rest of the silver and gold as you desire
7:18 
	‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑

	Render in full the sacred vessels before the God of Jerusalem
7:19 
	8:33‑34 

	Provide the needs of the house of your God from the king’s
7:20 
 treasury

	‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑

	Inform the king’s treasurers about the credit available to
7:21‑24 
Ezra and the proscription of taxes on temple personnel 

	8:36 

	Appoint magistrates and judges for all the people who are in
7:25 
 Beyond the River to teach the law of God
 

	9:1‑2 ; 10:14 , 16 

	Punish those who disobey either the law of God or the king
7:26 
	10:16‑44 


The primary topic of this second plot is Ezra’s mission to “inquire concerning Judah and Jerusalem according to the law of … God” (7:14 ). Artaxerxes’ commission outlines nine tasks for Ezra to complete,
 and in one way or another nearly every event in the following chapters relates to one of the elements of Ezra’s mission.
 Table 8 above outlines the tasks Artaxerxes gives Ezra and the narrative reference of each task’s completion.

The close correspondence between Ezra’s commission and the events he includes suggests that Ezra is deliberately establishing a record of his faithfulness to the king’s assignment. Perhaps a report was expected at the palace in Persia, or Ezra may have been vindicating himself to a readership that was critical of the way he handled the marriage crisis. In either case, the events testify to the diligence and conscientiousness of Ezra.

Besides its historical and personal concerns, this second plot develops several important theological themes. The events of chapters 7‑8  reveal God’s gracious goodness to His people primarily in the munificence of Artaxerxes’ grant. In chapters 9‑10  the theme of holiness comes to center stage. Ezra magnifies the seriousness of the Israelites’ unholy alliances by his actions, his prayer, and the drastic remedy he prescribes. The relation between these two themes is stated in Ezra’s brief explanation for not asking Artaxerxes for an armed guard. He had told the king, “The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good, and His strength and His wrath are against all those abandoning Him” (8:22 ). This statement enunciates perhaps the most important element of Ezra’s message, for it explains the relationship between human responsibility and divine sovereignty, between his audience’s actions and God’s interaction with them, and more specifically, between their present situation (rebuilding of city walls stopped) and their past behavior (marrying foreign women): man’s behavior co‑determines God’s interaction with him.

Two noteworthy satellite events are included in Ezra 7‑10 . The first is Ezra 8:31‑32,  which informs the reader of the Returnees’ safe arrival. Ezra’s introduction had already stated that the group under his leadership made it to Jerusalem (7:7‑9 ). This brief notice of safety, however, gives historical verification of the theological affirmation made in 8:23 —“and [Yahweh] was entreated for us.” The second satellite is in Ezra 10:6 . Though unnecessary for the plot action, the inclusion of Ezra retiring to Jehohanan’s room to mourn rounds out the picture of the seriousness of the Returnees’ sin and the genuineness of Ezra’s sorrow. It also illustrates the response of a godly man to unfaithfulness to Yahweh and thereby contributes to the development of the character model that God wants to set before His people.

Arrangement of Events

The second principle of plot composition is arrangement.
 Having selected the events he wants to include, an author must then choose how he will arrange those events. Sequential relationships exist at all levels of a narrative: across the totality, between episodes, between scenes, and within scenes. Of the variety of logical relations that can exist,
 Ezra arranges the main lines of his plots in accordance with the cause‑effect pattern that is natural to life in time.
 All the actions of chapters 1‑3  flow directly from the divine activity of verse one. The Jews and their “enemies” clash, and the work on the temple ends. In chapter five , prophetic leadership spurs renewed work on the temple, which in turn spawns an investigation resulting in imperial encouragement and provision. With the completion of the temple, the people celebrate God’s goodness in the Passover and feast of unleavened bread. In chapters 7‑10 , the events follow cause‑effect order as well. 

The one significant deviation from this pattern takes place in chapter four. Here Ezra arranges the events thematically rather than in cause‑effect order. Extracting similar events from an 80‑year period, he concatenates them into a riveting display of the long‑time opposition of the Samarians. Within chapter four, the inclusion of the city wall incident (4:8‑23 ), which took place sometime after the events of chapter ten , adds complexity to the overall arrangement of the narrative with at least two effects. First, the situation of a current event in the past links Ezra’s original audience to their forebears. Their problems and enemies, shown side by side, appear virtually the same. Not only is there similarity in opposition, but more importantly, their fathers’ God is their God. As the narrative displays God resolving their fathers’ problem, it also implies hope for their current situation: what God did for their fathers, He can do again. Second, the nested arrangement of the city wall conflict within the larger temple setting temporarily obscures the fact that the conflict is not resolved. The overshadowing focus on the completion of the temple subtly defers scrutiny of the logical cause behind the wall-building conflict until the end of the narrative. At the end of the narrative, the exposure of Israel’s sin and the enunciation of how sin affects God’s dealing with men will place the incident in an entirely different light.

No other divergences from a cause‑effect pattern manifest themselves in the inter‑episodic and inter‑scenic relations of Ezra 1‑6 . At the intra‑scenic level, however, Ezra’s reversal of his normal cause‑effect ordering is interesting. At two points the effect is given before the cause. Human action takes place before the divine cause is revealed. In Ezra 1:3-4, Cyrus authorizes the people of the God of Israel to return to their ancestral home . The heads of the fathers of Judah and Benjamin, the priests, and the Levites then rise in response to this imperial decree (1:5). It is the moment the faithful have long anticipated. Finally, they may return to their own land, people, and culture. Pausing at Ezra 1:5 a, the reader is inclined to see the people’s response to Cyrus’s decree as indicative of their longing to return to the promised land. Ezra 1:5 b, however, overturns this hypothesis, revealing the apparently natural consequence to be the result of divine causation. Those who responded were not merely the ones with a heart for the homeland; rather, they were themselves objects of divine election through His stirring of their spirits. Ezra’s effect‑cause arrangement forces the reader to reevaluate his understanding of the relation between decree and response, driving home the point that God was the prime motivator in all that took place.

The second reversal is located in Ezra 6:22 . This reversal is the more significant, for two causes are exposed after their effects: the cause of Israel’s joy and the cause of imperial favor. The first half of 6:22  states, “And they made the feast of unleavened bread seven days with joy.” The Jews had much to be joyful about: the Samarians had been foiled, the temple was finished, they could worship the Lord as He desired. The believing reader would likely attribute the good fortune Israel had experienced to the providential working of God. But that is not sufficient for Ezra. He is not willing to leave this conclusion to be inferred by the reader. He wants the linkage explicit: “For Yahweh had caused them to rejoice.”
 The fact that Ezra makes this cause-effect relation explicit reveals His concern that the reader not miss the relation between this event and God’s action.

Ezra immediately follows this statement of divine causation with a further revelation: “and [Yahweh] had turned the heart of the king of Asshur to them to strengthen their hands in the work of the house of God, the God of Israel.” Narrative tension builds with the progress of Tatnai’s investigation (5:3‑6:5 ), intensifying the reader’s hope that the appeal to Cyrus’s decree will hold good. When Darius confirms the Jewish claim, the tension relaxes. At this point, the reader might be inclined to congratulate the Jews for their political acumen. Ezra, however, will not allow any credit to human ingenuity. Darius’s grant of permission was not merely the continuation of an imperial edict issued by Cyrus; it was the result of God turning Darius’s heart.

Two effects are evident in Ezra’s arrangement of the incidents in this plot. First, the adherence to the norm of cause‑effect order complements and sustains the historical character of the narrative. Second, the reversal of this norm at the beginning and end of the first plot highlights the part God actually plays in real‑life history. The reader must conclude that God is active in His world, working all things after the counsel of His will.

Presentation of Events

The final principle of plot composition is presentation. Having decided which events to include and in what order to place them, an author must then decide how to narrate his story. The principal modes of presentation available to an author are scene and summary.
 How effectively an author uses these presentational modes determines the degree to which the narrative absorbs the reader into its world, involving him in its emotions and psychology.

Typically, an author uses summary to cover events that provide background information or to serve as a bridge between important events or dialogue.
 On the other hand, the scenic mode, which usually involves a close correspondence between narration time and narrated time,
 brings key events into sharper focus, creating narrative emphasis and accelerating thematic development.

Ezra achieves this relative match between narration time and narrated time primarily through dialogue and written discourse rather than through minute description of actions.
 The high ratio of discourse
 to narration indicates the significant role scenic discourse plays in the narrative.
 By discerning where the scenic mode is in operation, and particularly scenic discourse, an interpreter locates the narrative segments in which an author is striving to influence his reader most significantly.

Scenic discourse contributes to the continuing development of the two key themes in Ezra 1‑6 . Ezra builds the theme of God’s sovereign power through (1) Cyrus’s written acknowledgment of the sovereignty of Yahweh and his own implied subordination (1:2‑4 ), (2) the Jews’ confession that God had delivered them into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar (5:12 ), and (3) God’s control of Darius to overturn the Samarians’ opposition and accomplish His word (6:3‑12 ). The opposition faced by God’s people, the second main theme, develops almost entirely through dialogue or letters (4:2‑3 , 9‑22 ; 5:3‑4 ). Though a flinty Jewish rebuff sparks the opposition,
 Ezra brings the reader into sympathetic alignment with the Jews and puts him at odds with the people of the land by allowing his audience to hear their far‑fetched rhetoric. Their letter reveals them to be political connivers, affecting dutiful loyalty to the crown while seeking to accomplish their own nefarious ends. Ezra’s use of the enemy’s words magnifies the conflict and thereby creates a narrative foil for the greater display of God’s power. This display also sets the stage for Ezra’s second plot so that when mandated divorce is executed, the reader has seen the wickedness of the people of the land and his sympathies are arrayed against them. Rather than reacting negatively to the abrupt displacement of women and children, the reader is inclined to give a grim approval to the decision. In this way Ezra presents a subtle defense of the drastic measures he undertook to restore God’s people to purity in their marriages.

The two main themes of Ezra 7‑10  identified earlier, God’s goodness and the importance of holiness, also develop primarily through scenic discourse. The reader’s awareness of Artaxerxes’ generosity rises as he moves through the extended length of his grant. Ezra’s spontaneous outburst of praise to God for His goodness (7:27‑28 ) frames the appropriate reader-response and directs the reader’s attention to Israel’s true Benefactor.

In chapter nine, the immediate juxtaposition of Israel’s unfaithfulness against the background of God’s sovereign goodness creates a jarring contrast. Omitting any information that might forewarn his reader, Ezra lets the prince’s report (9:1‑2 ) crash upon his reader with the same startling rudeness as it had fallen upon him. Their words unveil Israel’s precipitous fall from holiness. Ezra’s prayer (9:6‑15 ), along with the following dialogues (10:2‑5 , 11‑14 ), reveals the true nature and significance of that fall as abandonment of God’s commands (9:10 ), addition to Israel’s already great guilt (9:13 , 15 ; 10:10 ), unfaithfulness (10:2 , 10 ), rebellion (10:13 ), and ultimately a provocation of God’s “fierce anger” upon them (10:14 ). Ezra’s rhetorical control reaches its zenith at the moment in which he seems most out of control.
 Dialogue and supporting narration together sweep the reader into Ezra’s maelstrom of emotion as he pours out his heart, “weeping and falling down before the house of God” (10:1 ). If the pathos of Ezra’s prayer is insufficient, the congregation’s weeping models the appropriate response for the reader. Shecaniah’s rejoinder pierces the gloom of Ezra’s despondency, identifying hope for Israel in repentance, covenant renewal, and separation from the foreign women and children (10:3‑4 ). As the narrative shifts from dialogue into narration and indirect discourse (10:5‑9 ), its emotional grip on the reader diminishes in intensity. The final interchange between Ezra and the people, the only instance in the book where the people speak, brings Ezra, the leaders, and the congregation into a unified denunciation of the mixed marriages, ensuring the reader’s solidarity with the decision.

After the divorce commission has fulfilled its task, the names of the guilty file past one by one, and the story ends. The ending makes no attempt to tie the narrative together, and its suddenness denies the reader a sense of satisfactory completion. The abruptness, however, is a purposeful device intended to trigger a search for the principle that will bring the narrative to closure. As the reader reexamines the narrative’s earlier events in the light of the theological truths communicated in chapters 7‑10 , two principles fill in the gap created earlier by glossing over the unresolved conflict in 4:8‑23 . First, since God’s sovereignty encompasses even earth’s mightiest monarchs and His strength and wrath are against those who abandon Him, Artaxerxes is acting as a messenger of God’s judgment in stopping all wall building efforts. The disaster is caused, in fact, not so much by the Samarians as it is by the Jews’ unholiness. Their sin hindered the work on the walls.
 Second, since God’s hand is upon those who seek Him for good, resolution of the city wall problem hinges on their personal holiness. If they will seek the Lord and, like Ezra, set their hearts to do His commands, they will again experience God’s gracious goodness and blessing. These two principles tie together the past and present, providing a sufficient closure to the narrative while directing the reader’s mind toward the potential for a hope‑filled future.

Conclusion

From the post‑exilic history of Israel, Ezra presents a narrative in which holiness, human responsibility, and divine sovereignty operate in complex functional dynamics. Analysis of the narrative’s plot structure and composition clearly identifies the primary theological themes of the book: God’s sovereign power in the fulfillment of His word and in turning all opposition to His own ends; the magnitude of God’s gracious goodness; the importance of holiness and the consequences of impurity; and the relation between man’s holiness and God’s interaction with him. The book’s structural parallelism invites comparison between the plots, suggesting two main conclusions: first, the recent setback in building the city walls was a result of Israel’s failure to maintain holiness; and, second, God’s past dealings, illumined by an understanding of the principle governing His dealings with men, provide direction and hope for Israel’s future.

Chapter 4
An Analysis of Point of View in Ezra

“Point of View in Ezra,” Bibliotheca Sacra 162 (July-Sept 2005): forthcoming
Every narrative reflects, whether with conscious intent or not, some point of view, and Ezra is no exception to the rule. A literary analysis of Ezra would, therefore, be incomplete without consideration of its point of view and the implications of its point of view for the book’s theological message.

Point of View

Point of view refers to how a story is told.
 It is the perspective from which an author presents the setting, characters, actions, and events of a narrative.
 Traditionally, literary critics distinguish two elements in point of view: person and position.
 Person refers to the one who tells the story, the narrator.
 The narrator may speak in the first person or third person. In first‑person narration, the narrator tells his story using first-person personal pronouns. In third‑person narration, the narrator recounts events “in the manner of an impersonal historical account.”
 

Position, on the other hand, refers to the vantage point from which the narrator tells his story.
 The narrator’s position involves both his knowledge and his values.
 In terms of knowledge, the narrator may be either omniscient or limited. A first‑person narrator invariably operates from a limited point of view since the story filters though his eyes or consciousness and is restricted to his knowledge.
 On the other hand, a third‑person narrator may be omniscient, knowing everything inside‑out,
 or limited in knowledge, ranging from less than divine to more ignorant than his audience.
 In terms of values, every narrator has an ideological standpoint from which he approaches his material. His evaluations of events and characters will reflect his value system. Not only does the narrator’s value system play a role in the text’s formative background, shaping its selection, arrangement, and presentation, but it also constitutes a crucial aspect of the message he desires to communicate to the reader.

Point of View and Biblical Theology

Apart from its important literary functions,
 point of view has direct bearing on the Biblical theologian’s search for the intended meaning of Scripture.
 In Biblical narrative, as in most narratives, authorial intent is mediated through the narrator.
 Therefore, the narrator controls the reader’s impression of everything.
 His inspired views are normative,
 and he establishes the ideological framework for the narrative.
 His comments also insure that the reader gets the point of the story or the specific purpose of a given event.
 As a result, attention to the narrator’s voice and his point of view is crucial to interpret properly the message of Biblical narratives.
 

The intent of this chapter is not to apply a specific literary theory of point of view to the Book of Ezra. Its two‑fold aim is rather to pay attention to those elements of the text that announce or suggest, as the case may be, the narrator’s perspective, and to observe how the narrator uses point of view techniques to communicate and reinforce his message.

Point of View in Ezra

The narrator in the Book of Ezra shares many of the characteristics typical of Old Testament narrators.
 However, there are a number of ways in which Ezra’s narrator diverges strikingly from Biblical narratorial style. The techniques that distinguish Ezra’s narrator are narratorial intrusion, shifts between third‑ and first‑person narration, use of internal perspectives, and direct characterization. 

The Narrator and His Intrusions

Biblical narrators are normally reticent and unobtrusive, preferring to communicate through character action and dialogue rather than overt commentary.
 The narrator of Ezra,
 however, breaks this pattern, by inserting elaborations and explanations into his narrative.
 His intrusiveness indicates the strength of his desire for the reader to understand his message. It also provides a convenient point of departure for discerning his concerns and the point of view from which he approaches them.

Elaborative Intrusions

The primary subject of narratorial elaboration in Ezra is the Returnees’ careful adherence to divinely prescribed worship procedures. In chapter three, the narrator repeatedly notes that the sacrificial offerings were reinstated exactly as the law prescribes: burnt offerings were offered “as it is written in the law of Moses, the man of God” (3:2 ); the Feast of Tabernacles was celebrated “as it is written” (3:4 ); daily burnt offerings were offered “in number according to the custom” (3:4 ); and the appointed times of Yahweh, “the ones which had been sanctified,” were kept (3:5 ).
 Worship at the founding of the temple was conducted “according to the hand of David the king of Israel” (3:10 ). This concern surfaces again in chapter six. There the re‑establishment of the priestly divisions and classes of Levites was done “according to the writing of the book of Moses” (6:18 ).
 This concern for exactitude, while typical of times of renewal,
 nonetheless shows that the people were conscious of their relationship to the law and of its binding authority in matters of worship. It also indicates that they saw themselves in continuity with the people of God from the time of Moses. The fact that the narrator takes the time to render this scene with an emphasis on the people’s concern for the details of the law implies that his point of view in this matter coincides with theirs.

In the process of describing the Returnees’ careful adherence to the law, the narrator also reveals his view of the law. He designates it “the law of Moses, the man of God” in Ezra 3:2 , and “the writing of the book of Moses” in Ezra 6:22 . In chapter seven, the narrator extends his description of the law to “the law of Moses, which Yahweh, the God of Israel gave” (7:6 ), referring to it later as simply “the law of Yahweh” (7:10 ) or “the commandments of Yahweh and His statutes” (7:11 ). In chapter nine, Ezra bewails the abandonment of Yahweh’s “commandments, which [He] commanded by the hand of [His] servants the prophets” (9:10‑11 ). The narrator further exhibits his view of the law’s importance by highlighting the prominent role the law played in the life of the narrative’s hero. Ezra’s personal devotion to studying and teaching the law (7:6 , 10 , 11 ) was so evident that Artaxerxes never mentions him by name without an accompanying reference to the law (7:12 , 21 , 25 ). The narrator also makes strategic use of Artaxerxes’ letter to reinforce his view of the law. Artaxerxes refers to the law as “the commands of the God of Heaven” (7:23 ) and “the wisdom of your God which is in your hand” (7:25 ). 

As one pieces together these descriptive elaborations, the narrator’s view of the origin, authority, and importance of the law comes into focus. He clearly believes that the law was given by Yahweh, the God of Israel, and that Moses is the primary person associated with the law. His conception of the law extends beyond Moses and includes the commandments given by God through the prophets (9:10 ).
 From the narrator’s perspective, the law, because of its divine origin, is the binding standard according to which God’s people must conduct their worship and their lives. 

The first instance of overt narratorial comment, which occurs in Ezra 3:6 b, also adds to the picture of the narrator’s concern with careful obedience to the law. After recounting the renewal of burnt offerings and the Feast of Tabernacles (3:1‑5 ), the narrator interjects “but the temple of Yahweh was not founded.”
 The explanation commonly given for the placement of this comment is that it serves as a transition to the next narrative topic: the founding of the temple.
 The use of a simple statement to introduce a new topic, however, is not typical of the narrator’s style,
 and, at best, it is only a partial answer. A more adequate explanation may be found in this comment’s relation to the preceding verses. The seventh month was a special month of celebration in the national life of Israel. God ordained that the first day be a day of rest on which trumpets were blown (Lev. 23:24 ).
 On the fifteenth of the month was the Feast of Tabernacles or Booths, commemorating their wilderness wanderings (Lev. 23:34 ; Ezra 3:4 ). However, in between these two celebrations, on the tenth day of the month, was the all important Day of Atonement (Lev. 23:27 ).
 In view of the scrupulous attention given to reestablishing the altar and sacrifices precisely as ordained, the omission of this special day is glaring. However, the essence of the ceremony on the Day of Atonement revolved around the Holy of Holies. Since the temple had not yet been founded, much less rebuilt, it was impossible to perform the rituals required on the Day of Atonement. The narrator, therefore, adds his comment in Ezra 3:6 b to provide an implicit explanation for why no mention is made of the Day of Atonement.

Explanatory Intrusions

In addition to his elaborations and comments, the narrator also intrudes theological explanations into his narrative for why certain events took place. The first of these explanations is given in chapter five. Under the ministry of Haggai and Zechariah, the temple restoration begins again. When Tatnai, the governor of Beyond the River, learns of the project, he personally investigates, demanding proof of permission to build. The Jewish elders claim that Cyrus granted them permission, and Tatnai then permits them to continue building until he receives confirmation from Darius. The fact that Tatnai did not place a moratorium on their work is amazing, given the disputed nature of the Jews’ claims. The narrator, therefore, supplies the reason for this turn of events: “the eye of their God was upon the elders of the Jews” (5:5 ). Clearly, the narrator regarded their good fortune as a direct consequence of God’s sovereign intervention in their favor.

The narrator gives his second theological explanation in Ezra 6:14 . As he brings his account of the temple project to a conclusion, he states, “and they built and they finished from the command of the God of Israel and from the command of Cyrus and Darius and Artaxerxes, the king of Persia” (6:14 b). On first reading, the narrator appears to be citing two unrelated commands that were responsible for the rebuilding of the temple: God’s and the kings’. The order in which the commands are presented, however, suggests that, rather than simple coordination of two causes, the narrator intends the reader to regard them as cause and effect.
 God’s command prompted the command of the Persian kings. This interpretation gains support from Cyrus’s proclamation that Yahweh had appointed him to build a house for Him in Jerusalem (1:2 ).
 From this statement, the narrator’s view of God’s sovereign relation to the Returnees’ Persian masters is evident: the Persian kings were mediators of God’s decree.

The third theological explanation by the narrator is in Ezra 6:22 . Concluding his first plot, the narrator explains the reason for the great joy with which they celebrated the feast of unleavened bread: “for Yahweh had caused them to rejoice and had turned the heart of the king of Asshur to them to strengthen their hands in the work of the house of God, the God of Israel.”
 If it was not clear before that the narrator believed Darius to be acting in accord with God’s command, it should be at this point. The narrator does not view Darius’s favorable treatment of the Jews as evidence of his benevolence. Darius’s favor was the result of God’s work on his heart, turning it to favor His people. 

The number of explanatory theological comments more than doubles in the second half of Ezra, and there is a corresponding increase in the explicitness of the narrator’s viewpoint. The most frequent of the narrator’s comments is that “the good hand of God” was upon His people. The phrase “the (good) hand of God,” with minor variations, occurs six times in chapters seven and eight. As a result of God’s good hand, Artaxerxes gave Ezra everything he requested (7:6 ), Ezra arrived in Jerusalem safely (7:9 ), Ezra was empowered by the Persians (7:28 ), Sherebiah and his relatives were willing to join the second return (8:18 ), and the Returnees were delivered from their enemies on their journey (8:31 ).
 In Ezra 7:27 , the narrator‑turned-character praises the Lord because He put it in Artaxerxes’ heart to beautify the house of Yahweh and because He extended favor to him through the king (7:28 a). These comments reveal that from the narrator’s point of view, God was behind everything good that happened to His people. 

Shifts Between Third‑ and First‑person Narration 

A second literary feature that contributes to Ezra’s uniqueness among Biblical narratives is the shifts between third‑ and first‑person narration that occur in chapters 7‑10 .
 Rather than maintaining the third‑person omniscient stance customary in most Biblical narratives, the narrator shifts from a third‑person introduction of Ezra (7:1‑26 ) into a first‑person autobiographical account of the second return (7:27‑9:15 ), and then returns to the third-person to conclude the narrative (10:1‑44 ). 

Two distinct rationales have been proposed to explain these shifts in point of view: source‑oriented and literary.
 Source‑oriented explanations regard the shifts in point of view as secondary, resulting from the editorial process responsible for the current form of the text. For example, Otto Eissfeldt proposed that two narrative accounts, one first‑person and one third‑person, were later edited to produce a single narrative.
 Taking the opposite view, H. G. M. Williamson  regards “the changes in person [as] a reflection of editorial work exerted over a consistently first‑person account.”
 

Sigmund Mowinckel  was among the earliest interpreters to approach these shifts in point of view from a literary perspective. Citing examples from the annals of Sargon, the Kamose Saga, the book of Ahiqar, Tobit, and others, Mowinckel  argues that the shifts reflect conscious literary intention on the part of the author and that the practice was not uncommon in the ancient near east.
 According to Mowinckel , the purpose of the change between persons was to dramatize and enliven the material so as to edify the believing community.
 More recently, Tamara Eskenazi , building on Mowinckel ’s observations, argues that “the book employs this technique specifically to identify Ezra as a reliable [first‑person] narrator, one who embodies the book’s ideology.”

Though these rationales are distinct, they need not be mutually exclusive. The proposal asserted here is that Ezra deliberately included his personal account of the second return within his third‑person narrative history to communicate his message more forcefully and convincingly.
 Beyond the functions identified by Mowinckel  and Eskenazi , the inclusion of this first-person account affects the literary dynamics of Ezra 7‑10  in a number of ways. First, the shift from third‑person into first‑person narration transforms the reader’s perception of the narrator. Omitting any third‑person introduction,
 the narrator transitions seamlessly into his own narrative, praising God in the first person for the favor extended to him: “Blessed be Yahweh, the God of our fathers, who put this in the heart of the king … and has extended favor to me before the king … .” (7:27‑28 ). The previously unnamed narrator turns out to be the very person around whom the narrative’s second half revolves: Ezra the scribe. This unusual merger of narrator and narrating character
 grants the interpreter direct access to the narrator’s perspective on the major issues of this section of the book. Ezra’s enunciation of his perspective on the issues he confronts permits the interpreter to gain a greater understanding of the narrator’s ideological point of view not just in chapters 7‑10  but throughout the entire book.

Second, hearing the story from its main character permits the reader to come into greater emotional and perspectival alignment with Ezra.
 Ezra’s first‑person account generates the most immediacy in chapter nine where the nature of the action permits the reader to share Ezra’s experience—shocked anguish at Israel’s sin—and invites the reader to share his viewpoint as well—the necessity of repentance and prayer for mercy. In addition to immediacy, Ezra’s first‑person account also lends credibility and reality to the narrative. Eyewitness accounts, though not without their limitations, consistently rank high in evidential firmness. Ezra’s use of autobiography thus adds credibility not only to the factual content of his narrative but to its evaluative content as well.

The return to third‑person narration in chapter ten generates its own contrasting set of literary effects. The third‑person narration distances the reader from Ezra and the events immediately surrounding him, creating a sense of a more objective point of view. After Ezra’s perspective has dominated the narrative for thirteen verses (9:3‑15 ), the return to a third‑person omniscient stance also permits the multiple perspectives involved in the mixed-marriage incident to come into focus. In addition to Ezra’s perspective, the text presents four other points of view: the princes’ (9:1‑2 ), that of those who “tremble at the words of the God of Israel” (9:4 ),
 Shecaniah’s (10:2‑4 ), and the entire congregation’s (10:12‑14 ). The inclusion of these other points of view strengthens Ezra’s in at least two ways. First, it reveals the people’s perspective of Ezra: he is their spiritual leader. The fact that the princes report to him shows that they regarded him at the ultimate authority. Second, it reveals that Ezra was not alone in his opinion. Perhaps the most striking aspect of these various points of view is their unanimity. Without exception, every person or group views the intermarriages as an act of unfaithfulness.

Another effect of Ezra’s third‑person narration relates to the penalty for being involved in a mixed marriage: divorce. Though Ezra leads the process of dealing with Israel’s sin, Shecaniah is the first to suggest that the penalty be divorce. This method of presentation makes it clear that though Ezra is at the center of things, he is not the one making them happen. In fact, the procedure and penalty for dealing with the issue is agreed upon first by the princes of the priests, the Levites, and all Israel, is then confirmed by the entire male population of Judah and Benjamin (10:12‑14 ),
 and is finally executed by committees in each city (10:16 ). The shift into third‑person narration implies that the narrator was concerned to show the concerted nature of the decisions leading up the mandated divorces. 

Characterization and the Narrator’s Point of View 

Characterization refers to how an author portrays the characters in his narrative.
 The basic modes of characterization in Biblical narrative are showing a character’s actions and speech, contrasting or comparing characters with one another, describing or applying epithets to a character,
 and revealing a character’s inner life.
 In addition to its primary function—providing information about the motives, attitudes, and moral nature of characters,
 characterization is also a means by which the narrator expresses his own point of view and shapes his reader’s perspective.
 Of the various modes of characterization used in Ezra, the two that most clearly reveal the narrator’s point of view are internal perspective and direct characterization.

Internal Perspective

An omniscient narrator may enter a character’s mind, exposing to the reader’s view his thoughts and emotions. The resulting internal perspective illumines the character and at the same time yields clues that suggest the concerns of the narrator. There are at least four instances in which the narrator of Ezra gives the reader information about the inner state of his characters. The first instance is located in Ezra 3:3 . Having settled into their cities, the Returnees gather at Jerusalem on the first day of the seventh month to keep the appointed sabbaths and feasts. Jeshua and Zerubbabel along with their brothers rebuild the altar so that the required burnt offerings may be offered (3:2 ). When the altar is finished, they “placed it upon its place” (3:3 ). At this point the narrator inserts a puzzling statement: “for they were terrified because of the peoples of the lands” (3:3 ).
 Two questions arise immediately: why are they afraid of their neighbors? and what prompts the use of such a strong term as “terror”?
 The narrator never supplies a direct answer to these questions, leaving the answers to the reader’s inference. Brief as this inner view is, the “terror” it reveals creates such a negative impression that the reader cannot help being suspicious of the unseen terrorists. By laying bare the Returnees’ fear, the narrator subtly foreshadows the coming problems and initiates a series of narrative strategies designed to set the reader entirely against the peoples of the lands. When the narrator again notes the debilitating fear created by the people of the land (4:4 ), the two inner views link into pattern, and the reader’s suspicions are justified fully. 

The second instance of internal perspective occurs in Ezra 3:13 . Nearly seven months after the altar was restored,
 the temple reconstruction commences with the founding of its cornerstone. The founding is accompanied by as much pageantry and praise as can be mustered. With priests in full garb, trumpets blaring, and cymbals crashing, they extol Yahweh for His goodness and lovingkindness. Yet the response to this occasion is not unmixed. Some weep while others shout, and the narrator concludes with a comment reflecting the inner perspective of the people: “and the people could not distinguish the voice of joyful shouting from the voice of the weeping of the people” (3:13 ). To this point, the Returnees have acted in concert, virtually as a single entity.
 The mixed response to the temple founding, however, reveals multiple points of view within the people. They are not as purely enthusiastic as they appeared. The people are joyful, but some of the leaders are weeping. This subtle exposure of dissonance between the laity and certain leaders may suggest one of the reasons the work on the temple stalled: the leadership was not united in its enthusiasm for the project.
 It may also foreshadow the unfaithfulness of the leaders to be revealed in chapter nine. The unmitigated joy at the completion of the temple project (6:16 ), some twenty years later, is a notable contrast to the mixed response at its commencement.

The remaining instances of internal perspective all involve the character Ezra. The first internal view comes in the narrator’s explanation of why God was blessing Ezra: “For Ezra had fixed his heart to seek the law of Yahweh and to do and to teach in Israel statute and judgment” (7:10 ).
 Ezra’s inner determination to gain a thorough knowledge of the law reflects the intensity of his spiritual commitment. The wholesome nature of his relationship to Yahweh emerges through his own words of praise in 7:27‑28 . Ezra’s doxology vocalizes his view of God’s relation to the affairs of his life. In Ezra 8:22 , Ezra opens a window to the internal struggle that he underwent in facing the return to Israel. He was well aware of their need for protection from the potential hazards lying along the route. Yet recalling his confident assertion about God’s active intervention on behalf of those who seek Him, he is ashamed to ask the king for protection (8:22 ) and instead calls for fasting and prayer. His inner turmoil testifies to his humanity, and his response demonstrates his view that he is entirely dependent upon God. The last view of Ezra’s inner life comes in his reaction to the report of mixed marriages. He speaks of being appalled (9:3 , 4 ), humiliated (9:5, 6 ),
 and ashamed (9:6 ). Ezra exposes his inner response to the people’s sin in order to provide a model for the proper emotional response to sin.

Direct Characterization

Biblical characters are primarily depicted through word and action. Only rarely does a narrator employ direct characterization.
 When such description does occur, it usually involves the narrator’s evaluation or judgment of the character(s) involved.
 There are two instances of direct characterization by the narrator in Ezra. The first involves the peoples of the lands. They first appear in the narrative as the objects of the Returnees’ terror (3:3 ). Before the reader ever gets a chance to see them or to hear a word from their mouths, the narrator labels them “enemies”: “And the enemies of Judah and Benjamin heard that the sons of the exile were building the temple of Yahweh, the God of Israel” (4:1 ).
 When they do speak, their words sound amiable enough: “Let us build with you, for as you, we are seeking your God, and we have been sacrificing to him from the days of Eshar Haddon, king of Asshur, who brought us up here” (4:2 ). Yet they are sharply rejected: “Not to you and to us to build the house of our God, for we alone will build to Yahweh, the God of Israel” (4:3 ). One might easily wonder what could be wrong with letting fellow Yahweh‑seekers and worshippers join in the reconstruction. That is precisely the question Ezra seeks to preempt through his direct characterization. 

Having been told that the “enemies” of Judah and Benjamin are approaching, the reader is inclined to view their smooth words with suspicion. There must be more to their words than meets the eye or ear. The abrupt rebuff of the Jews, apart from the characterizing epithet of the first verse (4:1 ), would seem unduly harsh and antagonistic. Filtered through the knowledge that they are “the enemy,” however, the Jews’ response seems at worst more bark than necessary and, perhaps, exactly what the case required. 

The narrator does not require the reader to depend solely upon his labeling, however. After relating the conversation, he supports his epithet with two sets of evidence. The first is the fear tactics of the people of the land after being rebuffed (4:4‑5 ), and the second is the letter of Rehum the chancellor (4:12‑16 ). In a brilliant reversal, Ezra uses Rehum’s characterization of the Jews as evidence supporting his designation of them as enemies.

Rehum’s letter to Artaxerxes is a carefully crafted piece of political rhetoric. Taking advantage of the king’s political vulnerabilities,
 Rehum builds his case with well‑chosen epithets. Jerusalem, he writes, is a rebellious (4:12 , 15 ) and evil city (4:12 ) that causes injury to kings and provinces (4:13 , 15 ) and that is prone to revolt (4:15 ). Rehum’s direct characterization, although accurate in its historical references, is groundless with regard to the city’s current occupants. As the reader senses the inequity of Rehum’s charge, he moves more solidly behind Israel in alignment against her mendacious neighbors. In this way Rehum’s own literary skills serve unwittingly to substantiate the narrator’s direct characterization and to justify the Jews.

The second instance of direct characterization by the narrator occurs in Ezra 7:6 : “That Ezra went up from Babel and he was a scribe
 skilled in the law of Moses which Yahweh, the God of Israel, gave … .” By defining Ezra as skilled in the law, the narrator asserts Ezra’s superior ability to understand and interpret the law.
 The importance of establishing this point of view becomes apparent when the reader finds Ezra mandating divorce, a practice obviously contrary to God’s intentions for marriage as well as to human sentiment. By establishing Ezra’s expertise early in the story, the narrator weights the scales sufficiently in Ezra’s favor so that it is unlikely the reader will reject or condemn the solution that Ezra sanctions. 

Conclusion

The conclusion with perhaps the greatest significance for understanding the theological message of the Book of Ezra derives from the foregoing analysis of the narrator’s shifts between third‑ and first‑person narration: the narrator is Ezra. The Book of Ezra is not, therefore, a patchwork of viewpoints, but the entire book is controlled by a single point of view.
 More specifically, the point of view that Ezra expresses in his autobiographical section (7:27‑9:15 ) provides a theological center for clarifying the narrator’s point of view throughout the preceding narrative as well as in chapter ten. Since Ezra is the narrator, Ezra’s concerns are the concerns of the narrator. This conclusion also provides a control by which the interpreter may evaluate his analysis of the narrator’s point of view. Any analysis suggesting narratorial concerns that are at odds with the point of view expressed by Ezra should be considered invalid.

Close attention to the narrator’s voice, besides supporting the previous conclusion that the sovereignty and goodness of God are two of the book’s major themes, also reveals his concern with keeping the law. Combining these themes with the recognition that Ezra the scribe is the narrator leads to the further conclusion that the overarching perspective from which he approaches his narrative is that the Lord rules over the kingdoms of men and that His law is the key to knowing Him and receiving His favor. A proper relation to Him depends upon a proper relationship to His law. The narrator, therefore, seeks to convince the reader that the peoples of the land are enemies not just because they have opposed God’s people but because they pose a real and present danger to the holiness God’s law requires. At the same time, the narrator presents Ezra as a model of positive holiness whose example, if emulated sincerely, will result in God’s blessing.

Chapter 5
Yahweh: God of Israel, God of Heaven and Earth

The preceding analyses of temporal ordering, plot, point of view, and characterization have located and partially exposed the primary themes of Ezra’s narrative: God’s immanence in history, the continuity of the Returnees with pre‑exilic Israel, the importance and authority of God’s word, the fulfillment of God’s promises, God’s sovereign power, opposition to God’s people, God’s gracious goodness, the importance of holiness, sin as unfaithfulness, God’s unchanging faithfulness, God’s righteousness, and hope for the Returnees’ future based on God’s saving acts in the past.
 A careful comparison of these themes suggests that Ezra’s message revolves around three focal points: God, the Returnees, and the relationship between them. Of these three, the character and actions of God are the most prominent elements in Ezra’s thematic development.
 

As one would expect from a narrative, Ezra presents his picture of God primarily through plot action and dialogue, though he has no qualms about using his narratorial privilege to ensure the reader gets his point. Throughout the narrative Ezra deliberately exposes Yahweh’s behind‑the‑scenes involvement in the affairs of His people in order to highlight Yahweh’s immanence and to provide his fifth century audience with a renewed vision of the facets of His character most relevant to their situation. As the reader observes God in action, four aspects of His character become unmistakably clear: His power, faithfulness, goodness, and righteousness. 

The Immanence of God 

The exile was the most devastating event in the history of Israel. It shattered the popular though misguided notion that God’s election of Israel as a nation, Jerusalem as His city, and the temple as His dwelling place guaranteed the Jews’ ultimate invincibility.
 After 70 long years in exile, the initial fulfillment of God’s promises to restore His people had no doubt rekindled hope for the total restoration of Israel, including her independent sovereignty and spiritual renewal. The Returnee’s expectations must have soared as they heard messianic prophecies of Judean world dominance
 and watched the rebuilding of the temple. Yet, for Ezra’s audience, 80 some years had passed since the initial return, and more than 50 years lay between the completion of the temple and their own time. Rather than ascending into a position of prominence, they had continued to experience hardship and oppression. Politically, they were little more than a small province in the vastness of the Persian empire.
 Artaxerxes had recently ordered their work on the city walls to stop, and the order was carried out forcibly (4:23 ), setting their efforts back virtually to square one.
 With Ezra’s return had come the discovery that the very sin that precipitated the Exile was again spreading like a cancer among them. The radical nature of the solution, regardless of its necessity, must have created waves throughout the whole province. In circumstances conflicted by social tensions, economic uncertainty, religious aspirations, and harsh political realities, Ezra’s audience may well have wondered if God had forgotten or abandoned them. 

The Book of Ezra addresses this troubled milieu, not by proposing direct solutions, but by offering a renewed awareness of God’s immanence.
 If the narrative says anything, it says that God is still there, and He is neither still nor silent. The God of their fathers, who had spoken through Moses (7:6 ), through His servants the prophets (9:11 ), and through Jeremiah (1:1 ), had recently spoken to them through Haggai and Zechariah (5:1 ). Accompanying His words were His deeds. The God of Heaven who, enraged by their sin (5:12 ), had delivered them over to Nebuchadnezzar (9:7 ) is the same God who had not forgotten them in their captivity (9:9 ) but had preserved and revived them (9:8 ). It was He who had stirred Cyrus and appointed him to rebuild His house (1:1‑2 ), stirred the hearts of the Returnees (1:5 ), intervened on behalf of His people (5:5 ), caused His people to rejoice (6:22 ), turned the heart of Darius (6:22 ), put the desire in Artaxerxes’ heart to beautify His house (7:27 ), extended favor to His servants before the Persians (7:28 ), heard His people’s prayers, and delivered them from danger (8:23 , 31 ). Ezra’s point can hardly be mistaken. God had not abandoned them. He had not relegated them to history’s rubbish heap. He was still at work in His world on behalf of His people. 

The Sovereign Power of God

God’s sovereign power is the first facet of His character that the narrative’s display of God in action highlights. The theme of God’s sovereign power develops throughout the Book of Ezra as the rebuilding of the temple unfolds.
 The actional dynamic that propels this theme is the work of God in the hearts of men. In each of the three phases of the Temple’s reconstruction—initiation, opposition, and completion—God’s sovereign power is evident in His control of men’s hearts to accomplish His purposes.
 

Initiating the Temple Reconstruction

Ezra’s account of the initiation of the Temple reconstruction begins with Yahweh prompting Cyrus to action: “Yahweh stirred the spirit of Cyrus … and he made a proclamation in all his kingdom” (1:1 ). The significance of Ezra’s opening scene lies in an appreciation of who Cyrus, King of Persia, was. In his “first year,”
 Cyrus had just conquered Babylon, the most powerful empire in the world. In combination with Media and Persia, his domain stretched from Turkey and Palestine in the west to the Indus River in the east, creating one of the largest empires the world has known.
 Yet at the height of his glory, the most powerful ruler in the world is shown to be but a tool for Yahweh to display His power. As the consequences of Yahweh’s stirring of Cyrus develop, the greatness of Yahweh’s power grows increasingly evident.

The first effect of Yahweh’s stirring is Cyrus’s emancipatory proclamation:                         

Thus says Cyrus, King of Persia, Yahweh, the God of Heaven, has given to me all the kingdoms of the earth, and He has appointed me to build for Him a house in Jerusalem which is in Judah. Who is among you from all His people, may his God be with him and let him go up to Jerusalem which is in Judah, and let him build the house of Yahweh, the God of Israel, He is the God who is in Jerusalem. And every one who remains from every place where he sojourns, let the men of his place assist him with silver and with gold, with goods and with cattle with a freewill offering for the house of God which is in Jerusalem.

In this proclamation, Cyrus makes two assertions regarding the reason for his decree. The first assertion is that “Yahweh, the God of Heaven, has given to me all the kingdoms of the earth” (1:2a ).
 Cyrus clearly intends his statement to imply that he is the recipient of a divine right to rule. There is, however, more than political significance to his statement. It also implies Yahweh’s ownership of and sovereignty over all the kingdoms of the earth. Since Cyrus received the kingdoms of the earth from “Yahweh, the God of Heaven,” they must belong to Him. Further, if Yahweh granted Cyrus the right to rule His kingdoms, He must be the ultimate sovereign, the King of kings.
 Cyrus’s second assertion is that “[Yahweh] has appointed me to build for Him a house in Jerusalem which is in Judah” (1:2b ). This assertion is an explicit acknowledgment of Cyrus’s subordinate relation to Yahweh and of Yahweh’s actual sovereignty. The King of Persia is Yahweh’s servant, subject to His bidding. Yahweh’s sovereignty is no mere figural sovereignty like that of the Queen of England. His is an actual sovereignty, for He commands and Cyrus obeys.
 

After stating the grounds and motivation for his proclamation, Cyrus grants permission for any Jews who want to return to their homeland to do so and enjoins their neighbors to aid them. As expected, the Jewish people respond immediately: “And the heads of the fathers of Judah and Benjamin rose …” (1:5 ). What is not expected, however, is Ezra’s next statement: “… of all whose spirits God stirred to go up to build the house of Yahweh which is in Jerusalem” (1:5b ). The response of the Jewish leaders, rather than being a function of their own inclinations, turns out to be a reflection of Yahweh’s sovereign working. Everyone and anyone did not respond to Cyrus’s offer to return to Judah and build the temple; rather, it was those whose spirits Yahweh stirred that responded. God’s elective stirring of the more than 42,000 Jews who were to return and rebuild the temple testifies to the extent and magnitude of His sovereign power.
 

The Jews were not the only ones to respond to Cyrus’s edict. According to Ezra 1:6, their neighbors “strengthened their hands with vessels of silver, with gold, with goods, and with cattle, and with valuable things, besides all that was offered willingly.” Interestingly, Ezra’s description of the Persian response repeats the exact wording of Cyrus’s decree—with one slight addition. It is, however, that addition, “and with valuable things,”  that suggests that the Persian response surpassed the perfunctory and was actually quite generous.
 The wording of Cyrus’s decree, “with silver and with gold and with goods and with cattle, with a free‑will offering,” admits the interpretation that the first four items listed in verse four were suggested examples of the free‑will offerings Cyrus was mandating. Ezra’s account of what actually happened indicates that not only did their neighbors give the items listed by Cyrus, but that in addition to the suggested free‑will offerings they also gave “valuable things” above and beyond Cyrus’s suggestion. In the light of the revelation that Cyrus’s decree and the Returnees’ response were motivated by Yahweh, the generous support given the Returnees perhaps implies that the Persians’ generosity was motivated by Yahweh as well.

Following his proclamation, Cyrus brings out “the vessels of the house of Yahweh … by the hand of Mithredath the treasurer” (1:7‑8 ). The logic of the narrative’s sequence suggests that Cyrus’s action is another effect of Yahweh’s stirring, though Ezra does not make this connection directly. In chapter six, however, if the reader has not drawn this conclusion on his own, Ezra fills it in for him. The copy of Cyrus’s decree found in Ecbatana by Darius explicitly states, “The vessels of the house of God … let them be restored and go to the temple which is in Jerusalem to its place, and you will deposit them in the house of God” (6:5 ). Clearly the return of the temple vessels was a result of Yahweh’s stirring as well. 

The scroll from the archive in Ecbatana also brings to light a fourth effect of Yahweh’s stirring not even hinted at in chapter one. According to that memorandum, Cyrus had authorized the temple building to be funded by the imperial treasury: “and let the expense be given from the house of the king” (6:4 ).
 Cyrus’s return of the treasure taken by the Babylonians is one thing, but his grant of full financing from the royal treasury testifies unmistakably to Yahweh’s power to control men’s hearts. 

Overturning Opposition to the Temple Reconstruction

After the Returnees refounded the temple, they began reconstruction in earnest (3:10‑13 ). Hearing of the work, the peoples of the lands come to the Jewish leaders requesting to participate in the building program (4:1‑3 ). When their request is denied, they wage an organized campaign of opposition and terror up to the time of Darius (4:4‑5 ). As noted before, Ezra concatenates a series of incidents occurring throughout the reigns of Cyrus, Darius, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes into what appears to be an insuperable mountain of opposition.
 The Returnees’ opponents get their way. Their intimidation tactics work, and their political cunning brings God’s plan to a halt, or so it seems. In the face of such overwhelming resistance, God demonstrates His sovereign power by turning Darius’s heart “to strengthen [the Returnees’] hands in the work of the house of God,” thereby overturning all opposition to His purposes (6:22 ). Ezra’s thematic development of the opposition to God’s people as well as its non‑chronological placement creates a foil against which God’s power is magnified. 

As in the case of Cyrus, God’s control of Darius demonstrates His sovereignty. In contrast to God’s dealing with Cyrus, Darius appears to be unaware of God’s working, reflecting the versatility of God’s power. He does not need man’s conscious cooperation to accomplish His purposes. 

Another way in which Ezra displays God’s sovereign power in this phase of the narrative is through the extent to which God turns Darius’s heart. Darius could have simply issued permission for the Jews to continue building the temple. However, he chooses to follow through on Cyrus’s edict that the expenses for the temple should come out of the royal treasury (“house of the king”; 6:4 ). Rather than construing the edict narrowly to apply only to the rebuilding project, Darius broadens its reference to include the maintenance of temple worship: “Whatever they need, even sons of bullocks and rams and lambs for burnt offering to the God of Heaven; wheat, salt, wine, oil, according to the word of the priests which are in Jerusalem, let it be given to them daily without neglect” (6:9 ). Beyond that, Darius establishes penalties for anyone who would frustrate the work on the temple (6:11 ). 

Completing the Temple Reconstruction

With the issuance of Darius’s decree, the Jewish elders “built and finished [the temple] … by the third day of the month of Adar” (6:14‑15 ). In terms of plot structure, the story begun in chapter one reaches its denouement in chapter six, and a new story line begins in chapter seven. The temple is finished, and the celebration is over. However, in the midst of recounting the completion of the temple under Darius, Ezra gives the reader a panoramic view God’s working from the time of Cyrus to that of Artaxerxes: “And the elders of Judah were building and prospering during the prophesying of Haggai the prophet and Zechariah the son of Iddo; and they built and they finished from the command of the God of Israel and from the command of Cyrus and Darius and Artaxerxes, king of Persia” (6:14 ). The perspective of this verse is profound: God is the ultimate sovereign under whom each of these earthly kings ruled and according to whose command they acted. The anachronous location of this verse in the narrative chronology, as noted before,
 makes it even more distinct. Artaxerxes’ contribution to the temple has not been recounted, yet Ezra includes him as a contributor to the temple’s reconstruction. Ezra 6:14 , in connection with the explicit statement in 7:27 , “who put this in the heart of the king to beautify the house of Yahweh …,” creates a narratorial bridge between Ezra’s two plots and indicates that Ezra regarded Yahweh’s work in Artaxerxes’ heart as a continuation of and the final completion of the rebuilding of the temple.
 

For the final time in the narrative, Ezra 7:27  reveals the invisible working of Yahweh in the heart of Persia’s sovereign to accomplish His purposes. As with Cyrus and Darius, Artaxerxes issues a decree that magnifies God’s sovereign power. Besides the extent of the liberality to which God moved Artaxerxes, the fact that Artaxerxes styles himself as “king of kings” makes God’s use of him all the more magnificent (7:12 ). The true King of Kings demonstrates His sovereignty by employing Artaxerxes’ hubris to accomplish His own purposes. 

The natural conclusion from these events is that Yahweh’s sovereign power knows no bounds. Yahweh possesses the kingdoms of the earth and is their true king. Yahweh has the authority to appoint kings to do His will. His sovereign power also extends to the election of those He desires to participate in the return to Judah and the motivation of the Persians’ generosity. Jews and Persians, high and low, all are subject to His control. 

The Faithfulness of God

The second facet of God’s character that Ezra highlights is His faithfulness. Ezra develops the theme of God’s faithfulness primarily by showing God sovereignly fulfilling His word.

God’s Faithfulness to His Word 

Ezra introduces the theme of God’s faithfulness to His word, as he did the theme of God’s sovereign power, in the opening line of his narrative: “And in the first year of Cyrus, King of Persia, to fulfill the word of Yahweh from the mouth of Jeremiah, Yahweh stirred the spirit of Cyrus …” (1:1 ). By identifying Yahweh’s purpose for stirring Cyrus as the fulfillment of His word, Ezra invites the reader to see in his narrative the historical demonstration of God’s faithfulness to His promises. The qualifying phrase “from the mouth of Jeremiah” defines the scope of the “word of Yahweh” that Ezra has in mind: specifically what God revealed through Jeremiah. Although Ezra specifies Jeremiah’s prophecies as the object of Yahweh’s fulfillment, he leaves unspecified precisely which “word” of Jeremiah is being fulfilled. 

Scholars generally identify Ezra’s allusion to Jeremiah with his prophecies of a seventy‑year period of exile in Jeremiah 25:11  and 29:10 .
 The most common reason given for this linkage is the similarity of Ezra 1:1‑3  and 2 Chronicles 36:20‑23 . The author of Chronicles states that the Babylonian exile took place “to fulfill the word of Yahweh by the mouth of Jeremiah … to fulfill seventy years” (36:21 ).
 Immediately following this statement, he appends the account of Cyrus’s proclamation, clearly implying a connection between the termination of the seventy‑year exile and Yahweh’s stirring of Cyrus. While this connection is explicit in Chronicles, Ezra makes no mention of the seventy‑year prophecy, nor does he anywhere limit the extent of the fulfillment to the exile or its termination. The open‑endedness of his allusion suggests that he has in mind a much broader spectrum of Jeremiah’s prophetic word.
 The fact that Ezra mentions Jeremiah in the context of the return from exile suggests that he has in mind the Jeremian promises of restoration and hope for the exiles. 

“The Word of Yahweh by the Mouth of Jeremiah”

Distributed throughout Jeremiah’s denunciations and calls for repentance are the tender mercies of Yahweh in the form of restoration promises.
 Yahweh promises that after 70 years of exile, “I will visit you and will establish my good word concerning you to bring you back to this place” (Jer. 29:10 ). Eight times throughout Jeremiah, the Lord promises that He will “restore the fortunes”
 of His people both physically and spiritually. 22

The primary physical element of the promises is that the exiles will return to their own land in great numbers, including those normally unfit or unable to travel—the blind, the lame, the pregnant woman, and the woman in labor (24:6 ; 29:10 ; 31:7‑8 ).
 Jeremiah pictures this return as God leading His flock back to their pasture (23:3 ; 31:10 ). God will bring them up from the land of the north (Babylon; 16:15 ; 23:7‑8 ; 31:8 ) and restore them to the land given to their fathers (3:18 ; 16:5 ; 30:3 ), even to their own cities (31:21 , 23 , 24 ). The magnitude of this restoration will be so great that it will eclipse the Exodus, and they will no longer swear, “As Yahweh lives who brought the sons of Israel up from the land of Egypt,” but “As surely as Yahweh lives who brought the sons of Israel up from the land of the North and from all the lands where He thrust them” (16:14‑15 ; cf. 23:7‑8 ). 

The city of Jerusalem and its citadel
 will be rebuilt (30:18 ; 31:38‑39 ), and it will once again be filled with people (33:10‑11 ). The temple will also be restored (33:11 ).
 Israel herself will be the object of God’s building and replanting (24:6 ; 29:11 ; 31:27‑28 ). In language expressing the depth of His love for Israel, the Lord promises to rejoice over her and build her with all His heart and all His soul (32:41 ). He will restore His people’s health, heal their wounds, and cause them to be fruitful and multiply (23:3 ; 30:17 , 19‑20 ). The economy will again prosper as houses, lands, and vineyards are bought and sold in the land (32:15 , 42‑44 ). 

Beyond simply returning from exile, the Lord promises that He will break the yoke of foreign enslavement from their necks (30:8 ) and redeem them from their servitude (30:8 ; 31:11 ). He will raise up rulers over them who will care for them, providing them security so that they are no longer afraid or terrified and none of them is missing (23:3‑4 ; 30:10 ; 46:27 ). Their leader will be “one of them,” and God will “bring him near, and he shall approach Me” (30:21 ). He will be a descendant of David and will rule as king over Israel (23:5‑6 ; 30:9 ). His name will be Yahweh our Righteousness (23:6 ; 33:16 ), and He will reign with wisdom, justice, and righteousness over both Israel and Judah (23:5‑6 ; 33:15 ). In conjunction with the promise of a Davidic ruler over His restored people, the Lord promises that “there shall not be cut off to David a man sitting upon the throne of the house of Israel” (33:17 ). The Lord will multiply his descendants as the host of heaven and as the sand of the sea (33:22 ). The Lord will also multiply the Levites, so that “the Levitical priests shall never lack a man” to offer offerings before the Lord (33:18‑22 , NASB). There will again be songs of thanksgiving and rejoicing heard in the land (30:19 ; 33:11 ). There will be shouting for joy in Zion over the bountiful provision of the Lord, for He will “turn their mourning into joy … and cause them to rejoice from their sorrow” (31:12‑13 ). 

Yahweh’s promises of spiritual restoration, though not as numerous, are the most profound aspect of Jeremiah’s restoration theology. The statement that occurs most frequently throughout the restoration promises is “they will be my people and I will be their God.”
 This relationship, intended from Israel’s conception (Exod. 6:7 ; Lev. 26:12 ), will be established by the Lord with a new covenant (31:33‑34 ) that will be eternal (32:40 ; 50:5 ). In response to His peoples’ calling upon Him in prayer, and seeking for Him with all their hearts (29:12‑13 ), He will hear them and permit himself to be found of them (29:12 , 14 ). He will forgive their sins, cleanse their iniquities (33:8 ; 31:34 ), and write His law upon their hearts (31:33 ). He will give them new hearts, hearts to know Him (24:7 ) and to fear him so that they will all know God (31:34 ) and never turn from Him again (32:40 ). The land will be filled with an abundance of peace and truth (33:6 ), and Israel will finally become a testimony to God’s goodness that reaches the world (33:9 ).
 

Fulfillment in Ezra of Jeremiah’s Restoration Promises

When the details of the Book of Ezra are examined in the light of the breadth and specificity of Jeremiah’s restoration theology, the effect is comparable to turning on a black lamp over a rock collection: suddenly drabness gives way to glowing, vibrant colors. What appear to be mundane plot inclusions or incidental details in Ezra actually turn out to be subtle statements of God’s fulfillment of His word through Jeremiah. Virtually every scene in Ezra 1‑6 contains some reflection of Jeremiah’s prophecies. The prevalence of these allusions suggests that a key principle informing Ezra’s selection of material is the restoration promises of Jeremiah. In other words, the strong correspondence between promise in Jeremiah and fulfillment in Ezra suggests that Ezra is consciously including in his narrative those events from the Return and Temple Restoration that fulfill Jeremiah’s promises. 

The return to the land stands out as the most prominent fulfillment of Jeremiah’s prophecy.
 The magnitude of the first return, 42,360 people (Ezra 2:64 ), reflects the initial fulfillment of Jeremiah’s promise that a great host would return (Jer. 31:8 ). The list in Ezra 2  implicitly points to several aspects of Jeremiah’s restoration prophecies. First, it links them to their fathers and thus to the land of their fathers in fulfillment of the promise: “I will restore them to the land which I gave to their fathers” (Jer. 16:5 ; 30:3 ). All the names in the Ezra 2  list, however, are not patriarchal. Most of the names in 2:21‑35 , if not all of them, are names of cities.
 These verses in conjunction with the explicit statements in 2:70  and 3:1  that “all Israel [dwelt] in their cities” match Yahweh’s insistent call in Jeremiah 31:21 , “Return, O virgin of Israel, return to these your cities.” 

In addition to repatriating the Jewish exiles, Cyrus also carries out Yahweh’s commission to rebuild His house of worship. One of the first tangible steps Cyrus takes after issuing his proclamation is to return the temple vessels Nebuchadnezzar had taken into the care of Sheshbazzar (Ezra 1:7‑11 ). This fulfills God’s promise in Jeremiah 27:21‑22  that “the [temple] vessels … shall be brought to Babylon and they will be there until the day I visit them, declares Yahweh, And I will bring them up and restore them to this place.” The renewal of free‑will offerings (Ezra 3:5 ) and the thankful singing of Yahweh’s goodness and lovingkindness (Ezra 3:11 ) fulfill the prophecy that “again shall be heard … the voice of those saying, ‘Give thanks to Yahweh of hosts, for Yahweh is good, for his lovingkindness endures forever’; and of those bringing a thank offering to the house of Yahweh” (Jer. 33:10‑11 ).
 The sound of joyful shouting at the founding of the temple, which was heard at a great distance (Ezra 3:13 ), matches Jeremiah’s promises that “from them will go forth thanksgiving and the voice of those who make merry” (Jer. 30:19 ). Ezra 6:22  recounts the joy at the celebration of the Passover in accord with Jeremiah 33:10‑11 , “… again shall be heard … the voice of joy.” 

When Tatnai permits the Jewish elders to continue working until a report comes from Darius, Ezra notes that his leniency was a result of “the eye of their God upon [them]” (Ezra 5:5 ). The similarity of Ezra’s terminology to Jeremiah 24:6 , “And I will set my eye upon them for good, and I will restore them to this land,” suggests that Ezra views God’s intervention on the Jew’s behalf as a fulfillment of that promise. Ezra’s more frequently used phrase “the (good) hand of God” also signals the fulfillment of the God’s promised benevolence to His people. 

God’s Faithfulness to His People

In addition to displaying God’s faithfulness in His fulfillment of His word, Ezra also develops his portrait of God’s faithfulness by noting how He has dealt with the exiles. Ezra underscores this aspect of God’s faithfulness in a number of places throughout the book. The first is in Ezra 3:11 . In context, the people are rejoicing over the founding of the temple and praising God for His goodness and faithfulness: “And they sang with praise and with thanksgiving to Yahweh for He is good, for His lovingkindness is upon Israel forever.”
 The phrase, “His lovingkindness is upon Israel forever,” highlights the dominant element of God’s relationship to His covenant people. He is eternally faithful in showing kindness to those with whom He has a covenantal relationship.
 

The second instance in which Ezra notes Yahweh’s faithfulness is in Ezra 7:28 . After receiving the generous grant of Artaxerxes, including volunteer offerings of silver and gold by the king and his counselors (7:15 ), a huge credit line on the king’s treasury (7:21‑22 ), exemption of all temple‑related personnel from tribute, tax, or toll (7:24 ), and authority to appoint magistrates and judges to enforce and teach the law (7:25‑26 ), Ezra lifts his voice in praise to Yahweh for extending lovingkindness to him: “Blessed be Yahweh, the God of our fathers, who … extended lovingkindness to me before the king” (7:27‑28 ).
 

The final and most dramatic statement of Yahweh’s faithfulness occurs in Ezra’s prayer of confession. Rousing from his stunned grief at learning that the people had again married foreign wives, Ezra pours out his heart to God. He begins by acknowledging both the magnitude of their guilt—“our iniquities have multiplied above the head and our guilt is great unto the heavens. From the days of our fathers we have been in great guilt …” (9:6‑7a )—and God’s justice in delivering them into the hand of the “kings of the lands … with sword, with captivity, and with spoil, and with shame of face as it is this day” (9:7b ). Despite their overwhelming guilt before Yahweh, Ezra marvels that “in our servitude our God has not abandoned us but has extended loyal lovingkindness to us before the kings of Persia …” (9:9a ). This statement identifies two ways in which God demonstrated faithfulness to His people: by not forsaking them and by extending lovingkindness to them before the Persians. God’s loyalty to His faithless people constitutes perhaps the single greatest display of His faithfulness. Though they were unfaithful, yet He remained steadfast.
 Despite the guilt of Judah and Israel, God did not abandon His faithless people, but was still demonstrating His loyal love just as He had many years before through the prophet Hosea.
 Ezra lists three ways in which Yahweh had extended loyal lovingkindness to them: (1) granting them a reviving,
 (2) raising the house of God and establishing its waste places, and (3) giving His people a hedge in Judah and in Jerusalem (9:9 ).
 In essence Ezra is summing up everything that had happened from the time of Cyrus to the present—the return to Israel, the restoration of the altar and temple, the degree of protection that they had enjoyed—as evidence of Yahweh’s loyal lovingkindness to His people. 

The Gracious Goodness of God

The third aspect of God’s character that features prominently in Ezra’s narrative is His gracious goodness. The first and most direct statement of God’s goodness is made by the Returnees at the founding of the second temple: “for He is good, for His lovingkindness is upon Israel forever” (3:11 ). The first phrase of this formulaic statement captures the essence of Yahweh’s nature and disposition toward His people: He is good.
 God manifests His goodness in actively bestowing benefits upon those who seek Him: “His hand is for good upon those who seek Him” (8:22 ). Although Ezra makes no attempt to develop a systematic treatment of God’s goodness, the history of the Returnees is replete with evidence of it. 

As noted in the previous chapter,
 Ezra regards the founding of the temple (3:11 ), Artaxerxes’ grant of everything he requested (7:6 ), his safe arrival in Jerusalem from Babylon (7:9 ), the finding of insightful men among the Levites who were willing to return to Judah (8:18 ), and the deliverance of the Returnees from “the palm of the enemy
 and ambusher along the road” (8:31 ) as evidences of God’s goodness at work.

Perhaps the most extended statement of God’s goodness may be found in Ezra’s prayer of confession. Two aspects of his prayer contribute to this theme. The first is Ezra’s statement following his review of God’s judgment in 9:6‑7 : “And now for a small moment there was favor from Yahweh our God to leave for us an escaped remnant and to give us a peg in His holy place; to lighten our eyes, O our God, and to give us a little reviving in our servitude” (9:8 ). As precarious as their status was,
 it was nonetheless a status resulting from God’s favor (hnjt; 9:8 ). In this statement Ezra’s lists four ways in which God manifested His favor: (1) preserving for them an escaped remnant,
 (2) giving them a peg in His holy place,
 (3) enlightening their eyes, and (4) giving them a little reviving in their servitude. The broadness of Ezra’s statement suggests that the entire process of restoration and rebuilding constituted a “reviving” that stemmed from God’s favor. From this perspective, the permission and provisions to return (1:2‑4 , 6 ), the restoration of the altar (3:1‑6 ), the motivation and support of Haggai and Zechariah (5:1‑2 ), freedom to continue building during Tatnai’s investigation (5:5 ), the fact that God provided the financial resources for the reconstruction and maintenance of His house from the Persian treasury under Cyrus (6:4 ), Darius (6:8 ), and Artaxerxes (7:21‑22 ), the completion of the temple (6:14‑15 ), the overturning of opposition (6:22 ), and the largess of Artaxerxes’ grant (7:12‑26 ) all testify to the immensity of Yahweh’s goodness toward His people. 

After listing the evidences of God’s goodness and faithfulness (9:8‑9 ), Ezra continues his prayer with a confession of their present abandonment of God’s law. One cannot help being struck by the ubiquity of God’s goodness, for even in the very law which they have broken is a testimony of God’s goodness. The stated purpose for the prohibition of intermarriage with the peoples of the lands is that “you may be strong and eat the good of the land and leave an inheritance for your sons forever” (9:12 ). Yahweh’s desire for the good of His people reflects His own goodness. He places limitations upon them because He is good and, therefore, wants what is best for them. 

The Righteousness of God

The closing sentence of Ezra’s confession brings into focus the aspect of God’s character that is most prominent in the final episode of the book: His righteousness. Ezra concludes his prayer with the words, “O Yahweh, God of Israel, You are righteous, for we are left an escaped remnant according as it is this day; behold, we are before Your face in our guilt; we are not able to stand before You because of this” (9:15 ). In the Old Testament righteousness generally denotes the condition of being in conformity to a standard, whether in reference to one’s character or actions.
 Throughout his prayer Ezra focuses upon what God has done, rather than upon who He is.
 Given that focus, his statement that Yahweh is righteous is an affirmation that Yahweh always does what is right. This understanding is further supported by Ezra’s following phrase: “for we are left an escaped remnant as it is this day.” The existence of an “escaped remnant” testifies to Yahweh’s righteousness in delivering and preserving His people. 

What Ezra intended to imply by his affirmation of Yahweh’s righteousness has been interpreted in several ways. Some commentators take Ezra to be focusing on the judgment that Israel has received and still deserves. For example, C. F. Keil  regards Ezra’s purpose as “not to supplicate pardon … but to rouse the conscience of the community, to point out to them what … they had to expect from the justice of God.”
 Similarly, Jacob Myers  sees Ezra directing his prayer “toward the assembled members of the community in the hope that the guilty ones might take the necessary steps to rid themselves of contamination.”
 On the other hand, a number of commentators take Ezra’s statement to contain an implicit plea for mercy. F. C. Fensham , for example, takes Ezra to mean “that the Lord was friendlily [sic] disposed to them. He was so friendlily disposed that in spite of their sins they were granted a remnant.”
 

As divergent as these interpretations appear, the semantic potential of Ezra’s terminology as well as the context of his prayer suggest that he has both God’s wrath and mercy in view, though God’s mercy is in the forefront and God’s wrath is in the background.
 Specifically, Ezra uses the term “escaped remnant” four times within the context of his prayer. The word flyp “escaped remnant,” derived from the verb flp “to escape,” has an interesting duality in meaning.
 It first implies the wrath of Yahweh’s judgment in that, because of their sin, He had reduced them from a numerous people to a mere remnant.
 In this way Ezra’s statement implicitly affirms that Yahweh was righteous for bringing destruction and exile upon His people for their sin.
 

The second implication of “escaped remnant,” and probably the aspect that is foremost in Ezra’s mind, is Yahweh’s mercy in preserving them an escaped remnant.
 The “righteousness” of Yahweh’s mercy stems from His frequent promises to preserve a remnant of His people.
 In keeping His word to preserve a remnant, Yahweh demonstrated His righteousness. Contextually, the fact that Ezra first mentions the remnant as an evidence of God’s favor upon His people (9:8 ) supports the contention that mercy is at the forefront of his mind. In verse 13 , Ezra explicitly acknowledges that, in preserving a remnant, Yahweh had given them less than their iniquity deserved.
 This also supports the focus on mercy. 

Ezra’s conclusion, therefore, is a simple assertion that Yahweh will do what is right. There is no question that they deserve destruction and that motivates Ezra’s vocal penitence and confession. At the same time, God’s undeserved loyal lovingkindness and grace in the past may indicate that He is yet willing to forgive if they will turn from their sin.

The Supremacy of Yahweh

The divine titles distributed through the narrative do not explicitly develop a thesis about God as does, for example, “the Holy One of Israel,” in the Book of Isaiah.
 As the narrative unfolds, however, Yahweh’s unique identity emerges with clarity from the names and titles used by the narrator and characters.
 The titles “God of Israel” and “Yahweh, the God of Israel” are the most frequently used titles in the book.
 They identify Yahweh as the God of Israel and point to His special relationship to His people. The repeated identification of Jerusalem as the location of His temple also emphasizes to His unique association with the Jews.
 

The title with next highest frequency in Ezra is “the God of Heaven.”
 It occurs eight times in Ezra, two times more frequently than in any other OT book. A number of commentators have argued that the origin of this title “should be sought in the diplomatic terminology of the Persian administration,”
 and that “Ezra’s use of the phrase ‘the God of Heaven’” constitutes a pragmatic accommodation to Persian religious terminology and perhaps even a “recognition of something authentic in Persian religion.”
 However, several observations about the distribution of this title in Ezra, even apart from it pre‑exilic usage, render this view untenable. Contrary to Holmgren ’s assertion, Ezra never uses the title “God of Heaven,” either as narrator or in his autobiographical sketch. This specific title occurs only in Persian edicts. A variation of this title does occur in Tatnai’s account of the Jewish elder’s response to his investigation (5:11 , 12 ). Upon being questioned, they identify themselves as “the servants of the God of heaven and earth” (5:11 ).
 However, the fierce rejection by the Jewish leaders of any potential for syncretism (4:1‑3 ) makes it highly unlikely that their use of the phrase “the God of heaven and earth” in 5:11  was intended as open‑ended religious terminology that could be taken by the Persians however they wanted.
 Also, the fact that the narrator introduces Cyrus’s edict by stating that Yahweh was fulfilling His word through Cyrus clearly identifies the ‘Yahweh’ to whom Cyrus refers as the same ‘Yahweh’ to whom the narrator refers. This narratorial appropriation of Cyrus’s edict in no way represents an accommodation to Persian terminology, much less an acknowledgment that the Persians worshipped the same God as Israel. On the contrary, Ezra 1:1‑2  establishes a narratorial framework within which all the rest of the references to God in the book are to be interpreted.

An interpretation that is much more consonant with the tenor of the book is that the narrator is using the Persians’ words to proclaim Yahweh’s supremacy. Taken together, the names and titles used for Yahweh suggest at least two definite propositions. First, since Yahweh is designated as the God of Heaven and the God of Israel (1:2‑3 ), the God of Heaven and the God of Israel are one and the same. Second, within the interpretive framework established by the narrator, the titles, “God of Heaven” and “the God of heaven and earth,” imply that Yahweh is the supreme God. By the time the reader finishes the book, the accumulated references to Yahweh coalesce into a unified picture of Yahweh as the one supreme God who rules both heaven and earth. Yahweh, the God of Israel, whose temple is in Jerusalem in Judah, is not only the God of Heaven, He is the God of heaven and earth. His supremacy is unsurpassed.

Conclusion

True to its nature as narrative, the Book of Ezra does not leave the reader with a set of logically interconnected propositions about God. It presents, instead, a series of scenes and narratorial comments which form the composite portrait Ezra intends to portray and from which the reader must piece together the propositional content of his message. The most pervasive element of Ezra’s portrait is God’s immanence in post‑exilic history. Though Yahweh is the supreme God of heaven and earth, He is not remote, unapproachable, or unconcerned. He is actively engaged in the lives of His people. Observation of His activity identified four major aspects of His character that Ezra emphasizes: His power, faithfulness, goodness, and righteousness.

The aspect of God’s character that receives the greatest emphasis and development is His sovereign power. Ezra repeatedly draws attention to Yahweh’s work in the hearts of men to accomplish His purposes (1:1 , 5 ; 6:14 , 22 ; 7:27 ). By highlighting Yahweh’s control of Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes, Ezra demonstrates in narrative form what Daniel asserts propositionally: “the Most High God is ruler over the realm of mankind, and bestows it on whom He wishes” (Dan. 4:14 , 32 ; 5:21 ).
 Yahweh owns it all and controls it all. The greatest of human kings are subject to His decree (Ezra 6:14 ; 7:12 ). His sovereign power effects the permission, personnel, financial resources, and imperial support His people need to accomplish the rebuilding of the temple. At nearly every juncture of Persian interaction with Israel, Ezra shows God in charge, orchestrating the events of history in harmony with His own ends. History’s plot hinges on the master Plotter. Its inscrutable twists are of His design. The profound practical implication for post‑exilic Israel is that God is as much in charge of their fortunes now as He ever was. Clearly, Yahweh is the controlling force behind all of Israel’s history, and by implication, behind all of human history.

The ends for which Yahweh uses His sovereign power reveal His faithfulness, goodness, and righteousness. God’s concern to fulfill His word is the motive that sets the narrative in motion (1:1 ). As Ezra recounts the Returnees’ story, no less than eight specific prophecies of Jeremiah are fulfilled. True to His name, Yahweh keeps His promises despite the opposition that mounted against His people. That “He is good” is fully substantiated as Ezra shows Him blessing, protecting, providing, encouraging, and sustaining those who seek Him, just as He said He would. Yet God’s faithfulness is a double-edged sword. Just as surely as He pours out promised blessings upon those who seek Him, He pours out promised wrath in righteous judgment upon those who forsake Him. It is God’s faithfulness to His word that fills Ezra with fear and trembling when He learns of the Returnees’ sin. The Exile gave testimony that as God had destroyed their fathers, He could righteously destroy them. Yet His mercy‑tempered righteousness in preserving a remnant indicates that mercy may yet be found.

As richly textured as Ezra’s portrait of Yahweh is, it is not his purpose to create a literary portrait of God merely for the reader’s contemplation. He has highlighted specific facets of God’s character in order to make a pointed message to his audience. As always, who God is creates certain demands upon the character and behavior of His people. The next chapter explores the nature of those demands and their implications for the Returnees and their relationship to God.

Chapter 6
Holiness in Ezra: Separated From Uncleanness and Seeking the Lord

“The Mixed Marriage Crisis in Ezra,” Bibliotheca Sacra 162 (Oct-Dec 2005): forthcoming
The message of Ezra revolves around three focal points: God, the Returnees, and the relationship between them. Whereas the previous chap-ter developed Ezra’s narrative portrait of God, the focus of the present chapter is on the Returnees. The primary themes Ezra develops relating to the Returnees are continuity with pre‑exilic Israel, the importance of holiness, and hope for the future. Of these three, this chapter delineates Ezra’s dominant concern for holiness. 

The analysis of Ezra’s plot structure in Chapter Three identified five locations where the narrative develops the theme of holiness. The first four are in satellite events (2:58‑63 ; 4:1‑3 ; 6:20‑22 ; 8:24‑30 ). The fifth is the kernel event of the mixed marriage episode in chapters 9‑10 . Each of these incidents illumines a different facet of Ezra’s concern for holiness. 

Ezra 2: Priests Profaned from the Priesthood

The theme of holiness emerges first in Ezra 2:58‑63 . Two groups of Returnees, one lay and the other priestly, were unable “to declare the house of their fathers and their seed, if they were from Israel” (2:59 ). Although the text gives no indication of what action was taken with regard to the lay group, the fact that they are included in the list implies that they were among the returning exiles.
 On the other hand, the priests
 who were unable to prove their lineage were regarded as profane and unfit to participate in the priesthood or to eat from the “most holy things.”
 This restriction was, however, limited until a priest (presumably the high priest) could pronounce judgment on their legitimacy using the Urim and Thummim.
 

Within the framework of the narrative, this brief scene serves as a reminder of God’s requirement for those who serve Him as priests: they must be from the tribe of Levi, the house of Aaron.
 If they were not from the lineage of those whom God had separated unto Himself and sanctified to the ministry of the priesthood (Num. 8:14‑19 ), they were not acceptable. In this way, this passage links holiness to obedience to God’s word as well as highlighting the importance of holiness in the priesthood.
 Since the priests were at the center of the nation’s spiritual life, that they meet the divine requirements for service was paramount. The denial of their right to participate in the priesthood also establishes the principle that holiness is more important than one’s livelihood. 

Ezra 4: Syncretists Rejected

Having heard that the Returnees had started reconstructing the temple, the people of the land approach Zerubbabel and the “heads of the fathers” to request the opportunity to build with them (4:1‑2 ). They buttress their request with the assertion that they both share the same orthodox heritage: “we are seeking your God and have been sacrificing to Him from the days of Esar Haddon, king of Asshur, who brought us up here” (4:2 ). The Returnees, however, were aware of the syncretistic nature of the Yahweh-worship practiced by these people. 2 Kings 17:24‑41  describes the development of their syncretism in detail. Because they failed to worship Yahweh when they first entered the land, He sent ravaging lions among them (2 Kings 17:25 ). In order to appease “the god of the land” (2 King 17:26 ), they added Yahweh to their pantheon of gods. The author of Kings makes it unmistakably clear that there was no conversion, only assimilation. His repeated assertion is that those exiled to Israel by the king of Assyria “feared Yahweh and served their own gods.”
 Recognizing that participation by its very nature creates a claim to ownership and with it the right of use, the Jewish elders refused to permit the syncretists any part in rebuilding the temple (4:3 ). In so doing, they demonstrated that they had learned the lesson that 2 Kings sought to teach: syncretism must be avoided at all costs, for it was the sin that sent the northern kingdom into exile. 

Besides providing the background to the long opposition faced by the Returnees, Ezra 4:1‑3  exposes the Returnees’ concern for holiness and thereby reminds the reader of its importance. To compromise the pure monotheistic worship of Yahweh would constitute an implicit denial of His uniqueness. Not only must priests be holy, but the temple and its worship must be kept holy. Therefore, only those whose allegiance to Yahweh was pure and without syncretistic alloy would be permitted to rebuild the temple. The evidence accumulated against the people of the land in the verses that follow (4:5‑23 ) emphatically supports the elders’ separatist decision. This scene implies that holiness must not be compromised to retain the good will of syncretistic neighbors regardless of the political consequences. 

Ezra 6: Separatists Welcomed in Worship

Ezra 6:20‑22  depicts the third incident that develops the theme of holiness in Ezra. A month after finishing the temple, the Returnees celebrate the Passover. Joining the “sons of Israel who had returned from the Exile” were “all those who had separated themselves unto them from the uncleanness of the nations of the land to seek Yahweh, the God of Israel” (6:21 ). This descriptive narratorial comment is perhaps the most important expression of the narrative’s conception of holiness, for it captures in a single statement the essential nature of holiness. Holiness is separation from all that defiles unto Yahweh. Holiness, therefore, involves both negative and positive separation.
 

On the negative side, the incidents in 2:69  and 4:1‑3  illustrated holiness requiring separation from the priesthood of those who did not meet the standard of God’s word or separation from those who were syncretistic in their worship. To these legal and religious applications of holiness, Ezra 6:21  adds the crucial moral component. Those joining the Returnees had separated themselves from the “uncleanness of the nations.” The phrase, “the uncleanness of the nations,” has primary reference to the immoral and idolatrous practices that characterized the nations surrounding Judah.
 Thus, separation from all sinful practices was a prerequisite for worshiping Yahweh acceptably. 

The second part of the phrase “and to seek Yahweh, the God of Israel” adds to the picture the positive component of holiness—separation unto God. Holiness is not only separation from uncleanness, but it is also separation unto Yahweh. The phrase “to seek Yahweh”
 has two primary senses in the Old Testament: to ask the Lord for direction or help in a matter
 and to purpose to worship and serve Yahweh alone.
 Frequently, those who seek the Lord are said to have “set their heart to seek the Lord.”
 Given this background, Ezra’s use of this phrase reflects his understanding that holiness is a matter of the heart (cf. 7:10 ). Those who would worship Yahweh acceptably must have set their hearts to separate themselves from all uncleanness and to worship and serve Yahweh alone. This same principle surfaces later in Ezra’s statement that “The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good and His strength and His wrath are against all those abandoning Him” (8:22 ). Those whose hearts are set to seek Yahweh are the ones whom He blesses. Ezra 8:22 , therefore, establishes the vital role that holiness plays in the relationship between Yahweh and His people: holiness is the indispensable prerequisite for receiving God’s favor. 

A third dimension that Ezra 6:21  contributes to the narrative’s concept of holiness is the wideness of true holiness. Holiness knows no racial or ethnic boundaries.
 The Returnees’ concern for genetic continuity to pre-exilic Israel did not mean that they were religious racists who would permit no one outside the bounds of their gene pool to worship with them. This scene suggests just the opposite. Here all who were willing to abandon their idolatrous ways and seek Yahweh were welcome to celebrate the Passover. 

Ezra 8: Holy Guards Required for Holy Vessels

The fourth and final satellite event that develops the holiness theme is in Ezra 8:24‑30 . In preparation for the return to Judah, Ezra chooses 12 princes of the priests to guard the gold and silver items dedicated to the temple. After separating them from their companions, he tells them that they are “holy to Yahweh, and the vessels are holy” (8:28 ). Thematically, this scene provides a positive example of ceremonial holiness. As such it reinforces the essential element of the narrative’s conception of holiness—holiness always involves separation (8:24 )—and rounds out the positive development of the theme—the men Ezra separates are not simply holy; they are holy to Yahweh (hwhyl). Even in ceremonial matters, the positive orientation of holiness is always unto Yahweh. Although the narrative never explicitly states that Yahweh is holy, with this scene the conclusion becomes unavoidable. Everything that is associated with Yahweh is holy. Vessels dedicated to His service are holy, and those who guard them must be holy. Yahweh must, therefore, be holy. In this way, the narrative implicitly reflects what the Law identifies as the rationale for both ceremonial and ethical holiness: the holiness of Yahweh.
 Although the narrative devotes no time to explaining the nature of Yahweh’s holiness, it nonetheless invites inference from the requirements Yahweh’s holiness places upon His people. Since His people must be separated from all uncleanness, there must be no uncleanness in Him. In Habakkuk’s words, “[Your] eyes are too clean to look on evil” (1:13a ). 

Ezra 9‑10: Mixed Marriages Separated

The final and most significant development of the holiness theme in the book takes place in chapters nine and ten. Four months after his arrival in Jerusalem, certain of the princes report to Ezra that the Returnees have been intermarrying with the peoples of the lands: 

The people of Israel and the priests and the Levites have not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands; according to their abominations to the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perezites, the Jebusites, the Ammonites, the Moabites, the Egyptians, and the Amorites. For they have taken from their daughters for themselves and for their sons and they have mingled the holy seed with the peoples of the lands; and the hand of the princes and the officials were first in this unfaithful act.

Ezra responds in horror, tearing his clothing and hair, and then sits in stunned silence before the temple. At the time of the evening sacrifice he rises and prays, then Shecaniah suggests that they make a covenant with God and send the foreign women away. Ezra makes the elders of Israel sware to do as they had said and then sends messengers informing all the Returnees that they must appear in Jerusalem within three days or face confiscation of all property and excommunication from the congregation.
 Three days later, the whole congregation arrives and sits trembling in the rain, waiting for Ezra to address them. Rebuking them for their unfaithfulness, he commands them to separate themselves from “the peoples of the land and from the foreign women.” When the meeting concludes, a commission is established, and three months later 113 men have sent away their wives. 

Clearly separation and holiness are motifs in these events. Yet in order to understand what Ezra intends to communicate about holiness in chapters 9‑10, it is necessary to first understand what has taken place. The text presents what appears to be a fairly simple case: the prophetic prohibitions against intermarriage with pagan Canaanites have been violated, jeopardizing the continued existence of the community. As a result, the Jews must separate themselves from the peoples of the land and send away their foreign wives. The issue is, however, more complex than this. First, the Law does not prohibit Israelites from marrying Moabites, Ammonites, or Egyptians. Second, many scholars question whether the Canaanites, Hittites, Perezites, Jebusites, and Amorites even existed during the Persian period.
 Third, neither the law nor the prophets specify divorce as the appropriate remedy to intermarriage with Canaanites or any other non‑Jewish group. In fact, Malachi makes Yahweh’s view of divorce quite clear: “Yahweh, the God of Israel says that He hates divorce” (2:16 ). The absence of explicit Biblical support for Ezra’s reform raises questions regarding the real concern(s) that motivated Ezra. Was it political, racial, religious, sociological, or a combination of some or all of the above? The key issues that must be addressed before considering how this scene develops the narrative’s holiness theme are (1) who are the “people(s) of the land(s)” and the “foreign women,” (2) what was the nature of the problem, and (3) what was the rationale for mandated separation. The following discussion will survey the spectrum of views on each of these issues, examine the relevant Biblical data, and finally outline the theological significance of this scene for the theme of holiness. 

The Peoples of the Lands and the Foreign Women: A Spectrum of Views

The wide spectrum of opinions regarding the nature of the mixed-marriage crisis and the rationale that motivated Ezra’s reform may be categorized into three groups according to their identification of the “foreign women” and the “peoples of the lands.” 

The Peoples of the Lands: Pagan Foreigners

The most common identification of the “foreign women” is that they were pagan, non‑Jewish women from the nations around the Returnees.
 The list of eight foreign nations in the immediate context (9:1 ) usually forms the basis for this identification. Among those who agree that the foreign wives were pagan women, no similar agreement exists regarding why the mixed marriages were a problem. 

The standard rationale given for why the intermarriages were a problem is that the idolatrous practices of the heathen women would draw the Returnees back into the very sin that precipitated the Exile.
 However, a number of alternative views have been proposed. Some scholars see Ezra making a studied attempt to pattern his own return to Israel after the Exodus and Conquest.
 For example, Sara Japhet  argues that Ezra viewed his encounter with the mixed marriages the same way Joshua viewed the seven Canaanite nations upon his entry into the land: necessitating total removal.
 Others center their explanation on the statement made by the princes in their report to Ezra: “they have mingled the holy seed with the peoples of the lands” (9:2 ). According to Louis Epstein , the phrase “holy seed” reflects the racially exclusivist mentality of the Returnees. Exogamous marriage or marriage to anyone other than a Jew defiled the purity of the nation.
 Christine Hayes , on the other hand, argues that Ezra viewed intermarriage as profaning the holy status God conferred upon Israel at Sinai. Therefore, in contrast to the limited Mosaic prohibitions of intermarriage that were intended to safe‑guard Israel from idolatry, Ezra forbade intermarriages to all Gentiles because they are, by definition, unholy.
 Focusing on the word “seed,” Edward Dobson  contends that Ezra’s primary concern was the preservation of the messianic line. In his view, “the ‘holy seed’ is a reference to the line of the Messiah, established when God pro-mised Abraham that through his seed all the nations of the earth would be blessed.”
 Examining the issue from a socio‑political perspective, Kenneth Hoglund  argues that Ezra’s real concern was the Jews’ land‑tenure rights to Judean territory—the theological rationale for separating from the foreign wives one finds in Ezra 9  is the work or reworking of the final author.
 According to Hoglund ’s theory, the Persian system of territorial allocation was based on a discernible ethnic homogeneity, which would be endangered by intermarriage. Ezra’s reform was, therefore, designed to safeguard the Returnees’ ethnic identity and thereby assure continued land‑tenure rights in Judah from the imperial government.
 

The Peoples of the Lands: Non‑Golah Jews

Growing out of the recent trend in Old Testament studies to use sociological models to reconstruct the social matrix of Biblical literature,
 a number of scholars have proposed that the “foreign women” and “the peoples of the lands” were actually Jews who were not deported under Nebuchadnezzar but remained in the land during the exile.
 In support of this view, Daniel Smith ‑Christopher notes Old Testament texts that present a more favorable view of foreigners.
 He also asserts that the terms by which the foreigners are identified (Hittites, Perezites, etc.) are “old terms that almost surely have become stereotypically pejorative slurs referring to those ethnic groups who have long since either disappeared or assimilated.”
 In addition to these arguments, Lester Grabbe  asserts that Ezra’s silence regarding “the bulk of the Jews [who] remained in Palestine [after the exile] and were still there half a century later” indicates that “the only proper Jewish community was that formed of the returnees; the descendants of those who remained in the land were apparently considered illegitimate.”
 

Some advocates of this view argue that the primary issue that concerned Ezra was the definition and survival of the golah
 community.
 Exogamous marriage was perceived as a threat to the identity of the community; therefore, only marriage to those within the bounds of the golah community was acceptable. Others see in Ezra 9‑10  a religio‑political conflict in which Ezra’s faction gains dominance over the priestly element.
 

The Peoples of the Lands: Synthetic Views

Synthesizing what he considers the best of the foregoing positions, Harold Washington  argues that a cluster of issues, including ethnic identity, land tenure, ceremonial membership and religious self‑definition, precipitated the mixed marriage crisis.
 In his view, the Jews returning with Ezra conceived of themselves as typologically reenacting the conquest of Canaan. By lumping together local non‑golah Judeans and the surrounding nations into a single class of “foreigners,” they were able to exclude them from the covenant community and maintain the integrity of the golah “collective.”
 

Hyam Maccoby , on the other hand, argues that the problem Ezra faced was not contamination of the holy seed, simple paganism, or socio‑economic in nature. Based on his identification of the “people of the land” in Ezra 4:1‑4  as syncretistic foreigners, Maccoby  contends that the real problem was an amalgamation with peoples who considered themselves Yahweh‑worshippers but who were, in fact, religious syncretists.
 Ezra’s reform was, therefore, intended to purge these syncretistic influences from the community, thereby restoring it to a condition of holiness or purity.
 

The Peoples of the Lands and the Foreign Women: the Biblical Data

In the face of such a divergent spectrum of viewpoints, one must return to the Biblical data in order to determine the nature of the problem with the mixed marriages and the rationale for Ezra’s reform. The Biblical data requiring examination may be divided into three categories: Ezra’s terminology for the inhabitants of the land and the foreign women, the content of Ezra’s prayer, and the interchanges between Ezra and the leaders of the people regarding how to solve the crisis. 

The Identity of the Wives: Ezra’s Terminology

The following expressions are used in Ezra for the inhabitants of the land: twxrah ymu “peoples of the lands” (3:3 ; 9:1 , 2 , 11 ), Jrah <u “people of the land” (4:4 ), Jrah-ywg “nations of the land,” (6:21 ), Jrah ymu “peoples of 
the land” (10:2 , 11 ), twbuwt ymu “peoples of these abominations” (9:14 ), and twyrkn <yvn “foreign women” (10:2 , 10 , 11 , 14 , 17 , 18 , 44 ). 

People(s) of the Land(s)

Outside of Ezra, the phrase twxrah ymu “peoples of the lands” occurs four times and refers to foreign (pagan) peoples (2 Chron. 13:9 ), nations in general, potentially including Israel (2 Chron. 32:13 ), nations other than Israel (Neh. 9:30 ), and those from whom God‑fearing Israelites were to separate themselves (Neh. 10:29 ). Of the 51 occurrences of the phrase Jrah <u “people of the land,” it refers to foreign peoples only six times: the Hittites (Gen. 23:7 , 12 , 13 ), the Egyptians (Gen. 42:6 ; Neh. 9:10 ), and the inhabitants of Canaan (Num. 14:9 ). The majority of its occurrences refer to Israelites.
 The referents of the phrase Jrah ymu “peoples of the land” include all the inhabitants of the world other than Israelites (Deut. 28:10; Josh. 4:24; 1 Kings 8:43, 53, 60; 1 Chron. 6:33; Zeph. 3:20), all the inhabitants of the world including Israelites (Job 12:24; Isa. 24:4; Ezek. 31:12), Canaanites (1 Chron. 5:25; Neh. 9:24), nations other than Israel (2 Chron. 32:19), and non‑Jewish Babylonians (Est. 8:17).
 The phrase Jrah-ywg “nations of the land” occurs 10 times outside of Ezra and refers to all the nations of the earth including Israel (Gen. 18:18; 22:18; 26:4) or excluding Israel (Deut. 28:1; 2 Chron. 32:13, 17; Jer. 26:6; 33:9; 44:8; Zech. 12:3). From the foregoing survey of these phrases, it is clear that their general nature requires one to determine their intended reference entirely from their context. 

The first of these phrases to occur in Ezra is twxrah ymu. In Ezra 3:3 the narrator comments that the Returnees rebuilt the altar of the Lord “in terror of the peoples of the lands” without giving any further indication of who these peoples were. In Ezra 4:1 the narrator records that the “enemies of Judah and Benjamin” heard that the temple was being rebuilt and came to offer their help. Identifying themselves as foreigners brought into the area by Esar Haddon (4:2 ), they ask to participate in rebuilding the temple. When their offer is rejected (4:3 ), the narrator, referring to them collectively as “the people of the land,” states that they did all that they could to hinder the work on the temple (4:4 ). The continuity of the narrative and the narrator’s point of view in Ezra 3‑4  supports the conclusion that the “peoples of the lands” (3:3 ), the immigrants who came under Esar Haddon (4:2 ), and the “people of the land” (4:3 ) all refer to the same group of people. 

Before one may legitimately equate the “peoples of the lands” in Ezra 9‑10  with those in Ezra 3‑4 , the princes’ reference to the Canaanites, Hittites, Perezites, Jebusites, Ammonites, Moabites, Egyptians, and Amorites (9:1 ) must be examined.
 Although some commentators have taken this statement as an explicit identification of the people groups with whom the Returnees were intermarrying, the grammar suggests otherwise. The princes’ statement reads literally, “The people of Israel … have not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands; according to their abominations to the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Perezites, the Jebusites, the Ammonites, the Moabites, the Egyptians, and the Amorites.”
 It is apparent from the k preposition on <hytbuwt (9:1 ) that this statement is not intended to identify the ethnic origin of the women whom the Israelites had married. The preposition establishes a comparison between the “peoples of the lands” and the abominations of the groups listed.
 The Israelites have intermarried with people who are practitioners of the same abominations that characterized the ancient Canaanites, the Moabites, the Ammonites, and the Egyptians.
 Expanding the statement fully, one might read “the people of Israel and the priests and the Levites have not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands who act according to the abominations of the Canaanites, Hittites, Perezites, Jebusites, … .”
 Analyzing the grammar in this way removes two significant objections to the text. First, some have concluded that Ezra’s prohibition exceeded the requirements of the Law, since the Law does not forbid intermarriage with Moabites, Ammonite, or Egyptians.
 Second, if the Hittites, Perezites, Jebusites, and Amorites did not exist as recognizable ethnic groups in the fifth century, the princes would appear to be deliberately misidentifying the ethnic origin of the women. Understanding the princes to be comparing the practices of the “peoples of the lands” to those of the nations listed and not identifying the nationality of the foreign women obviates both of these objections. 

A survey of the Old Testament usage of hbuwt reveals the nature of the abominations practiced by these nations. The term hbuwt occurs in association with all of the people groups named by the princes.
 Although sexual perversions are among the abominations of these peoples (Lev. 18:3 ff), idolatry and its accompanying depravity are the primary items identified as their abominations.
 Apparently picking up on the prince’s report that the Returnees had not separated themselves from those who practiced abominations, Ezra uses the term twice in his prayer. He uses it first in his paraphrase of the prophetic description of Canaan as a land filled from end to end with uncleanness because of the abominations of the peoples of the lands (9:11 ). His second usage occurs as he concludes his prayer. Uniting the peoples of the lands and their practices, Ezra refers to them as “peoples of these abominations” (9:14 ).
 Ezra’s use of hbuwt in his prayer indicates that he viewed the peoples of the lands as idolaters.
 

Foreign Women

The phrase twyrkn <yvn “foreign women” occurs 10 times in the Old Testament, always in the plural.
 The first usage of this phrase is significant for understanding what Ezra intends by his use of the phrase. In 1 Kings 11:1  the author states that Solomon loved many twyrkn!<yvn, whom he identifies as: “Moabite, Ammonite, Edomite, Sidonian, and Hittite women.” The only other non‑Ezran occurrences of twyrkn <yvn are in Nehemiah 13:26‑27 , and they allude to Solomon as well. When Nehemiah chastises the Jews who have married foreign women, he reminds them that Solomon’s foreign wives turned his heart away from the Lord and caused him to sin despite the great favor he received from God. Thus, the contextual evidence surrounding this phrase strongly suggests that twyrkn <yvn are idolatrous, non‑Jewish women. 

Drawing together the evidence from Ezra 3‑4  identifying (y)mu (tw)xrah as syncretistic, non‑Jewish immigrants, the OT usage of hbuwt, and the clear usage of twyrkn <yvn in 1 Kings 11  to refer to idolatrous, non‑Jewish women, one must conclude that the peoples denoted by these expressions in Ezra 9‑10  are non‑Jewish foreigners whose religious practices are idolatrous.
 It was not intermarriage with foreigners per se that caused Ezra such consternation,
 but with foreigners who, whether syncretistic or pagan, were idolaters.
 

The Nature of the Problem: Ezra’s Prayer

Some or all of the socio‑economic factors mentioned previously may have been present in post‑exilic Judah. However, an analysis of Ezra’s point of view as reflected in his prayer reveals that he does not view the mixed-marriage crisis in those terms.
 From Ezra’s vantage the problem is entirely spiritual in nature. The terms he uses to describe it underscore the essentially spiritual nature of the problem: intermarriage with idolatrous women constitutes an abandonment of Yahweh’s commandments and unfaithfulness to Yahweh. 

Abandonment of Yahweh’s Commandments

Ezra opens his prayer with an explicit acknowledgment that the Returnees are the heirs and inheritors of the great guilt of Israel and that it was because of that guilt that they experienced God’s wrath in the exile (9:6‑7 ). Yet, despite their great guilt, Yahweh had not abandoned them and had again manifested His lovingkindness in giving them a reviving in Judah (9:8‑9 ). Against this backdrop of divine grace and lovingkindness, Ezra confesses the true nature of their iniquity: “we have abandoned your commandments” (9:10 ). It was not a case of exogamous marriage endangering the ethnic homogeneity of the golah community, nor was it simply a case of ceremonial profaning of Israel’s holy status.
 Intermarriage with foreign women was a deliberate abandonment of God’s word, repeatedly spoken through His prophets.
 

Ezra paraphrases the essence of that prophetic message in verses eleven and twelve. His paraphrase draws most clearly from Deuteronomy 
7  and 23 ,
 though he may have had the prohibitions against marrying Canaanites in Exodus 23:31‑33  and 34:12‑16  in mind as well.
 The clear, unambiguous requirement of these passages is that God’s people are to have nothing to do with idolaters. They are not to make covenants with them or to intermarry with them. The frequently repeated rationale for this prohibition is that intermarriage with idolaters would draw them away to serve other gods in violation of the wholehearted devotion Yahweh’s jealous love demands.
 

In their analysis of Deuteronomy 7 , commentators have often taken the seven nations Moses identifies as the sole object of the prohibition. A careful reading of this passage, however, shows that Yahweh’s desire for unadulterated, single‑minded loyalty to Himself was the overriding passion motivating His command. The seven Canaanite nations named were specific applications of this principle, but they by no means exhausted its intention. In fact, it is this very principle that Jehu applies to Jehoshaphat’s alliance with Ahab, a fellow Jew, but one whose heart was set to follow other gods (1 Kings 19:1‑2 ). Ezra’s prayer, reflecting his skill in the law, penetrates to the heart of the principle Yahweh established in the Law: any alliance that endangers or compromises their wholehearted devotion to Yahweh is forbidden.
 

Abandonment of Yahweh

In addition to viewing the intermarriages as an abandonment of God’s commands, Ezra also saw them as abandonment of Yahweh. Ezra’s repeated use of relational terminology in reference to the Returnees’ sin supports this assertion. The noun and verb forms of lum, “unfaithfulness,” occur five times in chapters 9‑10 .
 lum primarily denotes an act of disloyalty or unfaithfulness to a covenant relationship.
 As the remnant of Israel, the Returnees were the inheritors of a special relationship with Yahweh. Intermarriage with idolaters was nothing less than spiritual adultery. 

The seriousness of the problem, demonstrated by Ezra’s dramatic actions, becomes even clearer when one considers that the exile from which Ezra had just returned was precipitated by the same unfaithfulness as the Returnees had committed. The term used most frequently in explanations for why the exile took place is lum. Ezekiel, Daniel, and the author of Chronicles each state that Israel went into Exile because of her unfaithfulness to Yahweh.
 In the same terms Ezra is using, 2 Chronicles 36:14‑20 specifically states that 

all the officials of the priests and the people were very unfaithful [lum] following all the abominations [hbuwt] of the nations; . . . Therefore He brought up against them the king of the Chaldeans who slew their young men with the sword . . . And those who had escaped from the sword he carried away to Babylon.

Ezra’s juxtaposition of the Returnees’ faithlessness against their history of God’s faithfulness to them further underlines the wickedness of their sin. Yahweh did not abandon them in the exile (9:9), but now that He has revived them, they have abandoned him! Yahweh had extended His covenant loyalty to them (9:9 ), but they have breached their covenant and committed spiritual adultery. 

The Solution to the Problem: Ezra’s Rationale

As noted in Chapter Four’s analysis of point of view, Ezra does not directly propose a solution to this crisis. He brings their spiritual unfaithfulness to the attention of the people and then awaits their response. Shecaniah the son of Jehiel responds with a solution: “Let us cut a covenant with our God to send away all the women and the offspring from them by the counsel of the Lord
 and the ones trembling at the commandment of our God, and according to the law let it be done” (10:3 ). The fact that Ezra requires “the princes of the priests and the Levites and all Israel [to] swear to do according to this word” (10:5 ), indicates that he approved Shecaniah’s suggestion. 

Shecaniah’s proposal is essentially one of repentance. To right their wrong, the people must turn from their wrongdoing and renew their covenant to be wholly separated unto Yahweh.
 Repentance always involves turning from what is wrong and turning to obedience to God’s word. Shecaniah’s final statement, “according to the law let it be done,” clearly indicates he believed that sending away the foreign women and their children was in harmony with the law. When Ezra personally addresses the congregation of the golah three days later, he commands the people to “do [Yahweh’s] pleasure and separate yourselves from the people of the land and from the foreign women” (10:11 ). There can be no question that Ezra believed that sending the foreign wives away was in harmony with the law. 

Because the law does not explicitly address the situation Ezra encountered, a wide variety of explanations for Ezra’s rationale have been advanced. Some scholars have proposed that Ezra had in mind Moses’ stipulations in Deuteronomy 24:1‑4  regarding divorce and remarriage.
 For example, Joe Sprinkle  suggests that Ezra regarded the idolatry of the foreign wives as falling into the category of “an indecent thing” (rbd twru) mentioned in 24:1 , providing, therefore, a legitimate basis for divorce.

Eugene Merrill , following Dumbrell ,
 links the mixed-marriage crisis in Ezra with the problem Malachi addresses: Jewish men divorcing their Jewish wives to marry pagan women. He argues that the Lord’s statement, “I hate divorce,” refers to Jewish men divorcing Jewish women and does not apply to mixed marriages with pagans: “Yahweh hates divorce between His covenant people but, in Ezra’s situation at least, demands it when it involves a bonding between His people and the pagan world.”

Others have proposed that Ezra did not regard the marriages with foreign women as true marriages; therefore, he was not mandating divorce, only separation from an illegitimate partner. For example, William Heth  and Gordon Wenham  assert that “in Ezra’s eyes this was not a question of breaking up legitimate marriages but of nullifying those which were contrary to the law.”
 They argue that the non‑standard terminology used in reference to “marrying” (acn and bvy) and “divorcing” (axy) the foreign women supports this conclusion. They also point to Ezra’s question in his prayer, “Shall we again … intermarry with the peoples of these abominations,” as an indication that the marriages had not yet taken place.
 

There are a number of reasons to reject the idea that the Returnees had not actually married the foreign women. The princes’ statement that “the people of Israel and the priests and the Levites … have taken from their daughters for themselves and for their sons” (9:1‑2 ) clearly implies two things. First, it implies that the “taking” of the daughters of the peoples of the lands had already happened. Although, as Wenham  notes, Ezra 9:14  is a question, it is a rhetorical question. In the same breath, Ezra asks, “shall we violate your commandments” (9:14a). He had already stated that “we have abandoned your commandments” previously (9:10 ). The language used by the princes, Ezra, and Shecaniah all points to a past action, not an impending one. Second, by using the common Hebrew idiom for marriage, “to take a daughter for one’s son,” the princes’ statement also implies that the people had indeed married the foreign women.
 

While it is true that the use of bvy in the sense of “to marry” is unique to Ezra and Nehemiah, several considerations support the conclusion that this term means “to marry” in Ezra.
 First, when Nehemiah uses the term (13:23 , 27 ), he compares their behavior to that of Solomon who married many foreign women. Second, in order to prohibit further intermarriage Nehemiah makes them promise not to intermarry any more, using the common idiom for marriage discussed above (Neh. 13:25 ). The third consideration is the use of /tj in Ezra’s prayer. Ezra asks “shall we again intermarry [/tj] with the peoples of these abominations.” /tj is never used to refer to illicit relationships, but only to intermarriage.
 The terminology Ezra uses, therefore, communicates that the Returnees had married idolatrous foreigners, not that they were involved in illicit relationships.

Careful attention to the text of Ezra 9-10  identifies two key elements supporting Ezra’s conclusion that the law demands separation from the foreign women. First, the emphatic repetition of the phrase “foreign women” throughout Ezra 10 underscores the narrative’s characterization of these women as idolaters.
 Intermarriage with them was, as Ezra confesses (9:10 , 14),  a violation of God’s law (cf. Deut. 7:1-5) and unfaithfulness to Yahweh . Second, the faithfulness Yahweh requires from His people demands that any idolatrous alliances be severed. Yahweh will brook no rivals for the devotion of His people (Exod. 20:3-6 ; Deut. 6:14-15 ). In addition to these considerations, Deuteronomy 13:6-11  legislates that if a man’s wife entices him to idolatry, he was not to spare her or have pity upon her but was to bring her before the people and stone her. In other words, Yahweh regards faithfulness to Himself as more important than a marriage relationship. The death penalty was, therefore, mandated for a spouse who enticed her husband to idolatry. Since these women were unwilling to separate themselves from their idolatrous practices,
 they were in a position of being liable to the death penalty, which Artaxerxes’ rescript had empowered Ezra to carry out (7:26). Separation, therefore, provided a merciful remedy for the wives and, at the same time, removed the inevitable spiritual danger they posed to their husbands and thus to the whole golah community.
 

The Peoples of the Lands and the Foreign Women: 
The Importance of Holiness

The foregoing analysis of the Biblical data found that the peoples of the lands with whom the Returnees had intermarried were non‑Jewish idolaters, that the Returnees’ intermarriage was an abandonment of Yahweh’s commands and unfaithfulness to their covenant relationship with Him, and that the solution to their unfaithfulness required turning from their sin by sending away their idolatrous wives and renewing their commitment to be a people separated unto Yahweh. 

The implications of this episode for the narrative’s holiness theme are numerous. Perhaps the most obvious implication of the crisis is the supreme importance of holiness. Holiness is absolutely essential to the continuance and well being of the Returnees. If they do not maintain their separation from the abominable practices of their neighbors, they are liable to total annihilation (9:14 ). A second implication is that holiness is more important than even the closest of human relationships: marriage. Although divorce is hateful to God, this episode reinforces the principle taught in Deuteronomy 13  that unswerving loyalty to Yahweh is of far greater importance than the continuance of marriage. The Lord regards His people’s relationship to Himself as the preeminent priority of their lives. Being holy, therefore, necessarily entails marrying only those who are committed to Yahweh alone. The emphasis placed upon separating from the foreign wives in accordance with the law also reinforces the aspect of holiness as obedience to God’s word. The holiness that Yahweh requires always manifests itself in obedience to His word. Holiness is, therefore, not primarily a matter of how one behaves within the sacred precincts of the temple, but how one lives in every area of his life. Beyond the significance of holiness in the individual’s life, this episode also reveals the connection between the individual’s behavior and that relationship of the community to Yahweh. The holiness or unholiness of each person affects the entire community’s standing before God. What 113 men had done brought the entire community under the wrath of God (10:14 ). Corporate holiness is, therefore, an individual responsibility. The community will be holy only as each person separates himself from all that defiles and sets his heart to seek Yahweh. 

Ezra the Priest and Scribe: Holiness Modeled

In addition to the specific plot elements that develop the theme of holiness, Ezra models for the Returnees the practical outworkings of holiness. The narrator describes Ezra as a man who experienced God’s good hand because he had “set his heart to seek the law of Yahweh and to do and to teach in Israel statute and judgment” (7:10 ). That Ezra had set his heart to seek, practice, and teach the law of Yahweh communicates more than academic or professional determination. Ezra’s dedication to understanding God’s law reflects his personal commitment to Yahweh.
 It implies that Ezra was a man committed to holiness, holiness as the character of his personal life and as the character of God’s people. Ezra’s holiness becomes particularly evident in the preparation he made for the second return. When faced with the dangers attendant on a several hundred-mile trek, Ezra sought the Lord with prayer and fasting for His protection. His recourse to prayer testifies to a heart set to seek Yahweh. As noted previously, he also evidenced his awareness of the centrality of Yahweh in holiness when making special provision for the vessels that had been consecrated to Yahweh. The men he separated to the task were “holy to Yahweh.” For Ezra, holiness necessarily has the Lord as its focus. 

More vividly than his preparation for the return, Ezra’s response to the Returnees’ unfaithfulness modeled the importance of holiness. The stunned humiliation, anguished confession, and prolonged mourning and fasting attest to how seriously he took God’s requirement of holiness from His people. To Ezra, failure to be holy jeopardized everything. His solution to the crisis underscored the key components of holiness touched on throughout the narrative: separation from uncleanness and separation unto Yahweh in obedience to His word. 

Conclusion

The Book of Ezra presents the message that holiness is absolutely essential to the continuance and well being of God’s restored people Israel. In four brief scenes and a concluding episode, the narrative defines and illustrates the essentials of holiness, touching on virtually every aspect of the theme. Divine and human, ethical and ceremonial, positive and negative, personal and corporate—all these facets of holiness run woven through the narrative. As defined by the narrative, separation is the essence of holiness. The underlying motivation for this separation is loyalty to Yahweh and His law, and these two loyalties guide all its applications. 

The separation inherent in holiness has both a negative and a positive orientation. Positively, holiness involves separating oneself entirely to Yahweh. Such consecration is the consequence of a heart set to seek Yahweh (6:21 ). The evidences of being wholly separated to Yahweh are several. The first and foremost is an unswerving loyalty to Yahweh as the only true God worthy of worship. Flowing from this loyalty is the desire to seek Him in worship with His people (6:21 ) and in prayer, whether in praise for blessing (7:27‑28 ), in need of help (8:21 ), or in confession of sin (9:6‑15 ). A third evidence, and a corollary of the first, is a determination to obey His law. The account of the early Returnees’ careful adherence to the law of Moses highlights this determination (Ezra 3 ). Ezra, however, provides the central model of this principle: he “set his heart to seek the law of Yahweh, and to do it, and to teach [it] in Israel” (7:10 ). His commitment to ceremonial holiness also evidenced itself in his concern for vessels that were holy to the Lord (8:28 ). 

The negative aspect of separation is the by‑product of its positive focus. Since holiness is being wholly committed to Yahweh, it tolerates no alliances with the abominations and iniquities of idolatry, whether they appear in syncretistic garb (4:1‑3 ) or as enticing relationships (Ezra 9‑10 ). When the genealogical requirements of the law are not met, holiness denies even priests the opportunity of their service until their status can be certified (2:69 ). Holiness is more important that one’s livelihood. When the law has been broken and holiness profaned, repentance, confession, and separation from those who refuse loyalty to Yahweh, even if it is one’s wife, are the requisites of holiness (Ezra 10 ). Holiness is more important that even the closest of human relationships. 

Holiness is not, however, simply an individual matter. The entire golah community had to be holy. The narrative presents corporate holiness as a function of the personal holiness of all those who make up the community. This is evident from Ezra’s conclusion that the sins of individuals contribute to the corporate guilt of Israel (10:10 ). Implicit within the narrative, therefore, is the view that the holiness of the community is dependent upon the individual.

Driving the narrative’s development of this theme is its primary concern: the consequences of the Returnees’ relationship with Yahweh for their future. Ezra’s statement in 8:22  that “the hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good and His strength and His anger are against all those abandoning Him” places holiness at the center of the Returnees’ relationship with Yahweh. If they were not holy to Yahweh, they could expect nothing but the same wrath that was poured out upon their fathers (5:12 ; 9:7 , 13‑15 ). But if they were holy, they could yet expect to see the good hand of their God at work in their behalf.

Chapter 7
Continuity With The Past And Hope For The Future

The thesis developed in the previous two chapters is that the focal point of the Book of Ezra is the relationship between the Returnees’ circumstances (past, present, and future), their conduct, and the character of Yahweh. Chapter Five developed Ezra’s revelation of Yahweh’s character, and Chapter Six demonstrated that holiness is the key to a proper relationship with Yahweh. The two‑fold purpose of this chapter is, first, to analyze the narrative elements that establish the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel and, second, to show how all of the book’s theological themes work together to teach Ezra’s post‑exilic audience the grounds upon which they may have hope for the future.

Continuity with Pre‑exilic Israel

Continuity with pre‑exilic Israel was a major concern for the Returnees. Whether in determining a person’s suitability to serve as a priest, restoring the sacrificial system, or establishing one’s credentials, the Book of Ezra demonstrates that maintaining continuity with the past was the guiding principle of the restoration. As a narrative addressed to a post‑restoration audience, however, it does more than provide a historical record of the past. The narrative’s genealogical, geographical, national, and spiritual elements of continuity authenticate the Returnees’ claim to be the true remnant of God’s chosen people Israel and affirm the ongoing importance of continuity with pre‑exilic Israel.

Genealogical Continuity in Ezra

The first scene of the narrative introduces the theme of genetic continuity with Israel, for Cyrus permits the people of the “God of Israel” to return to Jerusalem and rebuild the temple (1:3 ). The lists of those who returned from exile in Ezra 2:1‑67  and 8:1‑14  are the primary narrative elements that establish the Returnees’ genealogical continuity with pre‑exilic Israel. For most readers, the interminable list of names in Ezra 2  or the list of names in Ezra 8  are to be skipped or skimmed until the narrative resumes. However, the principles of inspiration
 and authorial selection, that an author deliberately selects all the elements that appear in his narrative, argue that these lists make a definite contribution to the narrative message. In dealing with these lists, commentators frequently spend most of their time hypothesizing about their provenance and original intent and rarely consider how they function within the narrative. Since the original purpose for the lists’ creation does not affect its contribution to the message of Ezra, it will receive an abbreviated treatment. How these lists contribute to the theme of continuity will be the primary focus of the following discussion.

The Lists of Returnees in Ezra 2 and Ezra 8

The list of Returnees in Ezra 2  is not a genealogy. In fact, only 11 individuals, who appear to be the leaders of the Return (2:2 ), are named.
 All other groups are listed by their family name (2:3‑20 ;
 36‑63 ) or geographical origin (2:21‑35 ).
 Laymen follow their leaders (2:3‑35 ), and then come priests (36‑39 ), Levites (40 ), singers (41 ), gatekeepers (42 ), Nethinim (43‑54 ), descendants of Solomon’s servants (55‑58 ), those without proof of their descent (59‑63 ), the total number of Returnees (64 ),
 and personal servants and animals (65‑67 ). The list concludes with a brief account of the offering given for the restoration of the temple (68‑70 ).

A broad range of views regarding the provenance of this list exists among scholars. Joel Weinberg  argues that the list comes from the time of Ezra’s return and is, therefore, “an indication of the collectives belonging to the ‘citizen‑temple community’ until the year 458/457 bce.”
 Some critics regard the list as a composite of various returns through the reign of Cyrus and into the early years of Darius’s reign,
 while others view it as a population census list from the time of Cyrus (Wellhausen), Nehemiah (Blenkinsopp ), or even as late as 400 B.C. (Mowinckel ).
 Kurt Galling  argues that Ezra 2  is a census conducted in response to Tatnai’s investigation of the rebuilding of the temple and, thus, dates it to Darius’s second year.
 In contrast to all these critical theories, the text of Ezra clearly presents the list as a record of those who came up in the first return under Cyrus.

The list of Returnees in Ezra 8 , besides being significantly shorter, contains at least two noteworthy differences from that in Ezra 2.
 The order of the groups listed is reversed with the priestly families heading the list (Phinehas and Ithamar; 8:2 a), followed by a descendant of David (Hattush, 8:2 b), and then the heads of twelve lay families and their descendants (8:3‑14 ).
 Whereas women were apparently included in the total number of Returnees in Ezra 2 , the list in Ezra 8  includes only the numbers for the males (rkz).

In terms of their original purpose, both lists may well have been intended to provide the Persian government with an accounting of all those returning to Judah. It is highly unlikely that the Persian government would permit thousands of people to move across the empire without any record of who they were and how many there were. Additionally, Kidner  suggests that the list in Ezra 2  would have been important for “settling claims to property,” since property rights were passed down through one’s family line.
 It is possible, therefore, that the groups who could not provide proof of their lineage (2:59‑60 ) were included in the list to serve as a historical notice that they did not have the right to make land claims. 

Whatever the original purpose for the lists’ creation and preservation, their function within the narrative is a different matter. At the most basic level, these lists serve as a historical record of those who returned from exile. Just as the list of Pilgrims journeying on the Mayflower might be of interest to Americans tracing their heritage, the lists of those returning from exile would have held a similar interest to the descendants of the golah.
 Beyond this basic function, Tamara Eskenazi  argues that lists of Returnees were included primarily “to indicate who is truly important in Ezra‑Nehemiah… . For Ezra‑Nehemiah … these people and their fate are the main issue. The book therefore places this list in a prominent position, providing very definite content for each subsequent occurrence of the terms <u or Israel.”
 This statement reflects Eskenazi ’s conclusion that a primary motif of Ezra-Nehemiah is the replacement of notable leaders by “the people.” Her conclusion, as noted before,
 is more reflective of the political evolution of post‑exilic Israel than it is of the narrative’s thematic content. Prominent leaders are the motivators and directors of every significant accomplishment in Ezra, to say nothing of Nehemiah. Joseph Blenkinsopp, on the other hand, takes the list as a narrative fiction designed to “fill out the impression of a unified full‑scale response to the rescript [of Cyrus].”
 While it is true that the list does create such an impression, to regard the list as essentially fictitious is incompatible with the claims of the texts itself as well as the doctrine of inspiration. J. G. McConville , who sees Ezra 2  highlighting the legitimacy of the golah community, comes much nearer the mark. He asserts that “the central question in [Ezra 2 ] is: who belongs to ‘Israel’? … The idea of Israel is preserved in order to make the point that the returning exiles are the legitimate descendants of old Israel, and therefore the covenant community and heirs to God’s promises.”
 Marshall Johnson , however, provides the most helpful and comprehensive statement of the narrative purposes of Ezra’s lists. He concludes that the inclusion of these lists implies a concern for purity, legitimacy, and continuity.
 

The list in Ezra chapter two implies a concern for continuity in several ways. The first is the listing of returning groups by their family names. These names provide the Returnees with a definite connection to their fathers. The second is the list’s record of those who could not verify whether they were of the seed of Israel (2:59 ). As noted before, this brief account indicates that all groups listed had given proof of their genealogical continuity with Israel, even those listed by their towns. Third, from a literary standpoint, the fact that Ezra brings the action of the plot to a complete halt in order to substantiate the Returnees’ connection with pre‑exilic Israel further underscores the importance of this theme in the narrative. A simple statement that the Returnees were all descended from Israel could not authenticate the golah community in the same way as could a list detailing family names, localities, and numbers.
 The inclusion of the list of those returning with Ezra in chapter eight places Ezra’s personal imprimatur on the principle of continuity that had guided the formation of the golah community. Continuity with Israel was not merely a concern of the past. It remained an ongoing issue.
 

The Genealogy of Ezra 

Ezra’s personal genealogy also contributes to the theme of continuity. Ezra 7:1‑5  traces his lineage through fifteen of his key ancestors back to Aaron to certify his own high priestly lineage.
 In this way Ezra subjects himself to the same test of continuity that every other priest had to pass and verifies his continuity with the people of God. Ezra’s genetic continuity with the Aaronic high priestly line, in combination with his skill as a scribe and the weight of Artaxerxes’ commission, establishes him within the narrative as a spiritual leader with impeccable credentials.
 Ezra’s genealogy, therefore, functions to provide the necessary bulwarking to sustain the narrative’s approving presentation of his mixed marriage reform. Since he was of the high priestly line, was a scribe skilled in the law, and was empowered by Artaxerxes to enforce the law, his concurrence with Shecaniah’s solution to the mixed‑marriage crisis established its legitimacy.

Geographical Continuity in Ezra

A number of geographical references advance the theme of continuity by linking the Returnees to the land of Israel. These references are concentrated in the first part of the narrative and coincide with the exiles’ return to the land. Cyrus’s proclamation grants the exiles permission to return “to Jerusalem which is in Judah” (1:3 ). Judah was, of course, part of the promised land, and Jerusalem was the center of Israel’s national and spiritual life (1:2 ). The double mention of the fact that the exiles did return to Jerusalem connects them to their ancient capital (2:1 , 68 ). The most definite elements of geographical continuity are the cities, such as Bethlehem, Anathoth, Ramah, Bethel, Ai, and Jericho, named in the list of Returnees (2:21‑35 ).
 The mention of these cities roots the Returnees in specific localities that had been part of Israel for hundreds of years. Once the Returnees arrive, the list in chapter two states three times that they each went “to his own city” (2:1 , 70 ; 3:1 ). The subtle affirmation of this three‑fold repetition is that the Returnees had indeed returned home. They were once again in their own cities.

National Continuity in Ezra

The frequent use of the term “Israel” in reference the Returnees develops the third aspect of their continuity with pre‑exilic Israel. On seven occasions the narrator, or one of the characters, refers to the Returnees as “Israel.” Perhaps the most notable of these is Shecaniah’s response to Ezra that, despite the Returnees’ great guilt, there is yet hope for “Israel” in repentance and returning to God (10:2 ).
 A variety of phrases also identify the Returnees as Israel. They are called the “people of Israel” in the Ezra 2 list (2:2 ), Artaxerxes’ decree (7:13 ), and the princes’ report to Ezra (9:1 ).
 They are called the “sons of Israel” four times: the “sons of Israel” gathered to Jerusalem to rebuild the altar (3:1 ), dedicated the temple with joy (6:16 ), ate the Passover (6:21 ), and went up with Ezra to Jerusalem (7:7 ). Five times they are referred to as “all Israel”: in 2:70  the narrator states “and all Israel [dwelt] in their cities,” referring to all non‑temple personnel; in 6:17  and 8:35  the Returnees offer sacrifices “for all Israel”;
 the entire group of exiles returning under Ezra are designated “all Israel” (8:25 ); and Ezra puts “all Israel” under and oath to put away their foreign wives (10:5 ).
 The ubiquity and directness of these references, made by narrator and characters alike, establish the Returnees’ national continuity with pre‑exilic Israel. The narrative argument is clear: the golah community is Israel revived (9:8‑9 ). 

Spiritual Continuity in Ezra

The final and most important aspect of the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel is their spiritual continuity. Accounts of the renewal of worship, the exposure of the golah community’s guilt, and the use of remnant terminology connect the Returnees’ with their spiritual forebears. 

Worship Renewal

At least four elements in the narrative establish the Returnees’ continuity with their forefathers in worship: they were worshipping the same God, on the same temple location, with the same vessels, in accordance with the same law. The frequent references to the Returnees as “Israel” find their ultimate significance in the spiritual realm. If they are indeed Israel, then Yahweh, “the God of Israel,” is their God. The narrative connection between the Returnees and the God of Israel could hardly be more explicit. Yahweh is referred to as “the God of Israel” thirteen times,
 and Ezra refers to Yahweh as “the God of our/your fathers” on three different occasions (7:27 ; 8:28 ; 10:11 ). The Jewish elders’ report to Tatnai strengthens this continuity as well (5:11‑16 ). They identify themselves as the servants of the God of heaven and earth, the same God who handed their fathers over to Nebuchadnezzar (5:12 ) and stirred Cyrus to allow them to return to the land.

The second element of the Returnees’ continuity in worship involves the location of the temple. In three separate instances the narrative connects the second temple to its predecessor by stating that the temple was (to be) restored “to its place” (2:68 ; 5:15 ; 6:7 ). The report given by the Jewish elders also connects the temple they are working on with Solomon’s temple: “We are building the house that was built many years before this and a great king of Israel built it and finished it” (5:11 ).

The third element of worship continuity derives from the accounts of Cyrus’s restoration of the temple vessels, the very same vessels that Solomon had fashioned for the temple. In order to appreciate the significance of Cyrus’s return of the temple vessels, one must be aware of the controversy surrounding them in the years prior to the exile. In the fourth year of Zedekiah, the last king of Judah, a prophetic “duel” took place between Jeremiah and the prophet Hananiah. Jeremiah prophesied that the prophets who were prophesying the soon return of the temple vessels were liars (Jer. 27:16 ). He also prophesied that unless Zedekiah submitted himself to Nebuchadnezzar, the rest of the temple furnishings and implements would be taken to Babylon as well (Jer. 27:19 ). In the fifth month of the same year, Hananiah prophesied in the name of Yahweh that the temple vessels that had been taken to Babylon in 597 by Nebuchadnezzar would be returned within two years to rejoin the vessels remaining in the temple (Jer. 28:2‑4 ). As history proves, Jeremiah was right—the vessels were not returned.

The Jeremiah‑Hananiah story reveals that the restoration of the temple vessels was a significant issue to the priests and people of Israel. Their loss caused great consternation among the Israelites. In this light, Ezra’s account of their restoration rises to its true level of significance. It is precisely, “the vessels of the house of Yahweh which Nebuchadnezzar had brought out from Jerusalem and had put in the house of his gods” (1:7 ), that are carefully counted out to Sheshbazzar—all 5,400 of them (1:11 ). The vessels serve as a definite link with the worship of pre‑exilic Israel. The fact that the return of the temple vessels figures prominently in the elders’ account of the restoration to Tatnai (5:14‑15 ), underscores the important role they played in establishing the Returnees’ spiritual continuity with Israel.

The fourth element that links the Returnees to the worship of pre             -exilic Israel is the constant references to the law. As the narrator recounts the Returnees’ progress toward their ultimate goal of rebuilding the temple, he is at pains to note that each step was taken in continuity with the spiritual guidelines that had been established, whether in the law or by king David. The altar is erected “upon its place” so that burnt offerings could be offered on it “as it is written in the law of Moses, the man of God” (3:2‑3 ; cf. also 6:18 ; 7:6). They celebrated the feast of tabernacles “as it is written,” and they offered the daily burnt offerings “according to the custom, the allotted amount for each day” (3:4 ). Afterward, they offered “the continual burnt offering … for all the appointed times of Yahweh” (3:5 ). When the temple was founded, praise to Yahweh with trumpet and cymbal was conducted “according to the hand of David the king of Israel” (3:10 ). When the temple was finally completed, the priest and Levites are set in their division and classes “according to the writing of the book Moses” (6:18 ). And the story of the first return ends with a celebration of the Passover on the fourteenth day of the first month just as the Lord commanded (6:19 ; cf. Exod. 12:18 ). The narrator’s specification that they were following “the law of Moses” and that the worship was conducted according to the ordinances of “David, king of Israel” argues that the Returnees were worshiping in full accord with their spiritual heritage.

A Guilty Remnant

Just as his mission appears to be beginning well, Ezra learns that certain of the leaders as well as laymen have been unfaithful to Yahweh and married pagan wives. They have returned to the sins of their fathers! As he responds to this crisis, Ezra connects the Returnees’ guilt to that of their fathers three times. In Ezra 9:7  he states, “From the days of our fathers we have been in great guilt unto this day.” Ezra recognized that beyond the significance of the Returnees’ present guilt is the fact that they were the inheritors of the already mountainous guilt of their fathers.
 By “again” violating Yahweh’s commands and intermarrying with the peoples of the lands as their fathers had (9:14 ), they were now “adding to the guilt of Israel” (10:10 ). The Returnees had proved to be the sons of their father spiritually as well as genetically. The horror of this continuity is that it placed them under the same wrath that exiled their fathers and destroyed their land. 

It is in the context of the Returnees’ continuity in guilt that Ezra introduces remnant terminology. The term “remnant” is a key term in Old Testament prophecies of God’s judgment and restoration of His people. According to the prophets, the remnant was the object of God’s saving intention and the promised recipient of divine blessing.
 In Jeremiah 23:3‑6 , Yahweh promises that He will gather the remnant [tyrav] of His flock, cause them to be fruitful and multiply, and raise up a Davidic king to rule over them who will be called “Yahweh our righteousness.” To be part of the remnant was, therefore, to be an heir to these promised blessings. Ezra’s use of the term “remnant” in his prayer, “Will you not be angry with us until we are totally consumed, and there is no remnant [tyrav] or escaped remnant [hfylp]” (9:14 ), indicates that he regarded the Returnees as that prophesied remnant.
 As the remnant of God’s chosen people, the Returnees were in a position to be the recipients of God’s good hand of blessing and to see the continued fulfillment of Jeremiah’s promises of restoration. Yet the very fact that they were a “remnant” testified to the reality of Yahweh’s righteous judgment upon His people. If they followed in the sinful footsteps of their fathers, they would incur the same wrath that reduced them to a “remnant” in the first place (9:15 ).

The irony of this situation is profound, and it teaches an equally profound lesson.
 In all their striving for continuity with pre‑exilic Israel, they must not be like their fathers spiritually. Ezra’s prayer teaches that being of Israel’s seed, living in their ancestral towns, and worshiping at the same altar and temple is not sufficient to ensure Yahweh’s favor. If they have all these things and yet, as their fathers, are not holy, they are doomed. The only way to continue to experience the reviving that Yahweh had given them was to break with their heritage at any point where it deviated from God’s law. Adherence to the law, the positive manifestation of a heart set to seek Yahweh, is the all important element of continuity. The narrative does not suggest that continuity as a guiding principle should be disregarded or discarded. Rather it exposes the dangers of satisfaction with continuity apart from a commitment to Yahweh and His law. In doing so it illuminates the vital connection between continuity and holiness. Continuity with pre‑exilic Israel was a prerequisite for being an heir, but it was no guarantee that they would receive their promised inheritance. Their concern for continuity must be the outflow of holy hearts or it would be in vain.

Conclusion

Taken together, the elements of genealogical, geographical, national, and spiritual continuity in the Book of Ezra present a cogent argument that the returned exiles are the direct descendants of God’s chosen people. The golah community is Israel. The reason the narrator goes to such lengths to establish the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel would have been obvious enough to any post‑exilic reader. The legitimacy of the golah community hinged entirely upon its continuity with God’s chosen people. All the promises and prophecies regarding Restoration and future blessing were given to Israel.
 The only way they could legitimately lay claim to those promises was to be of the seed of Israel. By establishing their continuity with Israel, the narrative assures the Returnees’ that there is yet hope for their future.

At the same time, the narrative also warns that their continuity is not sufficient in itself to ensure their reception of the promised blessings. The surprising revelation that the Returnees were engaged in the sins of their fathers exposes the limitation of continuity with the past. Continuity with the past cannot guarantee them the favor of God. The structuring of Ezra 7‑10 —so that the ironic exposure of the Returnees’ guilt leads right into the major development of the holiness theme—argues that holiness of life and heart, not merely continuity with the past, is the indispensable key to their future.

Hope for the Future: The Nexus of Ezra’s Theological Message

In the aftermath of the mixed‑marriage crisis and the forceful suspension of the wall‑building efforts,
 the dominant question in post‑exilic Israel must have been “Is there hope for Israel?”
 Over 80 years had passed since the first prophecy of their restoration was fulfilled. Yet they were still in servitude under the Persians, and no change in their situation appeared imminent. In fact, the imperial favor implied in Ezra’s commission had just recently been reversed. Some of the Returnees’ leaders and chief families appear to have concluded that isolation from their syncretistic neighbors had brought them nothing but 80 years of political opposition and setbacks. The lesson they were drawing from their long history of opposition was that pursuing a course of political separation because of spiritual concerns was ineffective. In order to realize the political independence they longed for, they must forge political alliances with the powers that be and be tolerant of those whose religious beliefs were not as narrow as theirs. The marriage of Joiada, the son of Eliashib the High Priest, to the daughter of Sanballat the Horonite (Neh. 13:28 ) as well as the constant correspondence between “the nobles of Judah” and Tobiah the Ammonite (Neh. 6:17 ) during the time of Nehemiah suggests how prevalent this concept became. Perhaps in response to this aberrant interpretation of the Returnees’ history, the Book of Ezra offers an alternative interpretation of their history since the first return. The narrative argues that there is indeed hope for Israel, but it is certainly not through political alliances and religious tolerance. Hope for Israel rests instead upon a proper understanding of who God is, who the Returnees are, and how God interacts with His people. 

The Existence and Nature of Hope in Ezra

The spectrum of views on the existence and nature of hope in Ezra ranges from complete denial of any hint of hope in Ezra to the assertion that messianic and political expectations lie just beneath the narrative’s surface. Some scholars have suggested that the narrative argues for a complete acceptance of Persian rule with no anticipation of any independent political future for Israel. Sara Japhet , for example, asserts that the Book of Ezra “expresses a clear anti‑eschatological orientation and a complete rejection of the aspiration for national liberation and political independence.”
 Taking a more moderate position, Wilhelm Rudolph  argues that although messianic expectations were present in the post‑exilic community, the Jews were content to bask in Persian favor and await the future fulfillment of God’s promises. Rudolph  supports his conclusion by noting the absence of the “eschatological tension” that is so prominent in the frequent references to the Davidic covenant in Chronicles.
 J. G. McConville , on the other hand, argues that the narrative’s implicit dissatisfaction with the status quo
 in combination with its development of a prophecy‑fulfillment motif
 “express the belief that the exiles’ situation is a stage on the way to an ultimate fulfillment of prophecy … and that the cause of the delayed fulfillment is the exiles’ sin.”
 

To McConville ’s analysis of Ezra’s allusions to Jeremiah 31 may be added the more extended analysis of fulfillments of Jeremiah’s prophecies pursued previously.
 Jeremiah’s promises were given so that the people would have hope: “For I myself know the plans which I am planning concerning you, declares Yahweh, plans of peace and not of evil, to give you a future and a hope” (Jer. 29:11 ; cf. 31:17 ). Yet, all of Jeremiah’s promises are not fulfilled by the time Ezra writes his narrative. As Robert Chisholm  notes, the scope of Yahweh’s promises clearly extends beyond the restoration that took place in the sixth‑fifth centuries B.C. The promises, as is typical of Old Testament prophecy, span the entirety of God’s restorative plan for Israel, including her ultimate salvation.
 At the same time, a comparison of post-exilic Israel’s political and spiritual status with the promises of Jeremiah exposes the radical differences between what was and what was to be. For example, Jeremiah prophesies that the city of Jerusalem and its citadel will be rebuilt (30:18 ; 31:38‑39 ). Ezra 4:12  indicates that this began to be fulfilled, but its completion was terminated by Artaxerxes’ decree (Ezra 4:17‑23 ). The Lord promises that He will break the yoke of foreign enslavement from their necks (30:8 ) and redeem them from their servitude (30:8 ; 31:11 ). Yet it is obvious that God’s people are still subject to the Persians. Ezra voices this reality in his prayer: “For we are servants …” (Ezra 9:9 ). The promise that they will no longer be afraid or terrified (23:3‑4 ; 30:10 ; 46:27 ) is obviously not fulfilled. The promised Davidic ruler has not arrived (30:9 ; 33:15 ff.), nor have the spiritual promises been fulfilled (31:31‑34 ; 33 ), as indicated by the people’s unfaithfulness. By invoking the fulfillment of Jeremiah’s word (1:1 ), Ezra reveals God’s faithfulness to His word, while underscoring the fact that there is much more to come. In this way, the narrative implies that there is hope for the continued fulfillment of Jeremiah’s promises, and thus for the political and spiritual future of the nation.

The Grounds of Ezra’s Hope: Ezra’s Theological Message

A proper view of the present often hinges on a proper view of the past. In order to show his post‑exilic audience how they might yet have a future, Ezra retells the story of the first and second returns from captivity. It is unlikely that the “facts” of the story were new to his audience, but his perspective certainly was. Under inspiration, Ezra reveals the role Yahweh had played in their history. In the process, he exposes the character of Yahweh and the consequent responsibility that devolves upon His people. As Chapter Five showed, the narrative presents Yahweh as immanent in His world. He has not forgotten them. He has been at work in their history. Yahweh’s control of Cyrus, the Returnees, Tatnai, Darius, and Artaxerxes demonstrates His sovereign power. There is none too great and none too small to be outside the scope of His omnipotence. No opposition can thwart His purposes, regardless of its source or longevity. The Returnees should not worry about the external opposition they were currently facing, for Yahweh had demonstrated His ability to overcome their enemies. The development of the Returnees’ genealogical, geographical, national, and spiritual continuity with Israel, traced in this chapter, demonstrates that they are indeed Yahweh’s people and heirs of the promises to Israel. As the narrative unfolds, incident after incident testifies to Yahweh’s faithfulness to His word through Jeremiah. From the Restoration to the return of the temple vessels to the words used in celebrating the temple’s founding, Yahweh’s word proves true in its minutest detail. That there were yet Jeremian promises to be fulfilled was, in the light of Yahweh’s faithfulness, a great encouragement to hope. The narrator’s repeated notice of God’s good hand at work on behalf of His people calls attention to His goodness and His willingness to grant the desires of His people. Yet as their history shows, Yahweh is righteous; therefore, He will not tolerate sin. Just Yahweh poured out wrath upon their fathers for their iniquities, His faithfulness to His word guarantees that He will do it again, if they follow in their father’s sinful footsteps. Yahweh’s righteousness and holiness require righteousness and holiness in His people. Ezra enunciates the essence of his theological message in Ezra 8:22 . Because of who Yahweh is, His hand is for good upon those who seek Him and His strength and wrath are against those who abandon Him. Therefore, the only avenue of hope for the Returnees is holiness—a holiness that manifests itself in obedience to Yahweh’s law, separation from all that is unclean, and wholehearted devotion to Yahweh alone. They must be holy, not only in their ceremonial practices, but also in their personal lives. If they will pursue holiness, they can be sure that “there is yet hope for Israel” (10:2 ). The political connivings of the peoples of the land are no obstacle to the God of heaven and earth. If they will follow the example of holiness modeled by those who first returned and exemplified again in the life of Ezra the scribe they will see Yahweh overcome their obstacles and continue to fulfill His word on their behalf.

Conclusion

The theological message of the Book of Ezra is an answer to the question, “Is there hope for Israel?” Ezra’s answer is that the Returnees’ history reveals that the God of Heaven, who exercises sovereign control over history to fulfill His word, blesses those who seek Him and pours out wrath on those who abandon Him; therefore, their present and future fortunes as the people of Israel hinge not on external events but upon internal holiness, both individually and corporately.

Chapter 8
A Reader’s Guide to the Theological Message of Ezra: 
A Literary‑Theological Synthesis

The introduction to this dissertation proposed the thesis that a Biblical-theological analysis of an OT narrative is incomplete until it has shown the relationship between the theological message of the narrative and the narrative itself. In other words, one must demonstrate how the narrative’s theological message develops along the line of the narrative. The first four chapters of this dissertation analyzed the literary techniques Ezra employs to develop and highlight his theological themes. Chapters five through seven then isolated these themes and traced their development across the narrative. 

The analyses of Chapters One through Seven support the conclusion that the Book of Ezra was designed to answer the question “Is there hope for Israel’s future?” In sum, the answer the book gives is that the Returnees’ history reveals that the God of Heaven, who exercises sovereign control over history to fulfill His word, blesses those who seek Him and pours out wrath on those who abandon Him; therefore, their present and future fortunes hinge not on external events but upon internal holiness, as individuals and as a people. 

The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate how Ezra’s message develops as the narrative unfolds. Building on the analysis of Ezra’s plot structure in Chapter Three, the discussion here will follow the divisions of the narrative’s episodes, phases, and scenes.
 The treatment of each segment will note its literary features and the theological themes being developed. Following the discussions of Ezra 1‑6  and 7‑10  will be brief analyses of each section’s thematic structure and of the contribution each section makes to the narrative’s message. The chapter will conclude with an analysis of the relationship between Ezra’s two plots and the implications of that relationship for the message of the book.

Ezra 1‑6: The First Return and the Temple Rebuilt

The first six chapters of Ezra recount the first return of exiles from Babylonian captivity on a mission to rebuild the temple. Over 42,000 exiles, along with more than 7,000 servants, return to Judah under the leadership of Sheshbazzar. They quickly rebuild the altar and found the temple; however, opposition from the peoples of the lands halts the work for over 15 years. Under the leadership of Haggai and Zechariah, the reconstruction resumes and the temple is finally completed. The Returnees celebrate the completion of the temple with great joy.

Return under Cyrus (Ezra 1‑2) 

Ezra 1‑2  introduces two of the narrative’s main characters: God and the Returnees. It also introduces the main topic of the first section: rebuilding the house of Yahweh, the God of Israel. In the first phase of the action Cyrus’s decree and return of the temple vessels initiate the return. In the second phase, the people return to Judah.

Ezra 1–First Return Initiated

Ezra’s third‑person omniscient narrator opens the first scene (1:1‑11 ) with a brief temporal notation locating the narrative in the first year of Cyrus (538 B.C.). He then discloses Yahweh taking action to fulfill His word through the prophet Jeremiah (1:1 ). Yahweh’s stirring of Cyrus introduces the first two theological themes of the book: the sovereign power and faithfulness of Yahweh. Yahweh’s sovereignty is evident, for the greatest monarch of earth is subject to His stirrings. Cyrus’s decree (1:2‑4 ) further magnifies Yahweh’s sovereignty, acknowledging Him as the God of Heaven, the Owner of all the kingdoms of the earth, and the Master who has appointed him to rebuild the temple. Yahweh’s faithfulness appears in His purpose for stirring Cyrus: to fulfill His word through Jeremiah. The open‑endedness of the narrator’s reference to Jeremiah suggests that he expects his reader to be familiar with Jeremiah’s words and to read the narrative in their light. Cyrus’s decree itself is the first fulfillment recorded in the narrative, for it initiates the end of the 70 years of exile and the beginning of the restoration which Jeremiah had promised (25:11 ; 29:10 ).

Verses 5‑11  introduce the Returnees and extend the theme of Yahweh’s sovereignty and faithfulness. In Ezra 1:5 a the “heads of the fathers of Judah and Benjamin, and the priests and the Levites” arise to return to Judah, apparently in direct response to Cyrus’s edict. But the narrator reverses this impression immediately, revealing that those who rose were, in fact, “all whose spirits God stirred to go up to build the house of Yahweh” (1:5 b). Yahweh’s sovereign control of who responded to Cyrus’s decree reveals the scope of His power. His control comprehends all men, from the king to the captive. The second installment of Yahweh’s word through Jeremiah dominates the last half of the chapter and illustrates in carefully enumerated detail the faithfulness of Yahweh to keep His word. In Jeremiah 27:21‑22  God promises that He will restore the temple vessels to His house in Jerusalem. Ezra 1:7‑11 records the fulfillment of that promise. In addition to fulfilling Jeremiah’s promise, the return of the temple vessels also links the Returnees to the worship of their fathers, introducing the theme of continuity that predominates in chapter two.

Ezra 2–First Return Completed

Ezra chapter two is an independent document that has been incorporated into the narrative.
 The document lists the family names or towns of the exiles who returned “from the captivity of the exiles … to Jerusalem and Judah, each to his city” (2:1 ). The Returnees are listed and verified family by family or town by town, each one declaring the house of his fathers and his lineage (urz; 2:59 ). The principle of continuity with God’s people hinted at in chapter one is applied here with painstaking exactitude. From a literary perspective, the fact that Ezra brings the plot to a complete halt to incorporate this list indicates the importance of establishing the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel. To be the legitimate heir of the promises given to Israel they must be able to prove their Jewish lineage. This list also contributes to the theme of Yahweh’s faithfulness to His word. First, it links them to their fathers and the land of their fathers in fulfillment of the promise: “I will restore them to the land which I gave to their fathers” (Jer. 16:5 ; 30:3 ). Second, the geographical sites (2:21‑35 ) and the repeated statement that they returned each to his own city (2:1 , 70 ; cf. 3:1 ) fulfills Yahweh’s call for Israel to “return to … your cities” (Jer. 31:21 ). 

The two brief scenes that are included in this list also have a thematic function. The account in 2:59‑63  of a group of priests who could not verify their lineage being forbidden to participate in the priesthood indicates how seriously the Returnees took this matter, and it unobtrusively introduces the theme of holiness into the narrative. The law required that priests be from the tribe of Levi and the house of Aaron. The profaning of the priests from the priesthood testifies to the important of holiness in the priesthood and hints at the relationship between the law and holiness. The priests could not be holy and acceptable to God if they were not in harmony with the requirements of His law. The brief account of the Returnees’ generous giving in 2:68‑69  portrays them as eager participants in the temple reconstruction and contributes to the positive picture of the Returnees developed in the first six chapters, a picture that will serve as a contrast to the sin discovered in chapters 9‑10 .

Thematic Summary

In summary, chapter one rolls back the curtain separating the Returnees from the unseen world and shows the divine side of their history. At the end of chapter one, the reader should be struck by the sovereign power of God and His faithfulness. Yahweh initiated Cyrus’s decree. Yahweh was responsible for stirring their hearts to return. The whole reason the first Return happened was that Yahweh was faithfully fulfilling His word. The Ezra 2 list continues the theme of God’s faithfulness while developing the theme of the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel. By the end of the chapter, the Returnees have been implicitly characterized as the remnant of God’s chosen people, fervent in their concern for obedience to His word and holiness in the priesthood, and eager in their willingness to contribute toward the rebuilding of the temple.

Rebuilding the Temple (Ezra 3‑6)

Ezra 3‑6  is the second episode of the plot and focuses on the rebuilding of the temple. The reconstruction of the temple moves through four phases: temple construction started (3:1‑13 ), successful opposition to God’s people (4:1‑24 ), opposition reversed (5:1‑6:12 ), and temple construction completed (6:13‑22 ).

Ezra 3–Temple Construction Started

Ezra chapter three recounts the first two steps the Returnees make toward rebuilding the temple. The narrator’s temporal notations (3:1 , 8 ) indicate that these events followed quickly on the heels of the Return. In the first scene (3:1‑6 ), the people gather to Jerusalem and restore the altar of burnt offering to its place. Although the narrator maintains his third‑person omniscient perspective, his frequent intrusions emphasize the Returnees’ careful adherence to the law of Moses. At each step in their restoration of proper worship, the narrator notes that they are acting in continuity with God’s word (3:2-5 ). This spiritual continuity with pre‑exilic Israel, extending back to the time of its founding under Moses, strengthens the developing theme that the Returnees are, in every way, the continuation of God’s chosen people. In Ezra 3:3 , the narrator also grants a glimpse of the Returnees’ emotional state as they rebuilt the altar: “for they were terrified because of the peoples of the lands.” This brief exposure of the Returnees’ fear of their neighbors foreshadows the opposition that will soon arise. It also introduces the third main character of the narrative, the peoples of the lands. The mention of free‑will offerings in Ezra 3:5  recalls Jeremiah’s promise that the voices of those “bringing thank offerings” will again be heard in the land (Jer. 33:11 ) and continues the theme of Yahweh’s faithfulness to His word. The concluding comment of this section, “and the temple of Yahweh was not founded,” implicitly explains why the Day of Atonement was not celebrated and reinforces the conclusion that the narrator is concerned with careful obedience to the law.

In the second scene (3:7‑13 ), the rebuilding of the temple begins in earnest as Zerubbabel and Jeshua hire laborers, purchase supplies, and appoint overseers to manage the construction. When the foundation is laid, a grand worship celebration marks the occasion. Ezra 3:10  adds another link between the Returnees and their forebears as the narrator notes that the musical praise was conducted “according to the hand of David the king of Israel.” In Ezra 3:11  the record of the Returnees’ jubilant thanksgiving, resounding the goodness and faithfulness of Yahweh, advances the theme of Yahweh’s faithfulness in two ways. First, the people’s words affirm His eternal loyal lovingkindness (dsj) toward His people. Second, their songs and shouts (3:12 ) fulfill Yahweh’s promises that “again shall be heard … the voice of those saying, ‘Give thanks to Yahweh of hosts, for Yahweh is good, for His lovingkindness endures forever,’” and “From them will go forth thanksgiving and the voice of those who make merry” (Jer. 33:10‑11 ; 30:19 ).

Ezra 4–Successful Opposition to God’s People

As chapter three ends, the Returnees appear well on their way to seeing the house of Yahweh rebuilt. The narrator’s note that their joyous shouts were “heard far away” connects chapters three and four, for it was when the peoples of the lands “heard that the sons of the exile were building the temple” that they came to offer their help (4:1‑3 ). Before their silhouettes appear on the narrative horizon, however, the narrator labels them as “the enemies [<yrx] of Judah and Benjamin” (4:1 ). This direct characterization warns Ezra’s audience about the character of the approaching people, and it reveals the narrator’s view of the peoples of the lands. They are “the enemies.” Once “the enemies” identify themselves as exiles brought to Palestine by Esar Haddon, the reader should be aware of at least one sense in which they were enemies. 2 Kings 17  identifies these people, who considered themselves worshipers of Yahweh, as idolaters who had merely added Yahweh to their pantheon. Any cooperation with them would endanger the pure monotheism Yahweh demanded. Holiness is, therefore, the issue that ignites the primary plot conflict in Ezra 1‑6 . The elders’ total rejection of their offer provides a second illustration of holiness in action. A holy people form no partnerships with idolaters. The Jewish elders’ refusal also exposes their enemies’ malice, which is promptly unleashed in opposition to the work of God’s people to the extent of hiring counselors to frustrate the Returnees’ plans (4:5 ). The second and primary sense in which the peoples of the lands were enemies becomes apparent in 4:4‑24 . The narrator cites example after example, scattered across 80 years of post‑exilic history, in which the peoples of the lands opposed the work of God’s people. (4:5 , 6 , 7 , 8‑23 ). 

A complex array of literary strategies cooperates in Ezra 4:6‑24  to develop the theme of opposition and set the stage for the narrative’s message concerning hope for the future. In terms of temporal ordering, the observant reader would notice two things about these examples of opposition. First, they go beyond the time of the temple’s completion in 516 B.C. into the reigns of Ahasuerus (486‑465 B.C.) and Artaxerxes (465‑424 B.C.). The last example in 4:8‑23  recounts the most recent setback experienced by the Returnees: the forced discontinuation of work on Jerusalem’s walls. The temporal compression in 4:5‑24  presents a concentrated picture of the long‑standing malice of the peoples of the lands and creates a compelling case for labeling them as “the enemies of Judah and Benjamin.” It also argues that the peoples of the lands are intractable opponents of God’s people, thereby establishing the necessary background for the victory narrated in Ezra 6  and the mixed-marriage crisis in Ezra 9‑10 . The unfair characterization of the Jews in Rehum’s letter to Artaxerxes, which was effective in stopping the building of Jerusalem’s walls, further exposes the malevolent character of the peoples of the lands and provides solid evidence for the narrator’s direct characterization.

Second, there is a drastic chronological reversal in 4:24 . Having just recounted two cases of opposition during the reign of Artaxerxes, the current Persian king, the narrative suddenly returns to the second year of Darius (519 B.C.) and resumes the narrative thread it left in 4:5 . By embedding the current wall‑building crisis (4:8‑23 ) in the account of the opposition to building the temple, the narrative argues that the original reader’s circumstances are analogous to those faced by the first Returnees. Yahweh’s ability to transform the opposition faced by the first Returnees into support implies that He can transform the opposition of Artaxerxes into support as well. 

Ezra 5:1‑6:12–Reversal of Opposition to God’s People

In the third phase of Ezra 3‑6 , the opposition that grew to such overwhelming proportions in chapter four seems to continue and then reverses dramatically with Darius’s official sanction and support for the temple’s reconstruction. Into the dark situation portrayed in the preceding phase, Ezra 5:1‑2  introduces a ray of light: the prophets Haggai and Zechariah. The appearance of God’s messengers implies that the God of Israel is still at work behind the scenes. Stirred by God’s word and supported by the prophets, Zerubbabel and Jeshua renew the reconstruction of the temple. Opposition immediately resumes (5:3‑17 ), and another letter is sent to the king of Persia, this time from Tatnai, the governor of the entire province. But 5:5  reveals that God was, in faithfulness to His promise (cf. Jer. 24:6 ), watching out for the good of His people. The narrator’s omniscient perspective renews the reader’s awareness of God’s sovereign control: the elders were not stopped because Yahweh’s eye was upon them.

Tatnai’s letter also advances the theme of God’s sovereignty through the testimony of the Jewish elders. When asked who gave them permission to rebuild the temple, they reply that they are the servants of “the God of heaven and earth,” a clear assertion of the supremacy of Yahweh (5:10 ). The reason they give for the destruction of the temple is revealing. Their fathers had enraged the God of heaven, and as a result He had delivered them into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar (5:12 ). Ezra 5:12  clearly connects men’s conduct to Yahweh’s wrath and judgment. Yahweh’s wrath is not arbitrary. It is the predictable response to men’s disobedience. Verse 12  also provides another testimony to Yahweh’s sovereignty over history, for He was the one who delivered them into the hands of Nebuchadnezzar.

The third scene of this phase (6:1‑12 ) recounts Darius’s response in support of the Jewish elders. Darius’s decree resolves the conflict and heads the plot toward its conclusion. Cyrus’s official memorandum, included in Darius’s letter, sheds interesting light on the final scene in chapter two. The fact that the Returnees contributed generously toward reconstructing the temple is even more notable in view of Cyrus’s decree that all temple building expenses be paid for from the imperial treasury. Darius’s unqualified support for the Returnees is a tremendous victory over their opponents. Not only does he stop Tatnai from bothering them, but he also requires him to ensure the financial support of the project from his tax revenues. The radical reversal of the opposition implicitly testifies to the efficacy of Yahweh’s oversight and His faithfulness to His people.

Ezra 6:13‑22–Temple Construction Completed

With the imperially mandated support of the governor and the support of Haggai and Zechariah, the temple reconstruction prospers (6:13 ). According to Ezra 6:14, the temple is finally finished on the third of Adar, the last month of the Jewish religious calendar. Ezra 6:14  is a crucial verse both literarily and theologically. From a literary standpoint, the narrator’s intrusion into the narrative indicates that he has a point to make. In order to make his point, he connects the command of God with the command of the Persian kings: “and they finished from the command of the God of Israel and the command [of] Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes, the king of Persia.” Since each of the three kings issued a separate decree relating to the temple, one would expect the narrator to say “the commands” rather than “the command.” This unexpected syntax in combination with the narrator’s sequential placement of “God’s command” before “the command” of the kings suggests that God’s command motivated the command of the Persian kings. In other words, Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes were simply echoing the decree of the God of Heaven.

The mention of Artaxerxes in this verse is also noteworthy, because his contribution to the building of the temple has not been recounted. The narrator’s inclusion of Artaxerxes in 6:14  foreshadows what is to come in the following plot. This foreshadowing bridges the 57-year gap between the end of chapter six and the beginning of chapter seven, uniting the two plots under the overarching theme of God’s sovereign control. 

The narrative’s development of the Returnees’ continuity with pre-exilic Israel surfaces again in the account of the joyful dedication of the temple (6:16‑18 ). The “priests and the Levites and the rest of the sons of the exile” are identified as “the sons of Israel” (6:16 ). The narratorial notice that the Returnees offered 12 goats as a sin offering for the 12 tribes of Israel presents them as the representatives of the entire nation (6:17 ). The mention of the law of Moses again in 6:18  also connects the Returnees to the spiritual heritage of their forefathers.

Though the story seems to be finished in 6:18 , the narrator continues with a brief account of the Returnees’ Passover celebration the following month (6:19‑22 ). This satellite event is, however, far more than an unnecessary addendum. It permits the narrator to illustrate the essence of holiness in action. The purified priests, Levites, and the sons of the Exile are joined by “all who had separated themselves from the uncleanness of the nations of the land to seek Yahweh the God of Israel.” This narratorial description establishes the definition of holiness for the narrative. The dual nature of holiness is evident in the statement. Negatively, the proselytes were separated from all uncleanness. Positively, they were separated unto Yahweh. Since the Lord had stipulated that everyone who partook of the Passover had to be circumcised, one can infer from this incident the seriousness of those joining the Returnees (cf. Exod. 12:48 ). The fact that proselytes were permitted to join the Returnees in celebrating their most sacred feast demonstrates that true holiness knows no ethnic boundaries. Anyone who is willing to renounce all uncleanness and wholly set his heart to follow the Lord is welcome to worship Him with His people. This scene also provides a standard against which the unwillingness of the foreign wives to renounce their idolatrous ways can be measured.

In 6:22  the narrator intrudes with another theological explanation, given in effect‑cause order. The Returnees celebrate the feast “with joy” because Yahweh had caused their hearts to rejoice and had turned Darius’s heart to support them. Their joy was a result of Yahweh’s turning of Darius’s heart. If Ezra 6:14  did not make it clear that Darius’s decree was divinely prompted, the narrator ensures that his point is made here. Darius’s heart was as a river of water in the hand of Yahweh, and He had turned it where He desired (Prov. 21:1 ).

Thematic Summary

At every point where there was progress toward building the temple, from stirring Cyrus and the people (1:1 , 5 ), to stirring the people anew (5:1 ), to turning the heart of Darius (6:22 ), Yahweh was responsible. Yahweh’s sovereignty is not just an abstract theological fact but a practical necessity for the success of His people. Yahweh’s faithfulness to His word and His people manifested itself in His fulfillment of Jeremian prophecies and in His protective oversight. The genetic, geographic, national, and spiritual continuity of the returning exiles with pre‑exilic Israel has demonstrated that the Returnees are indeed God’s people. The consistent opposition of the peoples of the lands has made it abundantly evident that they are the enemies of God and God’s people. Yet God is greater than the opposition, for He controls the heart of the king. Holiness has been illustrated three times: first, in obedience to the law’s requirement that priests be from the line of Levi; second, in the elder’s rejection of advances made by syncretists to help build the temple; and third, in the account of proselytes who, having separated themselves from the uncleanness of the peoples of the land and having set their hearts to seek Yahweh, joined the Returnees in celebrating the Passover.

Thematic Sequence and Message Development in Ezra 1‑6

The sequence of the thematic emphases in Ezra 1‑6  is as follows: Yahweh’s sovereign power and faithfulness (ch. 1 ), the Returnees’ continuity with pre‑exilic Israel (chs. 2‑3 ), the opposition of the peoples of the lands (chs. 4‑5 ), and Yahweh’s sovereign power (ch. 6 ). The themes move from the heights of divine initiation and prophetic fulfillment to the depths of overwhelming opposition and then back to the heights of divinely granted victory. This thematic inclusio highlights Yahweh’s sovereign power as the primary theme of the first plot.

Ezra’s first plot develops the positive side of the narrative’s message—that there is hope for Israel’s future—in three ways. First, Yahweh is a faithful God. He will fulfill what He has promised His people: to restore the city wall, to remove the yoke of foreign bondage, and to set up a Davidic king over them. Second, the Returnees, as demonstrated by their continuity with pre‑exilic Israel, are His people. Therefore, they are the legitimate heirs of Yahweh’s promises. Third, Yahweh is the sovereign God of heaven and earth. Earth’s greatest kings are His servants. He can overcome the opposition of the peoples of the lands. No opposition can thwart Yahweh’s faithfulness to His word. Both the character of Yahweh and the continuity of the Returnees argue that there is hope for their future.

Ezra 7‑10: The Second Return and the Community Purified

Chronologically, the events in Ezra 7‑10  take place 57 years after the completion of the temple in 516 B.C. In contrast to the 80‑year span of Ezra 1‑6 , this section covers exactly one year to the day, and narrates the return under Ezra and the mixed‑marriage crisis. 

Return under Artaxerxes (Ezra 7‑8)

Chapters 7  and 8  treat the return under Artaxerxes in two phases. The first phase introduces Ezra, his mission, and the decree with which Artaxerxes commissioned him. The second phase recounts the preparations Ezra made for the return journey and the events that took place immediately after the Returnees’ arrival.

Ezra 7–Ezra’s Credentials and Artaxerxes’ Commission

The first five verses of Ezra 7  delineate the priestly genealogy of Ezra, the main character in the plot. Ezra’s genealogy demonstrates that he meets the criteria established by the law to be a priest and contributes the narrative’s emphasis on continuity with the law. The summary that follows in verses 6‑10  continues the introduction of Ezra and briefly recounts the temporal beginning and ending points of the return trip. In 7:6 a the narrator characterizes Ezra as a “scribe skilled in the law of Moses which Yahweh, the God of Israel, gave.” This direct characterization reveals two things. First, it exposes the narrator’s view of the origin and authority of the law. Yahweh had given it to Moses; therefore, it has divine authority. Second, it informs the reader that Ezra was an expert in the law and paves the way for the reader to accept Ezra’s interpretation of the law in chapter ten. In 7:6 b the narrator explains why the king gave Ezra all he requested: “the hand of his God [was] upon him.” This statement, which will be repeated five more times in Ezra 7‑8 , introduces the theme of God’s “gracious goodness.” 

In verses 7‑9 a the narrator breaks with narrative convention and informs the reader of the journey’s end before telling of its beginning. This end‑before‑beginning reversal eliminates any suspense the story might have created and increases the reader’s awareness of God’s gracious goodness at work on behalf of His people. In 7:9b‑10  the narrator echoes his theme of the goodness of God and then inserts a key theological explanation for why God’s hand was upon Ezra: “For Ezra had fixed his heart to seek the law of Yahweh and to do it, and to teach in Israel statute and judgment” (7:10 ). This statement links Yahweh’s gracious goodness to the character of Ezra, implying that God’s good hand rests upon those who have set their hearts to seek His law. In the person of Ezra, two of the three aspects of holiness developed previously are united. His passion for Yahweh’s law recalls the concern for the law evidenced by the Returnees in 2:62 , and his seeking after Yahweh’s law, which is a seeking after Yahweh, recalls the description of the proselytes whose hearts were set to seek the Lord (6:21 ). The development of Ezra’s character in 7:1‑10  sets him up as a model of holiness, a person to be observed and emulated. 

Artaxerxes’ decree occupies the next 16 verses (Ezra 7:11‑26 ) and contributes several things to the narrative. First, it is an external testimony to the character of Ezra. The authority Artaxerxes invests in Ezra testifies to Ezra’s integrity. He permits him to lead a return, trusts him to handle all the money properly, and commissions him to appoint judges for the entire province of Beyond the River and to execute justice on those who are disobedient. The generosity of the decree magnifies God’s goodness. The king offers silver and gold for the maintenance and support of the temple and provides vessels for use in the temple. He gives Ezra access to the royal treasury, authorizes the treasurers in Beyond the River to provide Ezra the resources he needs, and exempts the temple personnel from tax, tribute, or toll. It is no wonder that Ezra bursts forth in praise: “Blessed by Yahweh, the God of our fathers, who put this in the heart of the king, to beautify the house of Yahweh which is in Jerusalem” (7:27 ). Ezra’s doxology exalts Yahweh’s sovereignty, faithfulness, and goodness. If the original reader missed Ezra’s parenthetical statement in 7:6  that Artaxerxes’ commission was granted “according to the hand of his God,” he could not possibly miss it here. The sovereignty of Yahweh shines through in His control of Artaxerxes’ heart. Ezra’s statement that the Lord had extended to him His lovingkindness through Artaxerxes (7:28 ) indicates His faithfulness. The repetition of Ezra’s key phrase, “according to the hand of Yahweh my God which was upon me,” emphasizes again that the good hand of God is in all that is taking place.

Besides bearing testimony to the gracious goodness, faithfulness, and sovereign power of Yahweh, Ezra 7:27‑28  introduces a radical shift in the narrator’s point of view. The narrator has operated from a third‑person omniscient position throughout the entire preceding narrative. In 7:27‑28 , however, he shifts from his unseen third‑person position to a visible first-person point of view and reveals himself to be Ezra the scribe. This shift in point of view produces at least two effects. First, it creates a sense of immediacy, giving the reader the impression that he has moved from the grandstands of history onto the playing field next to the main character. Second, it informs the reader that the point of view in 1:1‑7:26  was Ezra’s and that he may, therefore, expect it to be consonant with the point of view that follows. This unity of perspective contributes significantly to the narrative’s coherence.

Ezra 8–Preparation, Journey, and Arrival of the Second Return

The second phase of Ezra’s return recounts his preparations for the journey (8:1‑30 ). The first scene (8:1‑14 ) lists either the names of individuals or the leader of a family and the numbers of those returning with the leader. The inclusion of this list renews the narrative’s theme of continuity and suggests that concern for continuity is not just a matter of the past but that it continues to have relevance to the post‑exilic community.

In the second scene (8:15‑20 ), Ezra tells of his discovery that there were no priests or Levites among those who had volunteered to return with him. He sends a delegation to Casiphia requesting “servants for the house of our God” (8:17 ). The Levites were God’s ordained mediators for a proper relationship with Him, and the priests were God’s chosen instruments to teach His people the law (Deut. 24:8 ). Ezra’s concern that there be sufficient Levites in the return is, therefore, indicative of his concern for the spiritual life of God’s people. Ezra reiterates the theme of God’s gracious goodness in his acknowledgment that the tremendous response he received (250 men) was the result of “the good hand of our God upon us” (8:18 ).

After the arrival of the Levites, Ezra calls a fast to “humble ourselves before our God and to seek from Him a straight road” (8:21 ). Ezra’s action models the humble dependence upon God that should characterize His people. This ties in with the narrative’s constant exposure of God’s role in human history. For Ezra, even the safety of his journey was dependent upon God. In 8:22 , he admits a desire to avail himself of human protection but realizes that to do so would undermine his testimony to the king: “The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good, and His strength and His anger are against all those abandoning Him” (8:22 ). Ezra recognizes that man’s behavior and God’s character are the two factors that co‑determine the relationship between them. If men will seek Him, God will bless them. On the other hand, God will not sit idly by when His people abandon Him. His strong wrath will surely descend upon their heads. This is the principle that motivates Ezra to lean hard upon the Lord and not upon the arm of flesh. 

Ezra 8:22  also provides the theological cipher to the discouraging situation in which the Returnees found themselves. By enunciating the grounds upon which Yahweh interacts with His people, this verse explains the relationship between the Returnees’ circumstances and their conduct. But at this point in the narrative, the force of this principle is not yet evident to the reader. Only in retrospect will the principle emerge as the link between Yahweh’s favor and their behavior.

Ezra 8:22 also connects the four preceding statements about the hand of God (7:6 , 9 , 28 ; 8:18 ) with the final statement of this motif (8:31 ), explaining why God was with Ezra in blessing: He was seeking the Lord (7:10 ). In 8:23 , Ezra’s affirmation that “God was intreated for us” models faith in Yahweh’s faithfulness.

In the final scene of the preparation for the journey (8:24‑30 ), Ezra chooses twelve of the “princes of the priests” for the special task of guarding the gold, silver, and vessels that were being transported to Jerusalem. The amazing quantity of gold and silver Ezra weighs out to the priests reveals the extent to which He had moved Artaxerxes’ heart and subtly reinforces the theme of God’s gracious goodness. In 8:28 , Ezra tells the 12 men he chose that they are “holy to Yahweh, and the vessels are holy.” Ezra’s charge to these men contributes to the developing theme of holiness. It reinforces the concept that holiness always involves separation unto Yahweh. Implicit in Ezra’s charge is the fact that Yahweh is holy. A holy God may be worshipped only with holy vessels, and holy vessels require priestly guards who are holy to Yahweh as well.

Ezra 8  concludes with four brief scenes that recount the safe arrival of Ezra’s convoy, the weighing of the temple vessels, the returning exiles’ burnt offerings and sin offerings, and the informing of the provincial satraps and governors of Artaxerxes’ decree. When his journey ends, Ezra again acknowledges, as he has at every step in the way, that the exiles’ safe arrival was the result of the good hand of God upon them, delivering them from the enemies along the road (8:31 ). The theme of continuity also resurfaces as the Returnees again sacrifice on behalf of all the tribes of Israel: “12 bulls for all Israel … 12 goats of the sin offering” (8:35 ).

Thematic Summary

Ezra 7‑8  develop a concentrated picture of God’s gracious goodness. The use of first‑person point of view permits Ezra’s personal character to dominate the narrative. The narrator first introduces Ezra as a scribe skilled in the law and a priest dedicated to Yahweh. The reader then sees him in action, and it becomes evident that his character and conduct model the kind of life God blesses. He is a man who is concerned about holiness, not only in priestly and ceremonial matters, but also in the practical matters of living.

Purification of the Community (Ezra 9‑10)

The mixed-marriage incident is the nexus into which all of Ezra’s thematic strands run. It illustrates and amplifies the heart of his message. A proper understanding of this episode is essential to a proper appreciation of the message of the book as a whole.

Ezra 9–Mixed‑Marriages Discovered

Chapter eight ends on a very positive note with the satraps and governors of Beyond the River supporting the people and the house of God. Four months after Ezra’s return (10:9 ), the princes inform Ezra that they have discovered their fellow leaders are not living separated lives, but have been unfaithful to Yahweh and mingled “the holy seed with the peoples of the lands” (9:2 ). The princes’ report initiates the conflict of the second plot and ties this episode directly into the narrative’s treatment of holiness. Their report also introduces the key word for the Returnees’ sin: unfaithfulness. The lack of separation and mingling of the “holy seed” in marriage with pagan foreigners signals the Returnees’ failure to be holy to Yahweh. Ezra’s dramatic response—ripping his clothes, tearing his hair, and sitting down in stunned silence—portrays the appalling nature of their sin. Ezra’s note that the gathering crowd was trembling concerning the “unfaithfulness” of their fellow exiles also intimates how serious their sin really was. 

Ezra 9:5‑16  adds Ezra’s viewpoint to that of the princes and the surrounding crowd. Ezra’s prayer is the longest spoken discourse in the narrative. The narrative’s temporal pace slows dramatically in verses 3‑16 . Whereas chapter eight covered over four months, 9:3‑10:6  focuses on a single day. The near equivalence of the time required for Ezra to utter his prayer and the reader to read it argues that this prayer deserves careful attention. From a thematic standpoint, Ezra’s prayer is the theological heart of the entire narrative. In it he unites all the themes that he has been developing to teach his audience the connection between man’s conduct and God’s dealing with him. In verses 6‑7  the theme of continuity resurfaces, this time with a biting irony. The Returnees’ guilt links them to the guilt of their fathers. By participating in the very iniquity that subjected their fathers to the sword, captivity, spoil, and shame, they have become inheritors of their fathers’ guilt. The theme of God’s sovereign power enters Ezra’s prayer in his statement that “we were given … into the hand of the kings of the lands” (9:7 ). Like the Jewish elders before him (5:12 ), Ezra acknowledges that the Exile was a manifestation of Yahweh’s sovereign power in punishment. 

In verses 8‑9 , Ezra recounts Yahweh’s gracious goodness and faithfulness to the exiles. He had granted them favor (hnjt) in permitting a remnant to escape destruction. He had given them back a small place in the land, encouraging and reviving them. He had not abandoned them but had extended His loyal lovingkindness to them, enabling them to rebuild the temple. Despite Yahweh’s incredible faithfulness to them, they had “abandoned” His commands (9:10 ). Ezra drives his point home forcefully with the repetition of the word “abandon.” The Returnees’ abandonment of Yahweh’s commands presents a sharp contrast to the fact that He had not abandoned them, and it recalls Ezra’s statement that Yahweh’s strong wrath is poured out on those who abandon Him (8:22 ). Verse 10  also sets the Returnees in opposition to their immediate predecessors who had shown such fidelity to the law of God.

Ezra’s paraphrase of the prophetic commands regarding intermarriage with the peoples of the lands illuminates Yahweh’s goodness. His reason for giving the command is that His people “may be strong and may eat the good of the land.” Even in His prohibitions, Yahweh’s aim is the good of His people. Verses 13‑14  recapitulate verses 6‑12 , acknowledging the undeserved mercy Yahweh had granted them. Ezra’s fear that their present guilt might rouse Yahweh’s anger to annihilate them (9:14 ) reinforces the principle that their behavior co‑determines Yahweh’s interaction with them. The plot conflict reaches its climax as Ezra ends his anguished confession, acknowledging Yahweh’s righteousness and their shameful guilt.

Ezra 10–Mixed‑Marriages Dissolved

Chapter ten narrates the second phase of the mixed‑marriage crisis. Interestingly, Ezra resumes his hidden third‑person perspective and finishes the narrative from this vantage. His return to a third‑person point of view distances the reader emotionally from the crisis and permits a broader view of the action. The third‑person perspective also enables the point of view of other characters to be presented objectively.

The response of the God‑fearing Israelites in Ezra 10:1‑6  initiates the plot’s actional descent. Even though the response of Ezra and the crowd was vividly displayed in chapter nine, the narrator’s additional comment that Ezra was weeping and falling down, and that the people were weeping as well, reveals the depth of their distress over the unfaithfulness of their fellow Returnees. In 10:2 , Shecaniah joins his voice in admitting the unfaithfulness of the Returnees in marrying foreign pagans, but he also addresses the absence of any mention of hope in Ezra’s prayer: “Now there is hope for Israel concerning this.” In the person of Shecaniah the question that has motivated the entire narrative receives a positive answer. There is hope for Israel. The first step to restoring that hope was to reestablish their relationship with God by repentance and obedience to His law (10:3 ). Shecaniah’s solution emphasizes the importance of holiness (separation) and obedience to the law. Ezra’s mournful paralysis is broken, and at Shecaniah’s behest he arises to require all Israel to swear to do as Shecaniah had suggested, implying that he approved of this solution. In the brief notice that Ezra spent the night mourning, the narrator repeats for the fourth time the term “unfaithfulness,” reinforcing the point that intermarriage with idolaters constitutes an abandonment of the Returnees’ relationship with Yahweh.

The second scene recounts the elders’ proclamation of an assembly that all members of the congregation must attend, Ezra’s address to the congregation, and their response.
 Ezra’s address to the people is terse and to the point, hitting the key points of this episode: unfaithfulness, guilt, obedience, and separation. They must confess their guilt to Yahweh and do His will by separating from the peoples of the lands and their foreign wives. The strong negative portrayal of the peoples of the lands in chapter four has prepared the reader for the severity of this solution. There can be no holiness without separation from idolaters. The congregation’s affirmation of Ezra’s indictment unites all the narrative viewpoints in condemnation of marriage with the peoples of the lands. The congregation’s statement that their rebellion had brought God’s fierce anger upon them (10:14 ) reinforces the conclusion of Ezra’s prayer.

Three months later the community is purified. The narrator brings the narrative to a unique close. The names of over 100 men file by and the story ends. Ezra 10:18‑44  is the only list in the narrative that is composed of personal names. Ezra 2  and 8:1-14  list family names, and 7:1‑5  is a genealogy. This list constitutes a permanent display of those who abandoned Yahweh. It is the literary equivalent of stringing them up before the public eye as a testimony to the seriousness of their sin.

Thematic Summary

Ezra 7‑10  develops the themes of Yahweh’s gracious goodness, the enduring importance of continuity—particularly obedience to the law, and the importance of holiness. The narrative portrays Yahweh’s gracious goodness through Ezra’s repeated references to the good hand of God and his acknowledgment of God’s goodness in reviving and restoring His people. The narrative tempers its development of the importance of continuity by revealing that continuity with the guilt of the past may destroy all hope for the future. The repetition of the term “unfaithfulness,” Ezra’s prayer, and the enforced divorce of the foreign wives demonstrate the importance of holiness.

Thematic Sequence and Message Development in Ezra 7‑10

The sequence of the thematic emphases in Ezra 7‑10  moves from God’s gracious goodness in chapters 7‑8 , to holiness profaned in chapter 9 , to holiness restored in chapter 10 . The result of this sequence of themes is that holiness dominates the narrative’s conclusion. This section’s emphasis on the role of the Returnees’ conduct in their relationship with Yahweh qualifies the hope generated in chapters 1‑6 . The required separation from all foreign wives and their children clearly communicates that there can be no hope without holiness.

Parallelism and Antithesis: Ezra in Retrospect

The sense of an insufficient closure to the plot’s conflict in 10:44  and the unresolved conflict in 4:8‑23  suggest that the message of Ezra is not fully comprehended by a simple reading from start to finish. The narrative is designed to force the reader to think more deeply about the relationship between its two sections.
 A comparison of the two sections of the narrative reveals both parallels and contrasts. Both plots have two episodes. The first episode in both plots narrates a return from exile motivated by a Persian decree and contains a list of those who returned from Babylon. In both plots the Returnees encounter significant problems soon after arrival, and in both plots the problems revolve around the peoples of the lands. 

It is in the contrasts between the sections, however, that the crux of Ezra’s message lies. The first plot ends with joy, and the second plot ends on a somber note. Whereas in the first return their predecessors’ steadfastly adhered to the law and carefully maintained separation from the uncleanness of the lands, by the second return the Returnees have abandoned the law and mingled themselves with practitioners of abominations. Whereas in the first return, priests were forbidden to function in the priesthood until their lineage could be proven to be in compliance with the law, by the second return, priests head the list of those who had married pagan foreigners. The most significant contrast between the narrative’s plots involves the type of problems the Returnees encounter. In Ezra 1‑6  the problems are external: the Returnees are opposed by the peoples of the lands. In Ezra 7‑10  the problem is internal: the Returnees are unfaithful to Yahweh and unite with those who had opposed them. The significance of this contrast between external problem and internal problems lies in its temporal artificiality: chronologically, the wall‑building crisis in Ezra 4:8‑23  took place after the mixed‑marriage crisis. 

Recognition of the historical order of events illuminates a potential cause‑effect relationship between the mixed‑marriage crisis and the wall-building crisis. Perhaps some of Ezra’s contemporaries were beginning to conclude wrongly that the narrow exclusivism of orthodoxy was the prime impediment to their future. Ezra’s reform simply provoked greater antagonism from the surrounding nations and resulted in the demolition of their efforts to rebuild the wall (cf. Neh. 1:3 ). In order to counter this misinterpretation of their circumstances, Ezra embeds the wall‑building crisis in a series of similar crises. This permits him to reveal Yahweh’s sovereign ability to overcome the opposition of the peoples of the lands. It also enables him to expose the relationship between Yahweh’s character and the conduct of His people. 

The arrangement of the narrative so that all external problems were narrated in 1‑6 , leaving the internal problem to the end, suggests that the reason Artaxerxes stopped the wall building was that Yahweh was angry with the Returnees for their sin. Although circumstantially it appears that Rehum and Shimshai are responsible for Artaxerxes’ moratorium, the consistent pattern of the narrative is that Yahweh’s hand was behind the Persian decrees. Artaxerxes’ decree to stop building the walls was, therefore, motivated by Yahweh’s wrath upon their sin. The connection between Artaxerxes’ decree and the mixed‑marriage crisis can also be seen in the relationship between Ezra 5:12 , 8:22 , and 9:6‑7 . God’s wrath comes upon a nation that abandons Him in the form of political trouble and even destruction. Their troubles are a result not of political isolationism or spiritual exclusivism, but of spiritual adultery. Rather than conclude that the reform motivated and sanctioned by Ezra was the cause of their political problems, Ezra wanted the Returnees to realize that their sin was the root of their problem.

The order of the narrative’s thematic emphases makes sense once one has reconstructed the actual order of events. In terms of its primacy‑effect,
 the narrative’s emphasis on Yahweh’s sovereignty and faithfulness initiating the rebuilding of the temple and then turning the opposition into support would have generated a strong sense of hope that what God did in the past He can do again. The narrative’s recency‑effect is, however, the stronger of these two effects, and the narrative ends with its main point. Holiness is the key to Yahweh’s favor. 

Conclusion

Meir Sternberg  concludes one of his incisive essays on chronological ordering in Biblical narrative with the following questions regarding Ezra and Nehemiah:

How, in short, does construction within and especially across these books stand to reconstruction? It is as impossible to tell, with anything like confidence, as to figure out a reason other than genetic for the impossibility. No play of gaps this, because 
the elisions and incoherencies have run out of control: we can neither infer what happened, nor pattern the happening into well‑defined ambiguity, nor refer the darkness of facts to its effects.

In stark contrast to Sternberg ’s bleak analysis of the intelligibility of Ezra’s narrative, this dissertation has argued that Ezra offered the post-exilic community an account of their history that provides an answer to how they might continue to have “a future and a hope” (Jer. 29:11 ). The Book of Ezra ties together human responsibility and divine sovereignty. It reveals the direct link between the apparently political events of history and Yahweh’s sovereign fulfillment of His word. It argues implicitly that all the events in Israel’s history have divine antecedents and that every Israelite’s actions have spiritual ramifications. There is no sacred‑secular divide. Even social activities such as marriage have direct bearing on the nation’s relationship to Yahweh. Hope for their future is, therefore, contingent upon their holiness. They must separate themselves from the uncleanness of the peoples around them, seek the Lord, and obey His word. Then, and only then, will they again experience the “good hand of God” in blessing upon them.

Conclusion

The objective of this dissertation was to answer two questions: what is the theological message of Ezra, and how does its literary composition communicate that message? Since Ezra’s literary form both precedes and embodies its theological function, Chapters One through Four analyzed the narrative’s temporal ordering, plot, point of view, and characterization for indications of its theological themes. Chapters Five through Seven organized these themes topically and traced their development through the narrative, concluding (in Chapter Seven) with a demonstration how each theme contributes to the narrative’s central theological message. In order to finish answering the question of how the narrative communicates its message, Chapter Eight synthesized the foregoing literary and theological analyses and traced the development of Ezra’s theological message as the narrative unfolds. This chapter will summarize the conclusions reached in the three parts of this dissertation, and it will offer suggestions regarding areas that hold potential for further study.

Literary Analysis

Chapter One analyzes the use of temporal notations, chronology, and anachrony in Ezra. Despite the narrative’s chronological appearance, attention to temporal notation discerns four instances of anachronous arrangement: (1) the shift from Artaxerxes back to Darius in 4:23‑24 , (2) the non‑chronological relationship of 7‑10  to 4:8‑23 , (3) the reference to Artaxerxes in 6:14 , and (4) the end‑before‑beginning arrangement of Ezra’s return in 7:1‑9 . After suggesting the historical order of the events,
 Chapter One examines the four instances of anachrony, concluding that Ezra’s anachronous arrangement of the narrative events accomplishes at least five major purposes. First, the topical arrangement of 4:6‑23  proves that the “peoples of the lands” are indeed the enemies of God’s people. Second, the concatenation of the incidents of opposition faced under Cyrus, Darius, Xerxes, and Artaxerxes in 4:6‑23  suggests that they are analogous. Therefore, the reversal of the opposition under Darius in 5:1‑6:22  argues that just as God transformed past hostility, He can transform the hostility the Returnees were currently facing under Artaxerxes. Third, the anachronous inclusion of Artaxerxes with Cyrus and Darius in 6:14  unites both plots in magnifying God’s sovereignty over His people’s rulers. Fourth, the end‑before‑beginning arrangement of Ezra’s return minimizes narrative suspense in order to maximize the reader’s awareness of Yahweh’s gracious goodness. Fifth, Ezra’s non‑chronological arrangement of the narrative isolates all external problems to the first plot (1‑6 ) so that the second plot can end with the narrative’s main point: the Returnees’ future hinges not on external problems but upon personal holiness.

Chapter Two rounds out the analysis of temporal ordering in Ezra by examining the historical order of Ezra and Nehemiah, the three major approaches to the chronological anomalies in Ezra, and the narrative’s temporal proportions. After analyzing the evidence adduced by critics in support of the position that Ezra followed Nehemiah, this chapter concludes that the critical claims do not hold up under scrutiny. There is no reason to reject the Biblical presentation that Ezra preceded and ministered together with Nehemiah during his governorship. The second section argues that both external and internal evidence indicate that the narrative was deliberately arranged non‑chronologically: (1) the MT, Esdras b (LXX), Syriac, and Qumran fragments (4QEzra) support the current order of the text; (2) philological analysis of the Persian monarch’s names in Ezra 4  supports the traditional identification of Ahasuerus with Xerxes and Artachshashta with Artaxerxes; (3) the liberal use of temporal notations throughout the narrative argues that the author was fully aware of the historical order of the events he narrates; and (4) the sequential appearance of 4:23  and 4:24  may be explained as an instance of resumptive repetition. The final section of this chapter contends that that 80:1 ratio of time between Ezra 1‑6  and 7‑10  and the concentration of temporal parity in the documents and dialogues of 7‑10  indicate that the narrative’s temporal proportioning focuses the reader’s attention on the final episode.

Chapter Three analyzes the structure and composition of Ezra’s plots. Following a survey of the various approaches to plot analysis, plot is defined as “the united sequence of events” in a narrative. In order to determine the structure and boundaries of Ezra’s plot, three models of plot structure are applied to the narrative: Aristotle’s beginning‑middle‑end model, Freytag’s model of conflict development and resolution, and a second Aristotelian model tracing the rise and fall of the protagonist’s fortune. The application of each model yields a two‑plot structure in Ezra (plot 1: Ezra 1‑6 ; plot 2: Ezra 7‑10 ). The largest segment of Chapter Three explores Ezra’s selection, arrangement, and presentation of the narrative events for indications of the narrative’s theological message. The selection of plot events involves both omission and inclusion. A comparative analysis of Haggai and Zechariah with Ezra reveals that Ezra omits the Returnees’ selfish decision not to build the temple in order to highlight the relentless opposition of the peoples of the lands. Building on Seymour Chatman ’s analysis of the logical hierarchy of events in a plot,
 the section on plot inclusions analyzes the kernel and satellite events of Ezra’s two plots. Yahweh’s sovereign power and His faithfulness to His word are the primary themes of the kernel events in Ezra 1‑6 . The kernel events in Ezra 7‑10  develop Yahweh’s gracious goodness and the importance of holiness in the Returnees’ relationship with Yahweh. The arrangement of events in Ezra primarily follows the standard logic of cause-effect. Two deviations from this ordering principle (1:5 ; 6:22 ) reverse reader expectation to highlight the sovereign activity of Yahweh, and a third (4:6‑24 ) temporarily defers the reader’s awareness that the conflict in 4:8‑23  is not resolved until the end of the narrative. The chapter concludes with an analysis of the narrative’s elements of scenic discourse: letters, dialogues, decrees, and prayers. In Ezra 1‑6 , scenic discourse develops the theme of opposition to God’s people and contributes to the theme of God’s sovereign power. In Ezra 7‑10 , scenic discourse advances the primary themes of this section: God’s goodness and the importance of holiness.

Chapter Four examines the four techniques that distinguish Ezra’s use of point of view from that of other Biblical narrators: narratorial intrusion, shifts between third‑ and first‑person narration, use of internal perspective, and direct characterization. The narratorial intrusions in Ezra are either elaborative or explanatory in nature. The narrator’s elaborative intrusions, which primarily develop the origin, authority, and importance of the law, reveal his deep concern with keeping the law. His explanatory intrusions support the conclusion that the sovereign power and gracious goodness of Yahweh are two of the book’s major themes. In addition to their rhetorical effects, the shifts between third‑ and first‑person narration in Ezra 7‑10  identify the narrator as Ezra the scribe and thereby grant the reader direct access to the narrator’s theological point of view. The inclusion of multiple points of view in chapters nine and ten strengthens the conclusion that unfaithfulness to Yahweh was the primary problem with the Returnees’ mixed‑marriages. The analysis of internal perspective and direct characterization concludes that these techniques support the narrative’s negative picture of the peoples of the lands and present Ezra as a positive model of holiness. 

Theological Analysis

After reviewing the themes identified in Chapters One through Four, Chapter Five identifies the three focal points around which the narrative revolves (Yahweh, the Returnees, and the relationship between them) and then develops the themes relating to Yahweh’s character. The Book of Ezra highlights four main aspects of Yahweh’s character: His sovereign power, faithfulness, goodness, and righteousness. The theme of Yahweh’s sovereign power develops as the narrative shows Yahweh controlling the hearts of men. The greatest potentates of the Persian world (Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes) make decrees and their subjects (the Returnees) take action in response to Yahweh stirring their spirits to accomplish His purposes. The narrative’s account of Yahweh’s behind‑the‑scenes triumph over the opposition to His people further magnifies His sovereign power. The thematic development of Yahweh’s faithfulness has two foci in the narrative: His word through Jeremiah and His people. After surveying Jeremiah’s restoration promises, Chapter Five demonstrates that Ezra records the fulfillment of no less than eight specific Jeremian promises. Ezra portrays Yahweh’s faithfulness to His people through various testimonies to His loyal lovingkindness. The most powerful of these testimonies occurs in Ezra’s prayer where he acknowledges that despite Israel’s great guilt, Yahweh did not abandon them in their servitude. Ezra’s picture of Yahweh’s gracious goodness develops through narratorial comments informing the reader that a given event was the result of “the good hand of God,” praise at the founding of the temple, Yahweh’s restoration and reviving of His people, and the rationale Yahweh gives for commanding His people to separate from the uncleanness of the surrounding nations. The theme of Yahweh’s righteousness involves both His justice, shown in past judgment for sin, and His mercy, shown in preserving an escaped remnant of His people. Chapter Five concludes by suggesting that the divine titles used for Yahweh, while not developing a narrative theme, nonetheless imply that Yahweh, the God of Israel, is the one supreme God who rules both heaven and earth.

From an examination of five narrative events that develop the theme of holiness, Chapter Six argues that Ezra presents separation as the heart of holiness. Holiness’ separation necessarily involves both positive and negative orientations. Negatively, holiness requires separation from all that is common or unclean. Ezra’s hallowing of twelve priests to guard the holy vessels dedicated to Yahweh illustrates holiness’s separation from the common or ordinary. The Returnees’ refusal to permit their syncretistic neighbors to help rebuild the temple and the proselytes’ separation of themselves from the “uncleanness of the lands” (6:22 ) provide two illustrations of holiness’s separation in the spiritual realm. Positively, holiness involves separating oneself wholly unto Yahweh. This positive separation is the outflow of a heart set to seek Yahweh and manifests itself in obedience to His law. The narrative portrayal of Ezra’s personal relationship with Yahweh and his commitment to study, practice, and teach the law models the positive orientation of holiness. Ezra 8:22  enunciates the relevance of this theme to the narrative’s audience: “The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good and His strength and His wrath are against all those abandoning Him” (8:22 ). The primary conclusion of this chapter is that Ezra 8:22  establishes the principle that holiness is the key to the Returnees’ relationship to Yahweh. Without holiness there is no hope of receiving His future blessings. If, on the other hand, they will set their hearts to seek Him and separate themselves from the uncleanness of the peoples of the lands, the good hand of God will again be upon them.

Chapter Seven concludes the dissertation’s analyses of Ezra’s theological themes. It examines the narrative elements that establish the Returnees’ continuity with their past and demonstrates how all of the book’s theological themes work together to answer the question, “Is there hope for Israel?” The first section of the chapter argues that the Returnees’ genealogical, geographical, national, and spiritual continuity with pre‑exilic Israel authenticates their implicit claim to be the true remnant of God’s chosen people Israel. These elements of continuity also affirm the enduring importance of continuity with their past. At the same time, the ironic exposure of the Returnees’ continuity in guilt with their fathers exposes the limitations of a focus on continuity and argues that such a focus must be guided by an overriding concern for holiness. The second section of the chapter proposes that the question motivating Ezra’s narrative interpretation of post‑exilic history is “Is there hope for Israel?” After summarizing the contention of some scholars that the Book of Ezra has nothing to say about hope for the future, the thematic elements that contribute to this motif are examined. Ezra’s answer to this question is that their history demonstrates that Yahweh’s sovereign power can overcome their enemies, that He is faithful to His promises, that He is disposed to be good to His people, and that their continuity with pre‑exilic Israel authenticates them as the true remnant of His people. But their history also teaches that Yahweh is righteous and will not tolerate sin in His people. The key to their future is, therefore, not political accommodation or spiritual compromise but holiness: a steadfast allegiance to Yahweh that separates from all uncleanness and wholeheartedly obeys His law.

Literary‑Theological Synthesis

Chapter Eight brings the dissertation’s analysis of the Book of Ezra to a conclusion by synthesizing its literary and theological analyses in a demonstration of how Ezra’s message develops along the line of the narrative. This chapter illuminates the relationship between the narrative’s theological message and the narrative itself. This is accomplished by tracing the theological themes introduced and developed by Ezra’s literary techniques in each section of the narrative. As the informed reader moves through the narrative, it becomes apparent that its thematic structuring was designed to highlight the relationship between Yahweh’s character and the Returnees’ conduct. The final section of the chapter analyzes the parallels and contrasts between Ezra’s plots, noting how they contribute to the message of the book. 

Prospects for Further Study

The apocryphal book of 1 Esdras, which covers the same period of history as Ezra, includes material Ezra does not and arranges its material in a different order. A comparative analysis of the literary and theological aspects of 1 Esdras and Ezra would provide a demonstration of how a different literary setting alters the ideological emphasis of a narrative. It might also provide evidence for the superiority and inspiration of the canonical Ezra. Although Tamara C. Eskenazi  devoted a chapter of her published dissertation to this topic, there is yet room for a more thorough investigation.

The most significant aspect of one’s pre‑understanding in approaching any book of Scripture is his view of inspiration. Genre identification, the nature of the Biblical narrator (reliable or unreliable) and his point of view (normative or arbitrary), the selection, arrangement, and presentation of plot events, the rationale for adherence to or deviation from chronological order—the doctrine of inspiration impinges on all these aspects of literary analysis. A wide spectrum of views exists regarding the significance of inspiration for literary analysis of the Bible. Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis  emphatically rejects the doctrine of inspiration as a major obstacle to “studying the Bible as literature.”
 In a different vein, Meir Sternberg  argues that “inspiration simply figures as an institutional rule for writing and reading; and it is no more liable to questioning than the Bible’s rules of grammar (or the reality of Hamlet’s ghost). To make sense of the Bible in terms of its own conventions, one need not believe in either, but one must postulate both.”
 To date no one has investigated the ramifications of the doctrine of inspiration for conservative narratology. Such an investigation would have the practical value of providing the conservative interpreter with a set of guidelines that would guard him from misusing literary analysis in his search for a fuller understanding of the message communicated by Biblical narratives.

Then and Now: Homiletical Values in Ezra

To most readers of Scripture, Ezra is a largely unknown and unappreciated book. Written during a period of Persian dominance, Ezra appears to be little more than a brief history of the first two returns of exiles from Babylonian captivity. As this dissertation has demonstrated, however, the Book of Ezra communicates a powerful message concerning the relationship between the character of Yahweh and the conduct of His people. In relation to His character, Ezra reveals Yahweh as the God of heaven and earth, who exercises sovereign control over history to fulfill His word, blessing those who seek Him and turning His strong wrath against those who abandon Him. The view of history presented in Ezra radically opposes modern secularism. History is not a closed continuum in which the actions of men ramify in cause‑effect fashion. Not only does Yahweh’s sovereignty make Him the governor of human history, but it grants Him license to be an actor within history. All effects do not have merely human causes. God is an active participant in history, moving both king and subject to accomplish His ends. This picture of Yahweh’s sovereignty should be a great solace to the believer. It should also remind him that he serves the God who is in charge of history and who may be “entreated” by His people to intervene in their behalf (8:23 ).

Ezra also enunciates in propositional form the truth that Yahweh’s character and men’s conduct co‑determine the relationship between them. Yahweh’s sovereignty knows no bounds, for He is the God of heaven and earth, without rival and without equal. Yet He has sovereignly chosen to grant men responsibility for their actions and make His relationship with them contingent upon their use of that responsibility. Ezra articulates this principle with a clarity equal to that of the parable of the potter’s house in Jeremiah 18 : “The hand of our God is upon those that seek Him for good, and His strength and His anger are against all those that abandon Him” (8:22 ).

The conduct that provokes Yahweh’s strong wrath is disobedience to His word and disloyalty to Him. The sad irony of the Returnees’ intermarriage with “foreign women” is that they were uniting with those who had consistently opposed the work of God. This danger still faces God’s people today, tempting them to deny their Lord through fleshly capitulation to the world’s enticements. On the other hand, the conduct which Yahweh blesses may be summed up in the word holiness. Holiness, as illustrated in Ezra, is essentially separation: separation from all that is common or defiling, and separation unto the Lord. Yahweh’s holiness demands that His people avoid any relationship that compromises their undivided loyalty to Him. The few glimpses of Ezra’s life given in the narrative illustrate that such whole-hearted devotion manifests itself in a passion for God’s word and humble dependence upon God. Holiness is no less the key to the believer’s experience of God’s blessing than it was for the Returnees living in the post‑exilic period.

Appendix
References To God In Ezra

	Expressions
	Narrator or Jews
	Samarians or Persians

	God of heaven and earth 
	5:11
	–

	God of heaven 
	5:12
	6:9, 10; 7:23 (2x)

	law of the God of Heaven 
	–
	7:12, 21

	God of Israel who is in Jerusalem 
	–
	7:15

	God of Israel 
	3:2; 5:1; 6:14, 22; 8:35; 9:4
	– 

	God who is in Jerusalem 
	6:18
	1:3

	God of Jerusalem 
	–
	7:19

	your God 
	–
	4:2

	our God 
	4:3; 8:21, 23; 9:8 (2x), 10, 13; 10:2
	– 

	my God 
	9:6 (2x)
	– 

	eye of their God 
	5:5
	– 

	hand of his God 
	7:9
	– 

	hand of our God 
	8:18, 22, 31
	– 

	house of God which is in Jerusalem 
	4:24; 5:2, 16
	– 

	house of the great God 
	–
	5:8

	house of their God 
	–
	7:16

	house of your God 
	–
	7:17, 19, 20

	house of our God 
	8:17, 25, 30, 33; 9:9
	– 

	house of God
	2:68; 3:8; 5:13, 14, 15; 6:16, 22; 8:36; 10:1, 6, 9
	1:4; 5:17; 6:3, 5, 7 (2x), 12; 7:24

	laws of your God 
	–
	7:14, 25, 26

	temple of God 
	3:9; 6:5, 17
	– 

	Total: 63
	38
	25

	Yahweh God of Heaven 
	–
	1:2

	Yahweh God of Israel 
	4:1, 3; 6:21; 7:6; 9:15
	–

	Yahweh God of our fathers 
	7:27
	–

	Yahweh God of your fathers 
	8:28, 10:11
	–

	House of Yahweh God of Israel 
	– 
	1:3

	House of Yahweh 
	1:5, 7; 2:68; 3:8; 3:11, 7:27, 8:29
	–

	Temple of Yahweh 
	3:6, 10
	–

	word of Yahweh 
	1:1
	–

	appointed feasts of Yahweh 
	3:5
	–

	law of Yahweh 
	7:10
	–

	commandments of Yahweh 
	7:11
	–

	hand of Yahweh his/my God 
	7:6, 28
	–

	Yahweh my/our God 
	9:5, 8
	–

	Yahweh
	1:1; 3:3, 6, 10, 11 2; 6:22; 7:27; 8:28, 36
	–

	Total: 35
	33
	2


Selected Bibliography

I. Literary Analysis

Books and Monographs
Abrams, M. H. A Glossary of Literary Terms. 4th ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1981.

Alter, Robert. The Art of Biblical Narrative. New York: Basic Books, 1983.

Auerbach, Erich. Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature. Translated by Willard R. Trask. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1953.

Avishur, Yitzhak. Studies in Biblical Narrative: Style, Structure, and the Ancient Near Eastern Literary Background. Tel Aviv: Archaeological Center Publication, 1999.

Bal, Mieke. Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of Narrative. 2d ed. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997.

Bar-Efrat, Shimon. Narrative Art in the Bible. Translated by Dorothea Shefer-Vanson. 2d ed. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989.

Berlin, Adele. Poetics and Biblical Interpretation. Sheffield: Almond Press, 1983; reprint, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994.

Bloom, Edward A. The Order of Fiction: An Introduction. Indianapolis: The Odyssey Press, 1964.

Booth, Wayne C. The Rhetoric of Fiction. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1961.

Brichto, Herbert Chanan. Toward a Grammar of Biblical Poetics: Tales of the Prophets. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992.

Brooks, Peter. Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984.

Chatman, Seymour. Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978.

Dorsey, David A. The Literary Structure of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1999.

Eskenazi, Tamara Cohn. In an Age of Prose: A Literary Analysis of Ezra-Nehemiah. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988.

Eslinger, Lyle. Into the Hands of the Living God. Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1989.

Exum, J. Cheryl, and David J. A. Clines, eds. The New Literary Criticism and the Hebrew Bible. Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press International, 1993.

Fokkelman, J. P. Narrative Art and Poetry in the Books of Samuel. Vol. 1: King David. Translated by George van Driem, Roy Vreeland, and Judith Frishman. Assen, The Netherlands, 1981.

________. Reading Biblical Narrative: An Introductory Guide. Translated by Ineke Smit. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999.

Forster, E. M. Aspects of the Novel. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1927.

Friedman, Norman. Form and Meaning in Fiction. Athens: The University of Georgia Press, 1975.

Genette, Gérard. Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method. Translated by Jane E. Lewin. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980.

Gibson, Andrew. Towards a Postmodern Theory of Narrative. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1996.

Golden, Leon and O. B. Hardison Jr., Aristotle’s Poetics: A Translation and Commentary for Students of Literature. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968.

Good, Edwin M. Irony in the Old Testament. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1965.

Gros Louis, Kenneth R. R. Literary Interpretations of Biblical Narratives. Vol. 2. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1982.

Kermode, Frank. The Sense of an Ending. New York: Oxford University Press, 1967.

Kort, Wesley A. Story, Text, and Scripture: Literary Interests in Biblical Narrative. University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1988.

Lanser, Susan S. The Narrative Act: Point of View in Prose Fiction. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981.

Lewis, C. S. Reflections on the Psalms. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1958.

Licht, Jacob. Storytelling in the Bible. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1978.

Long, Philips V. The Art of Biblical History. Vol. 5 in Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1994.

Longman, Tremper III. Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation. In Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation. Vol. 3. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1987.

Lotman, Jurij. The Structure of the Artistic Text. Translated by Gail Lenhoff and Ronald Vroon. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1977.

Norton, David. A History of the Bible as Literature. Vol. 2: From 1700 to the Present Day. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.

O’Connell, Robert H. The Rhetoric of the Book of Judges. VTSup 63. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1996.

Patrick, Dale and Allen Scult. Rhetoric and Biblical Interpretation. Sheffield: The Almond Press, 1990.

Pratt, Richard L. Jr. He Gave Us Stories: The Bible Student’s Guide to Interpreting Old Testament Narratives. Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, 1990.

Prickett, S. Words and the Word: Language Poetics and Biblical Interpretation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986.

Prince, Gerald. A Dictionary of Narratology. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987.

Rhoads, David and Donald Richie. Mark as Story: An Introduction to the Narrative of a Gospel. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982.

Ryken, Leland. How to Read the Bible as Literature. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1984.

________. Words of Delight: A Literary Introduction to the Bible. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1987.

Scholes, Robert. Approaches to the Novel. San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1961.

Scholes, Robert and Robert Kellogg. The Nature of Narrative. New York: Oxford University Press, 1966.

Ska, Jean Louis. “Our Fathers Have Told Us”: Introduction to the Analysis of Hebrew Narratives. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1990.

Sternberg, Meir. Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978.

________. The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985.

Uspensky, Boris. A Poetics of Composition. Translated by Valentina Zavarin and Susan Wittig. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1973.

Articles and Essays

Alter, Robert. “A Response to Critics.” JSOT 27 (1983): 113-17.

________. “Introduction to the Old Testament.” In The Literary Guide to the Bible. Edited by Robert Alter and Frank Kermode. Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987.

________. “Sodom as Nexus: The Web of Design in Biblical Narrative.” In The Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory. Edited by Regina Schwartz. Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1990.

Bar-Efrat, Shimon. “Some Observations on the Analysis of Structure in Biblical Narrative.” VT 30 (1980): 154-173.

Berlin, Adele. “On the Bible as Literature.” Prooftexts 2 (1982): 323-27.

________. “Literary Exegesis of Biblical Narrative: Between Poetics and Hermeneutics.” In ‘Not In Heaven.’ Edited by Jason P. Rosenblatt and Joseph C. Sitterson, Jr. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991.

Berlin, Adele and James Kugel. “On the Bible as Literature.” Prooftexts 2 (1982): 323-332.

Clines, D. J. A. “Story and Poem: The Old Testament as Literature and as Scripture.” Beyond Form Criticism: Essays in Old Testament Literary Criticism. SBTS 2. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992.

Crane, R. S. “The Concept of Plot and the Plot of ‘Tom Jones.’” In Critics and Criticism. Edited by R. S. Crane. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952.

Culler, Jonathan. “Defining Narrative Units.” In Style and Structure in Literature. Edited by Roger Fowler. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1975.

Du Rand, J. A. “Plot and Point of View in the Gospel of John.” In A South African Perspective on the New Testament. Edited by J. H. Petzer and P. J. Hartin. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1986. 

Egan, Kieran. “What is a Plot?” New Literary History 9 (1978): 455-73.

Eslinger, Lyle. “Viewpoints and Point of View in 1 Samuel 8-12.” JSOT 26 (1983): 61-76.

Fewel, Danna Nolan, and David M. Gunn. “Tipping the Balance: Sternberg’s Reader and the Rape of Dinah.” JBL 110 (1991): 193-211.

Fokkelman, J. P. “Genesis.” In The Literary Guide to the Bible. Edited by Robert Alter and Frank Kermode. Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987.

Garbini, Giovanni. “Hebrew Literature in the Persian Period.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Green, Barbara. “The Plot of the Biblical Story of Ruth.” in Beyond Form Criticism: Essays in Old Testament Literary Criticism. SBTS 2. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992.

Green, Douglas. “Ezra-Nehemiah.” In A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible. Edited by Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman III. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1993.

Greenstein, Edward L. “Biblical Narratology.” Prooftexts 1 (1981): 201-208.

House, Paul R. “The Rise and Current Status of Literary Criticism of the Old Testament.” In Beyond Form Criticism: Essays in Old Testament Literary Criticism. SBTS 2. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992.

________. “Plot, Prophecy and Jeremiah.” JETS 36 (1993): 297-307.

Lanser, Susan S. “Plot.” In The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics. Edited by Alex Preminger and T. V. F. Brogan. New York: MJF Books, 1993.

Long, Philips V. “Toward a Better Theory and Understanding of Old Testament Narrative.” Presbyterion 13 (1987): 102-109.

Longman, Tremper III, “The Literary Approach to the Study of the Old Testament: Promise and Pitfalls.” JETS 28 (1985): 385-398.

________. “Biblical Narrative.” In A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible. Edited by Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman III. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1993.

________. “Storytellers and Poets in the Bible: Can Literary Artifice Be True?” In Inerrancy and Hermeneutics. Edited by Harvie M. Conn. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1994.

________. “Literary Approaches to Old Testament Study.” In The Face of Old Testament Studies: A Survey of Contemporary Approaches. Edited by David W. Baker and Bill T. Arnold. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1999.

Magonet, Jonathan. “The Problem of Perspective in Biblical Narrative.” In Literary Structure and Rhetorical Strategies in the Hebrew Bible. Edited by L. J. de Regt, J. de Waard, and J. P. Fokkelman. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1996.

Martin, W. J. “‘Dischronologized’ Narrative in the Old Testament.” VTSup 17 (1968): 179-86.

Matera, Frank J. “The Plot of Matthew’s Gospel.” CBQ 49 (1987): 233-53.

Mathewson, Steven D. “Guidelines for Understanding and Proclaiming Old Testament Narratives.” Bibliotheca Sacra 154 (1997): 410-35.

McKnight, Scot. “Literary Criticism of the Synoptic Gospels.” Trinity Journal 8 (1987): 57-68.

Muilenburg, James. “Form Criticism and Beyond.” JBL 88 (1969): 1-18.

Perry, Menakhem. “Literary Dynamics: How the Order of a Text Creates its Meaning.” Poetics Today 1, no. 1-2 (1979): 35-64, 311-61.

Pratt, Richard L. Jr. “Pictures, Windows, and Mirrors in Old Testament Exegesis.” WTJ 45 (1983): 156-167.

Ricoeur, Paul. “Interpretive Narrative.” In The Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory. Translated by David Pellauer. Edited by Regina Schwartz. Cambridge, ME: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1990.

Ryken, Leland. “Literary Criticism of the Bible: Some Fallacies.” In Literary Interpretations of Biblical Narratives. Vol. 1. Edited by Kenneth R. R. Gros Louis. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1974.

________. “The Bible as Literature—Part 1” Bibliotheca Sacra 147 (1990): 3‑15.

________. “The Bible as Literature—Part 2” Bibliotheca Sacra 147 (1990): 131‑42.

________. “The Bible and Literary Study.” In The Discerning Reader: Christian Perspectives on Literature and Theory. Edited by David Barratt, Roger Pooley, and Leland Ryken. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1995.

Satterthwaite, Philip E. “Narrative Criticism: The Theological Implications of Narrative Techniques.” In Vol. 1 of New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis. Edited by Willem A. VanGemeren. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1997.

Schultz, Richard. “Integrating Old Testament Theology and Exegesis: Literary, Thematic, and Canonical Issues.” In Vol. 1 of New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis. Edited by Willem A. VanGemeren. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1997.

Sternberg, Meir. “Ordering the Unordered: Time, Space, and Descriptive Coherence.” Yale French Studies 61 (1981): 60-88.

________. “Deictic Sequence: World, Language and Convention.” In Essays on Deixis. Edited by Gisa Rauh. Tübingen: Gunter Narr, 1983.

________. “The Bible’s Art of Persuasion: Ideology, Rhetoric, and Poetics in Saul’s Fall.” HUCA 54 (1983): 45-82.

________. “Telling in Time (I): Chronology and Narrative Theory.” Poetics Today 11 (1990): 901-948.

________. “Time and Reader.” In The Uses of Adversity: Failure and Accommodation in Reader Response. Edited by Ellen Spolsky. Cranbury, NJ: Associated University Presses, Inc., 1990.

________. “Time and Space in Biblical (Hi)story Telling: The Grand Chronology.” In The Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory. Edited by Regina Schwartz. Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1990.

________. “Double Cave, Double Talk: The Indirections of Biblical Dialogue.” In ‘Not In Heaven.’ Edited by Jason P. Rosenblatt and Joseph C. Sitterson, Jr. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991.

________. “Telling in Time (II): Chronology, Teleology, Narrativity.” Poetics Today 13 (1992): 463-541.

Talmon, Shemaryahu. “The Presentation of Synchroneity and Simultaneity in Biblical Narrative.” In Studies in Hebrew Narrative Art Throughout the Ages. Edited by Joseph Heinemann. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1978.

________. “Ezra and Nehemiah.” In The Literary Guide to the Bible. Edited by Robert Alter and Frank Kermode. Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987.

Trawick, Buckner B. “Establishment of a Church State after the Exile.” In The Bible as Literature. 2d ed. New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 1970.

Van Aarde, A. G. “Plot as Mediated Through Point of View. MT 22:1-14 – A Case Study.” In A South African Perspective on the New Testament. Edited by J. H. Petzer and P. J. Hartin. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1986.

Unpublished Works

Lehman, Mark L. “The Literary Study of Esther Showing Contributions to the Book’s Historicity and Theology.” Ph.D. diss, Bob Jones University, 1992.

Reynolds, Steve L. “A Literary Analysis of Nehemiah.” Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1994.

II. Theological Analysis

Old Testament Theology

Barth, Christopher. God With Us: A Theological Introduction to the Old Testament. Edited by Geoffrey W. Bromiley. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1991.

Dumbrell, William J. The Faith of Israel: Its Expression in the Books of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1988.

Dyrness, William. Themes in Old Testament Theology. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 1979.

House, Paul R. Old Testament Theology. Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1998.

Kaiser, Walter C., Jr. Toward an Old Testament Theology. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1978.

Lehman, Chester K. Biblical Theology: Old Testament. Vol. 1. Scottdale, PA: Herald Press, 1971.

Martens, Elmer A. “Accessing Theological Readings of a Biblical Book.” Andrews University Seminary Studies 34 (1996): 223-237.

Oehler, Gustav. Theology of the Old Testament. Edited by George E. Day. 1883; reprint ed., Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.

Payne, J. Barton. The Theology of the Older Testament. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1962.

Preuss, Horst Dietrich. Old Testament Theology. Vol. 2. Translated by Leo G. Perdue. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1996.

Sailhamer, John. Introduction to Old Testament Theology: A Canonical Approach. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1995. 

von Rad, Gerhard. Old Testament Theology. Vol. 1. Translated by D. M. G. Stalker. London: Oliver and Boyd, 1962.

Zimmerli, Walther. Old Testament Theology in Outline. Translated by David E. Green. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1978. 

Commentaries and Monographs 

Batten, Loring W. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. The International Critical Commentary. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1913.

Blenkinsopp, Joseph. Ezra-Nehemiah. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988.

Breneman, Mervin. Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther. Vol. 10 of The New American Commentary. Edited by E. Ray Clendenen. Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993.

Brockington, L. H. Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther. New Century Bible London: Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd, 1969; reprint, Oliphants, 1977.

Coggins, R. J. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. In The Cambridge Commentary Series. Edited by P. R. Ackroyd, A. R. C. Learney and J. W. Packer. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976.

Cundall, A. E. “Ezra and Nehemiah.” In The Eerdmans Bible Commentary. 3d ed. Edited by D. Guthrie and J. A. Motyer. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987.

Feinberg, Charles L. Jeremiah: A Commentary. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1982.

Fensham, F. Charles. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. The New International Commentary on the Old Testament. Edited by R. K. Harrison. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982.

Grabbe, Lester L. Ezra-Nehemiah. Old Testament Readings. London: Routledge, 1998.

Hoglund, Kenneth G. Achaemenid Imperial Administration in Syria-Palestine and the Missions of Ezra and Nehemiah. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 

Holladay, William L. Jeremiah 2. Hermeneia. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989. 

Holmgren, Fredrick Carlson. Israel Alive Again: A Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. In International Theological Commentary. Edited by George A. F. Knight and Fredrick Carlson Holmgren. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987.

Horn, S. H., and L. H. W7ood. The Chronology of Ezra 7. 2d. ed. Washington, D.C.: Review and Herald Publishing Association, 1970.

Kapelrud, Arvid S. The Question of Authorship in the Ezra-Narrative: A Lexical Investigation. Oslo: I Kommisjon Jacob Dybwad, 1944.

Keil, C. F. Ezra. Translated by Sophia Taylor. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1866-91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrikson Publishers, Inc., 1996.

Kidner, Derek. Ezra and Nehemiah. The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries. Edited by D. J. Wiseman. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 1979.

McConville, J. G. Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther. The Daily Study Bible. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1985.

Mowinckel, Sigmund. Studien zu dem Buche Ezra‑Nehemia 1. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1964.

Myers, Jacob M. Ezra‑Nehemiah. Vol. 14 of The Anchor Bible. Edited by William Foxwell Albright and David Noel Freedman. Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1965.

Pope, W. B. “Ezra.” In Vol. 2 of Ellicott’s Commentary on the Whole Bible. Edited by Charles John Ellicott. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1959.

Rabinowitz, Yosef. The Book of Ezra. Brooklyn: Mesorah Publications, 1984.

Rawlinson, G. “Ezra.” In Vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary. Edited by H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell. New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950.

Rudolph, Wilhelm. Esra und Nehemia. Handbuch zum Alten Testament. Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1949.

Ryle, Herbert Edward. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. In The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges. Edited by A. F. Kirkpatrick. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1923.

Scherman, Nosson, and Meir Zlotowitz, eds. Ezra. New York: Mesorah Publications, Ltd., 1984.

Schultz, F. U. The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah. Translated and edited by Charles A. Briggs. In vol. 7 of Lange’s Commentary on the Holy Scriptures. Edited by Philip Schaff. 1871; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.

Thompson, J. A. The Book of Jeremiah. New International Commentary on the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1980.

Throntveit, Mark A. Ezra-Nehemiah. In Interpretation. Louisville: John Knox Press, 1992.

Williamson, H. G. M. Ezra, Nehemiah. Vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary. Edited by David A. Hubbard and Glenn W. Barker. Waco: Word Books, Publisher, 1985.

Wilson, Charles R. “Joshua-Esther.” Vol. 1 part 2 of The Wesleyan Bible Commentary. Edited by Charles W. Carter. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1967.

Yamauchi, Edwin M. “Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Vol. 4 of The Expositor's Bible Commentary. Edited by Frank E. Gaebelein. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985.

Articles and Essays

Ackroyd, P. R. “The Temple Vessels – A Continuity Theme.” VTSup 23 (1972): 162-181.

________. “The Theology of the Chronicler.” Lexington Theological Quarterly 8 (1973): 101-116.

________. “God and People in the Chronicler’s Presentation of Ezra.” In La Notion biblique de Dieu. Leuven, Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1976.

________. “Chronicler as Exegete.” JSOT 2 (1977): 2-32.

________. “Archaeology, Politics and Religion: The Persian Period.” Iliff Review 39 (1982): 5-24.

________. “The Historical Literature.” In The Hebrew Bible and Its Modern Interpreters. Edited by D. A. Knight and G. M. Tucker. Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1985. 

Allen, Leslie C. “‘For He Is Good . . .’ Worship in Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Worship and the Hebrew Bible. Edited by M. Patrick Graham, Rick R. Marrs, and Steven L. McKenzie. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999.

Allrik, H. L. “The Lists of Zerubbabel (Nehemiah 7 and Ezra 2) and the Hebrew Numeral Notation.” BASOR 136 (1954): 21-27.

Andersen, F. I. “Who Built the Second Temple?” Australian Biblical Review 6 (1958): 1-35.

Andrews, D. K. “Yahweh the God of the Heavens.” In The Seed of Wisdom: Essays in Honour of T. J. Meek. Edited by W. S. McCullough. Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1964.

Applegate, John. “Jeremiah and the Seventy Years in the Hebrew Bible.” In The Book of Jeremiah and Its Reception. Edited by A. H. W. Curtis and T. Römer. Leuven, Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1997.

Barton, Freeman. “Jeremiah 30-33 and the Restoration of the Jews.” Henceforth 5 (1976/77): 79-92.

Becking, Bob. “Ezra’s Re-enactment of the Exile.” In Leading Captivity Captive: ‘The Exile’ as History and Ideology. Edited by Lester L. Grabbe. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998.

________. “Ezra on the Move . . . Trends and Perspectives on the Character and His Book.” In Perspectives in the Study of the Old Testament & Early Judaism. Edited by Florentino García Martínez and Ed Noort. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1998. 

________. “Continuity and Community: The Belief System of the Book of Ezra.” In The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post Exilic Times. Edited by Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999.

Bickermann, Elias J. “The Edict of Cyrus in Ezra 1.” JBL 65 (1946): 249-275.

Blenkinsopp, Joseph. “A Jewish Sect of the Persian Period.” CBQ 52 (1990): 5-20. 

________. “Temple and Society in Achaemenid Judah.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.

Bossman, David. “Ezra’s Marriage Reform: Israel Redefined.” Biblical Theology Bulletin 9 (1979): 32-38.

Bracke, John M. “(u( (((û(: A Reappraisal.” ZAW 97 (1985): 233-44.

Braun, Roddy L. “Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah: Theology and Literary History.” In Studies in the Historical Books of the Old Testament. Edited by J. A. Emerton. VTSup 30. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979.

Carroll, Robert P. “Textual Strategies and Ideology in the Second Temple Period.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.

Cohen, Shaye J. D. “From the Bible to the Talmud: The Prohibition of Intermarriage.” Hebrew Annual Review 7 (1983): 23-29.

Cooper, Alan. “On Reading the Bible Critically and Otherwise.” In The Future of Biblical Studies. Edited by Richard Elliott Friedman and H. G. M. Williamson. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987.

Cross, Frank Moore. “A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration” JBL 94 (1975): 4‑18.

Davies, Philip R. “Sociology and the Second Temple.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.

________. “The Society of Biblical Israel.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Demsky, Aaron. “Who Came First, Ezra or Nehemiah? The Synchronistic Approach.” HUCA 65 (1994): 1-19.

Deuel, David C. “An Old Testament Pattern for Expository Preaching.” Master’s Seminary Journal 2 (1991): 125-138.

Dobson, Edward. “Divorce in the Old Testament.” Fundamentalist Journal 10 (1985): 28-29.

Duke, Rodney K. “A Model for a Theology of Biblical Historical Narratives Proposed and Demonstrated with the Books of Chronicles.” In History and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of John H. Hayes. Edited by M. Patrick Graham, William P. Brown, and Jeffrey K. Kuan. Sheffield: Sheffield Press, 1993.

Dumbrell, W. J. “Malachi and the Ezra-Nehemiah Reforms.” Reformed Theological Review 35 no. 2 (1976): 42-52. 

________. “The Purpose of the Books of Chronicles.” JETS 27 (1983): 257-66. 

________. “The Theological Intention of Ezra-Nehemiah.” Reformed Theological Review. 45 no. 3 (1986): 65-72. 

Dyck, Jonathan E. “Ezra 2 in Ideological Critical Perspective.” In Rethinking Contexts, Rereading Texts: Contributions from the Social Sciences to Biblical Interpretation. Edited by M. Daniel Carroll R. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000.

Eichhorst, William R. “Ezra’s Ethics on Intermarriage and Divorce.” Grace Journal (1969): 16-28. 

Ellison, H. L. “The Importance of Ezra.” Evangelical Quarterly 53 no. 1 (1981): 48-53.

Emerton, J. A. “Did Ezra Go to Jerusalem in 428 B.C.?” JTS 17 (1966): 1-19.

Emery, D. L. “Ezra 4: is Josephus Right After All?” JNSL 13 (1987): 33-44.

Eskenazi, Tamara Cohn. “Current Perspectives on Ezra-Nehemiah and the Persian Period.” Currents in Research: Biblical Studies 1 (1993): 59‑86.

________. “Torah and Narrative and Narrative as Torah.” In Old Testament Interpretation: Past, Present, and Future: Essays in Honor of Gene M. Tucker. Edited by James Luther Mays, David L. Petersen, and Kent Harold Richards. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1995. 

Eskenazi, Tamara C. and Eleanore P. Judd. “Marriage to a Stranger in Ezra 9-10.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994. pp. 266-85.

Fensham, F C. “Medina in Ezra and Nehemiah.” VT 25 (1975): 795-797. 

________. “Some Theological and Religious Aspects in Ezra and Nehemiah.” JNSL 11 (1983): 59-68.

Galling, Kurt. “The ‘Gola-List’ According to Ezra 2//Nehemiah 7.” JBL 70 (1951): 149-158.

Gelston, A. “The Foundations of the Second Temple.” VT 16 (1966): 232-35.

Ginsberg, Harold Louis. “Ezra 1:4.” JBL 79 (1960): 167‑169.

Grabbe, Lester L. “Reconstructing History from the Book of Ezra.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991. 

________. “What Was Ezra’s Mission?” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

________. “Triumph of the Pious or Failure of the Xenophobes? The Ezra-Nehemiah Reforms and their Nachgeschichte.” In Jewish Local Patriotism and Self-Identification in the Graeco-Roman Period. Edited by Siân Jones & Sarah Pearce. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998.

________. “Israel’s Historical Reality After the Exile.” In The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post Exilic Times. Edited by Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999.

Halpern, Baruch. “A Historiographic Commentary on Ezra 1-6: A Chronological Narrative and Dual Chronology in Israelite Historiography.” In The Hebrew Bible and Its Interpreters. Edited by William Henry Propp, Baruch Halpern, and David Noel Freedman. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990.

Hanson, Paul D. “Israelite Religion in the Early Postexilic Period.” In Ancient Israelite Religion. Edited by Patrick D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987.

Hayes, Christine. “Intermarriage and Impurity in Ancient Jewish Sources.” HTR 92 (1999): 3-36. 

Hengel, Martin. “The Scriptures and Their Interpretation in Second Temple Judaism.” In The Aramaic Bible: Targums in their Historical Context. Edited by D. R. G. Beattie and M. J. McNamara. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Hogg, W. E. “The Founding of the Second Temple.” PTR 25 (1927): 457-61.

Hoglund, Kenneth G. “The Achaemenid Context.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.

Horsley, Richard A. “Empire, Temple and Community—But No Bourgeoisie!” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991.

Hubbard, David A. “Hope in the Old Testament.” Tyndale Bulletin 34 (1983): 33-59.

Hunt, Harry B. “Attitudes Toward Divorce in Post-Exilic Judaism.” Biblical Illustrator (Summer 1996): 62-65.

Japhet, Sara. “People and Land in the Restoration Period.” In Das Land Israel in biblischer Zeit. Edited by Georg Strecker. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981.

________. “Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel – Against the Background of the Historical and Religious Tendencies of Ezra-Nehemiah.” ZAW 94 (1982): 66-98.

________. “Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel: Against the Background of the Historical and Religious Tendencies of Ezra-Nehemiah. Pt 2.” ZAW 95 (1983): 218-229.

________. “Law and ‘The Law’ in Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies. Edited by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1988.

________. “‘History’ and ‘Literature’ in the Persian Period: The Restoration of the Temple.” In Ah, Assyria . . . Scripta Hierosolymitana 23. Edited by Mordechai Cogan and Israel Eph‘al. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1991.

________. “The Relationship Between Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Congress Volume: Leuven 1989. Edited by J. A. Emerton. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1991.

________. “The Temple in the Restoration Period: Reality and Ideology.” Union Seminary Quarterly Review 44 (1991): 195-251.

________. “Composition and Chronology in the Book of Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Jellicoe, Sidney. “Ezra-Nehemiah: A Reconstruction.” The Expository Times 59 (1947/8): 54.

Johnstone, William. “Guilt and Atonement: The Theme of 1 and 2 Chronicles.” In A Word in Season: Essays in Honour of William McKane. Edited by James D. Martin and Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986.

Kellermann, Von Ulrich. “Erwägungen zum Problem der Esradatierung.” ZAW 80 (1968): 55-87.

Koch, K. “Ezra and the Origins of Judaism.” JSS 19 (1974): 173-97.

Kraemer, David. “On the Relationship of the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah.” JSOT 59 (1993): 73-92.

Kuhrt, Amélie. “The Cyrus Cylinder and Achaemenid Imperial Policy.” JSOT 25 (1983): 83-97. 

________. “Babylonia from Cyrus to Xerxes.” In Vol. 4 of The Cambridge Ancient History. Edited by John Boardman, et al. 2d ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988.

Lang, Berhard. “A Neglected Method in Ezekiel Research.” VT 29 (1979): 42‑43.

Leeseberg, Martin W. “Ezra and Nehemiah: A Review of the Return and Reform.” Concordia Theological Monthly 33 (1962): 79-90.

Maccoby, Hyam. “Holiness and Purity: The Holy People in Leviticus and Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Reading Leviticus: A Conversation with Mary Douglas. Edited by John F. A. Sawyer. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996.

Macleod, David. “The Problem of Divorce, Part 2.” The Emmaus Journal 2 (1993): 23-44.

Margalith, Othniel. “The Political Role of Ezra as Persian Governor.” ZAW 98 (1986): 110-112.

McCarthy, Dennis J. “Covenant and Law in Chronicles-Nehemiah.” CBQ 44 (1982): 25-44.

McConville, J. G. “Ezra-Nehemiah and the Fulfillment of Prophecy.” VT 36 (1986): 203-224.

________. “Renewal as Restoration in Jeremiah.” In Faces of Renewal: Studies in Honor of Stanley M. Horton Presented on His 70th Birthday. Edited by Paul Elbert. Peabody: Hendrickson Publishers, 1988.

McFall, Leslie. “Was Nehemiah Contemporary with Ezra in 458 BC?” WTJ 53 (1991): 263-293.

Merrill, Eugene, H. “A Theology of Ezra-Nehemiah and Esther.” In A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Edited by Roy B. Zuck. Chicago: Moody Press, 1991.

Meyers, Eric M. “The Persian Period and the Judean Restoration: From Zerubbabel to Nehemiah.” In Ancient Israelite Religion. Edited by Patrick D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987.

Morgan, Donn F. “The Beginnings of Biblical Theology.” In The Psalms and Other Studies on the Old Testament. Edited by Jack C. Knight and Lawrence A. Sinclair. Cincinnati: Forward Movement Publications, 1990.

Nicholson, E. W. “The Meaning of the Expression Jrah <u in the Old Testament.” JSS 10 (1965): 59-66.

Niehr, Herbert. “Religio-Historical Aspects of the ‘Early Post-Exilic’ Period.” In The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post Exilic Times. Edited by Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999.

Richards, Kent Harold. “Reshaping Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah Interpretation.” In Old Testament Interpretation: Past, Present, and Future: Essays in Honor of Gene M. Tucker. Edited by James Luther Mays, David L. Petersen, and Kent Harold Richards. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1995.

Schultz, Carl. “The Political Tensions Reflected in Ezra-Nehemiah.” In Scripture in Context: Essays on the Comparative Method. Edited by Carl D. Evans, William W. Hallo, and John B. White. Pittsburgh: The Pickwick Press, 1980.

Shaver, Judson R. “Ezra and Nehemiah: On the Theological Significance of Making them Contemporaries.” In Priests, Prophets and Scribes: Essays on the Formation and Heritage of Second Temple Judaism in Honour of Joseph Blenkinsopp. Edited by Eugene Ulrich, et al. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

Smith, Daniel L. “The Politics of Ezra: Sociological Indicators of Postexilic Judaean Society.” In Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period. Edited by Philip R. Davies. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991. 

Smith-Christopher, Daniel L. “The Mixed Marriage Crisis in Ezra 9-10 and Nehemiah 13: A Study of the Sociology of the Post-Exilic Judaean Community.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Snaith, N. H. “The Date of Ezra’s Arrival in Jerusalem.” ZAW 63 (1951): 53‑66.

________. “Note on Ezra 8:35” JTS 22 (1971): 150-152.

Sprinkle, Joe M. “Old Testament Perspectives on Divorce and Remarriage.” JETS 40 (1997): 529-550.

Stern, Ephraim. “Religion in Palestine in the Assyrian and Persian Periods.” In The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post Exilic Times. Edited by Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999.

Talmon, Shemaryahu. “The Emergence of Jewish Sectarianism in the Early Second Temple Period.” In Ancient Israelite Religion. Edited by Patrick D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987.

Thomson, A. “An Inquiry Concerning the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah.” The American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literature (1931-32): 99‑132.

Tuland, C. G. “Josephus, Antiquities Book XI: Correction of Confirmation of Biblical Post-Exilic Records?” Andrews University Seminary Studies 4 (1966): 176-92.

Ulrich, Eugene. “Ezra and Qoheleth Manuscripts from Qumran.” In Priests, Prophets and Scribes: Essays on the Formation and Heritage of Second Temple Judaism in Honour of Joseph Blenkinsopp. Edited by Eugene Ulrich, et al. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

van Grol, Harm W. M. “Exegesis of the Exile – Exegesis of Scripture? Ezra 9:6-9.” In Intertextuality in Ugarit and Israel. Edited by Johannes C. de Moor. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1998.

________. “Indeed, Servants We Are: Ezra 9, Neh. 9 and 2 Chron. 12 Compared.” In The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post-Exilic Times. Edited by Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1999. 

Van Rooy, Harry V. “Prophet and Society in the Persian Period According to Chronicles.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

van Wyk, W. C. “The Enemies in Ezra 1-6: Interaction Between Text and Reader.” Journal for Semitics 8 (1996): 34-48.

VanderKam, James C. “Ezra–Nehemiah or Ezra and Nehemiah?” In Priests, Prophets and Scribes: Essays on the Formation and Heritage of Second Temple Judaism in Honour of Joseph Blenkinsopp. Edited by Eugene Ulrich, et al. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

Vasholz, Robert I. “A Note on Ezra 10:34.” Presbyterion 25 (1999): 54. 

Washington, Harold C. “The Strange Woman (hyrkn/hrz hva) of Proverbs 1‑9 and Post-Exilic Judaean Society.” In Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period. Edited by Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994.

Wesselius, Jan-Wim. “Discontinuity, Congruence and the Making of the Hebrew Bible.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 13 (1999): 24-75.

Williamson, H. G. M. “The Historical Value of Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities XI. 297‑301.” JTS 28 (1977): 49-66.

________. “The Origin of the Twenty-Four Priestly Courses: A Study of 1 Chronicles xiii-xxviii.” In Studies in the Historical Books of the Old Testament. Edited by J. A. Emerton. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979.

________. “The Composition of Ezra i‑vi.” JTS 34 (1983): 30.

________. “Post-Exilic Historiography.” In The Future of Biblical Studies. Edited by Richard Elliott Friedman and H. G. M. Williamson. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987. 

Yamauchi, Edwin M. “The Reverse Order of Ezra/Nehemiah Reconsidered.” Themelios 5 no. 3 (1980): 7-13.

________. “The Archaeological Background of Ezra.” Bibliotheca Sacra 137 (1980): 195‑211.

Young, T. Cuyler, Jr. “The Early History of the Medes and the Persians and the Achaemenid Empire to the Death of Cambyses.” In Vol. 4 of The Cambridge Ancient History. Edited by John Boardman, et al. 2d ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988.

Zadok, Ran. “Remarks on Ezra and Nehemiah.” ZAW 94 (1982): 296-298.

General Works

Archer, Gleason L. A Survey of Old Testament Introduction. rev. ed. Chicago: Moody Press, 1994.

Bright, John. A History of Israel. 2d ed. Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1972.

Childs, Brevard. Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1979. 

Craigie, Peter C. The Old Testament: Its Background, Growth, and Content. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1986. 

de Vaux, Roland. The Bible and the Ancient Near East. Translated by Damian McHugh. Garden City: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1971. 

Dillard, Raymond B., and Tremper Longman III. An Introduction to the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1994.

Genneweg, A. H. J. Understanding the Old Testament. Translated by John Bowden. Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1978. 

Gottwald, Norman K. The Hebrew Bible: A Socio-Literary Introduction. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985. 

Gray, George Buchanan. A Critical Introduction to the Old Testament. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1913. 

Harrelson, Walter. Interpreting the Old Testament. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Wiston, Inc., 1964. 

Harrison, R. K. Introduction to the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1969.

Hengstenberg, E. W. History of the Kingdom of God. Vol. 2. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1872. 

Hill, Andrew E. and John H. Walton. A Survey of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1991. 

House, Paul R. Old Testament Survey. Nashville: Broadman Press, 1992. 

Kaiser, Walter C. Jr. A History of Israel. Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1998. 

Kaufmann, Yehezkel. “From the Babylonian Captivity to the End of Prophecy.” Translated by C. W. Efroymson. Vol. 4 of History of the Religion of Israel. New York: Ktav Publishing House, Inc., 1977. 

Keegan, Terence J. Interpreting the Bible: A Popular Introduction to Biblical Hermeneutics. New York: Paulist Press, 1985. 

Lasor, William Sanford, David Allan Hubbard, and Frederic Wm. Bush. Old Testament Survey: The Message, Form, and Background of the Old Testament. 2nd ed. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1996. 

Oesterley, W. O. E., and Theodore H. Robinson. A History of Israel. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1932.

Osborne, Grant R. The Hermeneutical Spiral. Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1991. 

Pfeiffer, Robert H. Introduction to the Old Testament. New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1941. 

Wood, Leon. A Survey of Israel’s History. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1970. 

Young, Edward J. An Introduction to the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing, Co., 1950. 

Miscellaneous Works

Ackroyd, Peter R. Exile and Restoration. London: SCM Press Ltd, 1968.

Albright, W. F. The Biblical Period from Abraham to Ezra. New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1963.

Barstad, Hans M. The Myth of the Empty Land: A Study in the History and Archaeology of Judah During the “Exilic” Period. Oslo: Scandinavian University Press, 1996.

Epstein, Louis M. Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1942; reprint, New York: Johnson Reprint Corporation, 1968.

Fishbane, Michael. Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985. 

Hanson, Paul D. The Dawn of Apocalyptic. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975. 

Hasel, Gerhard F. The Remnant: The History and Theology of the Remnant Idea from Genesis to Isaiah. Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1972.

Heth, William A. and Gordon J. Wenham. Jesus and Divorce: The Problem with the Evangelical Consensus. Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1984.

Johnson, Marshall D. The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies. 2d ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988.

Kaiser, Walter C., Jr. Hard Sayings of the Old Testament. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 1988.

Rawlinson, George. Ezra and Nehemiah: Their Lives and Times. New York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1890.

Rowley, H. H. The Servant of the Lord and Other Essays on the Old Testament. London: Lutterworth, 1952.

________. Men of God: Studies in Old Testament History and Prophecy. London: Thomas Nelson and Sons Ltd, 1963.


Schaeder, Hans Heinrich. Iranische Beiträge I. Halle: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1930.

Smith, Daniel L. Religion of the Landless: The Social Context of the Babylonian Exile. Bloomington: Meyer-Stone Books, 1989.

Stern, Ephraim. Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period 538-332 B.C. Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1982.

Weinberg, Joel. The Citizen-Temple Community. Translated by Daniel L. Smith-Christopher. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992.

Wright, J. Stafford. The Date of Ezra’s Coming to Jerusalem. London: The Tyndale Press, 1958.

Unpublished Works

Linares, Jose. “A Methodology for Preaching Old Testament Narrative.” D. Min. diss., Bob Jones University, 2000.

Nykolaishen, Doug. “The Use of Jeremiah 31 in the Book of Ezra.” M.A. thesis, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 1991.

Sorgwe, Felisi. “The Canonical Shape of Ezra-Nehemiah and Its Theological and Hermeneutical Implications.” Ph.D. diss., Baylor University, 1991. 

Suiter, David Eugene. “The Contribution of Chronological Studies for Understanding Ezra-Nehemiah.” Ph.D. diss., The Iliff School of Theology and University of Denver, 1992.

Abbreviations

	AJSL
	American Journal for Semitic Languages and Literature

	ASV
	American Standard Version 

	BHS
	Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia

	CBQ
	Catholic Biblical Quarterly

	ESV
	English Standard Version

	HTR
	Harvard Theological Review

	HUCA
	Hebrew Union College Annual

	JBL
	Journal of Biblical Literature

	JETS
	Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society

	JNES
	Journal of the Near Eastern Society

	JNSL
	Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages

	JSOT
	Journal for the Study of the Old Testament

	JSS
	Journal of Semitic Studies

	JTS
	Journal of Theological Studies

	KJV
	King James Version

	NAB
	New American Bible

	NASB
	New American Standard Bible (1995)

	NIDDOTTE
	New International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis

	NIV
	New International Version

	NJB
	New Jerusalem Bible

	NKJV
	New King James Bible

	NLT
	New Living Translation

	NRSV
	New Revised Standard Version 

	PTR
	The Princeton Theological Review

	RSV
	Revised Standard Version

	TWOT
	Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament

	VT
	Vetus Testamentum

	VTSup
	Supplement to Vetus Testamentum

	WTJ 
	Westminster Theological Journal

	ZAW
	Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft

















� Ecclesiastes 3:3 , 7 . All Scripture quotations will be the author’s translation, unless otherwise noted.


� For a full recitation and discussion of the evidence supporting this position, see H. G. M. Williamson , vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary, ed. David A. Hubbard and Glenn W. Barker (Waco: Word Books, Publisher, 1985), xxi-xxiii. For contrary argumentation supporting the distinct literary compostion of Ezra, see David Kraemer , “On the Relationship of the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah,” JSOT 59 (1993): 74�76, or C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 5-7.


� F. U. Schultz  states, “The books of Ezra and Nehemiah by no means intend to narrate the history of the entire period which they embrace… . This is clear not only from what they narrate, but also from that which they omit.” The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, trans. and ed. by Charles A. Briggs, vol. 7 of Lange’s Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. Philip Schaff (1871; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), 3. For similar comments by a liberal commentator, see Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 41.


� As Ronald A. Horton  so aptly states, “Because God saw fit to give supernatural character to human verbal materials, the Bible must be studied as human communication that uses the same verbal resources available to writers not supernaturally inspired. We can study its poetry as poetry, its allegory as allegory, its irony as irony, its artful structuring as artful structuring… . To know the Bible as a work of literature is to have … expanded our abilities to appropriate its truth.” Companion to College English, 2d ed. (Greenville: Bob Jones University Press, 2000), 254.


� (Ph.D. diss., Baylor University, 1991), 133�76.


� Sorgwe , 175. The author’s abstract expands his statement of Ezra�Nehemiah’s message, adding the phrase “so that the people might become an instrument of blessing to all the nations” (v). He fails, however, to provide any data to substantiate his claim that Ezra-Nehemiah presents Israel as an agent of universal blessing.


� Tamara C. Eskenazi , “In An Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra�Nehemiah” (Ph.D. diss., Illiff School of Theology and The University of Denver [Colorado Seminary], 1986). Eskenazi’s dissertation has been revised and published as In An Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra�Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988). All subsequent references to In An Age of Prose will refer to this book.


� Eskenazi  admits the potential weakness of her analysis: “If it could be proven that Ezra and Nehemiah were, in fact, contemporaries, the significance of the pairing in the book would have to be reevaluated.” In an Age of Prose, 176�77.


� For example, Doug Nykolaishen  examines “The Use of Jeremiah 31 in the Book of Ezra” (M.A. thesis, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 1991); Timothy D. Lehman  explores “The Role of the Priest in the Education of Post�Exilic Israel: Educational Insights from the Life of Ezra” (M.Div. thesis, Grace Theological Seminary, 1984).
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� Raymond B. Dillard  and Tremper Longman  III, An Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1994), 184�86.
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�  Ezra, Nehemiah, xlviii�lii.
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� Buckner B. Trawick , “Establishment of a Church State after the Exile,” in The Bible as Literature, ed. Buckner B. Trawick, 2d ed. (New York: Barnes & Noble Books, 1970), 137�49. Trawick’s chapter rearranges the text and then summarizes the books’ contents, adding a few explanatory glosses. His brief discussion of differences between Ezra�Nehemiah and 1 Esdras, an apocryphal account of the return from exile, is the chapter’s one redeeming feature.


� Shemaryahu Talmon , “Ezra and Nehemiah,” in The Literary Guide to the Bible, ed. Robert Alter and Frank Kermode (Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1987), 357�64. Although Talmon  argues for the possibility of the separate authorship of Ezra and Nehemiah, he combines them in his analysis.


� Douglas Green , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible, ed. Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman III (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1993), 206�13.


� David Noel Freedman, ed., “Ezra�Nehemiah, Books of,” The Anchor Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 2:731�41; F. Charles Fensham , “Ezra, The Book of,” The Oxford Companion to the Bible, ed. Bruce M. Metzger and Michael D. Coogan (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993), 219�21; D. C. Martin , “Ezra,” Holman Bible Handbook. ed. David S. Dockery (Nashville: Holman Bible Publishers, 1992), 465�66. Martin’s article gives helpful, though brief, attention to Ezra’s “Purpose and Theology” as well as its “Theological and Ethical Significance.”


� P. E. Satterthwaite  focuses on the themes of restoration, the returnee’s solidarity with pre�exilic Israel, and God’s initiative in the return. “Ezra: Theology of,” NIDOTTE, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1997), 4:635�37. Paul Ferguson  discusses the following themes: God’s sovereignty, works, immanence, grace, and holiness; Scripture; the people of God; the means of grace; leadership and ministry; and, ethics and congregational polity. “Ezra, Theology of,” Evangelical Dictionary of Biblical Theology, ed. Walter A. Elwell (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1996), 233�35


� Leland Ryken , James C. Wilhoit, and Tremper Longman  III, eds., “Ezra, Book of,” Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 257�58.


� While each of these theories builds on a few valid observations about literature, they all ramify in ways that deny other literary essentials. For example, Reader�Response criticism begins with a recognition that every reader brings to a text a pre�understanding, yet it concludes that such a pre�understanding renders authorial intention irrelevant and that every reader creates his own meaning in interaction with the text. For an introductory critique of these theories see Tremper Longman  III, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, vol. 3 of Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation, ed. Moisés Silva (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1987), 103�23. Grant R. Osborne  gives a more rigorous analysis of these theories and their implications for hermeneutics in The Hermeneutical Spiral (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1991), 365�415. For an extended historical treatment of literary approaches to Scripture, see David Norton , A History of the Bible as Literature, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).


� Consult Timothy W. Berrey , “A Theological Analysis of the Book of Zechariah” (Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1999), 17�40, for a helpful treatment of the period from Cyrus’s edict through the reign of Darius I. For a survey of the Persian Empire and its relation to the Bible, see Edwin M. Yamauchi , Persia and the Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1990); K. G. Hoglund , Achaemenid Imperial Administration in Syria�Palestine and the Missions of Ezra and Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992); Ephraim Stern , Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period 538�332 B.C. (Warminster, England: Aris & Phillips, Ltd., 1982); J. M. Cook, The Persian Empire (New York: Schocken Books, 1983). Edwin M. Yamauchi  discusses archeology’s contributions to Ezra studies in his article, “The Archaeological Background of Ezra,” Bibliotheca Sacra 137 (1980): 195�211. For a helpful bibliography on the archeological background of Ezra and Nehemiah, see Shemaryahu Talmon , “Ezra and Nehemiah (Books and Men),” Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, Suppl. vol., ed. Keith Crim (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976), 328.


� Helpful works on narrative analysis, more or less approaching the text from a conservative perspective, include Tremper Longman ’s Literary Approaches to Interpreting� the Bible; Richard L. Pratt , Jr., He Gave Us Stories (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1990); Meir Sternberg , The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985); Leland Ryken , Words of Delight: A Literary Introduction to the Bible, 2d ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1987). Other significant contributions, whose critical presuppositions occasionally skew their analyses, include Robert Alter ’s The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1983), Adele Berlin , Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994); and J. P. Fokkelman , Reading Biblical Narrative: An Introductory Guide, trans. Ineke Smit (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999).


� While Biblical Theology, as a unique discipline, is over two hundred years old, the proper method for doing book theologies remains a relatively new area of development. In his 1979 dissertation, Terry Rude  offered one of the first definitions of a book theology: “The Biblical theology of a scriptural book may … be defined as the analysis of the book as a divinely inspired literary unit in order to discern, set forth, and corroborate its theological message.” “Imperative and Response: A Theology of Deuteronomy” (Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1979), 5. Gerhard F. Hasel  has since championed the book theology as the first step in his “multiplex approach” to doing Old Testament Theology. Old Testament Theology: Basic Issues in the Current Debate, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1991), 111�14, 194�208. For further discussion, consult Rodney K. Duke , “A Model for a Theology of Biblical Historical Narratives Proposed and Demonstrated with the Books of Chronicles,” in History and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of John H. Hayes, ed. M. Patrick Graham, William P. Brown, and Jeffrey K. Kuan (Sheffield: Sheffield Press, 1993), 65-77; Elmer A. Martens , “Accessing Theological Readings of a Biblical Book,” Andrews University Seminary Studies 34 (1996): 223�37; and Richard Schultz , “Integrating Old Testament Theology and Exegesis: Literary, Thematic, and Canonical Issues,” NIDOTTE, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1997), 1:185�205. Martens  also supplies a helpful bibliography on book theologies in Old Testament Theology, Institute for Biblical Research Bibliographies, no. 13 (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1997), 94�110.


� Though J. Barton Payne  lists “literary studies” as a crucial element in Biblical Theology, by “literary” he refers only to textual criticism and higher critical studies. The Theology of the Older Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1962), 20�21. John Sailhamer  explicitly addresses the literary nature of OT narratives but limits his comments primarily to its mimetic or representational function. Introduction to Old Testament Theology: A Canonical Approach (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1995), 43�54. Grant Osborne , however, recognizes the necessity of both elements in interpreting narrative: “the interpretation of narrative has two aspects: poetics, which studies the artistic dimension or the way the text is constructed by the author; and meaning, which re-creates the message that the author is communicating” (154). 


� Alter  defines literary analysis as “the manifold varieties of minutely discriminating attention to the artful use of language, to the shifting play of ideas, conventions, tone, sound, imagery, syntax, narrative viewpoint, compositional units, and much else” (12).


� In his book, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative, Meir Sternberg  enumerates eight narrative features that comprise the central elements in Biblical poetics: “(1) Temporal ordering, especially where the actual sequence diverges from the chronological; (2) Analogical design: parallelism, contrast, variation, recurrence, symmetry, chiasm; (3) Point of view, e.g., the teller’s powers and manipulations, shifts in perspective from external to internal rendering or from narration to monologue and dialogue; (4) Representational proportions: scene, summary, repetition; (5) Informational gapping and ambiguity; (6) Strategies of characterization and judgment; (7) Modes of coherence, in units ranging from a verse to a book; (8) The interplay of verbal and compositional pattern” (39). While terminology may differ, the literary analysis offered here deal with the majority of these narrative strategies.


� Sternberg  proposes that all narrative is “regulated by a set of three principles: ideological, historiographic, and aesthetic” (41). In the same vein, Leland Ryken  speaks of “three impulses that we find intertwined through the Bible”: theology, history, and literature (Words of Delight, 14). How these regulative principles cooperate in Biblical narrative is, as Sternberg  notes, “a tricky question” (ibid.). To deal fully with the interrelations of these three narrative controls in the Book of Ezra is beyond the scope of this dissertation. In keeping with its Biblical�theological aim, the literary analysis section of this dissertation focuses specifically on the contribution of the aesthetic principle to the theological message of Ezra.


� For example, J. Frederick Creason  defines a book theology as “an analysis which divorces the components of [a book’s] message from their literary structure, arranges them topically, and lays them open for a careful investigation.” “A Biblical Theology of Judges” (Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1985), 1�2.


� No compelling reason exists that renders authorship by Ezra either impossible or improbable. Since chapters 7�10  clearly imply his authorship, this dissertation assumes Ezra the scribe to be the final author of the Book of Ezra in its entirety. A detailed discussion of the issues surrounding the authorship of Ezra lies beyond the scope of this chapter. In sum, three views emerge from the literature as the major contenders. The first view holds that the “Chronicler” wrote Ezra. For a review and analysis of this position, see Tamara C. Eskenazi ’s published dissertation, In An Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra�Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 17�36. The second view is that Ezra the Scribe wrote Ezra. The majority of conservative scholars, including R. K. Harrison , Gleason Archer , and E. J. Young , maintain this position. Edwin M. Yamauchi  provides a helpful synopsis of this viewpoint in “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:573�79. The third major view contends that a later hand edited the original material, whether written by the “Chronicler” or Ezra. For a thorough statement of this view, see H. G. M. Williamson ’s introduction and associated bibliography in Ezra, Nehemiah, vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985), xxiii�xxxv.


� See Table 1 - Temporal Notations on page � PAGEREF Table1 �18� for the distribution of Ezra’s temporal markers throughout the narrative.


� Meir Sternberg , “Time and Space in Biblical (Hi)story Telling: The Grand Chronology,” in The Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory, ed. Regina Schwartz (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1990), 81.


� For a comparison of the chronological order of the events covered in Ezra with the order in which those events are presented in the narrative, see Figure 1 on page � PAGEREF Figure1 �16�. Quite clearly Ezra does not follow the historical order of the events he narrates.


� Anachrony denotes a temporal arrangement of events in which an author presents later events before earlier events. The term does not imply or connote anachronism—the frequent liberal indictment of Scripture as ignorantly or deceptively placing what is historically late in a much earlier setting.


� Sternberg  presents a valuable analysis of the resources available to a chronological narrative for variety in presentation in the article, “Telling in Time (I): Chronology and Narrative Theory.” Poetics Today 11 (1990): 940�41. In sum he states that a “chronological narrative’s resources for multiformity [divide] into three categories:” (1) “gradation … between the poles of chronology and anachrony,” (2) “closer or looser modes of linkage and transition, length of discourse or of span and perspective, representational ratios and pacing, cut�off points, homology or disparity between macrosequence and microsequence,” and (3) a range of other “ordering forces” including the treatment of simultaneity, functional sequencing, and suprasequential form. 


� Shimon Bar�Efrat  defines narrative structure as “the network of relations among the parts of [the narrative].” “Some Observations on the Analysis of Structure in Biblical Narrative,” VT 30 (1980): 155�69.


� Bar-Efrat  defines these levels of narrative structure as follows: “verbal structure” is the result of an author’s uses of words and phrases, “unusual grammatical and syntactical constructions,” metaphors, similes, and other stylistic features; “narrative technique structure” is a function of an author’s “variations in narrative method, such as narrator’s account as opposed to character’s speech (dialogue), scenic presentation versus summary, narrations as against description, explanation, comment, etc.”; “narrative world structure” involves an author’s use of characters, to some extent, but primarily the use of events, in other words, plot structure; “conceptual content structure” arises from “the themes of the narrative units or the ideas contained therein” (157-68). For a display of the narrative’s structure in relation to the distribution of temporal markers, see Table 2 — Narrative Structure and Temporal Notations on page � PAGEREF Table2 �22�.  


� No work consulted proposed an alternative division to the Book of Ezra as it currently exists in the Masoretic Text.


� An episode is “a portion of a narrative that relates an event or a series of connected events and forms a coherent story in itself.” The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 3d ed. (New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1992).


� Because of the uncertainty surrounding the identity of Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel, some have postulated that more than one return is involved in chapters 1�2 . There is nothing in the text, however, to support this hypothesis. Ezra mentions Sheshbazzar four times in his narrative (1:8 , 11 ; 5:14 , 16 ) and states that Sheshbazzar, the prince of Judah (hdwhyl aycnh; 1:8 ), was appointed by Cyrus as “the governor” (hjp; 5:14 ). Zerubbabel the son of Shealtiel figures more prominently as a leader of the Returnees, but no official title is associated with his name. At most, Ezra 4:3  implies that he was one of the “heads” of Israel. Haggai, however, clearly states that Zerubbabel was the governor of Judah at the time of the temple’s founding (hdwhy tjp; Hag. 1:1 ), and Zechariah credits Zerubbabel with laying the temple’s foundation (Zech. 4:9 ). On the other hand, Ezra credits Sheshbazzar with bringing up the temple vessels with the exiles from Babel (1:8 , 11 , 5:15�16 ) and laying the temple’s foundation (5:16 ). The most natural conclusion from the Biblical data is that Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel are two names for the same person. For contrary argumentation, see Williamson , 17�19. If Sheshbazzar and Zerubabbel are not the same person, then they may have been co�governors and joint participants in founding the temple. Derek Kidner  provides a lucid discussion of the major issues and views on this difficulty in his commentary, Ezra and Nehemiah, The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 139�42. For a more extended discussion of this issue of identity, see Sara Japhet ’s two articles, “Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel: Against the Background of the Historical and Religious Tendencies of Ezra�Nehemiah,” ZAW 94 (1982): 66�98; and “Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel: Against the Background of the Historical and Religious Tendencies of Ezra�Nehemiah. Pt. 2,” ZAW 95 (1983): 218�229; and Johan Lust , “The Identification of Zerubbabel with Sheshbassar,” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovaniensis 63 (1987): 90�95.


� Below the episodic level there appears to be little consensus on the divisions of the text. The variety of treatment below the sectional level reflects not the difficulty of outlining Ezra but the differing outline criteria used by the authors. Some simply follow the chapter divisions of Ezra for ease of use. Others divide the book into minute pieces. None of the commentaries surveyed offered an outline based upon literary criteria such as plot continuity or episodic and scenic division. For an analysis of the structure of Ezra’s episodes, phases, and scenes, see Chapter Three.


� The letters used by Ezra belong to a specific genre in their own right. A thorough discussion of this subgenre lies beyond the scope of this chapter. However, Williamson ’s summary comment on this topic bears repetition: “We may thus conclude that the documents on which our author drew took the form of official Aramaic correspondence as commonly practiced in Achaemenid times” (60). For a discussion of Aramaic epistolography, see R. A. Bowman , “An Aramaic Journal Page,” AJSL 58 (1941): 302�13; L. V. Hensley , The Official Persian Documents in the Book of Ezra, (Ph.D. diss., University of Liverpool, 1977); P. S. Alexander , “Remarks on Aramaic Epistolography in the Persian Period,” JSS 23 (1978): 155�70; J. A. Fitzmyer , “Some Notes on Aramaic Epistolography,” JBL 93 (1974): 201�25; B. Porten , “Aramaic Papyri and Parchments: A New Look,” BA 49 (1979): 74�104; “Structure and Chiasm in Aramaic Contracts and Letters,” in Chiasmus in Antiquity, ed. J. W. Welch (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg Verlag, 1981), 169�81; J. L. White , ed., Studies in Ancient Letter Writing, Semeia 22 (1982); J. D. Whitehead , “Some Distinctive Features of the Aramaic Arsames Correspondence,” JNES 27 (1978): 119�40; P.-E. Dion, “Les types épistolaires hébréo-araméens jusqu’au temps de Bar-Kokhbah,” RB 96 (1979): 544-79; J. C. Greenfield , “Aramaic Studies and the Bible,” Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, vol. 32, ed. J. Emerton (Leiden: Brill, 1980), 110-130.


� The term dialogue, as used here, includes the monologues (8:22, 28�29), prayers (8:21�23 ; 9:6�15 ), and dialogues (4:2�3 ) that occur in Ezra. See Chapter Three under Presentation of Events for an analysis of Ezra’s use of dialogue.


� See Table 3 — Narrative Technique Structure and Temporal Notations on page � PAGEREF _Ref468076639 �25�.


� Though the thesis that chronology functions as a primary ordering principle in Ezra’s narrative is a significant part of this chapter, as Menakhem Perry  observes, “even when [an ordering] principle is a global one, it does not involve all the semantic elements in the text but merely a selection of them, leaving a residue to be organized by other, complementary or even competing ordering principles.” “Literary Dynamics: How the Order of a Text Creates its Meaning,” Poetics Today 1, no. 1�2 (1979): 36. For an extended discussion of the other ordering principles by which Ezra arranges his narrative, see Chapter Three.


� Rising above the definitional morass in which genre criticism is currently mired, common sense recognizes that any piece of literature that is not entirely unique invokes a set of interpretive expectations shared with other similar texts. These expectations guide and shape the reader’s understanding in the process of reading. Such generic guidance operates both externally and internally. Externally, genre locates a text’s basic position within the broad range of written materials. Internally, it establishes norms to which the reader expects the text to adhere. For an introductory discussion of the complexity of genre criticism, see V. Philips Long , The Art of Biblical History, vol. 5 in Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1994), 306�307. For a more detailed discussion of genre and interaction with the major theories in genre criticism from an evangelical perspective, see Grant R. Osborne , “Genre Criticism—Sensus Literalis,” Trinity Journal 4 (1983): 1�27.


� Contra Robert Alter  who prefers to speak of the Bible as “historicized prose fiction” or “fictionalized history.” By this he means not that the Biblical authors created stories with the appearance of history, but that the authors took the basic facts of historical events and then applied their imagination in inventing verbatim dialogue or interior monologues, ascribing “feeling, intention, or motive” to their characters in harmony with the thematic purposes they were pursuing. The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1983), 24�35. Literary critics who hold this or a similar view of Biblical narrative include Herbert Chanan Brichto , Toward a Grammar of Biblical Poetics: Tales of the Prophets (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), see esp. 247�55; Frank Kermode , The Genesis of Secrecy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980); Adele Berlin , Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994). Although not necessarily affirming the Biblical text’s historicity, Meir Sternberg  argues cogently that “[Biblical] narrative is historiographic, inevitably so considering its teleology and incredibly so considering its time and environment” (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 30).


� At present there is no literary consensus on the definition of narrative or even “story.” For example, Gerald Prince  defines a story as consisting of “three conjoined events [e.g., ‘He was unhappy, then he met a woman, then, as a result, he was happy’]. The first and third events are stative, the second is active. Furthermore, the third event is the inverse of the first. Finally, the three events are conjoined by the three conjunctive features in such a way that (a) the first event precedes the second in time and the second precedes the third, and (b) the second even causes the third.” A Dictionary of Narratology (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987), 53. Prince , however, distinguishes a narrative from a story, defining narrative as “the representation of at least two real or fictive events and situations in a time sequence, neither of which presupposes or entails the other.” Narratology: The Form and Functioning of Narrative (Berlin: Mouton Publishers, 1982), 4. For the purposes of this chapter, “story” and “narrative” are synonymous. One has to agree with Sternberg ’s wondering “why the distinction between ‘story’ and ‘narrative’ needs to be made in the first place.” “Telling in Time (II): Chronology, Teleology, Narrativity.” Poetics Today 13.3 (1992): 466. Sternberg  follows his incisive critique of the current muddle in narratology with an insightful theory of narrative (529�39). 


� Meir Sternberg , Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), 132. Perry  explains the creation of a perceptual set in this way: “In the process of reading the reader constructs … a set of frames which can motivate the convergence of as many of the various details in the text as possible… . even when the text�continuum does not preserve the order of [its] frame, the text is still read in confrontation with that order. The frame serves as a guiding norm in the encounter with the text, as a negative defining principle, so that deviation from it becomes perceptible and requires motivation by another frame or principle” (36�37).


� Ezra 4:23 , 24 ; 6:14 ; 7:1�9 .


� “Time is not denoted in Biblical narratives solely by explicit temporal expressions, however, nor even primarily by them… . The full fabric of time is woven primarily through the events presented in the narrative rather than by direct indications of time.” Shimon Bar�Efrat , Narrative Art in the Bible, trans. Dorothea Shefer�Vanson, 2d ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 145.


� The terms “primacy�effect” and “recency�effect” were coined by a group of psychologists experimenting with the persuasive effects that varying orders of informational presentation had upon readers. The essence of their findings is that information given first tends to control a reader’s perception of later information (primacy�effect), though later information, if of sufficient strength, may alter or overturn (recency�effect) an audience’s first impression. Abram S. Luchins , “Primacy�Recency in Impression Formation,” in The Order of Presentation in Persuasion, ed. Carl I. Hovland (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1957). See the fourth chapter of Meir Sternberg ’s Expositional Modes, where he develops the implications of this principle of impressions for literature and specifically for narrative exposition.


� It may at first appear strange to note verisimilitude as a characteristic of Scripture, since the believing reader already accedes to its verity. Yet an awareness of what is “real” and what is not helps the interpreter recognize that Jotham’s story of the trees (Jud. 9:1�20 ), while narrative in form, is not intended to be understood as historically accurate. The “realness” of the narrative forms an essential foundation for the theological truth it seeks to convey through its treatment of history. As Erich Auerbach  has so well observed, the aim of Biblical stories “is not to bewitch the senses, and if nevertheless they produce lively sensory effects, it is only because the moral, religious, and psychological phenomena which are their sole concern are made concrete in the sensible matter of life. But their religious intent involves an absolute claim to historical truth… . Without believing in Abraham’s sacrifice, it is impossible to put the narrative of it to the use for which it was written… . The world of the Scripture stories is not satisfied with claiming to be a historically true reality—it insists that it is the only real world, is destined for autocracy… . The Scripture stories do not, like Homer’s, court our favor, they do not flatter us that they may please us and enchant us—they seek to subject us, and if we refuse to be subjected we are rebels.” Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. Willard R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953), 14�15.


� “Historical order” here reflects this dissertation’s most basic premise: all Scripture is God�breathed. Therefore, when Scripture explicitly states that certain events took place, history in its truest sense is being revealed. This does not imply that Scripture reveals all that is historically true, but what it does reveal is a priori the truth.


� The text does not supply sufficient information to determine the temporal relationship between this first letter to Artaxerxes and the events of chapters 7�10 with certainty . Whether it came before Ezra’s return, after his return but before chapters 9�10 , or entirely after chapters 7�10  is impossible to determine. The lack of information about the official positions of Bilsham, Mithredash, and Tabe’el obscures the issue further.


� The anachronous transition from the reign of Artaxerxes (4:8�23 ) back to the reign of Darius (4:24�6:22 ) occupies such a prominent place in discussions of Ezra’s chronology that the fact that the events in Ezra 4:8�23  actually took place after the events in Ezra 7�10 receives scant notice. The commentators who do note the historical location of these events usually place them after Ezra’s return, c. 448 B.C., often with the suggestion that Ezra 4:23  may form the background of Neh. 1:1�3 . Gustav Oehler  credits Ernst Bertheau with “having first … assigned the paragraph Ezra iv. 7 sqq. to its right place” (i.e., after chapter 10). Theology of the Old Testament, ed. George E. Day (1883; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), 430. Other scholars who concur with this historical placement include Derek Kidner , 52; J. Barton Payne , 118; Edwin Yamauchi , 634; H. G. M. Williamson , 63; Mervin Breneman , 103; Joseph Blenkinsopp , 113�14; and Leon Wood , A Survey of Israel’s History (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1970), 397�98. For a contrary proposal placing the events of Ezra 4:8�23  “within the context of the transition of power from the assassination of Xerxes to the point when Artaxerxes I was secure on the Achaemenid throne, around the year 464 BCE,” see Kenneth G. Hoglund , Achaemenid Imperial Administration in Syria�Palestine and the Missions of Ezra and Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 119�27, 163, 211.


� The phrase “in the second year after they came to the house of God” in Ezra 3:8  is difficult to interpret. Its earliest reference would be to the second year of Cyrus, and at the latest it would reference Cyrus’s third year.


� A number of commentators have argued that Ezra 3  has been arranged anachronously and does not reflect the historical order of events. Williamson , following the lead of Shemaryahu Talmon , suggests that “no temple construction took place from Cyrus till Darius’s second year” (44). Shemaryahu Talmon , “Ezra, Book of,” The Interpreter’s Bible Dictionary, Supplementary Volume (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1979), 322-23. Williamson  bases his contention on the attribution of the temple founding to Zerubbabel by Haggai and Zechariah (Hag. 1:14 ; Zech. 4:9 ) and on the reference to the “second year” in Ezra 3:7 . He takes the “second year” to be Darius’s second year. Ezra 3:7-4:3 , therefore, “describes the start of the work in the time of Darius,” and Ezra 4:4-5  explains why there was no work from the rebuilding of the altar (3:1-6 ) until Darius’s second year (ibid.). Various reasons for this anachrony have been advanced. Blenkinsopp  suggests that the “C[hronicler] has simply telescoped events … and backdat[ed] the laying of the foundation to the reign of Cyrus to emphasize the exclusive role played by the golah group immediately after its return to the homeland … [and to explain] the unconscionable delay in implementing the royal decree” (100, 108). In a different vein, Williamson  argues that the “verbal parallels” between Ezra 3:7-13  and 1 Chron. 22:2-4 ; 2 Chron. 2:7-15 —“(the shipment by sea to Joppa; the payment of food, drink, and oil; the bracketing of the Sidonians and the Tyrians)”—are sufficiently striking to conclude that Ezra’s account was written as “a typological account of the founding of the second temple” (45, 47). Baruch Halpern , after rejecting Williamson ’s arguments for viewing the section typologically, suggests that in fact all of 2:1-4:3  refers to the time of Darius. In his view, there were actually two returns, one under Sheshbazzar in Cyrus’s reign and another under Zerubbabel in Darius’s reign. The reason the text presents the founding of the temple as occurring under Cyrus is “to suggest that work on the temple started and continued. The ‘people of the land’ obstructed it.” “A Historiographic Commentary on Ezra 1-6: Achronological Narrative and Dual Chronology in Israelite Historiography,” in The Hebrew Bible and Its Interpreters, ed. William Henry Propp, Baruch Halpern, and David Noel Freedman (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 108-111.�	There are several reason to reject this view of Ezra 3 and to regard Ezra 3 as a chronologically straightforward presentation. First, if one compares the dates given in Haggai and Zechariah with those in Ezra, it is clear that Haggai and Zechariah prophesied on the first of the sixth month of Darius’s second year (6/1/520 B.C.) and that work commenced on the temple by the twenty-fourth of the month (6/24/520 B.C.). Ezra, however, records Zerubbabel and Jeshua as beginning their work on the temple in the second month of “the second year of their coming to the house of God, to Jerusalem” (3:8 ). Appeal to a difference in civil and religious calendars will not suffice to explain the conflict between Haggai’s sixth month and Ezra’s second month, for the second month of the civil calendar is the eighth month of the religious calendar, not the sixth. Second, Williamson ’s proposal does not account for the statement in Ezra 4:5  that the people of the land hindered the Returnees all the reign of Cyrus unto Darius. If the temple reconstruction was not initiated before Darius’s second year, this statement by the narrator (who is reliable at all other times) is bogus. There was nothing for the people of the land to hinder. Third, although Ezra 3:10  says the temple was “founded” in the second year after the return and Haggai 2:18  indicates that it was “founded” in the second year of Darius, as Eugene Merrill  notes, the verb yasad may refer to the “resumption of work recounted in [Ezra] 5:1-5 … . One must remember that there are no separate Hebrew verbs to distinguish between build and rebuild or even found and refound.” Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi (Chicago: Moody Press, 1994), 51. For a further discussion of yasad, see Chapter Four, note � NOTEREF _Ref4934370 �252�. The explanation that best fits all of the biblical data is that the temple was founded during Cyrus’s reign (3:6-13 ) and then recommenced in the second year of Darius (5:1-3) .


� The term “Samarians” is used throughout this dissertation for the people who describe themselves as deported by Asshurbanipal and “settled … in the city of Samaria” (4:10 ). As Blenkinsopp  notes, “It would be anachronistic to call these people Samaritans, as Josephus does (Ant. 11:84), since the Samaritans did not exist as a separate religious community in the early Persian period” (107). For a similar conclusion on philological grounds, see John MacDonald , “The Discovery of Samaritan Religion,” Religion: Journal of Religion and Religions 2 (1972): 143-44.


� To avoid repetition, the reasons for omitting 4:24�6:22  from its proper historical order will be delineated together with those for omitting chapters 7�10 .


� The particle /ydab normally marks action that is subsequent to the preceding action (e.g., Ezra 6:1 ; Dan. 3:13 , 26 ).


� The verb lfb occurs once in 4:23  and twice in 4:24 .


� In H. G. M. Williamson ’s words, “the narrative structure itself points to past achievement as a model for future aspiration” (lii). 


� For the view that the destruction referenced in Neh. 1:3  was only that accomplished by Nebuchadnezzar in 586 B.C. and was not compounded by any subsequent violence, see Fensham , 152, and Keil , 100�101.


� The Aramaic of this phrase reads: anylu itwl-/m. Keil  argues that the pronouns “you” and “us” are general geographic designators and that the letter refers to the migration during the time of Cyrus (43, 100�101). Besides ignoring the natural contextual sense of the pronouns, this view also runs counter to the Jews’ and Samarians’ consistent pattern of specifying the monarch during whose reign the events to which they refer took place (4:2 , 10 ; 5:12 , 13 ). One would expect them to indicate that the “coming up” of 4:12  was in the time of Cyrus. The text as it stands supports the conclusion that the members of a Jewish migration during the time of Artaxerxes were in the process of rebuilding the city walls.


� Some OT scholars have taken 4:12  as an indication that groups had periodically returned to Israel. John Bright , A History of Israel, 2d ed. (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1972), 377�78. However, this supposition is inevitably founded upon a previous conclusion that Ezra arrived in Jerusalem after Nehemiah in the reign of Artaxerxes II (404�358 B.C.). For example, see Raymond S. Foster , The Restoration of Israel: A Study in Exile and Return (London: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1970), 187�89. 


� The term used here, rx, differs from that used when describing the enemies lying in wait along Ezra’s return route to Jerusalem (8:22 , 31 ; bya). There does not, however, appear to be any contextual significance to the use of alternate terms for “enemy.”


� For a discussion of an alternate sense of djy here translated “alone,” see S. Talmon , “The Sectarian djy—A Biblical Noun,” VT 3 (1953): 133�140. Talmon  argues that the word yahad in Ezra 4:3 is a noun and has the sense “community, congregation.” Given this understanding, the verse would read “We, the congregation, will build … .” Based on this rendering of yahad, Talmon  concludes that the primary motivation behind the elders’ refusal was religious (135-36).


� See Chapter Seven for an extended discussion of the mixed-marriages and Ezra’s resolution to the crisis.


� The repetition of the phrase Jrah <u explicitly supports this linkage. This phrase occurs in both sections of the narrative, only in negative contexts. In the first section (chs. 1�6 ) “the people(s) of the land” are first a cause of great fear for the Returnees (3:3 ) and then the instigators of all the opposition to God’s work (4:4 ). In the second section (chs. 7�10 ) these “people(s) of the land” are the very ones with whom the Israelites have intermarried (9:1 , 2 , 11 ; 10:2 , 11 ). For an extended analysis of the referential and connotative significance of this phrase, see Chapter Six, pages � PAGEREF ForeignWomenDiscussion �160�ff.


� The Aramaic geographical designator hrhn-rbu occurs fourteen times in Ezra and has been variously translated “Trans�Euphrates” (NIV, NJB), “this side the river” (KJV), “beyond the river” (KJV, NASB), “West�of�Euphrates or west of the Euphrates” (NLT, NAB), “the other side (pera(n)) or west (eJspera") of the river” (LXX). The translation followed here, “Beyond the River,” is an attempt to reflect the literal meaning of the term. The capitalization reflects the fact that hrhn-rbu functions as a proper noun.


� The BHS fourth edition lists no variants in the mss at this point. Neither LXX Ezra nor 1 Esdras offers variant readings on this verse (1 Esdras 7:4�5), granting no ground to those who would posit editorial activity at this point. See, for example, Ackroyd , 237, or Batten , 150-51, who excises it from the text despite the unanimous versional evidence. The Septuagint’s transliteration, Arqasasqa, and 1 Esdras’s use of the Greek name �Artaxhrxe" have the same referent and therefore do not constitute variant readings.


� Eskenazi  argues cogently that 6:14  serves as a “retrospective and proleptic summary, encapsulating one of the book’s central points: the building was finished ‘by the command [<uf] of the God of Israel and by the decree [<uf] of Cyrus and Darius and Artaxerxes, King of Persia’” (In an Age of Prose, 40).


� If one regards the waw on <ufmw as a waw explicativum, this would strengthen this conclusion: in other words, “from the command of God, even the command [of] Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes, king of Persia” (6:14). While a construct relationship in which a series of proper nouns follows a singular, construct head�noun is not uncommon (Gen. 14:11 ), it is uncommon for the head noun to be absolute as <uf is here. Williamson  suggests that the Massoretes vocalized <uf differently to distinguish the command of God from that of the Persian kings (72). The LXX does not distinguish the forms in its translation (gnwmh").


� For a compelling presentation of the centrality of curiosity, surprise, and suspense in narrative, see Sternberg ’s article, “Telling in Time (II): Chronology, Teleology, Narrativity,” 529�38. Sternberg  makes brilliant application of this theory to various Biblical narratives in The Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 264�320.


� The book of Esther is a prime example of the use of chronological order to generate suspense.


� He minimizes suspense from the start, but the retardatory effect of Artaxerxes’ letter and the gathering of the people creates enough distance from that initial effect that suspense could easily be brought into play in 8:22 , where Ezra indicates that there were “enemies in the road.” Rather than recording their prayer and then allowing events to demonstrate that God had heard them, he explicitly states that God was entreated on their behalf before they started on the trip. The reader is thereby assured that nothing will happen to them. Ezra 8:31,  rather than alleviating suspense, serves as a post�event confirmation that God had, as he said, been entreated for them.


� 7:6 , 9 , 7:27 , 28 ; 8:18 , 22 , 23 , 31 [2x] .


� For a valuable analysis of the history of this issue and the various positions scholars have taken, see David Eugene Suiter , “The Contribution of Chronological Studies for Understanding Ezra�Nehemiah” (Ph.D. diss., Iliff School of Theology, 1992). Helpful listings of relevant bibliography may be found in H. H. Rowley ’s chapter “The Chronological Order of Ezra and Nehemiah,” in The Servant of the Lord, 2d ed., rev. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965); and Leslie McFall ’s article, “Was Nehemiah Contemporary with Ezra in 458 BC?” WTJ 53 (1991): 263�293.


� For examples of critical acknowledgments of this, see Rowley , 164; Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 141; Peter R. Ackroyd , I & II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah (London: SCM Press, 1973), 24; N. H. Snaith , “The Date of Ezra’s Arrival in Jerusalem,” ZAW 63 (1951): 53.


� Aaron Demsky , “Who Came First, Ezra or Nehemiah? The Synchronistic Approach,” HUCA 65 (1994): 3. For a rapid survey of the historical development of this issue, see McFall , 263�66.


� For example, in 1962 H. H. Rowley  listed more than 20 critical scholars who defend the traditional order of Ezra preceding Nehemiah (139�42). As Suiter  points out, however, the term “traditional order” is somewhat misleading, for numbers of scholars cited by Rowley  deny that the ministries of Ezra and Nehemiah overlapped even though they place Ezra chronologically before Nehemiah.


� For a thorough treatment of these key issues, see Derek Kidner ’s fourth appendix �in Ezra and Nehemiah, The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 146�158. J. Stafford Wright  formulates what is perhaps the classic conservative defense of the traditional order in his pamphlet The Date of Ezra’s Coming to Jerusalem (London: The Tyndale Press, 1958). For more expansive treatments, see Edwin M. Yamauchi , who provides a point�by�point refutation of 13 arguments against the traditional order in “The Reverse Order of Ezra/Nehemiah Reconsidered,” Themelios 5 no. 3 (1980): 7�13; and Ulrich Kellermann , “Erwägungen zum Problem der Esradatierung,” ZAW 80 (1968): 55�87. Though defending the traditional view, Kellermann argues from source�critical considerations that place him at odds with most conservative scholars.


� Critical scholars uniformly assign Neh. 8�10  to the “Ezra Memoirs” source, thereby eliminating seven references to Ezra from the book of Nehemiah. Concerning the two other references to Ezra in Nehemiah (12:26 , 36 ), Rowley  discounts them on the basis that there is “no evidence that these words stood in the Chronicler’s source” (164�65). Having consigned all the text’s evidence to hypothetical sources or the work of unattested compilers, critics argue that since Ezra and Nehemiah never mention each other, they must not have been contemporaries! J. A. Emerton  uses the same rationale in his article, “Did Ezra Go to Jerusalem in 428 B.C.?” JTS 17 (1966): 16. A more interesting question raised by Demsky  is why no mention is made of Ezra participating in the wall�building effort of Nehemiah. Regardless of the answer, one cannot legitimately construe the text’s relative silence as evidence that Ezra and Nehemiah were not contemporaries (“Who Came First,” 6).


� Yamauchi , 9.


� Neh. 8:1 , 2 , 4 , 5 , 6 , 9 , 13 ; 12:26 , 36 . For further treatment of this question, see Kidner , 148�49.


� As Gleason L. Archer  notes, “Nehemiah 8  only records a solemn reading of the law in a public meeting on the occasion of the Feast of Tabernacles. It by no means implies that Ezra had not been diligently teaching the law to smaller groups of disciples and Levites during the preceding twelve years.” A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, rev. ed. (Chicago: Moody Press, 1994), 458.


� Note the similarity between Ezra 9:1�2  and Exod. 34:11�16  and Deut. 7:1�4 . �Kidner , 68.


� A. Cowley , Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923), 108�19. The papyrus gives the date of its composition as in the 17th year of Darius II.


� Rowley , 155. Rowley, following Josephus (XI.7.1), also argues that Jehohanan was Eliashib’s grandson despite the fact that the text twice designates Jehohanan as the son of Eliashib (Ezra 10:6 ; Neh. 12:23 ). Rowley supports his contention with an unattested conjectural emendation of Jonathan the son of Joiada (Neh. 12:11 ) to Johanan the son of Joiada (154, n. 1). Walter C. Kaiser , on the other hand, accepts Jonathan as a variant spelling of Jehohanan. He regards the identification of Eliashib (Ezra 10:6 ) with the high priest in Nehemiah 12:23  as speculative since in the former passage Eliashib is not called a priest. However, he concludes by dismissing the whole question as too complex “to be used as a basis for making any sure chronological conclusion.” A History of Israel (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1998), 439. There is, however, no Biblical evidence that /tnwy is a variant spelling of /njwy (Rowley , 154). David Suiter  suggests that, since Ezra 10:6 does not identify Eliashib as the high priest and “other Eliashibs are mentioned in the text of Ezra; for example Eliashib of the sons of the Singers (10:24), Eliashib of the sons of Zattu (10:27), and Eliashib of the sons of Bani (10:36)[, i]t is conceivable that the Eliashib of the Singers or his son may have had a domicile in or near the temple where Ezra could have gone to prepare for the marriage reform” (168).


� Frank Moore Cross  has suggested an alternative solution to this problem. He argues that two generations of high priests (Eliashib I and Johanan I) have fallen out of the Biblical genealogies between Joiakim and Eliashib (Neh. 12:10 ). He bases this suggestion on the high frequency of papponymy in the Samaria papyri. “A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration” JBL 94 (1975): 4�18. Unfortunately, the absence of any supporting textual or versional data leaves this suggestion without an adequate basis for acceptance, despite its attractiveness. For a more text�based solution, see Benjamin E. Scolnic ’s extended treatment of this subject, Chronology and Papponymy: A List of the Judean High Priests of the Persian Period (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999).


� Rowley  admits, “It would seem to be wiser … to confess that certainty is quite unattainable, and that no more than a balance of probability is to be found” (142�43).


� As Suiter  concludes, “There is no external support for reversing the missions; the internal evidence for reversing the missions is strained from the outset by the manufacturing of incongruities subjectively conceived and then accumulating these to make the case for reversing the missions and the text” (275).


� “The narrative that we already have must surely take precedence over the narratives that we do not have. And apart from the prior claim of the actual over the hypothetical, [none of the contrary arguments] is of sufficient weight to counterbalance the vast improbability that our author, devoted as he was to detail, and having access to the first�person records of his principal characters, had no idea of how these men related or failed to relate to one another, nor of who preceded whom” (Kidner , 158).


� “In all the narrative part of the Old Testament, there is nowhere else such an appearance of chaos as in the story of Ezra, as it stands in our received text. Part of it is found in one place and part in another. Moreover, the two principal fragments, thus separated from each other, are incoherent in themselves… . The sequence of the several scenes is plainly out of order; the chronology is all wrong; and the bearing of the successive (?) [sic] incidents upon one another is far from clear.” Ezra Studies in The Library of Biblical Studies, ed. Harry M. Orlinsky (New York: Ktav Publishing House, Inc., 1970), 253. Torrey  represents the most radical views in critical Ezra scholarship. He denies that the person Ezra ever existed (247�48). For a summary of the evolution of critical thought regarding Ezra, see the Introduction to the above cited edition of Torrey ’s Ezra Studies.


� Loring W. Batten , A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1913), 4�5.


� Jacob M. Myers  asserts, “The confusion of the materials in these books is abundantly clear to any observant reader in our present arrangement.” Ezra�Nehemiah, vol. 14 of The Anchor Bible, ed. William Foxwell Albright  and David Noel Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1965), xlii.


� Raymond A. Bowman , “The Book of Ezra and the Book of Nehemiah,” in The Interpreter’s Bible, ed. George Arthur Buttrick (New York: Abingdon, 1954), 3:560.


� S. R. Driver  rejects Keil ’s suggestion that Ezra 4:6-24  follows a thematic arrangement, finding it more probable that the compiler misunderstood the subject of this section. An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1910), 548. Robert H. Pfeiffer  bluntly states that Ezra 4:6�24  “is obviously misplaced. The Chronicler erroneously confuses the opposition to the building of the city walls with the opposition to the rebuilding of the Temple at a much earlier date… . The Chronicler misunderstood these texts and placed them in the wrong context.” Introduction to the Old Testament (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1941), 829.


� Torrey , 255�58.


� A. Gelin, Le livre de Esdras et Néhémie, La Sainte Bible (Paris: Les Éditions du Cerf, 1953), 14, cited in Myers , xlv.


� Wilhelm Rudolph , Esra und Nehemia samt 3 Esdras, Handbuch zum Alten Testament (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1949), xxii.


� Norman H. Snaith , “The Date of Ezra’s Arrival in Jerusalem,” ZAW 63 (1951): 53�66. Snaith assigns the sections he omits to later hands.


� John Bright , A History of Israel, 2d ed. (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1972), 394. Even critics who maintain the Biblical order of Ezra and Nehemiah base their position on equally subjective reasons. For example. Cyrus H. Gordon  says, “My adherence to the older view is not prompted by tradition alone. More cogent are considerations rising from the fact that the practical administrator Nehemiah would be needed to straighten out the failure of the impractical scribe Ezra, rather than vice versa.” Introduction to Old Testament Times (Ventnor, NJ: Ventnor Publishers, Inc., 1953), 270. Those who find it incredible that Ezra’s reform could fail should consider again the ministries of Moses and Jeremiah (Kidner , 153).


� Batten  provides a prime example of this approach. With neither textual support nor substantial scholarly precedent, he states, “The passage [4:1�3 ] is obviously out of place… . It is tempting to transpose this section to follow 3:9 . The connection would then be all that is desired” (126). Concerning 4:7�24 a he asserts, “In MT. [sic] the passage stands between the Hebrew and Aramaic stories of the temple�building, that is, in the reign of Darius, an obvious absurdity… . by placing the section just before Nehemiah we get an exceedingly good connection” (160�62).


� Torrey ’s appeal to silence hardly commends his argumentation. The fact that Ezra’s narrative does not include a specific record of his reading or teaching the law certainly does not constitute proof that Ezra did not do so. As Torrey  notes, chapter nine’s events imply a knowledge of the law (254). Torrey ’s assumption, however, that Ezra must have read the law for the Jews to be aware of it is unwarranted. The narrative repeatedly notes the carefulness of the post�exilic community in following the law (3:2 , 4 , 5 ; 6:18 ) and the directions of King David (3:10 ) as it renewed sacrificial worship. Awareness of the law’s requirements did not hinge upon Ezra’s fresh reading.


� Torrey , 254


� Cross  contends that in the Qumran evidence the “importance and priority of the Hebrew recension of Ezra underlying the Greek of 1 Esdras has been vindicated… . In parallel passages, 1 Esdras proves on the whole to have a shorter, better text [than MT Ezra], and … its order of pericopes reflects an older, historically superior recension of the Chronicler’s work (Chronicles, Ezra)” (“A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration,” JBL 94 (1975): 7�8). Joseph Blenkinsopp , however, rejects Cross ’s analysis and asserts: “Comparison between these fragments and MT on the one hand and 1 Esdras on the other does not support Cross ’s theory of a corresponding contrast between a conflate Palestinian and a succinct Egyptian text of the book” (72). Eugene Ulrich ’s analysis of the 4qezra fragments runs contrary to Cross ’s as well: “4QEzra … demonstrates that the Massoretic textus receptus of each of the books has been very faithfully preserved from one of the plural forms of the text which circulated in the Second Temple period.” “Ezra and Qoheleth Manuscripts from Qumran,” in Priests, Prophets and Scribes: Essays on the Formation and Heritage of Second Temple Judaism in Honour of Joseph Blenkinsopp , ed. Eugene Ulrich, et al. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 153. Perhaps most noteworthy in this regard is the fact that the text preserved on the fragment of 4:9�11  (Palestine Archeological Museum number 41.301) has no parallel in 1 Esdras. 


� Admittedly, the order of events presented in 1 Esdras differs significantly from that of Ezra. First Esdras sketches Jewish history from the time of Josiah to Ezra’s reading of the law. However, the order of 1 Esdras is, as H. H. Rowley  observes, even more convoluted than Ezra’s “since [in 1 Esdras] the parallel to Ezra 4:7�24  precedes the first return from the exile.” Men of God: Studies in Old Testament History and Prophecy (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1963), 221. Blenkinsopp  regards “1 Esdras … [as] a clearly articulated and complete narrative dealing with the restoration of true worship by, successively, Josiah, Zerubbabel, and Ezra.” In his view, the odd order of 1 Esdras was an attempt “to correct the chronology of the canonical Ezra but without understanding the rationale for the latter’s ordering of the material” (Ezra�Nehemiah, 71�72).


� The mention of Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes in proper historical order (6:14 ) indicates that Ezra knew the correct order. Ezra brings the narrative to the time of Darius in 4:5 , then explicitly returns to the time of the same king. It is obvious that he knows he is making a digression (Williamson , 58).


� Conservative authors embracing this position include Matthew Henry , Matthew Henry’s Commentary on the Whole Bible, new modern ed. (1708, reprint; Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1991); W. B. Pope , “Ezra,” in vol. 2 of Ellicott’s Commentary on the Whole Bible, ed. Charles John Ellicott (n.d., reprint; Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1959); J. Glentworth Butler, ed. The Bible�Work (New York: The Butler Bible�Work Company, 1894); Robert Jamieson , Joshua�Esther, in vol. 7 of A Commentary Critical, Experimental, and Practical on the Old and New Testaments, ed. Robert Jamieson, A. R. Fausset, and David Brown (n.d., reprint; Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1948). Adam Clarke , Clarke’s Commentary on the Old Testament (1840, reprint; Albany, OR: SAGE Software, 1996).


� D. L. Emery , “Ezra 4—Is Josephus Right after All?” JNSL 13 (1987): 33�43. The medieval Jewish scholars Abraham ibn Ezra and Levi ben Gershom (Ralbag) also regarded Ezra 4  as chronologically straightforward, but their rationale differs so radically from other commentators holding this position that they hardly fit in the same camp. Following the Talmudic chronology of the Persian kings (Darius the Mede [371�70 B.C.E.], Cyrus [370�67 B.C.E.], Ahasuerus [367�353 B.C.E.], and Darius the Persian [353�318 B.C.E.]), they regard both Ahasuerus (4:6) and Artaxerxes (4:7�23) as the same king who reigned between Cyrus and Darius the Persian. Yosef Rabinowitz , The Book of Ezra (Brooklyn, NY: Mesorah Publications, 1984), 58, 116. They justify this titular use of the name Artaxerxes from a Talmudic gloss on Ezra 6:14  in Rosh Hashanah 3b, “It has been taught: Cyrus, Darius, and Artaxerxes were all one. He was called Cyrus because he was a worthy king, Artaxerxes after his realm, while Darius was his own name.” I. Epstein , ed., Seder Mo’ed, trans. Maurice Simon (London: The Socino Press, 1938), 9.


� Flavius Josephus , “The Antiquities of the Jews,” in The Life and Works of Flavius Josephus, trans. William Whiston (Albany, OR: SAGE Software, 1996), XI.2.1�2. Josephus further identifies the Biblical “Artaxerxes,” under whose administration both Ezra and Nehemiah return, as Xerxes, the son of Darius (Antiquities, XI.5.1�6), and the Ahasuerus of Esther as Artaxerxes, the son of Xerxes (Antiquities, XI.6.1). The primary point in favor of Josephus’s account is the fact that the LXX consistently translates vwrwvja (Ahasuerus) in Esther as Artaxerxh" (Artaxerxes).


� 1 Esdras 2:1�30  parallels Ezra 4:8�23 .


� Josephus gives no account for Ahasuerus because, in all probability, he was using 1 Esdras as his primary text, and 1 Esdras omits the verse that mentions Ahasuerus (Ezra 4:6 ).


� Matthew Henry , 2:804. John Gill , An Exposition of the Old Testament (1810; reprint, Sherwood, IL: Primitive Baptist Library, 1979), 3:110.


� Emery , 33, argues that “Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes in Ezra 4  are the same person, and that person is correctly identified by Josephus as Cambyses (520�522 B.C.).” He challenges the modern consensus that the Ahasuerus and Artaxerxes in Ezra are Xerxes (486�465 B.C.) and Artaxerxes I (465�425 B.C.) with two questions: “Ahasueros of MT Esther must be the Artaxerxes of Greek Esther, so how can we be sure that they are different in Ezra? And who was the Ahasueros who helped conquer Nineveh in 612 B.C. (Tobit 14:15)? Surely not Xerxes!” Several flaws vitiate Emery ’s argumentation. First, he ignores the significantly divergent ways in which LXX translates vwrwvja: Artaxerxh" (Esther); Xerxh" (Dan. 9:1 , LXX); Asouhro" (Ezra 4:6 ; Dan. 9:1  LXXq). Second, in his use of Asouhro" in Tobit 14:15  (LXXAB) to argue that the identity of Ahasuerus must be left open, Emery  ignores the alternate, historically accurate textual tradition (LXXa) for Tobit 14:15  that identifies the king who conquered Nineveh as Cyaxares (Aciacaro"). Third, he fails to explain why the Artaxerxes of Ezra 7  should be regarded as distinct from the Artaxerxes of Ezra 4  when both the MT and LXX maintain uniformity in their references to them. Fourth, Emery  frequently appeals to his own subjective sense of what is more or less probable, while offering no hard evidence to support his conclusion. He states, for example, “It is not likely that ‘of the temple’ was added erroneously to 1 Esd. 2:18 . It looks far easier to accept that Ez. 4:12  is defective. It is hard to imagine why any editor should add the words ‘of the temple.’ By contrast there is every reason why ‘of the temple’ should be dropped from Ezra, once the mistake of Artaxerxes for Cambyses had crept in” (37; See also pages 34 and 38 for similar subjective reasonings.).


� Pope , 460; Butler, 502; Jamieson , 590.


� Milton S. Terry , Kings to Esther, vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. D. D. Whedon (New York: Phillips & Hunt, 1875), 405.


� “This Artaxerxes has been thought by many commentators to be the Longimanus of the sequel of this book and of Nehemiah, and they have identified the Ahasuerus of Ezra and Esther with Xerxes. This would explain the reference to ‘the walls’ in verse 12 ; but in verses 23  and 24  the sequence of events is strict, and the word ‘ceased’ links the parts of the narrative into unity. Moreover the Persian princes had often more than one name.” Pope , 467. In fairness to Pope, it should perhaps be noted that he follows the preceding quote with this statement: “At the same time, there is nothing to make such an anticipatory and parenthetical insertion impossible.”


� C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 45�46. F. U. Schultz , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, trans. and ed. Charles A. Briggs, Lange’s Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. Philip Schaff (1871; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), 47�48. Other older conservatives rejecting this position include Gustav Oehler , Theology of the Old Testament, 427�30; and E. W. Hengstenberg , History of the Kingdom of God (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1872), 2:299.


� For a helpful discussion and explanation of other historical inaccuracies in Josephus’s Antiquities XI, see C. G. Tuland , “Josephus, Antiquities Book XI: Correction or Confirmation of Biblical Post�Exilic Records?” Andrews University Seminary Studies 4 (1966): 176�92.


� A survey of the 57 occurrences of this particle in Ezra and Daniel easily confirms the immediacy it normally communicates.


� Resumptive repetition is a device in which an author inserts “into a text AB an expansion X … according to the pattern AXAB.” Berhard Lang , “A Neglected Method in Ezekiel Research,” VT 29 (1979): 43. In reference to narrative literature, H. G. M. Williamson  qualifies this definition: “[Resumptive repetition] … need not involve verbally exact repetition, so long as the resumption is clear, and … is used precisely to allow the inclusion of material germane to the author’s main purpose which does not, however, exactly fit his narrative sequence.” “The Origin of the Twenty-Four Priestly Courses: A Study of 1 Chronicles xiii�xxviii,” in Studies in the Historical Books of the Old Testament, ed. J. A. Emerton (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979), 265. Shemaryahu Talmon  appears to be the first one to have applied this specific literary principle to Ezra 4 , though commentators have frequently noted the link between 4:5  and 4:24 . “Ezra, Book of,” The Interpreter’s Bible Dictionary, Supplementary Volume (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1979), 322. Blenkinsopp  identifies another example of resumptive repetition maintaining “narrative continuity” in the use of hxbqaw in 7:28  and <xbqaw in 8:15  (164). 


� Iranische Beiträge I (Halle: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1930). Regarding vwrwvja, Schaeder  states, “Die aram. Schreibung vryvj ist aus dem zweiten, vrayvj aus den fünfzehnten Jahre des Xerxes belegt. Das gestattet den Schluß, daß die letztere Schreibung die allmählich durchgeführte offizielle ist… . Dies stimmt zur Etymologie und zu der … metrischen Struktur der (älteren) Achämenideninschriften. In den Inschriften des Xerxes fordert das Metrum, den Namen viersilbig zu lesen. Die verdorbene alttestamentliche Form vwrwvja, gelesen ahashweros … geht nicht auf die reichsaram. Schreibung zurück, sondern auf eine der späteren akk. Schreibung h¬i�sŒi�ar�sŒi(u) verwandte, die noch an einer Stelle, Esther 10:1  als Kethib vrvja erhalten ist und dann mit falschen matres lectionis aufgefüllt wurde” (269�70). In regard to vsvjtra, Schaeder  concludes, “vsvjtra die offizielle reichsaramaische Schreibung des Namens Artaxerxes ist… . die BA�Schreibungen atcvjtra und atsvjtra … meinen artaxsŒasÁtâa bzw. artaxsŒastâa und beruhen auf dem … Versuch, die Lautform des Namens, der den Exulanten von 458 besonders geläufig war, noch feiner zum Ausdruck zu bringen als die offizielle Schreibung” (268). For a similar philological analysis and conclusion, see Robert Dick Wilson , A Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament (Philadelphia: The Sunday School Times Company, 1926), 78-80.


� For example, Batten  comments, “In reading a historical book it is desirable to have the material in proper chronological order… . It is deemed best in a few particulars to undo the mischief of [the] R[edactor]… . Ezra’s history is combined and placed where it probably belongs chronologically” (5). For Torrey , the crowning support for his cut�and�paste job is that it finally makes sense of the Ezra’s mangled chronology (253�54). He states that the appropriateness of his reconstruction “is … attested by the chronology. The dates given in such profusion throughout the narrative are now all intelligible for the first time. No other single fact could give so striking a vindication as this …” (260). 


� Even as perceptive an exegete as Milton S. Terry  found the identification of Ahasuerus with Xerxes and the Artaxerxes of 4:7  with that of chapters 7�10  “utterly incompatible with the order of time evidently followed in this book” (406). Emery  makes a similar appeal to the “very natural and orderly progression” obtained by following Josephus (43).


� For example, Herbert Edward Ryle  states, “The introduction of the times of Xerxes and Artaxerxes into this chapter interrupts, we must admit, the thread of the narrative… . The insertion of these ‘anticipatory’ fragments seems to us undoubtedly harsh. But it is very questionable whether in a work of such composite character it is not more natural to find occasionally an instance of harshness or inartistic arrangement due to compilation, than everywhere the smooth orderliness of the skilful modern historian.” The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, in The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges, ed. A. F. Kirkpatrick (Cambridge: University Press, 1923), 66.


� Among the critical scholars who take this position are Joseph Blenkinsopp , H. G. M. Williamson , and Jacob Myers . Myers does not present a clear position: on the one hand he delves extensively into rearrangement theories in his introduction (xlii�xlviii), while in his commentary he calls 4:6�16  “illustrations from a later period drawn upon to show how the peoples of the land frustrated the efforts of the people of Yahweh” (36). Peter R. Ackroyd , also a critical scholar, notes that “it is possible for us to see a good theological reason for the Chronicler’s present arrangement of the narrative.” I & II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah (London: SCM Press, 1973), 251. A partial listing of conservative authors who espouse this position includes R. K. Harrison , Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1969), 1139�40; Edward J. Young , An Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1958), 381ff.; Edwin M. Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:634; Mervin Breneman , Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, vol. 10 in The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993), 99; and F. Charles Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982), 70.


� Eskenazi , 40. The two other primary themes Eskenazi develops are the people and written documents, that is, “the centrality of the community as a whole with a concomitant shift away from the heroic exploits of so�called ‘great men’; [and] … the centrality of the written text as a source of authority… . These themes combine to articulate a particular ideology which shuns heroes and affirms a life bound by communal effort … .” Ibid.


� “Building the house of God implies, by virtue of these letters, the building of the city and the walls. The tasks are mere extensions of each other” (Eskenazi, 55).


� Eskenazi , 54.


� She cites 1 Kings 6�7 ; 2 Chronicles 3�4 , Ezekiel 41 , and Daniel 5:3  as instances in which the temple, the tyb, is greater than and distinguished from the lkyh. She concludes that “these examples indicate that in the postexilic era lkyh was not necessarily coterminous with the house of God but sometimes constituted only a portion of the house of God” (54�55).


� Eskenazi , 54.


� She argues that the mention of Artaxerxes in 6:14  indicates that the house of God was not finished—only the temple phase was done. She buttresses her conclusion that no finality is indicated in this passage with Batten ’s argument that in 6:15  the hapax legomenon ayxyv followed by du should be read, “they continued the work until” (56, n. 42). The preposition is difficult, but the verb itself denotes completion (LXX: telew; 1 Esdras 7:5 : suntelew), and though unusual, the context seems to demand that one understand du as indicating the point by which the temple work was completed. Eskenazi  also regards both the little space accorded the celebration of the second temple’s completion (6:16�19 ) in contrast to the celebration of the first temple’s completion (spanning several chapters in 1 Kings and 1 Chronicles) and the supposedly incomplete dimensions given by Cyrus for the temple reconstruction (6:3 ) as giving further indication that the rebuilding of the house of God was yet unfinished (56�57).


� Ezra 1:4 , 5 ; 2:68 ; 4:24 ; 5:2 , 16 , 17 ; 6:3 , 12 ; 7:16 , 17 ; 7:27 .


� Ezra uses the phrases hwhy tyb and <yhla tyb synonymously in reference to the temple in 3:8b and 3:9. In Ezra 3:10, “the builders founded the [hwhy lkyh]” and in 3:11 all the people shouted in praise because “the [hwhy tyb] was founded.”


� For a similar analysis and rejection of Eskenazi ’s position, see David Kraemer , “On the Relationship of the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah,” JSOT 59 (1993): 74�77.


� Keil , 45; Schultz , 53; Blenkinsopp , 106; Kidner , 48; Yamauchi , 634; Fensham , 70�71; Williamson , xlix; Frederick Carlson Holmgren , Israel Alive Again: A Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1987), 30.


� Jacob Myers  contends that the author placed these later historical occurrences here in an attempt to justify the long delay in rebuilding the temple. In other words, Ezra was preeminently concerned with justifying the Jews and any excuse would do, even if it was monstrously anachronistic (33�34). Blenkinsopp  takes a similar view, though he exonerates the author from deliberate misuse of history (105).


� Kidner , 48; Williamson , 57, 65.


� Williamson , xlix�l.


� Ibid., 57.


� Kidner , 48


� As Sternberg  notes, “the problem of ordering … [does not] resolve itself with the decision to follow time. Where precisely to begin along the chronology, where to end, still must be determined. And here choice widens into an indefinitely large set of possibilities, so that the actual cut�off points gain salience from all the might�have�beens: the less predictable the cutting, the more perceptible” (“Telling in Time (I),” 931).


� See Chapter Three for an evaluation of the significance of the final episode’s lack of denouement.


� Sternberg  discusses these aspects of time as the ratio of “represented time (i.e., the duration of a projected period in the life of the characters) to representational time (i.e., the time that it takes the reader, by the clock, to peruse that part of the text projecting this … period).” Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering in Fiction (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), 14. Sternberg ’s treatment of this topic is unparalleled.


� “If we note the variations in narrated time in relation to narration time, ranging from scenic representation to summary account, we will discover the narrative’s focal points and the relative importance of its various subjects.” Bar�Efrat , Narrative Art in the Bible, trans. Dorothea Shefer�Vanson, 2d ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 151.


� Technically, it is unlikely that there is ever an actual one�to�one correspondence between external and internal time, even in verbatim quoting, since the dynamics of pause and pace in speech cannot be reflected in ordinary prose.


� Leon Golden  and O. B. Hardison  Jr., Aristotle’s Poetics: A Translation and Commentary for Students of Literature (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice�Hall, Inc., 1968). All quotations are from this translation.


� Poetics, VI�VII. Aristotle’s conclusion continues to be a key tenet of traditional literary criticism: “Of all the aspects of narrative, plot [is] … the most essential.” Robert Scholes  and Robert Kellogg , The Nature of Narrative (New York: Oxford University Press, 1966), 238; hereafter Scholes�Kellogg.


� Among modern treatments of plot that regard meaning as inherent in the text and not something conferred upon the text by the reader, the most valuable are Seymour Chatman , Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1978), 43�95; Scholes �Kellogg , “Plot in Narrative,” in The Nature of Narrative, 207�39; E. M. Forster , “The Plot,” in Aspects of the Novel (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, 1927), 126�54; R. S. Crane , “The Concept of Plot and the Plot of ‘Tom Jones’,” in Critics and Criticism, ed. R. S. Crane (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952), 616�47. Although the following authors do not share the previously mentioned assumption about the relation of text and meaning, their treatments of plot are nonetheless enlightening: J. P. Fokkelman , Reading Biblical Narrative: An Introductory Guide, trans. Ineke Smit (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999), 73�96; Kieran Egan , “What is a Plot?” New Literary History 9 (1978): 455�73; Jonathan Culler , “Defining Narrative Units,” in Style and Structure in Literature, ed. Roger Fowler (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1975), 123�139.


� Three lines of definitional focus are evident in the literature on plot. The first line focuses on what plot is. Philip Brooks  states, “Plot is the principle of interconnectedness and intention which we cannot do without in moving through the discrete elements—incidents, episodes, actions—of a narrative.” Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1984), 5. Simpler and more helpful is Forster ’s conception: “A plot … is a narrative of events, the emphasis falling on causality” (130). The second line focuses on what plot does. For example, Shimon Bar�Efrat  defines plot as the narrative �element that “serves to organize events in such a way as to arouse the reader’s interest and emotional involvement, while at the same time imbuing the events with meaning.” Narrative Art in the Bible, trans. Dorothea Shefer�Vanson, 2d ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 93. Kieran Egan  goes even further, defining plot variously as “a set of rules that determines and sequences events to cause a determinate affective response” or as “a profound mental process which we use in making sense of [narrative] experience” (470). The third line synthesizes the first two approaches. M. H. Abrams  defines plot as “the structure of [the narrative’s] actions, as these are ordered and rendered toward achieving particular emotional and artistic effects.” A Glossary of Literary Terms, 4th ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1981), 137. Most Biblical scholars have followed the synthetic approach, recognizing that plot’s function is as important as its constitution. Grant R. Osborne ’s treatment of plot reflects this synthesis: “The plot encompasses the united sequence of events that follow a cause�effect order; these build to a climax and involve the reader in the narrative world of the story.” The Hermeneutical Spiral (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1991), 158. Paul R. House ’s definition of plot provides another clear example of this synthesis: “Plot is a selected sequence of logically�caused events that solve a conflict by utilizing established literary conventions such as introduction, complication, crisis and denouement.” “Plot, Prophecy and Jeremiah,” JETS 36 (1993): 299.


� The primary contributions of later critics include recognition of more types of plots than Aristotle identifies (the tragic and the comic) and what the plot does in terms of reader�effects. For two key treatments of plot typology, see R. S. Crane , “The Concept of Plot,” 620�21; and Northrop Frye , Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957). For a brief but valuable application of Aristotelian plot typology to Scripture, see Meir Sternberg , The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 172�73; hereafter Poetics of Biblical Narrative.


� This literary consensus has frayed some over the twentieth century as a growing number of authors and critics have dissented, even revolted outright, against the Aristotelian view of plot. Authors such as James Joyce, Thomas Mann, D. H. Lawrence, William Faulkner, and Alain Robbe�Grillet contend that an ordered arrangement of incidents is not a necessary component of narrative, for life itself, the object of narrative imitation, lacks rational order (Scholes �Kellogg , 5). Therefore, they purposely avoid connecting events into meaningful sequence and refuse to grant resolution to the conflicts they engender in their narratives. For example, in one of Robbe�Grillet’s novels “the same character is murdered four times over.” Frank Kermode , The Sense of an Ending (New York: Oxford University Press, 1967), 21. However, as Kermode has observed, the very existence of such attacks indicates that plot is essential to narrative. When absent, the conspicuousness of its absence substantiates its essentiality (ibid.). Plotless narrative is oxymoronic. For a similar analysis of “antistories,” see Chatman , Discourse and Narrative, 56�59.


� Osborne , 159: “[Plot] is the best indicator of the basic message(s) of a literary work.” As Chatman  notes, “[Plot’s] function is to emphasize or de-emphasize certain story-events, to interpret some and to leave others to inference, to show or to tell, to comment or to remain silent, to focus on this or that aspect of an event or character” (43). The following works provide helpful discussions of plot in Scripture: Bar�Efrat , “The Plot,” in Narrative Art in the Bible, 93�140; Jean Louis Ska , “Plot,” in “Our Fathers Have Told Us”: Introduction to the Analysis of Hebrew Narratives (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1990), 17�38; Leland Ryken , Words of Delight: A Literary Introduction to the Bible, 2d ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1992), 62�71; Richard L. Pratt , Jr., “Structure in Individual Episodes,” in He Gave Us Stories (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co., 1990), 179�204; Sternberg , Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 132�515 passim, esp. 172�176; House , “Plot, Prophecy and Jeremiah,” 297�307.


� Bar�Efrat , 93. For an excellent study of the relation between the order of a text and its meaning, see Menakhem Perry , “Literary Dynamics: How the Order of a Text Creates its Meanings,” Poetics Today 1�2 (1979): 35�64, 311�61.


� “A proper narrative event occurs when the narrative tempo slows down enough for us to discriminate a particular scene.” The use of a verb, then, does not constitute an event. There must be a close parity between “narrating time and time narrated.” Robert Alter , The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1983), 63. Since plot consists of events, non�events such as the lists in chapters 1 , 2 , 8 , and 10 , and Ezra’s genealogy are excluded from this chapter’s analysis. For a helpful discussion on the definition of an event, see Frank J. Matera , “The Plot of Matthew’s Gospel,” CBQ 49 (1987): 233�53. Event or incident as it is being used here refers to the constituent actions whose sequencing creates the story line and not to an aggregrate of such actions.


� See Wesley Kort  for an alternative, though less compelling, analysis of the components of plot. Story, Text, and Scripture: Literary Interests in Biblical Narrative (University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1988), 16.


� The assertion that Ezra employs two distinct plots will be supported in the following section that analyzes plot structure in the book.


� “Plot structure” may include both the macro� and the micro�structural elements of plot. In this section, plot structure refers to the large�scale layout of the plot in terms of episodes, phases, and scenes. The logical relations between individual scenes or phases are discussed below in the section on plot composition.


� Aristotle clarifies what he means by these terms: “By a ‘beginning’ I mean that which is itself not, by necessity, after anything else but after which something naturally is or develops. By an ‘end’ I mean exactly the opposite: that which is naturally after something else, either necessarily or customarily, but after which there is nothing else. By a ‘middle’ I mean that which is itself after something else and which has something else after it” (Poetics, VII).


� Establishing the boundaries of the literary unit under consideration is the first step in any literary analysis, and the second step is to “recognize the structure of a composition and to discern the configuration of its component parts.” James Muilenburg , “Form Criticism and Beyond,” JBL 88 (1969): 8, 10.


� The tightness of this unity prompted H. G. M. Williamson ’s proposal that chapters 1�6  were written after chapters 7�10  “with the purpose of justifying the legitimacy of the Jerusalem temple and its cult after a possible split in its priesthood, the establishment of the Samaritan community, and the first moves to build a temple on Mount Gerizim.” “The Composition of Ezra i�vi,” JTS 34 (1983): 30. For a fuller statement of this view, see Williamson , Ezra, Nehemiah (Waco: Word Books, 1985), xxxv�xxxvi, 89.


� A “phase” is a group of logically or thematically related scenes, and a “scene” is an event or event sequence that is complete in itself. For a general discussion of these terms, see Gerald Prince , Dictionary of Narratology (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987). Richard Pratt ’s treatment of plot structure provides numerous illustrations of these divisions in Biblical plots (He Gave Us Stories, 179�204).


� This pyramidal model originated with Gustav Freytag’s  analysis of a five�act tragedy. Technique of the Drama, trans. Elias J. MacEwan, 3d ed. (Chicago: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1900), 114�15. Despite the fact that the original context of Freytag’s pyramid was a formal five�act structure in drama, Holman  notes that “the fundamental dramatic structure seems impervious to change” even when applied to narrative (154). The analyses here draw heavily on Ronald A. Horton ’s helpful explanation of Freytag’s model in Companion to College English, 2d ed. (Greenville: Bob Jones University Press, 2000), 301. For a visual development and application of this model to Biblical narrative, see Tremper Longman  III, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, vol. 3 of Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation, ed. Moisés Silva (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1987), 150�52.


� Aristotle discusses the significance of the rise and fall of the protagonists’ fortune for plot structure in Poetics, X�XI. O. B. Hardison ’s commentary on these sections explains and expands Aristotle’s discussion quite helpfully (Aristotle’s Poetics, 151�67).


� “Fortune” as used in this chapter refers to the relative favorableness of a character’s circumstances and should not be construed to imply that those circumstances are regarded as resulting from random or impersonal forces.


� Literary critics typically distinguish story and plot, though not always with those terms. A story is “any account of actions in a time sequence” or “the collection of things that happen in a work.” A plot, on the other hand, “takes a story, selects its materials in terms not of time but of causality; gives it a beginning, a middle, and an end; and makes it serve to elucidate character, express an idea, or incite to an action.” C. Hugh Holman  and William Harmon , A Handbook to Literature, 6th ed. (New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1992), 456�57. Russian formalists make a related distinction between the fabula and sujet of a narrative. For an excellent discussion of the similarities and differences between story and plot and fabula and sujet, see Meir Sternberg , Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), 8�14. In simple terms one may say that the story of Ezra 1�6  or Ezra 7�10  is what happens, and the plot is the arrangement of what happens.


� Both of the plots in Ezra begin with a decree from a Persian monarch. The first is “Go, Rebuild the temple,” and the second is “Go, Establish the law.” The subdivisions of each plot reflect these two�part commands. Chapters 1�2  and 7�8  both recount the “going” of exiles back to Judah. Chapters 3�6  narrate the rebuilding of the temple, and chapters 9�10  recount Ezra’s establishment of the law. In this way the Book of Ezra exhibits a parallelism between its plots. The thematic implications of this parallelism are developed below in the section on plot presentation and in Chapter Eight.


� Classic examples of this negative selection in Scripture include Moses’s omission of the fact that Enoch announced the second coming of the Lord with his holy angels to judge the world (Jude 14�15 ), and the omission of David’s sin with Bathsheba in 1 Chronicles 20 .


� J. P. Fokkelman  enunciates well the significance of selection for understanding plot: “The series [of events] that we see [in a narrative] is a radical selection, and when we understand what it is that governs the writer’s choice, we will have found the main point of access into his linguistic work of art. Our understanding will increase considerably if we are able to retrieve the writer’s criteria for rejection (omission from the text) and selection (inclusion in the text). Every word that the writer allows to participate has a relation to his vision and themes” (76).


� For an insightful treatment of the use of omission in Biblical narrative, see Sternberg , Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 186�222; 259ff.


� In terms of omissions it is worthwhile to distinguish events that are omitted because they are irrelevant, and the omissions of relevant events. Sternberg  terms them blanks and gaps, respectively (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 235�38). There are large segments of history that are blanks in Ezra’s narrative. Examples include the events associated with the first Return and all the activity between the Returnees’ arrival and first assembly.


� Ezra also omits the fact that God stirred the spirits of Jeshua, Zerubbabel, and the people to respond to Haggai’s message (Hag. 1:14 ). The rationale for this omission, however, is difficult to discern because the record of God’s stirring seems to be consonant with the material Ezra does include in his narrative. Ezra’s omission (5:2 ) of the lay response to the prophets’ messages argues against Tamara Eskenazi ’s view that one of the primary functions of Ezra(�Nehemiah) is to shift “the focus from leaders to participating community, … [to make] the people as a whole … the significant actors in the book” (In An Age of Prose, 2). Exclusion of the very ones who are supposed to be center stage suggests that magnification of lay participation is not a motif in Ezra.


� It is fascinating to notice that Haggai omits any reference to the opposition the Jews faced from the Samarians. His prophetic indictment was trained wholly on Israel.


� Alternately, one could argue that Ezra did not want to duplicate the material already in Haggai. Regardless of the original reason, however, the effect is the same: the Returnees are seen to be the victims of a relentless campaign to hinder their efforts to rebuild God’s house.


� Seymour Chatman  develops these helpful terms in his chapter on plot (Story and Discourse, 53�56). He defines a kernel as an event that “advances the plot by raising and satisfying questions. Kernels are narrative moments that give rise to cruxes in the direction taken by events. They are nodes or hinges in the structure, branching points which force a movement into one of two (or more) possible paths… . Kernels cannot be deleted without destroying the narrative logic” (53). This definition, however, leaves something to be desired, for as Jonathan Culler  points out, almost any action involves a choice between alternatives (Style and Structure in Literature, 135�36). More helpful is Chatman ’s definition of satellite events. Satellite events are “minor plot events [which] … can be deleted without disturbing the logic of the plot, though [their] omission will … impoverish the narrative aesthetically… . Their function is that of filling in, elaborating, completing the kernel” (54).


� One may distinguish a narrative’s “topic” from its “theme(s)” in this fashion: the topic of the narrative is that subject that is talked about most, whereas the theme(s) of a narrative is the theological message it is intended to communicate. Fabian Gudas, “Theme,” The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, ed. Alex Preminger and T. V. F. Brogan (New York: MJF Books, 1993): 1281�82.


� Each of the themes mentioned throughout this chapter receives a thorough treatment in the theological section of this dissertation. The object of this chapter is to point out the relationships between the literary features of Ezra and the theological message Ezra intends to communicate.


� Williamson  has suggested that “the word of the Lord through Jeremiah” refers not to promises of return from exile, but to “a passage [Jer. 51:1�14 ] predicting that the Lord would stir up the spirit of Cyrus in such a way that he would order the rebuilding of the temple and the return of the exiles” (Ezra, Nehemiah, 9�10 ). The problem with Williamson ’s view is that Jeremiah 51 says nothing about the rebuilding of the temple. The focus of the entire passage is on the Lord’s destruction of Babylon through Cyrus in vengeance for the Babylonian destruction of the temple.


� Jeremiah 16:15�16 ; 23:3�4 , 7�8 ; 24:4�7 ; 29:10�14 ; 31:16�17 , 20�21 , 23�24 ; 32:6�15 , 37�38 ; 46:27�28 .


� Edwin Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1988), 4:623.


� Though Jeremiah makes no explicit mention of the rebuilding of the temple, it may be inferred from his prophecies that the city will be rebuilt (Jer. 30:18 ; 31:4 ) and that the temple vessels will be restored “to this place” (Jer. 27:22 ).In this way, all the kernel events of Ezra 1-6  relate to the fulfillment of God’s word.


� The record of two incidents of opposition in the reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes (4:6 , 7 ) could be considered another satellite event. However, these incidents function more as connective tissue, providing thematic linkage between the initiation of the conflict between the Jews and the Samarians (4:1�5 ) and its most momentous incident (4:8�23 ). Their inclusion serves to create a sense that opposition was not an isolated phenomenon, but a recurring problem.


� Although lag II has the potential to be resultative (cf. Mal. 1:7 —iwnlag hmb “How have we defiled you?”), the nature of this event (a decision by the governor) argues for taking it as an estimative/declarative pu’al, that is, the priests had been esteemed to be or declared to be in a state of defilement. Ernst Jenni, Das hebräische Pi’el: Syntaktisch-semasiologische Untersuchung einer Verbalform im Alten Testament (Zurich: EVZ, 1968), 40�43, 241. Bruce K. Waltke  and M. O’Connor  use the more opaque expression ‘psychological/linguistic’ factitive.” An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 399�403.


� The Tirshathah or governor, probably Sheshbazzar, ruled that these unregistered priests could not eat of “the most holy things” (<yvdqh vdqm; cf. Lev. 2:3 ). In Numbers 18:9�22  God gives the Levites “from the most holy things” all the grain offerings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, wave offerings, first fruits and tithes of the people as their sustenance. Therefore, defilement from the priesthood and restriction from eating the most holy things meant these men could not function as priests. They were entirely excluded from that ministry and its provisions (Williamson , 37). Keil  offers an alternate, though less compelling, conclusion: “The prohibition to eat of the most holy things … excludes from specific priestly acts: without, however, denying a general inclusion among the priestly order, or abolishing a claim to the priestly revenues, so far as these were not directly connected with priestly function” (27).


� For a helpful analysis of the quantity of the gifts given in Ezra, Nehemiah, and 1 Esdras, see Derek Kidner , Ezra and Nehemiah (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 44.


� Some have explained the celebration as a conscious harking back to the celebrations of Hezekiah (2 Chron. 30 ) and Josiah (2 Kings 23 ). See, for example, Jacob M. Myers , Ezra�Nehemiah, vol. 14 of The Anchor Bible (Garden City: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1965), 53�54; and Mervin Breneman , Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, vol. 10 of The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993), 121. This is a weak explanation, for Passover, as an annual feast, would have been celebrated anyway. The text does not imply that this was the first Passover that was celebrated since the Return, a fact that would likely have been mentioned if it were.


� The phrase “and all who had separated themselves unto them from the uncleanness of the nations of the land to seek Yahweh the God of Israel” (6:21 ) most likely refers to proselytes who had converted to Judaistic monotheism. This phrase shows the wideness of true holiness; it knows no racial or ethnic boundaries. All who will separate themselves unto the Lord may participate with His people in celebrating redemption. Among the commentators who take this phrase to refer to proselytes are Williamson , 85; Kidner , 60; Myers , 52; George Rawlinson , Ezra, vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell (New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), 88; Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah, The Old Testament Library (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 133; and F. C. Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1982), 96.


� Ezra 8-10 records the completion of this task.  Specifically, Ezra’s search for Levites (8:15�20 ) reflects his commission to improve the welfare of Judah and Jerusalem. The welfare of God’s people is a function of their relationship with Him, and the Levites were God’s appointed mediators between Himself and the people. Their services, therefore, were indispensable to Ezra’s mission.


� Artaxerxes here commands not Ezra alone, but all the judges and magistrates he will appoint. This is indicated by the use of the second masculine plural verb form /wudwht in 7:25 . LXX, Aquila, and the Syriac have a singular rather than a plural verb here; however, BHS lists no variation among the Hebrew manuscripts.


� Blenkinsopp  lists five components to the decree, but he groups related instructions together. For example, he combines 7:14  and 7:25�26  into one component (146).


� Tasks four and six, the only tasks whose completion is not recorded, are general and diffuse in contrast to the other seven tasks. It is not surprising, therefore, that Ezra omits their completion. 


� Chapter Four will discuss Ezra’s use of characterization in the development of his message. Clearly, these events play a large role in establishing Ezra’s character and implicitly making him a model of godliness for Israel.


� Chapter Seven develops the ramifications of this theme. In short, Ezra is teaching his audience that their behavior in conjunction with God’s unchanging character co�determines how He interacts with them.


� Bar�Efrat  explains the significance of sequence in a story: each event in a story “receives its significance from its position and role in the system as a whole… . The plot serves to organize [those] events in such a way as to arouse the reader’s interest and emotional involvement, while at the same time imbuing them with meaning” (93).


� Bar�Efrat  notes three types of logical relationships between scenes: “cause and effect, parallelism, and contrast” (93). Other potential relationships include paratactic coordination and synecdochic relations where new material specifies the preceding material, includes it, or uses it for generalization (Perry , “Literary Dynamics,” 50).


� “Narrative coherence normally consists of a cause�effect chain of events in which one thing produces the next, or in some way grows out of an earlier event. The impact of a story depends on the presence of such coherence.” Ryken , Words of Delight, 70.


� The piel form of jmc (<j*M=c!) in this verse is causative. This need not be taken as direct causation, that is, as meaning that God was producing joy in hearts where there was none or would have been none. Israel’s joy was a result of indirect causation in which God had done those things at which His people naturally rejoice.


� Though the precise vocabulary is somewhat different, the reader could hardly fail to miss the allusion to Proverbs 21:1:  “As channels of water, the heart of the king is in the hand of Yahweh: wherever He desires, He turns it.” 


� In the context of presentational modes, “scene” refers not to a block of text that is a subset of an episode, but rather to a method of presenting plot events and characters. The scene�summary distinction may also be expressed as “showing vs. telling” (Sternberg , Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 103, 122). “Telling” relates events in summary form, compressing time and action, whereas “showing” displays events with a relative fullness of action so that narration time approximates real time. For example, Ezra 7  and Nehemiah 1  both recount a request to Artaxerxes for a grant. Ezra summarizes the event with an indirect comment: “… and the king gave to him, according to the hand of his God upon him, all his request” (Ezra 7:6 ). Nehemiah, on the other hand, dramatizes his request with a verbatim account of his dialogue with Artaxerxes that runs nine verses (Neh. 2:1�8 ). While summary and scene differ markedly in this example, these presentational modes do not have entirely distinct vocabularies, syntactical constructions, or narrative conventions. As a result, scene and summary frequently shade into one another, making it difficult to determine the mode of a given segment of text (Bar�Efrat , 34). Two other presentational modes noted by J. Licht  are “description and comment”; however, because neither of these modes involves the narration of events, they will be treated in the following chapter on point of view. Storytelling in the Bible (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1978), 29.


� “Scenic representation creates the illusion of looking at the event itself, , … [and] increases the reader’s ability to be absorbed in the world displayed and to share in what happens” (Bar�Efrat , 34�35). As a result, “an event dramatized into a scene will assume greater importance than one telescoped into a summary” (Sternberg , 236).


� Sternberg , Expositional Modes, 24�26. Robert Alter  observes that “third�person narration is frequently only a bridge between much large units of direct speech” (65). The functions of this summary narration, according to Alter , are (1) “the conveying of actions essential to the unfolding of the plot … , (2) the communication of data ancillary to the plot … , [and] (3) the verbatim mirroring, confirming, subverting, or focusing in narration of statements made in direct discourse by the characters …” (77). Summary narration in Ezra fulfills the first two of Alter ’s functions, but the third is accomplished by narratorial comment, which is treated in chapter four. 


� Bar�Efrat , 147�49.


� Ezra 9:3�5  is perhaps the one clear exception to this rule. Ezra uses six action verbs as he pictures the scene of his distress at the Israelites’ unfaithfulness: “I tore my clothes … I made bare from the hair of my head … I sat appalled … I arose … I knelt upon my knees … and I spread my palms to Yahweh.” On the whole, however, the scenes in Ezra are predominantly driven by written discourse or dialogue.


� To avoid awkward repetition, the term “discourse,” without qualification, will serve to denote the various forms of dialogue and written communication Ezra uses throughout his book. Discourse comprises 10% of Ezra 1�2  (77 of 783 words), 51% of Ezra 3�6  (707 of 1144 words), 35% of Ezra 7�8  (322 of 907 words) and 49% of Ezra 9�10  (374 of 758 words). Ezra’s repertoire is not limited to direct speech (4:2�3 ; 5:3�4 ; 8:22 , 28�29 ; 9:1�2 ; 10:2�5 , 11�14 ) and written materials (1:2�4 ; 4:9�16 , 12�22 ; 7:12�26 ). He also uses indirect discourse (2:63 ), dialogue embedded in an epistolary framework (5:8�17 ), a decree quoted in a letter (6:3�12 ), and Scripture paraphrased in prayer (9:6�15 ).


� Bar�Efrat , 147: “Conversations fulfil two principal functions in Biblical narrative. On the one hand they serve as a vehicle for the development of the plot … . On the other hand, conversations serve to illuminate the human aspect, revealing such psychological features as motives and intentions, points of view and approaches, attitudes and reactions.” As Adele Berlin  notes, dialogue also yields much of the “evaluative material” in a narrative. Poetics and Biblical Interpretation (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1983; reprint, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 106. Robert Alter , who was among the first to recognize the primacy of dialogue in Biblical narrative, contends that “the Biblical writers … are often less concerned with actions in themselves than with how individual character responds to actions or produces them; and direct speech is made the chief instrument of revealing the varied and at times nuanced relations of the personages to the actions in which they are implicated” (66). Rhetorically, dialogue grants immediacy to a narrative, drawing the reader into the circle of conversation and within range of the narrative’s emotional dynamics, ultimately aligning the reader in sympathetic identification with some side of the action. Written discourse, though not as powerful as dialogue, has many of the same rhetorical effects. For a fascinating analysis of the rhetorical use of dialogue in Biblical narrative, see Sternberg ’s chapter, “The Art of Persuasion” (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 441�481).


� “In any given narrative event, and especially, at the beginning of any new story, the point at which dialogue first emerges will be worthy of special attention, and in most instances, the initial words spoken by a personage will be revelatory, perhaps more in manner than in matter, constituting an important moment in the exposition of character” (Alter , 74). The first instance of true dialogue in Ezra (4:2�3 ) initially appears to reveal rank Jewish prejudice against the people of the land. Closer attention to Ezra’s thematic development and a knowledge of religious practices of the people of the land (2 Kings 17:24�41 ), however, lead one to the conclusion that the Jews’ refusal was, in fact, a consequence of their passion for holiness.


� The irony of this narrative paradox is an inherent function of dialogue. As Sternberg  has discerned, “Literary dialogue entails indirection by its very form, because in staging it the artist communicates with the audience through the communication held among his speaking characters … . Free to speak in his own voice and to his own addressee, he could tell us everything straight: what happens, why it happends, where the sense and point of the happening lie. Instead, the role of dialogue-maker he withdraws behind the scenes … but without surrendering for a moment his privileged viewpoint … . As scriptwriter and stage manager rolled into one, even if he speaks in voices other than his own, he still speaks through voices and words and obliquities of his own devising. Hence every piece of dialogue enacts no less than a double message: two levels of communication, two pairs of communicators, each having its peculiar sphere, norms, horizons, intentions, rhetoric, but with the artistic one always overlaid or mediated by the lifelike.” “Double Cave, Double Talk: The Indirections of Biblical Dialogue,” in “Not In Heaven”, ed. Jason P. Rosenblatt and Joseph C. Sitterson, Jr. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), 28. Ezra pushes this duality of dialogue to its outer limits by staging himself as a character in dialogue with his characters.


� A more subtle inference which Ezra’s plot may suggest is that even the failure to build the temple may be traced to Israel’s sinfulness. The opposition of the people of the land was a hindrance, but their failure to fulfill God’s purpose was a function of their sinfulness. Opposition is normal; failure is a sign of sin in one form or another.


� Among the works treating point of view in narrative fiction, perhaps the two most helpful are by Gérard Genette , Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Method, trans. Jane E. Lewin (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1980), 161�90; and Seymour Chatman , Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978), 146�262. For valuable treatments of point of view in Biblical narrative, see Adele Berlin , Poetics and Biblical Interpretation (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1983; reprint, Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 43�82; Shimon Bar�Efrat , Narrative Art in the Bible, trans. Dorothea Shefer�Vanson, 2d ed. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 13�45; and Meir Sternberg , The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 129�185.


� M. H. Abrams , A Glossary of Literary Terms, 4th ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1981), 142. Gerald Prince  defines point of view as “the perceptual or conceptual position in terms of which the narrated situation and events are presented.” Dictionary of Narratology (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987), 73.


� In his discussion of narrative perspective, Gérard Genette  isolates two questions that highlight the dual nature of point of view: “Who is the narrator?” (the question of person) and “Who is the character whose point of view orients the narrative perspective?” (the question of position) (186). Most treatments of point of view recognize this distinction, whether it is stated explicitly or not.


� Robert Scholes  and Robert Kellogg  broaden the concept of person to include both the characters and the readers as persons having a point of view. “In any example of narrative art there are, broadly speaking, three points of view—those of the characters, the narrator, and the audience.” The Nature of Narrative (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1966), 240. In a similar vein, Meir Sternberg  contends that “narrative communication involves no fewer that four basic perspectives: the author who fashions the story, the narrator who tells it, the audience or reader who receives it, and the characters who enact it. Where the narrator is practically identical with the author as in Homer or Fielding or indeed the Bible, the discourse therefore operates with three basic relationships that constitute the point of view: between narrator and characters, narrator and reader, reader and character” (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 130). While some mention of these points of view will be made, the focus of this chapter is specifically on the narrator’s point of view.


� Ronald A. Horton , Companion to College English, 2d ed. (Greenville: Bob Jones University Press, 2000), 304.


� Literary critics have studied this aspect of narrative point of view from many different angles. For a comprehensive summary of the various schemata of narrative point of view, see Prince , Dictionary of Narratology, 73�76. Of the various critical approaches, only two appear to have gained any currency in Biblical studies. The first is that proposed by Boris Uspensky  and followed, among others, by Adele Berlin , Tremper Longman  III, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation, in Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1987); and Grant Osborne , The Hermeneutical Spiral (Downers Grove:: Inter�Varsity Press, 1991). Uspensky  distinguishes four “planes of investigation in terms of which point of view may be fixed”: ideological, phraseological, spatial and temporal, and psychological. A Poetics of Composition, trans. Valentina Zavarin and Susan Wittig (Berkeley: The University of California Press, 1973), 6. The ideological plane examines the question: “Whose point of view does the author assume when he evaluates and perceives ideologically the world which he describes?” (8). The phraseological plane examines the “speech characteristics” of the narrative to identify whose point of view is being expressed (17�20). The spatial and temporal plane constitutes the narrator’s spatial location(s) in relation to the characters and his temporal location in relation to the story’s time (58, 66). The psychological plane involves the use of internal versus external perceptions of the narrative world. In other words, the narrator may perceive events through the eyes of a character or characters (internal), or view the events from his own objective vantage (external) (83�84). 


The second approach, followed by Shimon Bar�Efrat , Meir Sternberg , and Jean Louis Ska , “Our Fathers Have Told Us”: Introduction to the Analysis of Hebrew Narratives (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1990), merges consideration of person and position, concentrating primarily on the narrator’s ideological viewpoint. Bar�Efrat  suggest a set of five distinctions for evaluating the point of view of the Biblical narrator: omniscient vs. limited; overt vs. covert; scene vs. summary; external vs. internal; apparently neutral vs. obviously motivated (14�15). This chapter follows neither approach strictly, borrowing from both to obtain the most fruitful methodology.


� J. P. Fokkelman  makes this helpful distinction between knowledge and values in his book Reading Biblical Narrative: An Introductory Guide, trans. Ineke Smit (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999), 123ff.


� The one exception to the limitations of first�person narration occurs when God narrates in the first person. For example, the Lord gives a first�person omniscient narrative account of His marriage to Israel in Ezekiel 16 . 


� From an omniscient perspective, “the story may be seen from any or all angles at will: from a godlike vantage point beyond time and place, from the center, the periphery, or front. There is nothing to keep the author from choosing any of them, or from shifting from one to the other as often or rarely as he pleases.” Norman Friedman , Form and Meaning in Fiction (Athens: The University of Georgia Press, 1975), 146. The omniscient narrator also “has access to a character’s thoughts and feelings and motives, as well as to his overt speech and actions” (Abrams , 143).


� Horton , 304. “The advantage, for an author, of omniscient point of view is freedom and the possibility of dramatic irony. The author can enter the mind of any character at any time and contrast the character’s thoughts with actualities of which he is unaware. The advantage of limited point of view is realism, for narrowing the angle of observation increases the reader’s sense of actuality and personal involvement in the action.” Ibid.


� Bar�Efrat  lists four functions point of view performs in a narrative: (1) It contributes to a work’s unity by blending “the multiplicity of [the] viewpoints of the characters within one general vista”; (2) it “dictates what will be narrated and how, what will be related from afar and what from close to”; (3) it “can make a crucial contribution to enhancing the interest or suspense of the narrative”; and (4) it “is one of the means by which the narrative influences the reader, leading to the absorption of its implicit values and attitudes… . The effectiveness of the narrative is, therefore, dependent to a considerable extent on the technique of the viewpoint” (15�16).


� As Tamara C. Eskenazi  states, “Point of view provides a decisive clue for the intention of a work because a narrative typically makes its evaluation by its mode of presentation.” In an Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra�Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 129.


� “Standing silently behind every wayehî and wayyô’mer, the narrator’s mediation of all descriptions and quotation in the narrative is a constant reminder of his intermediary position between the story and the reader.” Lyle Eslinger , “Viewpoints and Point of View in 1 Samuel 8�12,” JSOT 26 (1983): 68.


� Scholes  and Kellogg  do not overstate their case in claiming that point of view controls “the reader’s impressions of everything,” and that “in the relationship between the teller and the tale, and … between the teller and audience, lies the essence of narrative art” (The Nature of Narrative, 275, 240).


� Sternberg  deals at length with the Bible’s explicit and implicit claims to inspiration. Recognition and acceptance of those claims is key to reading the Bible as it was intended to be read, regardless of one’s extra�textual belief system (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 32�34). One of the corollaries of the narrator’s inspired status is that “the Bible always tells the truth in that its narrator is absolutely and straightforwardly reliable” (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 51). In contrast to some fictional literature, “the Bible knows nothing of the so�called unreliable narrator.” Tremper Longman  III, “Biblical Narrative,” in A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1993), 75.


� “In the Bible the ideological viewpoint is that of the narrator. It is he, according to his conceptual framework, who evaluates. Occasionally the ideological views of characters are present, but in general these are subordinated to that of the narrator” (Berlin , 55�56). Eslinger  makes the same observation: “It is the narrator’s voice … that provides the overarching framework to which all elements of the story are subordinated” (“Viewpoints,” 68).


� When a narrator “stops the narrative and adds explanations or clarifications … it shifts the readers out of the stratum of the plot and transfers them to the narrator’s own sphere. Explanations of events are a powerful tool in the hands of the narrator, enabling clear and unequivocal messages to be conveyed to the readers” (Bar�Efrat , 26). For similar comments, see Robert Alter , The Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic Books, 1983), 116�17.


� Berlin , 82: “Discovering the point of view of the [narrator] … is the first step in discovering the meaning and purpose of the story.” Osborne , 156: “point of view points to the force or significance of the story.”


� David Rhoads  and Donald Richie ’s description of the narrator in Mark captures well the typical features of Old Testament narrators: the narrator “speaks in the third person; is not bound by time or space in the telling of the story; is an implied invisible presence in every scene, capable of being anywhere to ‘recount’ the action; displays full omniscience by narrating the thoughts, feelings, or sensory experiences of many characters, … and narrates the story from one over�arching ideological point of view.” Mark as Story: An Introduction to the Narrative of a Gospel (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1982), 36. Commenting specifically on narratorial omniscience, Bar�Efrat  says, “The narrator in most Biblical narratives appears to be omniscient, able to see actions undertaken in secret and to hear conversations conducted in seclusion, familiar with the internal workings of the characters and displaying their innermost thoughts to us… . The evidence par excellence of [narratorial omniscience] … is undoubtedly what is reported about God … . The narrator does not often provide us with information about God’s inner feelings. In consequence, we can assume that when such information is given, the matter is of special importance.” Interestingly, the narrator in Ezra gives no information about God’s feelings directly. The characters do, however, ascribe (correctly) certain emotions to God: wrath ([zgr] 5:12 ; [[xq] 7:23 ), favor ([hnjt] 9:8 ), and anger ([[a] 8:22 ; 9:14 ; 10:14 ).


� Alter , 183�84: “Perhaps the most distinctive feature of the role played by the narrator in the Biblical tales is the way in which omniscience and inobtrusiveness are combined… . The practical [ramification] … is that the reticence of the Biblical narrator, his general refusal to comment on or explain what he reports, is purposely selective.” Similar observations are made by Longman , A Complete Literary Guide, 75; Bar�Efrat , 24; and Ska , 45.


� It has become common in literary criticism to distinguish six participants who are involved in any narrative communication: real author, implied author, narrator, narratee, implied reader, and real reader. Of these six, the first three have the most relevance to point of view analysis. The real author is the person who actually wrote the text; the implied author is the person whom the text’s features and contents imply wrote it; and the narrator is the ‘voice’ who tells the story (Longman , 145�47). Although the distinction between implied author and narrator may be useful in evaluating fictional literature, as Sternberg  argues, it “does not quite apply in the Biblical context … because the implied author and the narrator to whom he delegates the task of communication practically merge into each other” (Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 75; cf. also Eslinger , 2; Longman , 146; Ska , 41). Sternberg  goes on to argue, however, that “in contrast to the merging [of implied author and narrator], the distance between the historical writer and the implied author/narrator is so marked, indeed unbridgeable, that they not only can but must be distinguished” (75). While granting the naiveté of regarding the implied author and real author as necessarily identical, one should also note that it is equally naive to regard their dissociation as a literary necessity. In the case of Ezra (and Nehemiah), “the narrator and the protagonist are identical” (Bar�Efrat , 24). Since neither the text nor its transmissional history suggest otherwise, there is no reason not to regard Ezra the Scribe as real author, implied author, and narrator of the Book of Ezra. In order to highlight the point of view of the intra�textual narrator, however, the term “narrator” will be used wherever the text does not identify the narrating voice.


� An elaboration, as used here, is additional information about an element in the narrative that has no necessary connection to the plot.


� Narratorial intrusion is not entirely unique to Ezra among Biblical narratives. Kings and 2 Chronicles, particularly, are noted for their frequent theological evaluations. The most frequent of these evaluations, occurring 58 times, is that a given person did “right (or evil) in the sight of the LORD.” See, for example, 1 Kings 11:6 ; 2 Kings 15:28 ; and 2 Chronicles 33:22 . Nonetheless, the frequency and nature of the narrator’s comments in Ezra bring them into special prominence.


� The phrase hwhy yduwm occurs elsewhere only in Leviticus 23:2 , 4 , 37 , 44  and 2 Chronicles 2:3 . The additional descriptive modifier <yvdqmh in Ezra 3:5  makes the language uniquely Levitical.


� The fact that David, not Moses, was responsible for the division of the priests and Levites into various classes raises questions about the narrator’s intention at this point. Sara Japhet  contends that the narrator credits Moses in a “programmatic” expression of his desire that the community “build its life in the strictest conformity with the will of God; and that the written ‘Book of Moses’ [be] regarded as the embodiment of God’s will in his laws.” “Law and ‘The Law’ in Ezra�Nehemiah,” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies, ed. Moshe Goshen�Gottstein (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1988), 114�15. Japhet , however, fails to account for the narrator’s accurate notice of David’s responsibility for the temple worship methodologies in 3:10 . George Rawlinson  provides a more satisfactory explanation for this apparent discrepancy: “This arrangement [mentioned in 6:18 ] was based upon the respective offices of the two orders, as given in the Book of Numbers (3:6�10 ; 8:6�26 ), and, so far, was ‘according to the writing of the book of Moses.’” Ezra, vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell (New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), 87�88. The Davidic divisions built upon the distribution of labor already established by Moses. Ezra could, therefore, legitimately cite the book of Moses as the source of the divisions. An alternate solution would be to take the phrase in question as referring only to the division of the Levites, which was instituted by Moses, and not the classes of the priests.


� Similar language occurs in 2 Chronicles 23:18  and 31:3,  where the author of Chronicles recounts the reforms of Josiah and Hezekiah.


� This observation underscores the multi�dimensional nature of historical narrative. The fact that the people were scrupulous in their adherence to the law reveals their concerns. The fact that the narrator recounts their scrupulosity in detail reveals his own similar concerns.


� The commandments given by God through the prophets would implicitly include the Davidic directions concerning priestly worship and Levitical divisions, for, according to 2 Chronicles 29:25 , David was acting in obedience to the command of Yahweh through Gad and Nathan: “He then stationed the Levites in the house of the LORD with cymbals, with harps, and with lyres, according to the command of David and of Gad the king’s seer, and of Nathan the prophet; for the command was from the LORD through His prophets” (NASB).


� dsy al hwhy lkyhw—The verb “founded” has been the subject of a good deal of discussion. Older critics frequently denied the accuracy of Ezra’s account of the temple’s founding, asserting that Haggai 2:18  precludes the possibility of any previous work on the temple. For example, see Robert H. Pfeiffer , Introduction to the Old Testament (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1941), 821. More recent critics have abandoned this position, joining conservatives in recognizing that the verbs dsy (3:6 , 10 , 11 , 12 ) and bhy (Aramaic; 5:16 ) may mean “repair, restore, rebuild” as well as “to found.” A. Gelston , “The Foundations of the Second Temple,” VT 16 (1966): 232�35; W. E. Hogg , “The Founding of the Second Temple,” PTR (1927): 457�61; F. I. Andersen , “Who Built the Second Temple?,” ABR 6 (1958): 10�19. The apparent discrepancy between the accounts in Haggai, Zechariah, and Ezra may be resolved in a number of ways that do not deny the accuracy of Ezra’s account. For complementary discussions of the possible resolutions, see Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah, The Old Testament Library (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 98�104, and Mervin Breneman , Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, vol. 10 in The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993), 112.


� C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 33; Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah, 98; and H. G. M. Williamson , Ezra, Nehemiah (Waco: Word Books, 1985), 47.


� Transitions between topics are usually marked by temporal notations or by semantic links. The author’s propensity for bridging topics by beginning the new section with a word or phrase that concluded the previous section is most noticeable in the first half of the book. For example, the phrases hlgh twluh … hlwgh ybvm <yluh connect chapters one and two; <hyrub larcy connects chapters two and three; and the verb umv connects chapters three and four.


� This was probably the reason the people gathered together on the first day of the seventh month (Ezra 3:1 , 6 ).


� L. H. Brockington , Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd, 1969; reprint, Oliphants, 1977), 63.


� The sequence in which the narrator gives his explanation supports this interpretation. Normally explanations are given after the facts that are being explained. In Ezra 5:5 , however, the narrator places the explanation before the event it explains: “And the eye of their God was upon the elders of the Jews and they did not stop them until the report could go to Darius and then a letter could be returned concerning this.” This order implies that God intervened on behalf of his people, giving them favor in Tatnai’s eyes.


� Eskenazi  regards 6:14  “as a linchpin for the whole book” and argues that “the edict of God and the edict of the three kings combine to explain the success of the Judeans … . Divine command and royal decree, spanning various eras and persons, are, in a fundamental way, one” (59�60).


� The fact that Cyrus made similar statements about Marduk’s appointing him to restore his worship in Babylon may indicate the limited extent of Cyrus’s true spiritual perception. T. Fish , “The Cyrus Cylinder,” in Documents from Old Testament Times, ed. D. Winton Thomas (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1958), 92�94. It does not, however, undermine the narrator’s use of his statement. The omniscient narrator adds his own authoritative stamp upon Cyrus’s words in his preface: “Yahweh stirred the spirit of Cyrus, King of Persia.” This removes any question as to whether God actually appointed Cyrus. 


� It is noteworthy that Ezra includes no explicit account of God’s command that the temple be built. In addition to his interpretation of Cyrus’s decree, he may also have in mind God’s command mediated through Haggai the prophet: “Go up to the mountain, bring wood, and build the house …” (Hag. 1:8 ).


� For a helpful analysis of the various theories regarding the narrator’s reference to Darius as “the king of Asshur,” see Blenkinsopp , 133.


� This phrase also occurs in Ezra’s statement concerning God’s protection of those who seek Him: “The hand of our God is upon all those who are seeking Him for good, and His strength and His wrath are against all those abandoning Him” (8:22 ).


� Though Biblical poetry reflects a broad “repertoire of … selves, voices, viewpoints, personae, [and] situational contexts of utterance,” as Sternberg  observes, this range of voices and viewpoints marks “an important distinction between [Biblical] poetry and narrative, … [for Biblical narratives] conform to a single model of narration, whereby the narrating persona wields powers not just different from but closed to his historical maker, whoever he may be. It is exactly here that Ezra (in part) and Nehemiah, both late works from the Persian period, break with the tradition” (72�73). 


� Williamson , 145�49, provides a helpful overview and discussion of the range of views on this issue. His discussion incorporates Mowinckel ’s earlier overview and extends it.


� Otto Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction, trans. Peter R. Ackroyd  (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1965), 544.


� Williamson , 147. Both Blenkinsopp , 187, and F. C. Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982), 2�3, follow a similar line of reasoning.


� “Wir können somit feststellen, daß der Wechsel von 1 und 3 Person in der jüdischen wie in andern altorientalischen Literaturen ein beweßt benutzte Stilform war. Hinter dem Wechsel liegt grundsätzlich nicht Willkür, sondern bewußte literarische Absicht.” “‘Ich’ und ‘Er’ in der Ezrageschichte,” in Verbannung und Heimkehr: Beiträge zur Geschichte und Theologie Israels im 6. und 5. Jahrhundert v. Chr., ed. A. Kuschke (Tübingen: J. C. G. Mohr, 1961), 223. In an extended discussion of Mowinckel ’s theory, Williamson  rejects his evidence as insufficient, noting that whereas third� to first�person shifts are abundant in ancient near east literature, shifts from first� to third�person are rare, Tobit being among the few examples (146). C. F. Keil , on the other hand, argues that shifts between first� and third�person narration are not so unusual in Biblical literature and need not indicate multiple authorship. He cites Jeremiah 28 , for example, which begins in the first person, “Hananiah … spoke to me” (28:1 ), then shifts to the third person in verse five, “Then the prophet Jeremiah spoke to the prophet Hananiah.” The same phenomenon also occurs in Nehemiah where chapters 1�7  are first�person narration, chapters 8�11  are third�person, and chapters 12�13  return to first�person narration. While none of these examples are undisputed, in every case those who regard the shifts as indications of editorial activity have no solid evidence to support their claim, and the shifts may more readily be regarded as part of the author’s literary strategy.


� “Der Verfasser der EG ist gar nicht an der Geschichte als solcher interessiert. Er ist an der Geschichte nur insofern interessiert, als sie erbaulich ist—oder gemacht werden kann. Er schreibt, um einen modernen Ausdruck zu benutzen, ‘Kirchengeschichte für das gläubige Volk’” (Mowinckel , 231).


� Eskenazi , 133�34. Eskenazi bases this conclusion on the narrator’s repetition in Ezra 10:1 of what Ezra had said in chapter nine. She goes on, however, to contrast this support of Ezra with her analysis that the narrator of Nehemiah undermines the reader’s confidence in Nehemiah’s perspective. Although her analysis of the narrator’s view of Nehemiah is dubious, her observation that the narrator of Ezra and the character Ezra are united in point of view is accurate for no less a reason than that they are one and the same person.


� Admittedly, Ezra could have composed the first�person section de novo in the process of composing his book. Either way, the literary intention of the inclusion is not undermined by its genesis.


� In 1 Esdras 8:25 , two manuscripts, Vaticanus (B) and the Lucianic recension (L), insert the words “and Ezra said” before Ezra’s doxology. The majority of Greek manuscripts for 1 Esdras, however, omit the phrase. No Hebrew manuscripts or any other ancient witnesses to canonical Ezra add a third�person introduction to verse 27.


� “Biblical narrators do not usually mention themselves. The ‘first person’ narratives in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah, in which the narrator and the protagonist are identical, can be cited as exceptions” [emphasis mine] (Bar�Efrat , 24).


� Ezra’s prayer in 9:3�15  clearly presents the most concentrated and objective statement of his point of view, not only regarding the mixed marriage crisis but also on a whole spectrum of theological issues. However, since the theological ramifications of Ezra’s prayer will be developed at length in the following chapters, a detailed analysis of this section is not developed at this point.


� First�person narration does not necessarily diminish the distance between reader and narrated action. In fact, the reader’s sense of distance may increase if the action is external to the narrating character, and a limited range of vision, like the circled view of binoculars, hinders the reader’s vision. However, when the action is internal or revolves immediately around the character, as is the case in Ezra 9, first�person narration creates a greater sense of immediacy. 


� Ezra 9:4  actually expresses Ezra’s perception of those who gathered around him and thus reflects his point of view. However, because his point of view is normative in the narrative, his perception of their point of view can be accepted as accurate.


� The precise meaning and implications of the term lum (to be unfaithful) will be covered at greater length in Chapter Six. For this analysis of point of view, however, it is sufficient to note that every point of view expressed explicitly uses this term (9:2 , 4 ; 10:2 , 6 , 10 ), except that of the whole congregation, although even then the congregation implicitly affirms Ezra’s use of the term (10:12 ).


� It is noteworthy that in the process of demonstrating the unanimous denunciation of the mixed marriages, Ezra does not omit mention of those who opposed the enacted penalty (10:15 ). Though the meaning of the Hebrew phrase twz-lu wdmu is disputed, the general consensus is that the context and syntax together indicate that the four men who are mentioned resisted the decision to send the foreign women away. By not suppressing this dissenting viewpoint, the narrator demonstrates his impartial handling of the facts of the matter, further strengthening the reader’s regard for his integrity. For an analysis and discussion of the standard views on this verse, see Williamson , 156�57. For argumentation that these four men were actually standing in support of Ezra, see Y. Kaufmann , History of the Religion of Israel (New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1977), 4:353, n. 30.


� For helpful overviews of characterization in Biblical narratives, see Berlin , “Characterization,” 23�42; and Ska , “Characters,” 83�94. More substantial treatments that include perceptive analyses of Biblical characters may be found in Alter , 114�130, Bar�Efrat , 47�92, and Sternberg , 321�54.


� Perhaps the most distinctive feature of Biblical characterization is the complete absence of physical description given for the purpose of realism. In Sternberg ’s words, “The Bible … does not reserve so much as a single characterizing epithet for solidity of specification” (329).


� Berlin , 33�41. Robert Alter  provides an illuminating analysis of the relation between interpretive certainty and the different modes of characterization: “There is a scale of means, in ascending order of explicitness and certainty, [for accomplishing characterization]… . The lower end of this scale—character revealed through actions or appearance—leaves us substantially in the realm of inference. The middle categories, involving direct speech either by a character himself or by others about him, lead us from inference to the weighing of claims… . With the report of inward speech, we enter the realm of relative certainty about character… . Finally at the top of the ascending scale, we have the reliable narrator’s explicit statement of what the characters feel, intend, desire; here we are accorded certainty, though Biblical narrative … may choose for its own good purposes either to explain the ascription of attitude or state it baldly and thus leave its cause as an enigma for us to ponder” (117). 


� Alter , 116.


� As Bar�Efrat  notes, “characters serve as the narrator’s mouthpiece” (47).


� The phrase literally reads, “for in terror upon them from the peoples of the lands” twxrah ymum <hylu hmyab yk. The syntactical oddness of this phrase stems from the conjunction yk. If given its normal causal sense, it would indicate that their fear of their neighbors caused them to erect the altar: “These settlers were moved as much by fear as by faith… . The threatening situation had brought home to them their need of help, and therefore of that access to God which was promised at the altar (Ex. 29:43 )” (Kidner , Ezra & Nehemiah, 46). However, the unusualness of this insertion, both in its content as well as in its deviation from the narrator’s norm of external perspective, suggests that rendering yk as a concessive, “despite” or “though,” may communicate the sense of the phrase more adequately. The clause would then read, “They placed the altar upon its place, despite their terror of the peoples of the lands … .” This reading would imply that the Returnees acted courageously in spite of their fear.


� The term “terror” (hmya) occurs 17 times in the OT, primarily in poetry. In all but one of its occurrences (Jer. 50:38) it denotes a strong sense of fear which may bring confusion (Exo. 23:27 ), cause its possessors to “melt” (Josh 2:9 ), and may be associated with the fear of death (Psa. 55:5 ). Thomas E. McComiskey, “’ema,” TWOT, ed. R. Laird Harris (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), 1:81.


� This chronology assumes that in the “second year” in the phrase, “in the second year after they come to the house of God, to Jerusalem, in the second month,” refers to the second year of Cyrus’ reign. If one were to take it as meaning two years after the Returnees’ arrival in Jerusalem, then up to two years would have passed before the temple was founded.


� The narrator’s note that the people gathered to Jerusalem “as one man” (3:1 ) suggests the corporate unity that existed at that time.


� Two strands of evidence support interpreting the elders’ weeping negatively. First, when Haggai and Zechariah denounce the Returnees’ failure to rebuild the temple, they address the leaders specifically (Hag. 1:1 ; 2:2 ; Zech. 4:6 ). Second, in order to motivate work on the temple, Haggai specifically encourages those who saw Solomon’s temple in its glory, promising that, contrary to appearances, the glory of the second temple would be greater than that of the first (Hag. 2:2-9 ). In view of this evidence, the weeping of some of the elders, “who saw the first house when it was founded” (Ezra 3:12 ), is best interpreted as a sign of their discouragement concerning the present temple.


� The singular phrase “statute and judgment” occurs only two other times (Exod. 15:25 ; Josh. 24:25 ). A variation on this phrase fpvmlw qjl “for a statute and for an ordinance” occurs in 1 Sam. 30:25 . In Exod. 15:25  and 1 Sam. 30:25  the phrase refers to a specific statute enacted at that time; whereas Josh. 24:24  refers to the renewed covenant to serve Yahweh made by Israel near the time of Joshua’s death. The phrase here may indicate Ezra’s intention to teach the specifics of the law.


� Two different words occur here. The “humiliation” of 9:5  is a hapax legomenon tynut, derived from the verb hnu. Leonard J. Coppes, “‘anah,” TWOT, 2:682. The second word, <lk, is a term of intense humiliation which is occasioned by such things as being spat upon (Num. 12:14 ), having one’s clothes removed in public and being partially shaved (2 Sam. 10:4�5 ), or recognizing one’s cowardice for fleeing from a battle (2 Sam. 19:3 ).


� Bar�Efrat , 53. Direct characterization is the use of epithets, descriptions, or evaluations in portraying a character. In Sternberg ’s words, in direct characterization “the whole personality gets crammed into one or two adjectives” (328). The opening lines of Job provide a classic example of direct characterization: “There was a man in the land of Uz, his name was Job; and that man was blameless and upright, fearing God and turning away from evil” (1:1 ). For a helpful discussion of direct characterization and its use in the Ehud narrative, see Sternberg , 328�341.


� Another function of direct characterization that often receives attention is its role in plot. Sternberg  asserts that “all formal epithets … enter into tight relations with the patterns that surround them, fulfilling at least one role beyond direct characterization. That invariable function consists in laying the ground for plot developments, so as to enhance their predictability or at least their intelligibility after the event” (331). Berlin , 34, and Bar�Efrat , 53, make similar observations.


� “There is no chance to assess the motivation behind the request, no opportunity to interpret their words as the first subtle elements in a complex characterization… . The narrator is not interested in a subtle portrayal of these leaders; he reduces them to a single epithet: ‘enemies.’” Douglas Green , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in A Complete Literary Guide to the Bible, ed. Leland Ryken and Tremper Longman III (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1993), 211.


� Artaxerxes I spent a good portion of the first ten years of his reign quelling a revolt in Egypt. Shortly after the Persians regained control of Egypt, Megabyzus, the satrap of Beyond the River, revolted against Artaxerxes (449�446 B.C.). Blenkinsopp , 114, and Edwin M. Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:571. On the assumption that the events of Ezra 4:7�23  took place shortly before Nehemiah’s arrival (445 B.C.), one can easily see how Artaxerxes would be very suspicious of potential fortification in a province already in turmoil.


� For a helpful discussion of the term “scribe” in the Hebrew Bible, as well as in Persian literature, see Kaufmann , 324�27. Kaufmann rejects the idea that the title “scribe” indicates Ezra’s official position in Persia. He argues convincingly that it denotes Ezra’s “academic attainment” as a specialist in the law (326).


� For a review of the linguistic and cognate data for defining the term ryjm as “skilled,” see Fensham , 100.


� This is not a denial of the individual points of view expressed by the characters or in the sources Ezra uses. It is, however, an assertion that those individual points of view are subsumed by the narrator’s viewpoint.


� For example, Eskenazi  argues that one of the three key emphases of Ezra-Nehemiah is “the primacy of the written text over the oral as a source of authority… . Ezra�Nehemiah wrests power from charismatic figures and provides a more publicly accessible, and publicly, negotiable, source of authority” (In An Age of Prose, 2). It is true that Ezra emphasizes the importance of the law, but that emphasis does not constitute a shift in the locus of authority. From Ezra’s point of view, the law encompasses the revelation given through the prophets and has thus always been the final authority.


� This chapter focuses on Ezra’s portrayal of God. The following chapter will develop the themes that relate to the people and their relationship to God.


� Although the prophets had often told the people that their election, rather than guaranteeing their invincibility, actually guaranteed that unfaithfulness to Yahweh would bring His wrath upon them as a potter smashes a vessel (Isa. 30:14 ; Jer. 19:11 ; cf. Amos 3:2 ), they nonetheless persisted in their ill�founded faith (Jer. 7:4�8 ).


� Zechariah 8:13�23 ; 14:4�21 .


� Ephraim Stern , Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period 538�332 B.C. (Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1982), 229.


� Nehemiah described the condition of the city: “[its] walls were broken down and its gates were burned with fire” (Neh. 2:13�15 ). The rubble was so bad in places that Nehemiah found it impassible (2:14 ). It is likely that the damage Nehemiah surveyed was the combined result of Nebuchadnezzar’s destruction of the city and the more recent damage done by Rehum and Shimshai (Ezra 4:23 ).


� Paul Ferguson , “Ezra, Theology of,” Evangelical Dictionary of Biblical Theology, ed. Walter A. Elwell (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1996), 233.


� God’s power and sovereignty are so closely connected in Ezra that they may be treated as one theme. That God is powerful is clear from His control of the people and circumstances throughout the narrative. The fact that He controls the world’s greatest potentates establishes the sovereign nature of His power.


� God’s method of exerting His power is noteworthy. In contrast to the many direct miraculous interventions seen throughout Israel’s history, God’s modus operandi in post-exilic history, as recorded in Ezra, is entirely behind the scenes, directing men’s hearts and minds.


� The “first year” to which Ezra refers is Cyrus’s first year as the king of the consolidated Medo�Persian�Babylonian empire. He became king of Anshan in 559/8 B.C., and brought the Babylonian empire under his control twenty years later in 539/8 B.C. (J. C. Whitcomb, “Cyrus,” The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, ed. Merrill C. Tenney [Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1975], 1:1054�56).


� For extended discussions of the reign of Cyrus, see the articles by T. Cuyler Young , Jr., “The Early History of the Medes and the Persians and the Achaemenid Empire to the Death of Cambyses” and Amélie Kuhrt , “Babylonia from Cyrus to Xerxes,” in The Cambridge Ancient History, ed. John Boardman, et al., 2d ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 4:1�47; 112�38.


� Ezra 1:2�4 .


� Because of the theological nature of Cyrus’s edict, critics frequently credit its “Israelite” language to a later Jewish editor. Bob Becking , for example, regards it as the application of “a ‘Cyrus�motif’ to the prehistory of the Ezra community … to give ‘imperial backing’ to the Ezra group” (“Ezra on the Move … Trends and Perspectives on the Character and His Book,” in Perspectives in the Study of the Old Testament & Early Judaism, ed. Florentino García Martínez and Ed Noort [Leiden: Brill, 1998], 163). There is, however, no compelling reason to reject the language of the decree precisely as it stands in the text; in fact, contemporary Persian texts appear to support it. In the Cyrus Cylinder, Cyrus attributes his rise in power to Marduk, the god of Babylon: “Marduk … called Cyrus, king of Anshan. He nominated him to be ruler over all” (D. Winton Thomas, Documents from Old Testament Times [New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1958], 92). In the temple of Sin at Ur, inscribed bricks were found which read: “Cyrus, king of all, king of Anshan, son of Cambyses, King of Anshan, the great gods have delivered all the lands into my hand” (Roland de Vaux , The Bible and the Ancient Near East, trans. Damian McHugh [Garden City: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1971], 69). In the same location, a cylinder presumably referring to Cyrus was found bearing the following inscription: “Sin the Nannar … of heaven and earth, with his favourable omen delivered into my hands the four quarters of the world” (ibid.). After surveying these archeological finds, de Vaux  aptly concludes, “The presence of the tetragram [in Ezra 1:2�3 ] does not constitute an argument against the authenticity of these verses, since Cyrus, who in Babylon attributed his rise to Marduk and at Ur to Sin could have named Yahweh in connection with Jerusalem” (95). For further discussion of Ezra 1:2�4  in relation to other contemporary edicts by Cyrus, see A. Kuhrt , “The Cyrus Cylinder and Achaemenid Imperial Policy,” JSOT 25 (1983): 83�97; and H. G. M. Williamson , Ezra, Nehemiah, vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985), 11�12.


� Whether Cyrus believed what he said or, like Caiaphas (John 11:49�51 ), was used to state the truth regardless of his spiritual condition, does not affect the veracity of his statement. As noted in Chapter Four , the narrator’s imprimatur places the credibility of the decree beyond doubt.


� Another implication of Cyrus’s decree is that the Return to Judah was simply a means of accomplishing God’s primary desire: the rebuilding of the temple. This fact perhaps explains why Ezra gives so little attention to the Return itself.


� As mundane as the list of names in Ezra 2  is, nonetheless it too reflects the power of God, for God’s stirring of His people was not indiscriminate. Every category of workers needed to operate and maintain worship in the Temple appears in this list: priests (2:36 ), Levites (2:40 ), temple singers (2:41 ), gatekeepers (2:42 ), and temple servants (the Nethinim; 2:43�54 ).


� For an extended discussion of repetition with variation and its function in Biblical narrative, see Sternberg , The Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 365�440.


� The differences between the two records of Cyrus’s decree have also been cited as evidence against the authenticity of Ezra 1:2�4 . Examples of critical rejection of both decrees may be found in W. O. E. Oesterley , A History of Israel. vol. 2 (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1932), 74�77, and Robert H. Pfeiffer , “Ezra and Nehemiah,” in Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, Abingdon Press, 1962), 2:217. More commonly, the Aramaic version (Ezra 6:3�5 ) is accepted due to its non�theological tenor and its original language citation. For example, see Sara Japhet , “The Temple in the Restoration Period: Reality and Ideology,” Union Seminary Quarterly Review 44 (1991): 210�11. Elias J. Bickermann , a critic himself, rightly regards most of the criticism leveled against these two forms of Cyrus’s decree as specious, being founded on presuppositions about Persian literary style which are not borne out by archeological evidence. “The Edict of Cyrus in Ezra 1,” JBL 65 (1946): 249�75. He argues that Ezra is citing two separate sources, each with a distinct function. The decree cited in Ezra 1:2�4  was intended for oral proclamation and naturally would have been issued in the language of the people to whom it was addressed, whereas that in Ezra 6:3�5  was an administrative memorandum for archival purposes and used Aramaic, the official administrative language of the Persian empire (253). For similar conservative evaluations, see R. K. Harrison , Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1969), 1141, and Gleason L. Archer , A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, rev. ed. (Chicago: Moody Press, 1994), 461.


� See Chapter One, pages � PAGEREF DiscussionOfOpposition �38�ff., where Ezra’s development of the theme of opposition is discussed. For an explanation of why Ezra deviates from a strictly chronological presentation in Ezra 4�6 , see Chapters One  and Two .


� See Chapter One, pages � PAGEREF _Ref4468913 �40��� PAGEREF _Ref4468927 �42�.


� Contra W. C. van Wyk ’s contention that crediting Artaxerxes with building the temple is an inconsistency on Ezra’s part. “The Enemies in Ezra 1�6 : Interaction Between Text and Reader,” Journal for Semitics 8 (1996): 45.


� Among the commentators that follow this identification are C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 14; F. Charles Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982), 42�43; Edwin M. Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:601; and Mark A. Throntveit , Ezra�Nehemiah, in Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1992), 14. F. C. Holmgren  admits “the reference may be to a number of Jeremiah’s oracles concerning the future,” but he considers “Jeremiah’s prophecy of a seventy�year captivity for the people of Judah” to be the most likely reference. Israel Alive Again: A Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, Co., 1987), 6. Blenkinsopp  suggests that Ezra is conflating Jeremiah 29  and Isaiah 41:2 , 25 ; 45:13  (74). In a completely different vein, Williamson  suggests that “the word of the Lord through Jeremiah” refers not to promises of return from exile, but to “a passage [Jer. 51:1�14 ] predicting that the Lord would stir up the spirit of Cyrus in such a way that he would order the rebuilding of the temple and the return of the exiles” (Ezra, Nehemiah, 9�10). He bases his view on the occurrence of the verb ‘to stir’ ryu in Jeremiah 51:1  and in 51:11  in the phrase ydm yklm jwr-ta hwhy ryuh “Yahweh stirred the spirit of the kings of the Medes” (cf. Ezra 1:1 —srp-ilm vrk jwr-ta hwhy ryuh). Though the nearly exact verbal and syntactical parallelism between these passages makes this view quite attractive, it fails for several reasons. First, Jeremiah 51  says nothing about the rebuilding of the temple. The focus of the entire passage is on the Lord’s destruction of Babylon through Cyrus in vengeance for the Babylonian destruction of the temple. Second, Ezra’s focus is clearly upon the return and rebuilding of the temple. The (partial) fulfillment of this promise took place when the Lord stirred Cyrus and enabled him to defeat Babylon, not when Cyrus issued his proclamation of Jewish repatriation. Third, Williamson  is forced to explain Ezra’s use of the phrase with the highly improbable conjecture that the author expects “his reader to interpret the negative prophecy of Jer 51 in the light of the positive statements of Isa 41 , 44 , and 45 ” (10).


� The issues surrounding the identification of the starting and ending points, as well as the actual time span involved in the seventy�year exile, are beyond the scope of this chapter. For a discussion of this issue, see Peter R. Ackroyd , Exile and Restoration (London: SCM Press Ltd, 1968), 240, and the associated bibliography.


� As Eskenazi  concludes, “Jeremiah’s word in Ezra�Nehemiah is open�ended, inviting the reader to ponder what precisely will be completed” (In An Age of Prose, 44). John Applegate  suggests a similar line of thought in his essay, “Jeremiah and the Seventy Years in the Hebrew Bible,” in The Book of Jeremiah and Its Reception, ed. A. H. W. Curtis and T. Römer (Leuven, Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1997): 91�109. He concludes that “Ezra’s somewhat opaque use of Jeremiah … is [designed] to establish a broad theological continuity through a scheme of prophecy and fulfillment.” Unfortunately, he does not specify which elements compose that “continuity” (109). Doug Nykolaishen ’s master’s thesis heads in the right direction on this point. “The Use of Jeremiah 31 in the Book of Ezra” (M.A. thesis, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 1991). He begins with 49 potential correspondences between Ezra and Jeremiah 31 and eliminates all but five: joy in Ezra 6:22  and Jer. 31:13 ; law in Ezra 7:10  and Jer. 31:33 ; prayer for a safe journey in Ezra 8:21  and Jer. 31:7-9 ; breaking God’s covenant in Ezra 9:14  and Jer. 31:32 ; and making a covenant in Ezra 10:2�4  and Jer. 31:31�33  (143-45). Nykolaishen offers a number of valuable observations about inner-Biblical exegesis and particularly the relation Ezra bears to Jeremiah 31; however, the scope of his comparison prevented him from observing the wider correspondences that exist between Jeremiah’s prophecies and the record of their fulfillment in Ezra.


� The passages that explicitly speak of a future restoration are Jeremiah 3:14�18 ; 16:14�15 ; 23:3�4 , 7�8 ; 24:4�7 ; 29:10�14 ; 30:3 , 8�11 , 17�22 ; 31:1 , 8�14 , 16�17 , 21 , 23�25 ; 32:6�15 , 37�38 ; 33:6�26 ; 46:27�28 . Passages that imply a future restoration include Jeremiah 12:14�17  and 50:4�5 . Robert D. Bell , “The Theology of Jeremiah,” Biblical Viewpoint 23, no. 2 (1984): 60�65.


� The phrase twbv(-ta) bwv occurs 27 times in the OT. Of the eleven occurrences in Jeremiah, eight occur in the context of Jeremiah’s restoration promises to Israel (29:14 ; 30:3 , 18 ; 31:23 ; 32:44 ; 33:7 , 11 , 26 ). The KJV translates this phrase as “bring again the captivity,” however, a number of studies within the last century have concluded that a more appropriate translation is “restore the fortunes.” For an excellent summary of the major studies on this phrase as well as an independent analysis of the data, see John M. Bracke , “áub áebu‚t: A Reappraisal,” ZAW 97 (1985): 233�44. He argues that the phrase “is a technical term indicating a restoration to an earlier time of well�being … [involving] Yahweh’s reversal of His judgment” (243�44).


� Robert B. Chisholm , Jr., “A Theology of Jeremiah and Lamentations,” in A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament, ed. Roy B. Zuck (Chicago: Moody Press, 1991), 352.


� The term ‘citadel’ /wmra occurs 32 times in the OT and refers to a “fortified dwelling, usually a part of the royal complex.” Victor P. Hamilton, “’armon,” TWOT, ed. R. Laird Harris (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), 1:73. 


� Although Jeremiah gives no explicit promise that the temple will be rebuilt, 33:11  implies the existence of the temple after the restoration: “‘The voice of gladness and the voice of joy, the voice of a groom and the voice of a bride, the voice of those saying, “Give thanks to Yahweh of Hosts, for Yahweh is good, for His lovingkindness is forever,” bringing thank offerings to the House of Yahweh. For I will return the fortunes of the land as at the first,’ says Yahweh.” In order for people to bring thank offerings to the house of the Lord it must exist. The appended promise that “I will restore the fortunes of the land as they were at the first” further supports the conclusion that God was anticipating the restoration of the temple. [emphasis added]


� Jeremiah 24:7 ; 30:22 ; 31:1 , 33 ; 32:33 .


� Chisholm , 353�54.


� The idea that the Book of Ezra presents the return from exile as a “second Exodus” has become increasingly popular since K. Koch  first proposed that “Ezra’s march from Babylonia to Jerusalem was a cultic procession which Ezra understood as a second Exodus and a partial fulfillment of prophetic expectation.” “Ezra and the Origins of Judaism,” JSS 19 (1974): 184. Koch  did not find this motif in Ezra’s account of the first return because he regarded that return as largely a fabrication by the Chronicler who “erroneously interpreted [Ezra 2 ] as a list of those who returned from Babylon” (189). Throntveit , building on Koch ’s thesis, argues that “by taking action specifically against marriage with Israel’s old enemies of the wilderness and conquest periods, the narrative seeks to reestablish in Ezra’s day the ‘conquest’ of the Promised Land. The otherwise inexplicable addition of ‘the Egyptians’ to this list [Ezra 9:1�2 ] strengthens the reader’s perception that the list is a ‘flashback’ to the similar situation that existed at the time of the first Exodus (cf. Exod. 3:8 ; 13:5 ; Deut. 7:1 ; 20:17 ).” The majority of those who have followed Koch ’s lead, however, have identified a “second Exodus” motif in Ezra 1�6  rather than in Ezra 7�10 . For example, Sara Japhet , argues that “the author of Ezra 1�6  … perceives the Restoration as an entirely new beginning, paralleling … the Exodus from Egypt, … [and has integrated this outlook] into the historical narrative which, as a result, draws the broadest possible analogy between the historical reality of the Restoration and the Exodus from Egypt” (“The Temple in the Restoration Period: Reality and Ideology,” 213�14). Nykolaishen  goes so far as to say that this motif is “one of the main factors influencing the presentation of the material as it appears in the Book of Ezra” (“The Use of Jeremiah 31 in the Book of Ezra,” 132). Those who hold this view cite a number of correspondences between Ezra and the Exodus: (1) “release by imperial decree” (Ezra 1:2�4 ; cf. Exod. 12:31�32 ), (2) “aid received by the returned exiles from their Gentile neighbors” (Ezra 1:6 ; cf. Exod. 12:35�36 ), and (3) “the purpose of establishing worship” (Ezra 1:4 ; cf. Exod. 12:31 ). J. G. McConville , “Ezra�Nehemiah and the Fulfillment of Prophecy,” VT 36 (1986): 208. Williamson  adds to this list the mention of the head of households in Ezra 2  (cf. Num. 2 , 7 , 34 ), and the use of the verb hlu in reference to the temple vessels (Ezra 1:11 ; cf. Exod. 3:8 , 17 ; 33:1 ) (Ezra, Nehemiah, 18�19). Despite the widespread acceptance of a “second Exodus” as a motif in Ezra, there are a number of considerations that limit the significance of these correspondences. First, Ezra de-emphasizes what would be the most obvious point of analogy, the return from Babylon. Ezra mentions it only in passing as he recalls the return of the temple vessels in chapter one (1:11 ). Second, the suggested correspondences between the Exodus and the return from exile occur uniformly in satellite events in terms of their relation to the plot. The secondary nature of the correspondences severely undercuts Nykolaishen ’s idea that a “second Exodus” was a primary theme shaping Ezra’s presentation. Third, the extent to which the events in Ezra correspond to those of the Exodus is limited. The nature of any similar event would evoke such correspondences, as the wide appeal to the Exodus by liberation theologians demonstrates. In view of these considerations, it seems best to suggest that, if Ezra intends any allusion to the Exodus, it is certainly a background motif. At most one could perhaps argue that these potentially allusive events were intended to recall Jeremiah’s promises of a restoration that would eclipse the Exodus (Jer. 16:14�15 ; 23:7�8 ).


� The problem names are Nebo (2:29 ), which appears to refer to a person but elsewhere refers only to a city (cf. Num. 32:3 ; 1 Chron. 5:8 ; Isa. 46:1 ; Jer. 48:22 ); Magbish (2:30 ), which occurs only here in the OT; and Elam and Harim (2:31, 32), which are never used in reference to an Israelite city. Based on the context, one might assume that Nebo and Magbish refer to cities. It is, of course, possible that Elam and Harim are city names, but one cannot be certain at this point. For a discussion of the potential identifications for these names, see Williamson , 33�34, and his associated bibliography.


� Yamauchi , 623.


� A full discussion of the term dsj is beyond the scope of this chapter; indeed, four dissertations have been devoted to it. Nelson Glueck’s 1927 dissertation, later published as Hesed in the Bible, provided the seminal study on the subject (ed. Elias L. Epstein, trans. Alfred Gottschalk [Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1967]). Three other dissertations have followed Glueck’s: Boone M. Bowen, “A Study of CHESED” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1938); Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The Meaning of Hesed in the Hebrew Bible: A New Inquiry (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1978), and most recently, Gordon R. Clark , The Word Hesed in the Hebrew Bible (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993). Clark ’s work is particularly valuable both for its interaction with previous dissertations and for its application of linguistic analysis to the study of hesed. Of the various theological lexicons, the best summary of the data may be found in H.–J. Zobel’s article in Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren, trans. David E. Green (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1986), 5:44�63 . As is widely agreed, the primary components of hesed’s meaning are loyalty and lovingkindness. The unmarked or “normal” sense of hesed is “loyal lovingkindness” manifested between parties in a relationship, often a covenantal relationship (Exod. 20 ; Deut. 7:9 ; 1 Sam. 20 ; Psa. 25:10 ; Hos. 2:18�19 ; 6:6�7 ). To read “loyal lovingkindness” into the word regardless of context, however, is to commit the totality transfer error pointed out by James Bar over forty years ago: “The error that arises, when the ‘meaning’ of a word (understood as the total series of relations in which it is used in the literature) is read into a particular case as its sense and implication there, may be called ‘illegitimate totality transfer’” (Semantics of Biblical Language [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961], 218). There are a number of instances in which kindness rather than loyalty is the focus of the word, if loyalty is present at all, contra Norman H. Snaith , who asserts that “chesed, in all its varied shades of meaning, is conditional upon there being a covenant.” The Distinctive Ideas of the Old Testament (New York: Schocken Books, 1964), 94�95. The clearest example is Esther 2:9  in which Esther “found hesed” in the eyes of Hegai, the keeper of the king’s women. Other potential examples of this sense are Joshua 2:12 , Judges 1:24 , and 1 Samuel 15:6 . Ezra 7:28  offers another potential instance in which kindness rather than loyalty is at the forefront. Admittedly Ezra was in a covenantal relationship with Yahweh, but the context here favors the sense of kindness, and if loyalty is present at all, it is part of the background of which Yahweh’s kindness is extended. In contrast, Ezra’s use of the term in 9:9  has loyalty as a primary focus.


� The synonymous parallelism of hesed and ‘emunah in Psalm 89  (cf. vv. 1 , 2 , 24 , 33 , 49 ) provides a prime example of the prominence of hesed’s sense of loyalty or faithfulness in covenantal contexts. (See v. 3  where the Davidic tyrb identifies that to which Yahweh is faithful.)


� The verb hfn occurs with dsj only three times. Twice in Ezra (7:28 ; 9:9 ) and in the Joseph narrative (Gen. 39:21 ). Interestingly, all three contexts include the same components: God extending His hesed to his people, thereby granting them favor from the foreign power under whom they were in bondage.


� Ezra’s focus on God’s loyalty in 9:9  perhaps recalls Jeremiah 51:5 . In the midst of proclaiming vengeance upon Babylon for the destruction of the temple and for “all the evil they have done in Zion” (Jer. 51:11 , 24 ), Yahweh assures His people, “For Israel is not widowed, nor Judah from his God, from Yahweh of hosts, though their land is full of guilt against the Holy One of Israel” (51:5 ).


� For a valuable discussion of Hosea’s picture of Yahweh’s faithfulness to Israel as faithfulness to a spouse, see Allan P. Brown , “The Theology of Hosea” (Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1975), 88�110.


� The word “reviving” hyjm occurs eight times in the OT with a surprisingly wide range of referents (“raw flesh” Lev. 13:10 ; “sustenance” Jud. 17:10 ; “recovery (from a battle)” 2 Chron. 14:13 [12]). In this context, H. C. M. Vogt argues that the phrase wnl-ttl “to give to us” should be translated “to make us” and that the terms following it [“peg,” “reviving,” “hedge”] are, therefore, titles for the post�exilic community. Studie zur nachexilischen Gemeinde in Esra�Nehemiah (Werl, 1966), 23�43, cited in Williamson , 135. In his review of Vogt’s book, J. A. Emerton  provides a solid refutation of Vogt’s conclusion both from a syntactical and exegetical position. Review of Studie zur nachexilischen Gemeinde in Esra-Nehemiah, In Journal of Theological Studies, n.s. 18 (1967): 169�75. The sparing of the Returnees is the reviving, for God had again allowed Israel to return and be alive as a community (Williamson , 135).


� The term “hedge” rdg occurs 14 times in the OT. It often denotes the wall built around a vineyard (Num. 22:24 ; Psa. 80:12 [13]; Pro. 24:31 ; Isa. 5:5 ).


� The exact phrase, wdsj <lwul yk bwf yk, occurs eight other times in the Old Testament (1 Chron. 16:34 ; 2 Chron 5:13 ; 7:3 ; Psa. 106:1 , 107:1 ; 118:1, 29; 136:1). The same phrase with slightly different syntax also occurs in Psa. 100:5.


� See Chapter Four under the discussion of explanatory intrusions by the narrator.


� McConville , 218, suggests that Ezra’s references to the “enemy” in 8:22, 31 could be intended to signify Persia ironically. This suggestion is inconsistent with the tone of Ezra as well as the context of the terms.


� Ezra begins his recitation of God’s goodness and faithfulness with the phrase “now for a small moment” (9:8 ). This phrase, as Throntveit  observes, emphasizes “the tenuous nature of the community’s position rather than God’s merciful activity” (53).


� For a discussion of this term, see below in the section on God’s righteousness.


� The term “peg” dty occurs 24 times in the Old Testament. It most commonly refers either to a peg driven into the ground to secure a tent (Exod. 27:29 ; 35:18 , 20 , 31 , 40 ; Num. 3:37 ; 4:32 ; Judg. 4:21 , 22 ; 5:26 ; Isa 33:20 ; 54:2 ) or a wall peg used to hang vessels or jars (Isa. 22:23 , 25 ; Ezek. 15:3 ). Less common referents are the pin of a weaver’s loom (Judg. 16:14 ) and a spade or trowel with which one might dig a hole to cover excrement (Deut. 23:14 ). A few commentators take yated as a wall peg (Keil , 75), while the majority regard it as tent peg (Fensham , 129; Blenkinsopp , 183�84). As Williamson  notes, either way “the result comes to much the same thing. The temple, ‘his holy place,’ is regarded as the guarantee of the community’s security and stability” (135).


� Harold G. Stiger, “sadeq,” TWOT, 2:752�55. It is noteworthy that the standard implied by the term “righteous” varies depending upon the context (cf. Gen. 20:4 ; 38:26 ). The normal standard of righteousness for human conduct is God’s character as revealed in His word. However, when the term “righteousness” is applied to God, it appears to denote His conformity to His own standard, that is, His self�consistency both in His actions and His character.


� Ezra’s focus on God’s action is evident in his recitation of the things God had done for His people. For example, Ezra mentions God’s actions in exiling them (9:7 ), preserving an escaped remnant (9:8 ), not abandoning them (9:9 ), speaking to them through the prophets (9:11 ) and giving them less than they deserved (9:13 ).


� Keil , 78. He goes on to say, “wnravn yk is confirmatory. God has shown Himself to be just by so sorely punishing this once numerous nation, that only a small remnant which has escaped now exists.” Kidner  says, “The prayer ends with a clear recognition that God has every reason to wash His hands of this community, as He had once threatened to do with an earlier generation (Ex. 32:10 ). This was no exaggerated fancy. There were other Israelites scattered abroad, through whom the promises could be fulfilled” (69). Williamson  comments in a similar vein: “Even if God should utterly destroy his people, they acknowledge that he would be fully justified” (138).


� Jacob M. Myers , Ezra�Nehemiah, vol. 14 of The Anchor Bible, ed. William Foxwell Albright  and David Noel Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1965), 79. 


� Fensham , 132. 


� A number of commentators take this mediating position, among them Throntveit , 54, and Breneman , 155. Although his definition of “righteous” is debatable, Throntveit ’s observation on this passage is astute: “The doxology of judgment contained in verse 15 … forms an explicit warning to the community… . The usual meaning of ‘just’ carries connotations of ‘graciously righteous,’ so that the doxology should not be paraphrased to say only, ‘As a strict judge, O Lord, you must act against this sinful community, for we remain a remnant that has merely escaped.’ While this thought is present … Ezra also seeks to argue that no one can question the mercy of this God who in righteousness has not caused Israel to be utterly ruined” (54).


� For a similar analysis of flyp (as well as other terms related to the idea of a remnant), see Gerhard F. Hasel , The Remnant: The History and Theology of the Remnant Idea from Genesis to Isaiah (Berrien Springs: Andrews University Press, 1972), 386�88. 


� George Rawlinson , Ezra, vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell (New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), 178.


� Isaiah 10:22  specifically associates God’s destruction of all but a remnant of Judah with his righteousness: “For though your people, O Israel, may be like the sand of the sea, Only a remnant within them will return; A destruction is determined, overflowing with righteousness” (NASB). It was God’s righteous anger that sent them into exile. Three times in Ezra God’s anger is explicitly linked to judgment. The Jewish elders testify that “because our fathers enraged the God of Heaven, He gave them into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar” (5:12 ). In 8:22 , Ezra notes that “His wrath and his anger are upon all those abandoning Him,” and in 9:14  he acknowledges that God’s anger rightfully should consume them so that there is nothing left.


� Williamson , argues that “‘remnant’ has acquired the rather specialized meaning of the community of those who have returned from the Babylonian exile. It therefore implies a positive act of restoration on God’s part, whereas in earlier and secular uses it means simply someone or something who had escaped from a disaster” (135).


� Isa. 10:20�22 ; 11:11 , 16 ; 28:5 ; Jer. 23:1 ; 31:7�9 ; Ezek. 6:8.


� A more literal rendering of the text reads, “Surely you, O God, have withheld below from our iniquities and you have given us an escaped remnant such as this.”


� For a discussion of the theological significance of Isaiah’s repeated reference to Yahweh as “the Holy One of Israel,” see John Randolph Jaeggli , “An Historical�Theological Analysis of the Holy One of Israel in Isaiah Forty through Sixty�Six” (Ph.D. diss., Bob Jones University, 1987).


� See the Appendix for a chart displaying the name and titles of God in Ezra and their distribution. The Hebrew and Aramaic words for God occur a total of 99 times in Ezra, and the name, Yahweh, occurs 37 times. The titles for God which occur in Ezra are “God of heaven and earth,” “Yahweh, God of Heaven,” “God of Heaven,” “Yahweh, the God of Israel,” “God of Israel,” “God of our/your fathers,” and “the God of Jerusalem.”


� Together these titles occur 13 times: “Yahweh, the God of Israel” (1:3 ; 4:1 , 3 ; 6:21 ; 7:6 ; 9:15 ), “God of Israel” (3:2 ; 5:1 ; 6:14 , 22 ; 7:15 ; 8:35 ; 9:4 ).


� Ezra 1:3 , 4:24 ; 5:2 , 16 ; 6:18 ; 7:15 , 19 .


� Although this title is frequently viewed as a post�exilic title, it should be noted that it does not occur uniquely in post�exilic literature. The title occurs a total of 22 times in the Old Testament: (Gen. 24:3 , 7 ; 2 Chron. 36:23 ; Ezra 1:2 ; 5:11�12 ; 6:9 , 10 ; 7:12 , 21 , 23 [2x]; Neh. 1:4 , 5 ; 2:4 , 20 ; Psa. 136:26 ; Dan. 2:18 , 19 , 37 , 44 ; Jonah 1:9 ). Nineteen of these 22 occurrences are in post�exilic literature, with Gen. 24:3 , 7  and Jonah 1:9  being the only pre�exilic usages. Both Holmgren  and Williamson  assert that this title is found mostly in the contexts of Persian-Jewish communications (Holmgren, 9; Williamson , 12). While this is true for Ezra, it is not true for Nehemiah or Daniel, both of whom use this title in personal prayer to Yahweh or when speaking to fellow Jews (Neh. 1:4 , 5 , 2:4 , 20 ; Dan. 2:18 , 19 , 37 ).


� D. K. Andrews , “Yahweh the God of the Heavens,” in The Seed of Wisdom, ed. W. S. McCullough (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1964), 52.


� Holmgren , 9, 43.


� The title “God of heaven and earth” occurs nowhere else in the Old Testament. Three similar or equivalent titles do occur in Genesis and Psalm 115: “the God of heaven and the God of earth” (Gen. 24:3 ), “the Possessor of heaven and earth” (Gen. 14:19 , 22 ), “Yahweh, Maker of heaven and earth” (Psa. 115:15 ).


� Contra Andrews , who asserts that, “on the part of Jewish petitioners [in Ezra 5:11 ] it represents a claim that the cult of Yahweh qualified for recognition and support of the Persians, because Yahweh could be identified with ‘the God of the heavens.’ On the part of the Persian authorities it represents a recognition of this claim. The title, ‘the God of the heavens,’ represents a definition by which the Persian authorities tested the claims of the Jewish religion and determined its legitimacy” (“Yahweh the God of the Heavens,” 43).


� As Eugene Merrill  states, “The miraculous return and restoration of the pitiful exile community against overwhelming odds certified that Israel’s God is no parochial deity; rather, He is God of heaven itself.” “A Theology of Ezra�Nehemiah and Esther,” in A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament, ed. Roy B. Zuck (Chicago: Moody Press, 1991), 191.


� Contra Lester L. Grabbe , who asserts that these laymen “who expected to claim their part in Israel were excluded because their genealogy could not be proved … [despite the fact that] exclus[ion] from ‘Israel’ because of ethnic descent goes against everything else in the OT.” Ezra�Nehemiah, Old Testament Readings (London: Routledge, 1998), 14. His conclusion, besides lacking textual warrant, contradicts his earlier suggestion that Ezra 2  was a list “of those who had already become established in the province [of Judah]” (13). It seems more likely, as Mervin Breneman  suggests, that “they were given the status of circumcised foreigners.” Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, vol. 10 in The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993), 83.


� “The sons of the priests, the sons of Habiah, and sons of Hakkoz; [and] the sons of Barzillai” (Ezra 2:21 ).


� See Chapter Three, notes � NOTEREF _Ref4469054 �198� and � NOTEREF _Ref4469076 �199�, for a discussion of the “profaning of the priests.” In addition to the reference to the “holy things” (<yvdqh), the use of lag “to profane or defile” in this passage indicates that holiness lies at the heart of this incident. Although the verb lag does not occur in the Pentateuch, in Mal. 1:12  it is used in conjunction with llj, which is the primary antonym for the vdq word group (cf. Exod. 31:14 ; Lev. 19:8 ; 20:3 ; 21:6 ; 22:32 ; Num. 18:32 ; Ezek. 20:39 ). This usage in Malachi establishes lag as an antonym for holiness and supports the conclusion that Ezra 2:61�63  contributes to the holiness motif within Ezra.


� Since Ezra 8:33  mentions Meremoth, the son of Uriah (son of Hakkoz; cf. Neh. 3:4 , 21 ), among the priests who weighed the silver and gold brought up from Babylon with Ezra, it appears that the lineage of the sons of Hakkoz was later verified (Breneman , 74).


� See Numbers 16�17 .


� The linkage implied between holiness and obedience in this scene reflects the explicit connection between holiness and obedience taught in Leviticus 20:7�8 : “Sanctify yourselves and be holy for I am Yahweh, your God. and you shall keep my statutes and you shall do them; I am Yahweh, the One sanctifying you.” Obedience to Yahweh’s statutes constitutes one of the primary means by which His people separate (sanctify) themselves unto the Lord and are holy. In this scene, the Returnees’ obedience to the Mosaic qualifications for priestly service models the holiness Yahweh requires.


� 2 Kings 17:29�32 , 33 , 41 .


� It is evident that separation is at the heart of holiness both from an inductive survey of the way in which holy things or persons are to be treated as well as from the use of ldb, “to separate or distinguish,” in key holiness texts (cf. Lev. 10:10 ; 11:45�47 ; 20:26 ; Ezek. 22:26 ). In Leviticus 20:26 , Yahweh delineates the dual nature of the separation inherent in holiness: “And you shall be holy to me, for I, Yahweh, am holy, and I have separated [ldb] you from the peoples to be mine.” Negatively, Yahweh had separated Israel from the defilement of Egypt and the surrounding Canaanites. That purity was not, however, an end in itself. Yahweh’s separation of them from the uncleanness of the nations had as its goal a unique relationship with Himself—being His. In Ezra, the use of ldb in four passages that develop the holiness motif (6:21 ; 8:24 ; 9:1 ; 10:11 ) supports the conclusion that separation is essential to the narrative’s view of holiness.


� The word “uncleanness,” hamf, is the standard term in Leviticus for ceremonial uncleanness due to contact with disease, bodily secretions, or unclean animals (cf. Lev. 14:19 ; 15:3 , 25 , 26 , 30 , 31 ; 18:19 ; 22:5 ). Over time it came to be used metaphorically of the filthiness of sin. Lamentations 1:9  and Ezekiel 36:17 , for example, compare the sinfulness of Israel to the menstrual impurity of woman. Since the narrative has already implicitly alluded to the idolatry of the people of the land (4:1-3 ), “the uncleanness of the nations of the land” likely has primary reference to ethical uncleanness or sinfulness of the surrounding nations.


� The standard construction behind the phrase “seek the Lord” is hwhy-ta vrd, although the construction in Ezra 6:21  is hwhyl vrd. A comparison of the senses of these constructions indicates that they are semantically equivalent. For a similar conclusion, see F. U. Schultz , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, trans. and ed. Charles A. Briggs, Lange’s Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. Philip Schaff (1871; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), 44.


� Gen. 25:22 ; 1 Kings 22:8 ; 2 Kings 3:11 ; 8:8 ; 22:13 ; 1 Chron. 10:14 ; 2 Chron. 16:12 ; 18:7 ; 20:3 ; 34:21 . This sense of hwhy-ta vrd is frequently translated “to inquire of the Lord.”


� Hos. 10:12 ; Amos 6:6 ; 1 Chron. 16:11 ; 22:19 ; 28:9 ; 2 Chron. 12:14 ; 14:4[3]; 15:12 ; 22:9 ; 26:5 ; 30:19 . To seek the Lord in this sense involves determining in one’s heart to serve Him (2 Chron. 28:9 ), trust Him (Psa. 9:11 ), obey His commands (2 Chron. 14:4 ), and worship Him alone (2 Chron. 15:12�13 ).


� See, for example, 1 Chron. 22:19  and 2 Chron. 19:3 . In 2 Chron. 12:14 , the explanation for Rehoboam’s wickedness is that he did not “set his heart to seek the Lord.” The verb translated “set” in all of these verses is /wk, indicating a deliberate fixing or establishing of one’s will to do a thing. Seeking the Lord, therefore, is essentially a matter of the heart. John N. Oswalt , “kun,” TWOT, ed. R. Laird Harris (Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), 1:964�65. 


� Loring W. Batten ’s radical rearrangement of this text obliterates any mention of a group distinct from Israel who had separated themselves from the uncleanness of the land. He justifies his rearrangement by dismissing the syntax of the verse as “unintelligible.” He states, “there is no obj. for wlkayw; ‘sons of Israel’ and ‘sons of the golah’ are identified; there is a third class otherwise unknown in this section ‘and all who had separated,’ etc., and there is no antecedent for the pron. in <hla.” His syntactical arguments, however, are flawed: (1) lka does not need an object; it is intransitive here as in Neh. 9:25 ; (2) the phrase hlwghm <ybvh functions, not as a second class of people, but as an appositive identifying “the sons of Israel”; and (3) despite Batten ’s assertion to the contrary, it is obvious that the “sons of Israel” are the antecedent to the pronominal suffix on la. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1913), 155.


� Yahweh repeatedly states that it is His holiness that necessitates holiness on the part of His people: “You shall be holy, for I, Yahweh your God, am holy” (Lev. 11:44 , 45 ; 19:2 ; 20:7�8 , 26 ).


� Ezra 9:1�2 .


� Ezra threatens that “all his possessions will be placed under the ban” (10:8 ). If one’s possessions were placed under the cherem, they were dedicated to the Lord’s use and would therefore be confiscated by the temple (cf. 1 Esdras 9:4 ). Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra-Nehemiah (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 190.


� Virtually all critics deny that these nations existed in the fifth century B.C., and a number of conservative scholars hold this view as well: Breneman , 148; F. Charles Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982), 125; and Edwin M. Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:662. Conservatives who hold that remnants of these nations still existed in the 5th century B.C. include George Rawlinson , Ezra, vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell (New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), 138�39; C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 73�74; and Shultz, 87.


� Among those following this interpretation are Keil , 73�74; Rawlinson , 139; Breneman , 148�49; Fensham , 125, 134; Yamauchi , 662, 671; Derek Kidner , Ezra and Nehemiah, The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 71; J. G. McConville , Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther, The Daily Study Bible (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1985), 60; L. H. Brockington , Ezra, Nehemiah and Esther (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd., 1969; reprint, Oliphants, 1977), 75; Jacob M. Myers , Ezra�Nehemiah, vol. 14 of The Anchor Bible, ed. William Foxwell Albright and David Noel Freedman (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1965), 77; Mark A. Throntveit , Ezra�Nehemiah, in Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1992), 57; Shaye J. D. Cohen , “From the Bible to the Talmud: The Prohibition of Intermarriage,” Hebrew Annual Review 7 (1983): 36; David Bossman , “Ezra’s Marriage Reform: Israel Redefined,” Biblical Theology Bulletin 9 (1979): 34�35; William J. Dumbrell , “The Purpose of the Books of Chronicles,” JETS 27 (1983): 259; Sara Japhet , “People and Land in the Restoration Period,” in Das Land Israel in biblischer Zeit, ed. Georg Strecker (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), 114.


� “The reason of this prohibition [was] … that Israel might not be seduced by them to idolatry” (Keil , 73).


� See Chapter Five, note � NOTEREF _Ref4469149 �328�, for an analysis of the theory that Ezra develops second Exodus motif in his narrative. Apart from the problems with this view mentioned in Chapter Five, it fails, if for no other reason, than that, in its exploration of potential allusions to the Exodus, it disregards the narrator’s indications that his theological concerns lie elsewhere.


� “The basis of [Ezra’s] approach is a deep theological conviction—the understanding of the return from Babylonia as a second Exodus… . The encounter with mixed marriages immediately after coming to Jerusalem, is Ezra’s confrontation with ‘the seven nations.’ He is faced with the same problem as Joshua upon entering Canaan, and he follows his steps: he wages war against these peoples and their culture. His primary demand is: ‘separate yourselves from the peoples of the land and from the foreign wives’ (Ezr. 10:11 ). The absolute condition for … survival in the land is separation and sanctification… . the problem is not one of mixed marriages themselves but the significance of such in a theological context” (“People and Land in the Restoration Period,” 115). Similarly, Dumbrell  concludes that “the action taken against the mixed population resulting from intermarriages between Jews and aliens … was not an end in itself. It had in mind a second exodus motif of the cleansing of the promised land from defilement (cf. Lev 18:24  ff.; Ezek 36:17  ff.)” (“The Purpose of the Books of Chronicles,” 259). It is perhaps noteworthy that in contrast to Japhet  and Dumbrell , most scholars who see in Ezra 7�10  a second exodus motif view it as the literary shaping of the material by the final editor or author rather than the actual rationale motivating Ezra. For example, see P. R. Ackroyd , “God and People in the Chronicler’s Presentation of Ezra,” in La Notion biblique de Dieu (Gembloux: Leuven University Press, 1976), 149�52, or Throntveit , 51.


� “The Jewish community was ‘holy seed,’ the heathens belonged to the ‘uncleanness of the nations.’ Hence, intermarriage was defilement. The racialism expressed in the term holy seed will be understood, of course, to express a religious racialism, for to Ezra purity of blood and purity of the Hebrew monotheistic religion were inseparably bound together. In other words, mixing Hebrew blood with that of the heathen was to him synonymous with adulterating the ancestral faith.” Louis M. Epstein , Marriage Laws in the Bible and the Talmud (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1942; reprint, New York: Johnson Reprint Corporation, 1968), 162. Despite Epstein’s acknowledgment of a religious element, the focus of his discussion minimizes this element and maximizes the aspect of racial purity. Comparing Deuteronomy and Ezra, he concludes that “Deuteronomy sought to preserve the purity of the religious community … . Ezra, on the other hand, had in mind the purity of Hebrew stock” (166).


� “Intermarriage and Impurity in Ancient Jewish Sources,” HTR 92 (1999): 6�7. Hayes  predicates her argument on her interpretation of Deuteronomy 7:6 : “This verse, introduced by ki, may be read as the rationale for the preceding laws [prohibiting intermarriage with seven Canaanite nations]: do not intermarry with Gentiles, for you are holy while they are not. Just as the priest’s marriage to one who is unfit profanes his holy status, so Israel will be profaned by marriage with those who are not holy. It is not difficult to infer on the basis of Deut 7:2�6  that intermarriage constitutes profanation of the holy seed of the people Israel, a form of sacrilege for which Ezra demands an ‘asham” (11). For a similar analysis, see Bossman , “Ezra’s Marriage Reform: Israel Redefined,” 32�38.


� “Divorce in the Old Testament,” Fundamentalist Journal 10 (1985): 28. Dobson  provides no exegetical support for his conclusion. While it is true that intermarriage with pagan women potentially threatened the messianic line, it is equally true that the intermarriages occurring in Nehemiah’s time would have occasioned the same threat. The fact that Nehemiah did not require divorce does not mean he was less concerned for the messianic line than Ezra. The context of the princes’ statement indicates that the ‘holy seed’ to which they referred were “the people of Israel” (9:1 ).


� Kenneth G. Hoglund , Achaemenid Imperial Administration in Syria�Palestine and the Missions of Ezra and Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992). Against interpreting the ban on intermarriage theologically, Hoglund  argues that “such an interpretation fails to explain why it is that two imperial officials are the ones seeking the enforcement of such a law within the community, and why such a legal innovation should emerge within the mid-fifth century… . In that the issue of intermarriage is apparently bound up in the definition of who may belong to the ‘assembly of the exile,’ … the ban on intermarriage was seeking a new means to define the Restoration community” (34�35).


� Hoglund  states, “Systems of allocating territories to dependent populations will work as long as the imperial system is capable of maintaining some clarity as to who is allowed access to a particular region and who is not. Intermarriage among various groups would tend to smudge the demarcation between the groups… . when a territory is imperiled and it becomes essential to administrative control to have a clear sense of who is allowed to function in a region and who is not, one could anticipate imperial efforts to control the mechanisms of assimilation… . The concerns expressed by Ezra and Nehemiah over the practice of intermarriage within the community would be in keeping with the effort of the imperial court to enhance the degree of control over the Levantine region. Ezra’s legal reforms and Nehemiah’s anger over the continuing presence of intermarriage would represent a perception of the danger such activity presented to the continuation of the qahal in Yehud” (239�40).


� In two related articles Philip R. Davies  enunciates the philosophy, objectives, and methods of a sociological approach to Biblical studies: “Sociology and the Second Temple,” in Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period, ed. Philip R. Davies (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), 11�21; and “The Society of Biblical Israel,” in Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period, ed. Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 22�33. He argues that a consistent sociological approach regards the Bible as a secondary datum and archeological evidence as primary, because the society presented in Scripture is a literary construct reflective of the time and ideology of the composer and is not reflective of the time period “supposedly” covered by the narrative. He writes, “Sociologically informed Biblical scholarship ought to analyze its subject as part of a comprehensive search for human self�understanding, scrutinizing the Bible’s genesis and transmission as part of human history, its art as part of human society… . All human historical events, writings, and societies are unique, and gods have no place in either the data or the domain assumptions of the social sciences except as projections. Whether any of them exists is a question not to be denied, but ignored” (“The Society of Biblical Israel,” 31). According to Davies , the central objective of the sociological approach is “to explain the Biblical literature as a product of human social activity… . The adoption of such a programme will be symptomatic of the extent to which Biblical scholarship is finally able to liberate itself from the theological house of bondage in which has been enslaved.” Ibid., 32�33. While a comprehensive analysis of this trend in OT studies is beyond the scope of this dissertation, the rationalistic sociological approach advocated by Davies  reflects uncritically the post�enlightenment dogma that religion is a projection of the human mind. As a human creation, religion can offer no transcendent perspective and may therefore be disregarded in the reconstruction of Israelite society. Any approach, such as Davies ', that divorces history from the only reality that gives human existence meaning and the only perspective that transcends the mundane can offer only truncated, skewed, and frequently anachronistic reconstructions of Israelite society. 


� The primary exponents of this position include Lester L. Grabbe , “Triumph of the Pious or Failure of the Xenophobes? The Ezra�Nehemiah Reforms and their Nachgeschichte,” in Jewish Local Patriotism and Self�Identification in the Graeco�Roman Period, ed. Siân Jones and Sarah Pearce (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 50�65; Daniel L. Smith -Christopher, “The Mixed Marriage Crisis in Ezra 9�10 and Nehemiah 13: A Study of the Sociology of the Post�Exilic Judaean Community,” in Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period, ed. Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 243�65; and Tamara C. Eskenazi  and Eleanore P. Judd, “Marriage to a Stranger in Ezra 9�10,” in Second Temple Studies: 2. Temple Community in the Persian Period, ed. Tamara C. Eskenazi and Kent H. Richards (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 266�85. Eskenazi and Judd are more tentative in their identification than the others: “the women of Ezra 9�10  could have been Judahites or Israelites who had not been in exile …” (285). A common supposition that runs through most of these essays is that post�exilic authors deliberately represent Judah as virtually unpopulated during the exile while the truth of the matter is that Judah continued to be a relatively populated and commercially active territory. Two key monographs that advance this thesis are Hans Barstad , The Myth of the Empty Land: A Study in the History and Archaeology of Judah During the “Exilic” Period (Oslo: Scandinavian University Press, 1996), and Joel Weinberg , The Citizen�Temple Community, trans. Daniel L. Smith �Christopher (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992). For a helpful analysis of this theory, see Joseph Blenkinsopp , “Temple and Society in Achaemenid Judah,” in Second Temple Studies: 1. Persian Period, ed. Philip R. Davies (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991), 22�53.


� Smith �Christopher cites “Isa. 60:1�5 ; Jonah, Ruth, etc.” as examples of this “more lenient attitude toward some of the people of foreign origin” (“The Mixed Marriage Crisis,” 257). Bernhard W. Anderson  advocated a similar view of Ruth in the first edition of his Understanding the Old Testament, calling the book a winsome novel that subtly protested the “narrow exclusiveness … [of Ezra’s assumption that] one’s position within Israel was dependent solely upon purity of blood or correctness of genealogy” (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice�Hall, Inc., 1957). In the 4th edition of his book, however, Anderson abandons this position, suggesting that Ruth may have been composed as early as the 9th century. Understanding the Old Testament, 4th ed. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice�Hall, Inc., 1986), 244.


� “The Mixed Marriage Crisis,” 257.


� Grabbe  continues, “The most likely situation is that at least some of the ‘peoples of the lands’ were Jewish descendants of those not taken captive during the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. In other words, Ezra and Nehemiah regarded any marriage with these people as a breach of the law” (“Triumph of the Pious,” 57). 


� The term transliterated golah or haggolah refers to the community of Returnees in post�exilic Judah. The noun hlwg occurs 12 times in Ezra and is used to denote (1) “the exile” (6:21 , and in the phrase “sons of the exile”; 4:1 ; 6:19 , 20 ; 8:35 ; 10:7 , 16 ), and (2) as a collective, “the exiles” (1:11 ; 2:1 ; 9:4 ; 10:6 , 8 ). It seems apparent from Jeremiah’s use of golah to refer to the Israelites exiled to Babylon by Nebuchadnezzar (29:1 , 4 , 16 ) that the term had become a common appellation for the exiles sometime before 587 B.C. When the exiles returned from Babylon, they continued to refer to themselves with this term or called themselves the “assembly of the exiles” (hlwgh lhq; 10:8 ).


� For example, Smith �Christopher argues that “Ezra’s orientation reflects the Priestly writer’s obsession with ‘separation’ between the pure and impure. Such concern with separation and identity maintenance in much of the Priestly legislation is consistent with a group under stress… . The Ezra texts reveal a profound consciousness of ‘us’ and ‘them’, and describe a group intent on its internal affairs and survival. Terms such as ‘the holy seed’ clearly indicate a group xenophobia.” He concludes, “Ezra’s action was an attempt at inward consolidation of a threatened minority… . Essentially, the only basis for Ezra’s objection is that the foreigners were simply Jews who were not in exile” (256�57).


� Expositions of various forms of this approach may be found in Paul D. Hanson , The Dawn of Apocalyptic (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), Joseph Blenkinsopp , “A Jewish Sect of the Persian Period,” CBQ 52 (1990): 5�20; and Morton Smith , Palestinian Parties and Politics that Shaped the Old Testament (New York: Columbia University Press, 1971). The speculative nature of these theories in combination with the paucity of evidence adduced in their favor renders them of little value for understanding either the history of Israel or the theological intention of the Book of Ezra. For a similar analysis and conclusion, see Hyam Maccoby , “Holiness and Purity: The Holy People in Leviticus and Ezra�Nehemiah,” in Reading Leviticus: A Conversation with Mary Douglas, ed. John F. A. Sawyer (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996), 166.


� “Religious self�definition must have been an urgent concern for the exiles, and this would have remained an issue in its own right for the post�exilic community” (238). In addition, “liaisons between Judaean men and these ‘foreign’ women posed economic problems: since genealogical lineage, land tenure and ceremonial membership were linked in the post-exilic period, the prospect of exogamous marriages brought the danger of outside encroachments upon the land holdings of the Judaean congregation… . Thus the Strange Woman was off�limits to Judaean men of the Persian period not only for moral and religious reasons: the hrz hva represented a threat to the social and economic integrity of the post�exilic Judean collective” (220�21). In a similar vein, Blenkinsopp  concludes, “the problem the marriage program was designed to confront [was] how to maintain the characteristic way of life, the religious traditions, even the language (cf. Neh. 13:23 ) of a community, against the threat of assimilation” (Ezra�Nehemiah, 201).


� “The returning exiles responded to local opposition by conceiving themselves typologically as the generation of a new conquest (Ezra 9:1�2 , 10�15 ). The true Israel, now identified with the hlwg (Ezra 1:11 ; 2:1 ; 9:4 ; 10:6 ; Neh. 7:6 ), had entered the land from the outside, and those presently occupying the land, like the Canaanites during the first conquest, were excluded from the covenant community. The ‘children of the hlwg’ … . were opposed to the ‘peoples of the land’ … or ‘peoples of the lands.’ By referring to the local non�hlwg Judaeans as ‘peoples of the land(s)’, the returning exiles effectively classified their Judaean rivals, together with the neighboring non�Judaean peoples (Ammonites, Moabites, Edomites, residents of Samaria, etc.), as alien to Israel… . for all these reasons, exogamous marriage was perceived as a threat to the survival the civic�temple community” (“The Strange Woman,” 232�33, 238).


� Maccoby , “Holiness and Purity: The Holy People in Leviticus and Ezra�Nehemiah,” 162�62. “‘The people of the land’ presented a problem of intermarriage different from any experienced before, for this was the first time that an established syncretist movement had offered amalgamation. These were people who presented themselves as enthusiastic worshippers of the God of Judaism” (163). “The real point is that intermarriage had taken place with the syncretists … who because of their polytheistic worship, were regarded by Ezra as idolaters despite the fact that they themselves regarded their worship as consistent with Judaism” (162).


� Maccoby , 154�55.


� Lev. 4:27 ; 20:2 , 4 ; 2 Kings 11:14 , 18 , 19 , 20 ; 15:5 ; 16:15 ; 21:24 ; 23:30 ; 23:35 ; 24:14 ; 25:3 , 19 ; 2 Chron. 23:13 , 20 , 21 ; 26:21 ; 33:25 ; 36:1 ; Jer. 1:18 ; 34:19 ; 37:2 ; 44:21 ; 52:6 , 25 ; Ezek. 7:27 ; 12:19 ; 22:29 ; 33:2 ; 39:13 ; 45:16 , 22 ; 46:3 , 9 ; Dan. 9:6 ; Hag. 2:4 ; Zech. 7:5 . This phrase commonly refers to the ordinary Israelites as distinct from the leaders (cf. 2 Kings 11:14 ; 2 Chron. 23:20 ). Within that majority segment of the population, the phrase connotes no further social distinction. The fact that the author of Kings adds the adjective ‘poorest’ to define who was left in Judah after the final deportation supports this contention (2 Kings 24:14 ). For a similar analysis of this phrase, see E. W. Nicholson , “The Meaning of the Expression Jrah <u,” JSS 10 (1965): 59�66. In opposition to those who view the expression as denoting “the body of free, property�owning, full (male) citizens of a country who played a vital political, economic and military role in the affairs of that country,” Nicholson  concludes that “the expression Jrah <u in the Old Testament … has no fixed and rigid meaning but is used rather in a purely general and fluid manner and varies in meaning from context to context. To regard it as a technical term designating a specific class or group within the population of Judah is, in our opinion, to read far too much into its meaning” (59, 66).


� Two other occurrences of this phrase in Nehemiah (10:31 , 32 ) have been omitted, since they are also used in the context of intermarriage and have the same ambiguity of reference found in Ezra.


� Since the expression Jrah ymu in Ezra 10:2 , 11  clearly refers to the same people as does twxrah ymu in Ezra 9:1 , 2 , 11 , the following analysis of the phrase twxrah ymu will serve to identify the referent of both phrases. 


� ynmuh ysbyh yzrph ynunkl <hytbuwtk twxrah ymum … larcy <uh wldbn-al�.yrmahw yrxmh ybamh]. A number of commentators have argued that yrmah “the Amorites” should be read as ymdah “the Edomites” with one Hebrew manuscript, 1 Esdras 8:66 , and Aquila. The majority of manuscripts, however, read “Amorites,” and no increase of clarity is gained by reading “Edomites.” For further discussion of this issue, see H. G. M. Williamson , Ezra, Nehemiah, vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985), 131.


� Other scholars who take the k as indicating a comparison include Cohen , 26, Eskenazi  and Judd, 268, and Williamson , 126.


� Maccoby , 162. The referent of the pronominal suffix <h#— is the list of nations following it. The l may, therefore, be regarded as indicating the genitive—“the abominations of the Canaanites, Hittites, etc.,” or as a l of reference—“their abominations, that is, those of the Canaanites.” E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, trans. A. E. Cowley, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), §129, 119u. For a similar analysis, see Williamson , 126.


� The 1985 Jewish Publication Society translation The Tanakh follows this interpretation precisely: “The people of Israel … have not separated themselves from the peoples of the land whose abhorrent practices are like those of the Canaanites, the Hittites, … ” (italics mine). The KJV, ASV, NKJV, and NASB also follow this approach. The translation of k as “with,” as in the NIV, RSV, NRSV, and ESV, is puzzling since k does not have an associative sense. Bruce K. Waltke  and M. O’Connor , An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), §11.2.9.


� As Schultz  comments, “Ezra and the princes thus, when they required a separation from all these heathen … exceeded the letter of the law, which only prohibited intermarriage with the Canaanites” (87).


� Specific mention is made of the abominations of the Canaanites (Deut. 7:25�26 ; 27:15 ; 32:16 ), the Moabites and Ammonites (2 Kings 23:13 ), and the Egyptians (Deut. 29:17 ). 2 Kings 23:13  identifies Ashtoreth, Chemosh, and Milcom as the abominations of the Sidonians, Moabites, and Ammonites respectively.


� Deuteronomy 13:12�17  describes worshiping any other god than Yahweh as an abomination and prescribes capital punishment for those who are guilty. For other references to idolatry as an abomination, see Deut. 29:17 , 1 Kings 14:24 ; 2 Kings 16:3 ; 23:21 ; Isa. 44:19 ; 66:3 ; and Ezek. 14:5�6 .


� This is the only occurrence of this phrase in the Old Testament.


� Malachi 2:11 provides a significant parallel to Ezra’s prayer: Malachi indicts Judah with committing abomination by marrying pagan women—“the daughter of a foreign God.” For a valuable discussion of this verse and its context, see Eugene H. Merrill , An Exegetical Commentary: Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi (Chicago: Moody Press, 1994), 413�19.


� 1 Kings 11:1; Ezra 10:2, 10, 11, 14, 17, 18, 44; Nehemiah 13:26, 27.


� The Biblical data, therefore, supports the standard interpretation of these phrases held by a large number of scholars as noted on page � PAGEREF _Ref2524074 �153� footnote � NOTEREF _Ref534641483 �384�.


� Contra Williamson , who concludes that Ezra “shows no awareness” of the possibility that these women might, as Ruth, be willing to convert to Judaism and, therefore, he “misinterprets the principle of the law along racist lines” (161). The unreasonableness of this conclusion is evident from Ezra’s reference to the inclusion of foreigners converting to Judaism in 6:21 .


� There is no evidence in the text to support the contention that the problem involved intermarriage with non�exilic Jews. The silence in post�exilic literature regarding the non�exilic Jews cannot be reasonably construed to be a denial of their existence. A careful study of the prophetic pronouncements regarding those who were not exiled will show that God rejected those who remained in the land and chose His remnant from among those in exile (cf. Jer. 24 ; Ezek. 11:15�17 ; 33:21�29 ). It is not surprising, therefore, to find that inspired history is silent regarding those God rejected.


� For a valuable analysis of the genre, rhetoric, syntax and style of Ezra 9 , see Harm van Grol , “Indeed, Servants We Are: Ezra 9 , Neh. 9  and 2 Chron. 12  Compared,” in The Crisis of Israelite Religion: Transformation of Religious Tradition in Exilic and Post�Exilic Times, ed. Bob Becking and Marjo C. A. Korpel (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 209�227; “Exegesis of the Exile—Exegesis of Scripture? Ezra 9:6�9 ,” in Intertextuality in Ugarit and Israel, ed. Johannes C. De Moor (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 31�61. He concludes that Ezra’s “prayer” (9:6�15 ) is also a sermon directed primarily at motivating a response in his listeners, rather than receiving a response from God (“Indeed, Servants We Are,” 210). See Keil , 118, for a similar conclusion.


� It is interesting to note that Ezra does not develop or even mention the ‘holy seed’ concept suggested by the princes. Ezra’s deliberate avoidance of this terminology in combination with his emphasis on the unethical nature of their marriages suggests that he wanted to avoid terminology that would identify the Returnees’ offense as primarily ceremonial in nature rather than ethical.


� Ezra’s phrase “we have abandoned your commandments” may recall the prophetic indictment leveled against Israel in Jeremiah 9:12�13 : “Why is the land ruined, laid waste like a desert, so that no one passes through? And the LORD said, ‘Because they have forsaken My law which I set before them, and have not obeyed My voice nor walked according to it’ ” (NASB).


� There are no exact verbal counterparts in the OT to Ezra’s recitation in verses 11�12 . There are, however, two phrases that have very close parallels in Deuteronomy. The first five words of Ezra’s paraphrase, htvrl <yab <ta rva Jrah, parallel almost exactly the phrase htvrl hmv ab hta rva Jrah found in a similar context in Deut. 7:1 . (The same phrase also occurs in Deut. 11:10 , 29 , and 23:21 , but the contextual setting is different.) The second phrase, <tbwfw <mlv wvrdt-alw (9:12 ), is nearly identical to the first phrase in Deut. 23:7 , <tbfw <mlv vrdt al.


� Lev. 18:25 ff also contains prohibitions of the abominations of the Canaanites (Brockington , 91�92). The fact that Ezra cites “the prophets” as the source of God’s repeated command not to intermarry with Canaanite idolaters suggests that this must have been a frequent theme in the messages of OT prophets (Kidner , 69).


� See especially Exodus 34:12�16 .


� As Peter C. Craigie  comments, the “prohibitions [in Deut. 7:1�5 ] have in mind the preservation of the covenant relationship with the Lord by forbidding any relationship that would bring that first and most important relationship into danger.” The Book of Deuteronomy, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1976), 179. Those who argue that Ezra’s ban forbade intermarriage with all non�Jews regardless of spiritual status and was, therefore, an innovation based on Mosaic legislation miss the underlying principle behind the command completely (cf. Epstein , Marriage Laws in the Bible, 162; Hayes , “Intermarriage and Impurity,” 6). Ezra’s demand that the people separate from the “foreign women and the peoples of the lands” had Israel’s spiritual purity as its sole focus, as the above analysis of the key phrase “foreign women” and “peoples of the lands” demonstrated. Fensham  concludes similarly, “The reason for their attitude had nothing to do with racism, but with a concern for the purity of the religion of the Lord” (124).


� The princes are the first to characterize the intermarriages as “unfaithfulness” (9:2 ). Ezra picks up the term in his description of those who gathered to him as “all those who tremble at the word of the God of Israel concerning the unfaithful act of the exiles” (9:4 ). Shecaniah responds to Ezra’s prayer, confessing “we have acted unfaithfully” (10:2 ); and the narrator (Ezra) notes that Ezra retired to the room of Jehohanan the son of Eliashib to mourn over the unfaithfulness of the golah (10:6 ). Ezra uses the term for the last time in his indictment of the congregation: “You yourselves have acted unfaithfully and have married foreign women to add to the guilt of Israel” (10:10 ).


� Breneman , 149�50. The term ma’al occurs in the OT 35 times as a verb and 29 times as a noun. The terms associated with the verb include “to sin” (afj; Lev. 5:15 ), “to be guilty” (<va; Lev. 5:23 [H]), “to walk contrary to” (<u ilh; Lev. 26:40 ), “to go astray” (hfv; Num. 5:12 ), and “to rebel” (drm; Jos. 22:16 ). The primary terms associated with the noun are “iniquity” (/wu; Lev 26:40 ) and “abomination” (hbuwt; 2 Chron. 36:14 ). Yahweh is most frequently the person against whom the unfaithfulness is committed. Although the term may be used broadly to cover virtually any sin (Num. 5:6 ), its primary connotation is that of marital unfaithfulness, probably due to its use in Numbers 5:12 , 27 . This conclusion is supported by the use of terms denoting adultery to describe Israel’s unfaithfulness to the Lord (cf. hnz in 1 Chron. 5:25 ). Since Israel is married to Yahweh, any deviation from loyalty to Him necessarily constitutes unfaithfulness to that covenantal relationship.


� Ezek. 39:23 ; Dan. 9:7 ; 1 Chron. 9:1 .


� The word translated “the Lord” has evoked some discussion from commentators. Textually, the Massoretes pointed the consonants ynda as yn`d)a&, referring to the LORD. BHS notes that several manuscripts have hwhy in the place of ynda. On the other hand, at least one Hebrew manuscript and a number of ancient versions read “my lord” (LXXA,B)—referring to Ezra. Conservative commentators may be found on either side of the issue (Keil , 79; Rawlinson , 152). The MT has been retained here since the textual evidence seems to favor it.


� In Ezra 10:19  the narrator notes that the priests “put their hand to send away their wives and being guilty, offering a ram of the flock for their guilt.” The offering of a trespass offering in expiation for the priests’ guilt implies a renewal of their covenant relationship with Yahweh, for that was the appointed means of expiation and forgiveness (Lev. 5:14). As Kidner  notes, “Although the pledge and guilt offering are mentioned only at this point, they are probably to be taken as the standard procedure throughout the list” (82).  


� Walter C. Kaiser  Jr., Hard Sayings of the Old Testament (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1988), 41�42.


� Joe Sprinkle  suggests that “the open pagan practices of the foreign wives seem to be that which constitutes the ‘unseemly thing’ of [Deut.] 24:1 ” “Old Testament Perspectives on Divorce and Remarriage,” JETS 40 (1997): 537. There are at least two problems with this explanation. First, as Craigie  points out, Deut. 24:1�3  constitutes the protasis of this legislation, specifying the conditions under which remarriage is forbidden (The Book of Deuteronomy, 304). Thus, verse one, while permitting divorce in this situation, certainly does not command it. Second, in nearly every other context where hwru appears, it is associated with the exposure of sexual organs or excretions from this area of the body (cf. Lev. 18  and Deut. 23:14�15 ). Gen. 42:9  and 42:12  are the only contexts in which the term is used metaphorically, referring to the “nakedness of the land.” Since the term has primary reference to physical exposure or excretion, it seems unlikely that this passage could legitimately be extended to cover idolatry.


� William J. Dumbrell , “Malachi and the Ezra-Nehemiah Reforms,” RTR 35 (1976): 48. Dumbrell states, “We are not hard pressed to align Malachi 2:10-16  with Ezra and Nehemiah… . T he strictures of Malachi seem to have been directed against the situation, which, since it involved marriage with foreign women, meant the putting away of a Jewish spouse, and it is this situation which the action of Ezra and Nehemiah is concerned to redress.”


� Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, 424. Although this connection is attractive, there are several problems with it. First, conservatives are not agreed on the data of Malachi’s ministry: Merrill  suggests 480-470 B.C. (378); R. K. Harrison  suggests 450 B.C. (Introduction to the Old Testament [Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1969], 961); and Gleason L. Archer  proposes 434 B.C. (A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, rev. ed. [Chicago: Moody Press, 1994], 479). Second, there is nothing in Ezra that suggests these men had divorced Jewish wives in order to marry the “foreign women.” Third, even if one were to accept Merrill ’s theory, the divorce would not restore the Jewish marriage, for Deut. 24:1-4  forbids a spouse from remarrying their first partner after a divorce and a second marriage. Although Deut. 24:14 technically addresses the case of a wife remarying her first husband after divorce and remarriage, by extension the principle would apply equally to the husband.


� William A. Heth  and Gordon J. Wenham , Jesus and Divorce: The Problem with the Evangelical Consensus (Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1984), 163.


� Ibid. Other commentators who follow this line of reasoning include Rawlinson , 42, Fensham , 135, and David Macleod , “The Problem of Divorce, Part 2,” The Emmaus Journal 2 no. 1 (1993): 23�44. In addition to the illegality of such marriages and the non�standard terminology used to describe them, Macleod argues that “it is hard to understand how the Israelites could make a covenant with God to divorce the pagan women if marriage is a covenant made between a man and a woman in the presence of God” (34�35). Williamson  seems to lean this direction, but does not come to a definite conclusion (150).


� Most commonly the verb jql is used in reference to “taking” a wife (Gen. 24:48 ; 34:21  Exod. 34:15�16 ; Deut. 7:3 ). That acn has the same sense in this idiom is clear from its use in Nehemiah. In Neh. 10:30  the people covenant not to jql foreign wives, and when Nehemiah returns some time later and finds that they have married foreign wives, he again forces them to promise that they will not acn foreign wives (Neh. 13:25 ). The synonymous usage of these two terms suggests that Nehemiah uses them interchangeably.


� The normal sense of bvy in the hiphil is “to dwell” or “cause to dwell.” bvy does, however, have in the hiphil the sense “to give a dwelling to a foreign women, marry.” Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner list Ezra 10:2 , 10 , 14 , 17 , and Neh. 13:23 , 27 as reflecting this sense. “bvy,” in The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, trans. and ed. under supervision of M. E. J. Richardson (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994�2000), 2:445; hereafter referred to as Koehler�Baumgartner.


� The verb occurs 11 times in the OT, always in the hithpael. It invariably denotes intermarriage between two groups (Gen. 34:9 ; Deut. 7:3 ; Josh. 23:12 ; 1 Kings 3:1 ; Ezra 9:14 ), though not always interracial marriage (1 Sam. 18:21�27 ; 2 Chron. 18:1 ). Koehler-Baumgartner, “/tj,” 1:364.


� Commentators who hold this position include Keil , 79; Yamauchi , 677; Blenkinsopp , 189; and Breneman , 157.


� In view of the idolatrous connotations of twyrkn <yvn, the seven-fold repetition of this phrase (10:2 , 10 , 11 , 14 , 17 , 18 , 44 ) supports the conclusion that these women were committed idolaters. 


� The fact that proselytes were accepted into the golah if they separated themselves from the uncleanness of the peoples of the lands (6:21) supports the conclusion that these pagan women were unwilling to convert. 


� It should be noted that it is not clear whether the separation Ezra required constituted a legal divorce, though the practical effect was obviously the same. As Heth  and Wenham  noted, none of the standard OT terminology for divorce (jlv “to divorce”; ttyrk rps “writ of divorcement”) occurs in the narrative (Jesus and Divorce, 163). In the two instances when a character speaks of “sending away” the wives, the hiphil form of axy is used (10:3, 19). From the standpoint of the narrative’s message, however, whether Ezra regarded the separation as legal divorce is irrelevant. What is abundantly clear is that Ezra saw this separation as consonant with the law and as an essential component of the people’s repentance. 


� For a valuable discussion of the implications of Ezra’s commitment “to seek, and to do, and to teach statute and judgment in Israel,” see David C. Deuel , “An Old Testament Pattern for Expository Preaching,” Master’s Seminary Journal 2 no. 2 (1991): 125�138. Particularly noteworthy is Deuel ’s suggestion that “to seek” (vrd) the law reflects Ezra’s desire “to exposit God’s Torah, i.e., ‘to learn and interpret’ Genesis through Deuteronomy, particularly the legal portions—although not excluding the narratives” (130).


� 2 Timothy 3:16�17 .


� The copy of the list of Returnees in Neh. 7  lists 12 men at its head, adding Nahamani to those listed by Ezra 2:2 . Commentators who regard the omission in Ezra as a scribal error include Derek Kidner , Ezra and Nehemiah, The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 37; C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 21; Mervin Breneman , Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, vol. 10 in The New American Commentary (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1993), 76; F. U. Schultz , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, trans. and ed. Charles A. Briggs, Lange’s Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. Philip Schaff (1871; reprint, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, n.d.), 30; and H. G. M. Williamson , Ezra, Nehemiah, vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary (Waco: Word Books, 1985), 24. Kidner  suggests that the twelve leaders (assuming Nehemiah is correct) were placed at the head of the list to symbolize the twelve tribes of Israel and, thereby, make “a tacit declaration that the community they lead was no mere rump or fragment but the embodiment of the people of Israel” (37). For a discussion of the function of Neh. 7  within the literary structure of Nehemiah and a comparison of Ezra 2  and Neh. 7 , see Steve L. Reynolds , “A Literary Analysis of Nehemiah,” (Ph.D. diss, Bob Jones University, 1994), 156�60, 234-35. Reynolds does not specifically address the textual relationship between Ezra 2  and Neh. 7;  he assumes that Ezra 2  is the inspired version of the list and may, therefore be given priority (157-59). Williamson , on the other hand, argues for the priority of Nehemiah 7 (29�30). Breneman  follows Williamson ’s arguments adding two of his own (74, note 28). In light of the scholarly consensus that both lists have suffered from transmissional errors, however, any identification of textual priority is highly tenuous. As Fensham  notes, “It is not improbable that the authors of Ezra and Nehemiah could have made use of another document or even of two different documents.” F. Charles Fensham , The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The New International Commentary on the Old Testament, ed. R. K. Harrison (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1982), 49.


� There is some uncertainty surrounding the identity of Gibbar in Ezra 2:20 . Since Neh. 7:25  reads Gibeon instead of Gibbar and Ezra 2:21  begins the listing of place names, some commentators regard Gibbar as a corruption of Gibeon. Breneman , 77, and George Rawlinson , Ezra, vol. 7 of The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Exell (New York: Funk & Wagnalls Co., n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1950), 17. Others argue the reverse. For example, Williamson  contends that “the presence of ynb ‘family’ in both forms of the list at this point slightly favors the text in Ezra” (25). However, as Breneman  notes, list shifts arbitrarily between ynb and yvna throughout the section of place names (cf. 2:22�23 , 27�28 ). These terms, therefore, appear to be used synonymously and do not shed any light on the problem (78). Blenkinsopp  and Fensham  both come to this same conclusion as well. Joseph Blenkinsopp , Ezra�Nehemiah (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1988), 85; Fensham , 50�51.


� For an alternate analysis of which names are localities and which are family names, see Galling , 152. Various suggestions have been advanced to explain why the list switches from family names to place names. Keil  contends that the groups listed by family name “must be regarded as former inhabitants of Jerusalem” (23). Williamson  prefers a suggestion advanced by E. Meyer that the families listed by their cities “represent ‘the poor of the land’ (2 Kings 25:12 ) who, in contrast with those in vv. 3�20 , had no land or property in their own name.” E. Meyer, Die Entstehung des Judenthums (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1896), 152�54; cited by Williamson , 34. Whatever the reason for the switch, the fact that groups are noted who could not declare their lineage (59�63) must mean that the groups listed by locality could verify their genealogies (Williamson , 34).


� The total number of Returnees recorded in Ezra, Nehemiah, and 1 Esdras is identical: 42,360. However, there are numerous insignificant discrepancies regarding the numbers and names of specific groups listed. For helpful analyses of how these discrepancies may have occurred, see H. L. Allrik , “The Lists of Zerubbabel (Nehemiah 7  and Ezra 2 ) and the Hebrew Numeral Notation,” BASOR 136 (1954): 21�27; and Gleason L. Archer , Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1982), 229�30. In addition to individual differences in names or number, not one of the sums of the numbers given by the three sources equals 42,360. For a discussion of the various answers to this question, see Breneman , 85.


� For a comparison and analysis of the differences between the gift totals recorded at the end of the lists in Ezra 2 , Nehemiah 7 , and 1 Esdras 5 , see Kidner , 44.


� Joel Weinberg , The Citizen�Temple Community, trans. Daniel L. Smith -Christopher (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 42. Loring W. Batten  takes a similar approach in his A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1913), 72.


� J. Liver, The History of the House of David, from the Destruction of the State of Judah to the Destruction of the Second Temple [Hebrew] (Jerusalem, 1959), 87; cited by Weinberg , 41. Williamson , who takes a similar position, provides a helpful discussion of elements in the list that support an early date for its composition (31).


� J. Wellhausen, “Die Rückkehr der Juden aus dem babylonischen Exil,” Nachrichten von der königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen (Klasse, 1895), 176�78, cited by Weinberg , 41; Blenkinsopp , 83; Sigmund Mowinckel , Studien zu dem Buche Ezra-Nehemia 1 (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1964), 108.


� “The ‘Gola�List’ According to Ezra 2//Nehemiah 7,” JBL 70 (1951): 149�158. Galling  argues that the list was designed to counter Samarian opposition by clarifying “the ecclesiastical and legal structure of the gola community” and thus demonstrate that they were the “true Israel.” (152�54). McConville  draws a similar conclusion: “the list aims to distinguish ‘the people of the province who came up out of the captivity’ (v. 1) from other people in the province … making the point that it was only those of the Gola who properly constituted ‘Israel.’” J. G. McConville , Ezra, Nehemiah, and Esther, The Daily Study Bible (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1985), 15.


� Nehemiah describes the list as one of “those coming up at the first” (7:5 ). Both by its placement following chapter one and the narrative frame on either side of the list, the text of Ezra presents the list as a record of those who returned in response to Cyrus’s decree. In response to Blenkinsopp ’s argument that “clearly it is not a checklist of any one aliyah; the numbers involved (49,897 in Ezra, 49,942 in Nehemiah) are too high for that” (83), one may counter that there is nothing unreasonable about a return of nearly 50,000 people in view of the similar return to Israel of three times that many Jews in the 20th century. Edwin M. Yamauchi , “Ezra�Nehemiah,” in The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1985), 4:606�607.


� For helpful discussions of the issues surrounding the list in Ezra 8:1�14 , see, Williamson , 107�111, or Blenkinsopp , 160�63.


� Interestingly, all the lay family names in Ezra 8  may also be found in Ezra 2 , provided one supplies Zattu in verse five and Bani in verse ten. For a discussion of the textual evidence supporting this emendation, see Williamson , 107�108.


� Kidner , 41.


� Breneman , 77.


� Tamara Cohn Eskenazi , In an Age of Prose: A Literary Analysis of Ezra�Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 48�49.


� See Chapter Three, note � NOTEREF _Ref4469231 �187�.


� Ezra�Nehemiah, 83.


� McConville , 15�16.


� Marshall D. Johnson , The Purpose of Biblical Genealogies, 2d ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 42�43. Johnson states that Ezra’s genealogies show that “the question of legitimacy and continuity was of utmost importance for membership not only in the priesthood but also in the theocracy itself… . [They] present the idea of genealogical purity more explicitly than any other OT material… . But underneath the notion of legitimacy and racial purity is the desire to express the continuity of the people of God, that is to say, the identity of the new Israel of the restoration with the old Israel of the monarchy” (ibid.). For a discussion of the implications of Ezra 2  for the theme of purity or holiness, see Chapter Six.


� In addition to the listing of family names, Mark Throntveit  suggests two other ways in which Ezra 2  emphasizes “the restoration community’s continuity with the past”: (1) the listing of twelve leaders in Ezra 2:2  (as harmonized with Neh. 7 ) is “suggestive of a complete restoration of the tribes that formed sacral Israel,” and (2) the geographical nature of the list recalls the original occupation of the land and allocation of territory and cities by Joshua. Mark A. Throntveit , Ezra�Nehemiah, in Interpretation (Louisville: John Knox Press, 1992), 18�19.


� Throntveit  suggests that “the long lists of names … serves the very practical purpose of providing a running commentary on the status of the community in relation to the developing situation of reform. The list in Ezra 2  was important for maintaining the continuity of the restoration community with the past. The addition of the names of the family heads [in ch. 8 ] expands that expression of continuity into the present. The gap between the preexilic community and the present congregation had now been bridged and the stage was set of Ezra’s reform and reconstruction of the congregation along the lines of the Torah” (47).


� It is evident that Ezra is including only those he considers key components of his lineage, for Seraiah lived at least 120 years before Ezra’s time, and 1 Chron. 6:14  states that Jehozadak was Seraiah’s son. Also, the six high priests between Azariah and Meraioth are omitted from Ezra’s genealogy (cf. 1 Chron. 6:7�11 ; Kidner , 62; Keil , 59�60).


� Throntveit  provides a fascinating analysis of the rationale for the construction of Ezra’s genealogy. He arranges the genealogy in the following manner:


Ezra, reconstitution of Mosaic system�seven priests to destruction of temple�Azariah, first priest in Solomon’s temple�seven priests before construction of temple�Aaron, first chief priest


On the basis of this arrangement, Throntveit  notes that “there are seven names of priests who served before the construction of the temple, between ‘the chief priest, Aaron’ (v. 5b), founder of the Levitical system, and Azariah, ‘who served as priest in the house that Solomon built in Jerusalem’ (1 Chron. 6:10 ), as well as seven names of priests who served until the temple’s destruction between Azariah and Ezra, the priest and scribe responsible for the reconstitution of the Mosaic system, it becomes clear that the genealogy has been carefully arranged to establish Ezra’s credentials …” (41).


� For helpful descriptions of the locations of these towns relative to Jerusalem, see Blenkinsopp , 86�87, or Yamauchi , 610�11.


� The other six occasions on which the Returnees call themselves or are called “Israel” are as follows: the Returnees praise Yahweh “for His lovingkindness is upon Israel,” referring to themselves (3:11 ); Ezra’s resolve to teach Yahweh’s word “in Israel” (7:10 ); leading men are gathered from “Israel” to return with Ezra (7:28 ); Ezra admonishes the vessel guards to watch them until they weighed them before “the heads of the fathers of Israel at Jerusalem” (8:29 ); in response to Ezra’s mourning over the Returnees unfaithfulness a large group of people gathers around Ezra “from Israel” (10:1 ); and the category for the laymen who married pagan wives is “and [those] from Israel” (10:25 ).


� Interestingly, in all three cases “the people of Israel” refers to the laity as distinct from the priests and Levites. Keil  suggests that “they are called the people of Israel, not the people of Judah, because those who returned represented the entire covenant people” (21). The fact that the priests and Levites are excluded from the phrase, however, argues against his suggestion.


� It is noteworthy that in 6:17 , the narrator comments that 12 sin offerings were sacrificed “according to the number of the tribes of Israel.” Clearly, the Returnees saw themselves as representatives of the entire nation.


� The identification of the Returnees as Israel could perhaps seem to imply that only those who were a part of the golah community in Judah were a part of Israel. There is, however, at least one passage that indicates that this is not the implication intended in the narrative. In Ezra 7:28 , Ezra states that he “assembled from Israel” those who were to go with him. “From Israel” here must refer to the Israelites who were in Babylon at the time. Ezra’s reference indicates that his conception of “Israel” includes but is not limited to the golah community.


� 1:3 ; 3:2 ; 4:1 , 3 ; 5:1 ; 6:14 , 21 , 22 ; 7:6 , 15 ; 8:35 ; 9:4 , 15 . For a chart of all the names of God that occur in Ezra, see the Appendix.


� As Peter R. Ackroyd  notes, “Restoration of the vessels implies re�establishment of that continuity of the cultus which was in some measure interrupted by the disaster of 597. The vessels are a symbol of this… . Thus across the disaster of the exile, in which the loss of the temple might seem to mark an irreparable breach, there is a continuity established which enables the later worshipper to know, through the actual vessels in use, that he stands with his ancestors in the faith. This theme makes its contribution to the wider one of continuity in priesthood and in worship as ordered by the Levitical officials of various kinds.” “The Temple Vessels—A Continuity Theme,” VTSup 23 (1972): 175, 180.


� Leslie C. Allen  concludes similarly: “Clearly Ezra�Nehemiah was intended to establish ideals of worship for the ongoing community, whose continuity with the divinely established pre�exilic Israel was emphasized. In contexts of worship this feature appears repeatedly with a literary emphasis on its claim to rely on the written Torah and so to reflect traditions associated with Moses … .” “‘For He Is Good …’ Worship in Ezra�Nehemiah,” in Worship and the Hebrew Bible, ed. M. Patrick Graham, Rick R. Marrs, and Steven L. McKenzie (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 33.


� Fensham  comments: “It is as if Ezra has realized that immediately in front of him are all the cumulative iniquities which have heaped up through history.” The Books of Ezra and Nehemiah, 128. See also Fensham ’s article, “Some Theological and Religious Aspects in Ezra and Nehemiah,” JNSL 11 (1983): 63�64.


� Elmer A. Martens  provides a helpful summary of the key OT promises to the remnant: “granting of pardon (Mic. 7:18�20 ); God’s everlasting love (Jer. 31:2 ); taking root (2 Kings 19:30 ; cf. Isa. 37:31�32 ); removal of enemies and becoming established like a lion in the forest (Mic. 4:7�9 ); the Lord’s promise to be a garland of glory for the remnant (Isa. 28:5�6 ); and a grant by God for the people to possess all things (Zech. 8:6 ).” “Remnant,” in Baker Theological Dictionary of the Bible, ed. Walter A. Elwell (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1996), 670.


� J. G. McConville  suggests that the occurrence of both tyrav and hfylp in Isaiah 10:20�21  makes it a more likely referent of Ezra’s allusion than Jeremiah 23 : “And it will be in that day that the remnant of Israel and the escaped remnant of the house of Jacob will never again lean upon the one who struck him, but he will lean upon Yahweh, the Holy One of Israel in truth. A remnant will return, the remnant of Jacob, to the mighty God.” “Ezra-Nehemiah and the Fulfillment of Prophecy,” VT 36 (1986): 220�21. Since the “remnant” is such a prominent OT concept, it seems better to regard the entire prophetic treatment of the remnant as the background for Ezra’s thinking rather than a single passage or two.


� For a valuable discussion of the definition and use of irony in the Old Testament, see Edwin M. Good , Irony in the Old Testament (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1965).


� Breneman , 73.


� One cannot help wondering if the enforced separation of over 100 pagan women did not perhaps fuel the animosity of Rehum and Shimshai, whose letter of warning to Artaxerxes brought the wall�building efforts to a halt.


� Eugene H. Merrill  also concludes that hope is the central issue in Ezra. How he sees the narrative offering hope, however, differs from the analysis advanced by this dissertation. Merrill argues that the Book of Ezra answers the question “is there any hope for political and religious restoration… . Its central thrust is that there is indeed hope but that hope must be incarnated in the rebuilding of the Temple, the cultus, and the priesthood. Only as the remnant people became the theocratic nation, founded on and faithful to the covenant Yahweh made with their fathers, could they revive the Davidic house and anticipate the resumption of their mediatorial role among the nations of the earth.” “A Theology of Ezra�Nehemiah and Esther,” in A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament, ed. Roy B. Zuck (Chicago: Moody Press, 1991), 190. Merrill  concludes that “the great theological theme of [Ezra�Nehemiah] lies, then, precisely in this nexus between the ancient promises of Yahweh and the present and future expectations of His chosen people.” Hope is “conditioned on the willingness of the community to reestablish the covenant foundations on which they had been built and to take seriously the mandate to be a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.” Ibid., 201.


� Sara Japhet , “The Temple in the Restoration Period: Reality and Ideology,” Union Seminary Quarterly Review 44 (1991): 240. She continues: “The book expresses a complete acceptance of the political status quo; moreover, it represents this status quo as an expression of God’s mercy. The beginning of the redemption, according to the author of Ezra-Nehemiah, is Cyrus’ proclamation, a grant which had only one purpose: ‘that the word of the Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah might be accomplished’ (Ezra 1:1 ). In other words, it is the Temple’s construction which constitutes the realization of the [Jeremian] prophecy of redemption” (ibid.). Paul D. Hanson  gives a similar evaluation of Ezra’s eschatological outlook in his essay “Israelite Religion in the Early Post�exilic Period,” in Ancient Israelite Religion, ed. Patrick D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 485�508.


� “Wenn er aber nich das Bedürfnis hatte, die eschatological Erwartungen des Judentums stärker zu betonen, so dürfen wir daraus schließen, daß diese damals nicht im Vordergrund standen; … solange die persische Weltmacht dem Judentum so freundlich gesinnt war und seine religiösen und kultischen Wünsche so bereitwillig erfüllte, … konnte man zufrieden sein und brauchte nicht zur Eschatologie seine Zuflucht zu nehmen. Die politische Frieheit des religious geeinten Volkes Israel lag offenbar noch nicht im göttlichen Heilsplan. Hätte der Chronicler in echter eschatologischer Gespanntheit gelebt, müßte man davon trotz der gegenüber der persischen Regierung gebotenen Vorsicht seinem Werke mehr anspüren.” Wilhelm Rudolph , Esra und Nehemia samt 3 Esdras, Handbuch zum Alten Testament (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1949), xxix�xxx.


� McConville  locates three “signs of dissatisfaction” in the narrative. First, he cites passages that are unfavorable to the Persians: the reference to Darius as “king of Assyria,” which marks him as “true descendant of Sennacherib and Shalmaneser” (6:22 ); the moratorium placed by Artaxerxes upon work on the walls of Jerusalem (4:6�23 ); and Ezra’s reference to their political servitude (9:8�9 ). Second, he suggests that the ambiguity of the response to temple’s founding (3:13 ) and the unfavorable contrast between the feasts in Ezra 6:17�22  and those which followed the temple’s first founding argue that “the experience of the returned exiles falls short of a complete salvation … in relation to [its] cultic institutions.” Third, he argues that in Ezra’s prayer “the sin of the community … is made to account for its subservience to Persia, which is the real obstacle to its enjoyment of blessing” (“Ezra�Nehemiah and the Fulfillment of Prophecy,” 208�212).


� McConville  identifies in Ezra 8:15�9:15  eight instances of similarity in vocabulary and theme with Jeremiah 31  and seven such allusions to Isaiah. He concludes that the “similarity of theme and vocabulary suggests that the Ezra memoir is deliberately modeled on the prophecy in Jer. xxxi.” Ibid., 214�222; 215.


� McConville  concludes, “My main conclusion is that [Ezra and Nehemiah] express deep dissatisfaction with the exiles’ situation under Persian rule, that the situation is perceived as leaving room for a future fulfillment of the most glorious prophecies of Israel’s salvation, and that the cause of the delayed fulfillment is the exiles’ sin.” Ibid., 223.


� See Chapter Five.


� Robert Chisholm , “A Theology of Jeremiah and Lamentations,” in A Biblical Theology of the Old Testament, ed. Roy B. Zuck (Chicago: Moody Press, 1991), 352, note 17.


� For tables giving a break down of the episodes, phases, and scenes in Ezra’s two plots, see Chapter Three, pages � PAGEREF _Ref4459644 �72� and � PAGEREF _Ref4459655 �73�.


� This same list is included in Nehemiah chapter seven.


� This is not intended to imply that the difficult syntax of Ezra 10:44  is deliberate. It appears to be the result of scribal error. The Hebrew literally reads, “And there was from them (masc.) women, and they (masc.) put sons.” Derek Kidner  concludes aptly: “Such a tangle is proof of a damaged text … .” Ezra and Nehemiah, The Tyndale Old Testament Commentaries, ed. D. J. Wiseman (Downers Grove: Inter�Varsity Press, 1979), 72; similarly C. F. Keil , “Ezra,” in vol. 4 of Commentary on the Old Testament, trans. Sophia Taylor (1866�91; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1996), 84. Regardless of how one reconstructs Ezra 10:44, it fails to grant the second plot the full denouement that Ezra 6:22  gives the first plot.


� For definitions and a discussion of the significance of primacy� and recency�effects on the reader, see Chapter One, note � NOTEREF _Ref4469276 �64�.


� “Time and Space in Biblical (Hi)story Telling: The Grand Chronology,” in The Book and the Text: The Bible and Literary Theory, ed. Regina Schwartz (Cambridge: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1990), 140.


� If arranged historically, the order of the text would be 1:1�4:5 ; 4:24�6:22 ; 4:6�7 ; 7:1�10 :44 ; 4:8�23 .


� Seymour Chatman , Story and Discourse: Narrative Structure in Fiction and Film (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, 1978), 53�56.


� In an Age of Prose: A Literary Approach to Ezra�Nehemiah (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 155�74.


� Literary Interpretations of Biblical Narratives (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1982), 2:16�17


� The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1985), 81. In Sternberg ’s view, “inspiration is primarily nothing but a rule that governs the communication between writer and reader, licensing the access to privileged material (e.g., thoughts) that would otherwise remain out of bounds and giving all material the stamp of authority” (33).





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The primary reason advanced in support the literary unity of Ezra-Nehemiah is the fact that most ancient manuscripts, rabbinic literature, and early church fathers attest to this unity. In Codex Alexandrinus, the Aleppo, Codex and Leningrad Codex, Ezra-Nehemiah forms a single book. The Talmud (Babba Bathra 14b, 15a, and B. Sanh. 93b) as well as Melito of Sardis appear to view them as a unity. Tamara. C. Eskenazi, In An Age of Prose (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 11-12. For a thorough recitation and review of this evidence, see H. G. M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehe�miah, vol. 16 of Word Biblical Commentary, ed. David A. Hubbard and Glenn W. Barker (Waco: Word Books, Publisher, 1985), xxi-xxiii. Conservatives who regard Ezra and Nehe�miah as distinct literary compositions generally cite the presence of the list of Returnees in Ezra 2 and Nehemiah 7 as indicative of separate composition. To this may also be added the clear evidence that the plot of Ezra 7-10 reaches its denouement in chapter ten. Hypotheses concerning the rationale for the early combination of these two book may be found in Edward J. Young, An Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1952), 369.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Sternberg, 39�40, makes a strong point that none of the 8 “dimensions of Biblical form” are “differentiae of literary narrative”; i.e., features that distinguish literary narrative from other types of narrative. So I’m not making a facile assumption regarding the literariness of the Bible based on the inclusion of these element. Sternberg’s thesis is that the dominance/pervasiveness of the poetic function determines Scripture’s literariness.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��It may at first seem strange that the rebuilding of the temple, Ezra’s return, and the mixed�marriage incident are not listed among the themes of Ezra may at first seem odd. However, a proper understanding of the difference between narrative topics and themes mitigates this difficulty.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Alternatively, one could regard the waw copulative on twndgmbw as a waw explicativum summing up the previous items. E. Kautzsch, ed., Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar, trans. A. E. Cowley, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), §154a. Given that interpretation, the Persian response rises no higher than dutiful obedience to Cyrus’s mandate. Removed because Shumate thought it undercut making a point of the addition. I don’t think it is a waw explicativum and I didn’t find any commentary to who took it that way, so why bring it up?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Notes the mother’s influence on children: Breneman, 149; Fensham, 124


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The narrator’s brief temporal notation in 10:9  fills in the temporal gap between 8:36  and 9:1 , informing the reader that only four months had passed before the Returnees’ sin came to light.






