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    1 Esdras is an alternative version of the book of Ezra-Nehemiah in the Septuagint. Most Eastern Orthodox churches accord the book canonical
    status. This is the first commentary on 1 Esdras based on the critical text of the Göttingen Septuagint edition. It understands 1 Esdras not simply as a
    fragment of the Chronistic history or as merely a compilation, but rather as a coherent narrative. Its interpretation as a literary work and the
    reconstruction of its composition take into account both the historical backgrounds of the narrative setting of the Persian period and the historical
    location of the composition in the Hasmonaean period. 1 Esdras is currently enjoying a period of renewed attention in scholarship. Its relationship to
    Ezra-Nehemiah is seen as a prime example of literary-historical developments in Israel.

     

    Prof. Dr. Dieter Böhler SJ teaches Exegesis of the Old Testament at the Philosophisch-Theologische Hochschule Sankt Georgen, Frankfurt.

    




Editors’ Foreword 

The International Exegetical Commentary on the Old Testament (IECOT) offers a multi-perspectival interpretation of the books of the Old Testament to a broad, international audience of scholars, laypeople and pastors. Biblical commentaries too often reflect the fragmented character of contemporary biblical scholarship, where different geographical or methodological sub-groups of scholars pursue specific methodologies and/or theories with little engagement of alternative approaches. This series, published in English and German editions, brings together editors and authors from North America, Europe, and Israel with multiple exegetical perspectives. 

From the outset the goal has been to publish a series that was “international, ecumenical and contemporary.” The international character is reflected in the composition of an editorial board with members from six countries and commentators representing a yet broader diversity of scholarly contexts. 

The ecumenical dimension is reflected in at least two ways. First, both the editorial board and the list of authors includes scholars with a variety of religious perspectives, both Christian and Jewish. Second, the commentary series not only includes volumes on books in the Jewish Tanach/Protestant Old Testament, but also other books recognized as canonical parts of the Old Testament by diverse Christian confessions (thus including the Deuterocanonical Old Testament books). 

When it comes to “contemporary,” one central distinguishing feature of this series is its attempt to bring together two broad families of perspectives in analysis of biblical books, perspectives often described as “synchronic” and “diachronic” and all too often understood as incompatible with each other. Historically, diachronic studies arose in Europe, while some of the better known early synchronic studies originated in North America and Israel. Nevertheless, historical studies have continued to be pursued around the world, and focused synchronic work has been done in an ever greater variety of settings. Building on these developments, we aim in this series to bring synchronic and diachronic methods into closer alignment, allowing these approaches to work in a complementary and mutually-informative rather than antagonistic manner. 

Since these terms are used in varying ways within biblical studies, it makes sense to specify how they are understood in this series. Within IECOT we understand “synchronic” to embrace a variety of types of study of a biblical text in one given stage of its development, particularly its final stage(s) of development in existing manuscripts. “Synchronic” studies embrace non-historical narratological, reader-response and other approaches along with historically-informed exegesis of a particular stage of a biblical text. In contrast, we understand “diachronic” to embrace the full variety of modes of study of a biblical text over time. 

This diachronic analysis may include use of manuscript evidence (where available) to identify documented pre-stages of a biblical text, judicious use of clues within the biblical text to reconstruct its formation over time, and also an examination of the ways in which a biblical text may be in dialogue with earlier biblical (and non-biblical) motifs, traditions, themes, etc. In other words, diachronic study focuses on what might be termed a “depth dimension” of a given text – how a text (and its parts) has journeyed over time up to its present form, making the text part of a broader history of traditions, motifs and/or prior compositions. Synchronic analysis focuses on a particular moment (or moments) of that journey, with a particular focus on the final, canonized form (or forms) of the text. Together they represent, in our view, complementary ways of building a textual interpretation. 

Of course, each biblical book is different, and each author or team of authors has different ideas of how to incorporate these perspectives into the commentary. The authors will present their ideas in the introduction to each volume. In addition, each author or team of authors will highlight specific contemporary methodological and hermeneutical perspectives – e.g. gender-critical, liberation-theological, reception-historical, social-historical – appropriate to their own strengths and to the biblical book being interpreted. The result, we hope and expect, will be a series of volumes that display a range of ways that various methodologies and discourses can be integrated into the interpretation of the diverse books of the Old Testament. 

     

    Fall 2012
The Editors





Author’s Foreword

The present commentary on 1 Esdras is the first to offer an exegesis of this deuterocanonical book on the basis of the critical text by Robert Hanhart in the Göttingen edition of the Septuagint. The commentary by Michael F. Bird in the Septuagint Commentary Series 2012 is based on the text of Codex Vaticanus, and the focus of the exegesis in that recent publication is the embedding of 1 Esdras in ancient Greek literature and culture. Regrettably, it could not be considered in the preparation of this commentary.

Unlike previous exegetical works, this commentary does not regard 1 Esdras as a fragment of the Chronistic historical work, but as a systematic and complete narrative; this work is the first to treat the book as such and to apply narratological methods to its interpretation. At the same time, the anti-Hasmonean history behind the development of the narrative, closely bound up with its pro-Hasmonean sister-version in Ezra-Nehemiah, will now for the first time be reconstructed in accordance with the text-critical study I offered in 1997.

The substance of the commentary was developed during a research semester at the University of Tübingen in 2012. I am grateful to my Tübingen colleagues for their friendly reception and to the University for providing me with an ideal setting in which to do my work.

I thank my own faculty at the Philosophisch-Theologische Hochschule Sankt Georgen, Frankfurt am Main, for providing me with that research semester, and my confrere and colleague, Professor Emeritus Norbert Lohfink, SJ, for his careful reading of the manuscript. I am grateful to the English translator Linda Maloney for her efficient and excellent work, as well as for her excellent spirit of cooperation. Thanks also go out to my present assistant Timm Schreiner for his diverse labors in creating an English version of the German original. Working with the series editors, Professors Walter Dietrich and Gary Knoppers, and with Florian Specker, my editor at Kohlhammer, was at all times frictionless and pleasurable. I offer them all my thanks.

I dedicate the commentary to my Doktorvater, Professor Adrian Schenker, who initiated me in the mysteries of textual criticism and was the first to acquaint me with the problems and questions presented by 1 Esdras.

     

    Frankfurt, November 2015

Dieter Böhler, SJ





1 Esdras: Introduction


Text tradition

Greek Text

 1 Esdras was originally written in Hebrew and Aramaic, but after 100 c.e. it was transmitted only by Christians, and therefore in Greek translation. The Greek text of 1 Esdras is found in the great uncial codices Vaticanus (4th c., Rome), Alexandrinus (5th c., London), and Venetus (8th c., Rome). 1 Esdras is not contained in Sinaiticus (nor is 2 Esdras before 9:9), but it must originally have been there, since 2 Esdras is called “Esdras B,” which means it must formerly have been preceded by “Esdras A.” The uncials attest “an ancient text, relatively untouched by recensional reworkings” (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 18). The available evidence suggests that Origen did not edit 1 Esdras. The minuscules transmit the text in three recensions: the “Lucianic,” which repeatedly attempts to accommodate the text of the MT, and Recensions “a” and “b,” which primarily attempt stylistic smoothings. The book of Esther was also subjected to these two recensions. Some minuscules witness to a mixed text (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 18, 28–32).

Latin and ­Syriac Texts

 The Latin text tradition is found in two translations: the older “Versio Vulgata” (Vg), which Jerome did not touch, is found in citations since Cyprian (Hanhart, 15). It repeatedly reveals “Lucianic” readings. The other version, Lac, contained in Codex Colbertinus (9th c., Paris; Sabatier, 1751, 1041–67), is a faithful witness to the “Lucianic” recension (Hanhart, 32; idem, Textgeschichte, 19). The Syriac translation is related to “Lucian,” while the Ethiopic attests the B-text. There is also an Armenian version.

Josephus, Church Fathers

 Josephus is very important among the indirect witnesses because he was in possession of a pre-recensional text (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 18). He gives a paraphrase of 1 Esdras 2–9 in Ant. XI, 1–158 (not including the Chronicles material in 1 Esdras 1, because he describes the royal period elsewhere). The Greek and Latin Church Fathers repeatedly offer quotations from and allusions to 1 Esdras, mainly to the story of the bodyguards (Denter, “Stellung,” 1–13, 53–67), but these are so brief that no conclusions can be drawn from them about the forms of the text they used (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 19). In the Middle Ages the story of the bodyguards (1 Esdr 3–4) was adopted from Josephus into the Hebrew text of Josippon as a story about Zerubbabel, and so it became popular again among Jews.

Qumran

 In Qumran, in 4Q117 (= Ezra 4:2–6, 9–11; 5:17–6:5) the book of Ezra-Neh is certainly attested from the middle of the first century b.c.e. De Troyer, “Once More,” 421, suggests that there is evidence for the Hebrew-Aramaic book of 1 Esdras behind the Aramaic fragments in 4Q550, which Milik has insisted are the long-missing evidence for Esther in Qumran, but that Crawford called “4Q Tales of the Persian Court.” The personal names that appear in the fragments do not suggest an identification with 1 Esdras, but not all the fragments necessarily attest to the same book. These fragments have been edited by Puech and Beyer. According to Beyer, Texte, 149, 4Q550 consists of fragments from at least two and at most four manuscripts (from the second half of the first century b.c.e.) and contains a legendary court narrative whose “composition [took place] around 200 b.c.e. in the Eastern Diaspora.”

Time of ­Composition

 The terminus ante quem for the translation of 1 Esdras is Flavius Josephus’s work, but there are good indications that the translation was done much earlier. There are close connections especially with DanLXX, but also with Esther and 1–2 Maccabees, all of which points to the second century b.c.e. Signs of Ptolemaic usage (Talshir, Origin, 254, 258) could suggest Egypt as the place of translation, but an expression like “Coelesyria and Phoenicia” for עבר נהרהI(“Beyond the River”) points to the Seleucid period and to Palestine as the compositional locus (Talshir, Origin, 268). Likewise, as regards the origins of the predecessor version, “Proto-Ezra” (ProtEz = 1 Esdr 2, 5:7–9:55 // Ezra 1–10 + Neh 7:37b; 8:1–12), it is not the Persian period but the era of the Ptolemies (3rd c.) that should be considered. (See below. “Diachronic Perspectives on the Origins of the Book.”) Correspondingly, the insertion of the story of the bodyguards took place at a later time, though still on the Hebrew-Aramaic language level (Zipora and David Talshir, “Story,” 152–55). Thus the composition of Hebrew-Aramaic ProtEz would have happened around 250, that of Hebrew-Aramaic 1 Esdras around 130, and its translation into Greek soon after the latter date.




Synchronic View of the Final Form

1 Esdras: ­Beginning and End

 In the view of many interpreters (e.g., Walde, Mowinckel, Pohlmann) the beginning and end of the received text of 1 Esdras for a long time excluded the possibility that the text as we have it could be a complete book. At its beginning, in 1:1, the story jumps into the middle of the history of Josiah (// 2 Chr 35:1); at the end, the sentence in 9:55 (// Neh 8:12–13?) seems to break off abruptly. In the case of the beginning, there have been repeated attempts to see it as evidence of the unity of the “Chronicler’s History” (Chr–Ezra); as for the end, it was often supposed that the book must have included more text from Nehemiah beyond 1 Esdras 9:55 (// Neh 8:12).

Neither view is substantiated. Arie van der Kooij, in two articles, has defended the existing text as the beginning and end of a book, on good grounds. There is a parallel for the abrupt beginning of the narrative in the midst of Josiah’s story in the immediate environment of 1 Esdras: namely, 1 Chronicles also begins its narrative late in the life of Saul (1 Chr 10), and apparently presupposes knowledge of 1 Samuel. According to van der Kooij, 1 Esdr 1:21–22 excludes the possibility that the book was once preceded by 2 Chronicles 33. The concluding sentence of 1 Esdras is by no means cut off, as is so often asserted. Only if one assumes Neh 8:13 as the source text does such an idea arise, and even then it is somewhat forced. The Greek translator, with his “for: both … and” (ὅτι καὶ … καὶ) reflects a completed Hebrew sentence in the source text.

Four Acts

 The reason why the story begins with Josiah’s Passover is that it is the author’s intention to place the pre-exilic high point of Judah and its Jerusalem liturgy under Josiah programmatically at the beginning. When, then, the Josiah-like Davidide (!) Zerubbabel undertakes to rebuild the destroyed temple, that conveys the message that the restoration of the Jerusalem temple and its worship is to be looked for from the house of David. The narrative develops, in rhythm with its protagonists and the respective Persian  kings, in four acts: Judah’s decline, to the time of the exile (1 Esdras 1); Sheshbazzar’s building start under Cyrus and the interruption under Artaxerxes (1 Esdras 2); Zerubbabel’s building of the temple under Darius (1 Esdras 3–7); Ezra’s measures under a later Artaxerxes (1 Esdras 8–9).

Act One: ­Josiah und ­Judah’s End

 After beginning with the pre-exilic high point under Josiah, the first part of the narrative relates the decline and fall of Judah, with the destruction of the temple and exile of the population. Thus the problem to be solved, namely, how to attain the standard of the past (e.g., under Josiah) is anticipated from the start (1 Esdras 1 // 2 Chr 35–36).

Act Two: Sheshbazzar under Cyrus

 In the second act, the Persian king Cyrus permits the Jews to return home and rebuild. Sheshbazzar leads an aliyah to Jerusalem, and in rebuilding Jerusalem also lays the foundations of the temple (1 Esdr 2:1–14 // Ezra 1). But under a new king (Artaxerxes) the Jews are prevented from completing the temple (1 Esdr 2:15–25 // Ezra 4:7–24).

Act Three: ­Zerubbabel ­under Darius

 It is only in the third act, under Darius, that it becomes possible to continue what had been begun. King Darius, after a banquet, sets up a contest among his bodyguards to resolve the question of what or who is most mighty. The contest is won by the third bodyguard, Zerubbabel, who then asks the king for permission to build the city and temple (1 Esdras 3–4). Zerubbabel, in a second aliyah, goes up to Jerusalem, builds the altar, inaugurates worship services, and begins laying the foundations for the temple. The building of the altar and the laying of the foundation again arouse the enmity of the peoples of the land, because of whom the building has not been completed since the time of Cyrus (1 Esdras 5 // Ezra 2:1–4:5). But through the appearance of the prophets Haggai and Zechariah, matters take a positive turn. The Persian inspectors, after an exchange of letters with Darius that closely resembles the prior exchange with Artaxerxes (and yet has such a different outcome), support the building to its completion (1 Esdras 6–7 // Ezra 5–6).

Act Four: Ezra under ­Artaxerxes

 In the fourth act, under a later Artaxerxes, the priest Ezra goes up with a third and final aliyah. Unlike its predecessors, this journey is extensively described (8:27–64 // Ezra 7:28b–8:36). In accordance with an official commission from Arta­xer­xes, its goal is to deliver dedicated gifts for the completed temple in Jerusalem, but above all to occasion a visitation to Judah and Jerusalem by the priest and scribe Ezra, who is to see to it that life there is conducted according to the Torah, and also to make secure provision for the future organization of all Jews in Trans-Euphrates (8:1–26 // Ezra 7:1–28a). But the priest has scarcely arrived when he learns that the Jews who have returned before him have mingled with the peoples of the land and have not maintained the separate life commanded by the Torah (amixia, “non-mingling,” i.e., “separation,” 2 Macc 14:3, 38). In an extended penitential prayer, Ezra confesses that the restoration of Israel after the end of the exile, scarcely begun, has in principle already failed again because of this, since the sins that led to the exile threaten this new beginning as well (8:65–9:4 // Ezra 9:1–10:8). In a broadly conceived divorce action, Ezra once again unravels the common life of Jews with Gentiles. The “divorce” between clean and unclean, sacred and profane, is, according to Lev 10:10, the fundamental priestly teaching and activity. Ezra performs this divorce. In line with Lev 20:24–26, it aims at the separation of Israel from the nations. Ezra undertakes this separation in order to rescue the termination of exile after all (9:5–37a // Ezra 10:9–44). The narrative ends with a celebration of the Torah that is in many ways imitative of the beginning of the construction of the temple (9:37b–55 // Neh 7:72b–8:12). With this, the book dismisses its readers, appealing to them that now, after building the temple, they also bring to fulfillment the building of an Israel according to the Torah, and by separating themselves from foreigners to complete, once and for all, their return from afar.




Diachronic Perspectives on the Origins of the Book

1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah; “Proto-Ezra“

 Just as there are at least two different editions of the books of Jeremiah, Esther, and Daniel (LXX and MT), so also the book of Ezra exists in two “synoptic” editions: 1 Esdras and Ezra-Neh. These two editions derive from one and the same book, “Proto-Ezra,” which told in Hebrew and Aramaic of Zerubbabel’s building of the temple under Darius (1Esdr 2; 5:7–7:15 // Ezra 1–6) and of Ezra’s Torah-based reforms (1 Esdr 8–9 // Ezra 7–10; Neh 8:1–12). This older narrative of the building of the temple and the story of Ezra in ProtEz corresponds approximately to the text that 1 Esdras and Ezra-Neh have in common, but the source text has been more thoroughly reworked in Ezra-Neh than in 1 Esdras.

Aramaic Source?

 The author of ProtEz, using sources and traditions available to him, produced a theological history of the post-exilic restoration of Israel. The most important source he had was an Aramaic narrative of the building of the temple, from which he drew an entire section and incorporated it, apparently unchanged, into his own work (1 Esdr 2; 6:1–7:5 // Ezra 4:7–24; 5:1–6:15). Apparently the author also took the Aramaic Artaxerxes correspondence (1Esdr 2:15–25 // Ezra 4:7–24) from that same chronicle. Since that correspondence was always intended to interrupt the still-unfinished construction of the temple, it probably stood in the Aramaic chronicle before the Darius section, as it does now (differently Rudolph, Esra). The firman of Artaxerxes, also in Aramaic, now found in 1 Esdr 8:9–24 (Ezra 7:12–26), is regarded by most commentators (Torrey, Gunneweg) as having been fashioned by the author of the Ezra narrative.

As an alternative to the thesis of an Aramaic chronicle, it has occasionally been proposed, for example by Williamson, that the author did not have a complete Aramaic narrative but instead a collection of authentic documents from the Persian chancery written in imperial Aramaic (including Artaxerxes’s firman), and that the author himself spun the Hebrew-Aramaic story of the building of the temple out of those.

However, there are some elements, at first glance seemingly unimportant, that make the whole narrative complex of Ezra 5:1–6:15, as well as 4:7–24, seem like a transplanted foreign tissue in comparison to Ezra 1–3. It fits and is compatible with the rest, but it comes from somewhere else. There are small conceptual differences, so tiny that they do not arouse any objections to the supposition that a foreign text has been incorporated. But taken together, they seem to form a coherent whole.

For one thing, in the Aramaic parts the leadership suddenly falls on “elders of the Jews” (Ezra 5:5, [8], 9; 6:7, 8, 14), alongside Zerubbabel and Jeshua. These have never appeared in Ezra 1–3 – unless one equates them with the “heads of the ancestral houses” who are leaders along with Zerubbabel and Jeshua in Ezra 3:12; 4:2–3; in 3:12 they are called “old,” but never “elders.” If the elders were only mentioned in the letters (Ezra 5:[8], 9; 6:7, 8), one could view this as a strategy on the part of the narrator by which he avoided naming Zerubbabel in the letters and replaced him with nameless authorities (although 6:11 – and still more obviously Ezra 5:10 – promises to name the leaders of the construction work!). But the mention of the elders in the narrative passages in Ezra 5:5, 14 sets those passages apart, together with the letters, from Ezra 1–3. Had the author of Ezra 1–3 drawn the narrative links in Ezra 5:1–5, 13–14 from the letters, he would have omitted the elders there, just as in Ezra 1–3. Certainly, in Ezra 10:8, 14 elders appear even in the Hebrew context – alongside Ezra. Something similar to this phenomenon of the elders applies to the description of the exiles as “Judeans/Jews.” In Ezra 1–3 they are “gola/exiles” and “Israelites” or “Judah and Benjamin.” They are called “Jews” only in the Aramaic sections (Ezra 4:12, 23; 5:1, 5; 6:7, 8, 14). Again it is a matter not only of the letters but also and especially of the immediately adjoining narrative passages (5:1, 14). Only with the Memoirs of Nehemiah – likewise a source that has been inserted – does the text speak again of “Jews” (Neh 1–6 and 13). In this context, then, it is also striking that the only month named in the Aramaic passage Ezra 5:1–6:18 is “Adar” in 6:15. The Hebrew text of Ezra 1–10 commonly numbers the months; only the Memoirs of Nehemiah then again make use of the Babylonian names.

As a last indicator we may point to Ezra 6:7. The text is somewhat corrupt, and in the parallel in 1 Esdr 6:26[27] Zerubbabel’s name has in any case been secondarily inserted (because of the story of the bodyguards). But the mention of the “governor of the Jews” in Ezra 6:7 (// 1 Esdr 6:26[27]) is original, and it refers indirectly to Zerubbabel. Besides that, Ezra 5:14 also calls Sheshbazzar a “governor.” The Hebrew author of Ezra 1–3, in striking contrast to Haggai, avoided both.

All this favors the conclusion that we should see in Ezra 5:1–6:14–15 (1 Esdr 6:1–7:4–5) and Ezra 4:7–24 (1 Esdr 2:15–25) elements adopted by the Hebrew author of ProtEz, excerpted from a larger Aramaic narrative work and inserted in his narrative. In doing so he apparently took over the section in Ezra 5:1–6:15, framed by the prophets Haggai and Zechariah, as a single whole and himself added the dedication ceremony in Ezra 6:16–18 on the model of 1 Kgs 8 and 2 Chr 6.

No Persian Documents

 Schwiderski’s researches in the Northwest Semitic letter formula render the supposition that there are “genuine Persian documents” in the Aramaic source virtually impossible and appear to exclude their composition before the third century b.c.e. On this point Torrey is evidently correct. The Aramaic documents in Ezra 4–6 were composed (no differently from the firman in Ezra 7) for their narrative context, by a Jewish hand, in skillful imitation of Persian chancery style. Moreover, the exchange of letters with Artaxerxes in Ezra 4 and that with Darius in Ezra 5–6 give the impression of having been composed to reflect one another, which clearly accords with a narrative intent.

Paralleling of Altar ­Construction and Reading of the Torah

 The position here maintained, that 1 Esdras 6–7 (Ezra 5–6) were taken from an Aramaic chronicle is indirectly supported also by the fact that the Hebrew author of ProtEz conceived the Hebrew parts of his work as parallel stories set before and after the Aramaic section: Zerubbabel’s building of the altar is introduced in 1 Esdr 5:46 (Ezra 3:1) in the same way as is Ezra’s reading of the Torah in 1 Esdr 9:37b, 38 (Neh 7:72b; 8:1a). Zerubbabel’s laying of the foundation stone evokes weeping, as does Ezra’s later reading. The Hebrew author devises a parallel structure that does not affect the Aramaic section (exchange of letters with Darius). He bases his narrative of Zerubbabel’s building of the temple on Solomon’s building and dedication of the temple according to Chronicles (cf. Ezra 3:7 and 2 Chr 2:9).

Artaxerxes Correspondence

 Because the Hebrew author of Ezra 1:1–4:5 took from his Aramaic chronicle the concept that Sheshbazzar began unsuccessfully to build the temple under Cyrus and the construction could only be completed by Zerubbabel under Darius, I consider the location of the Artaxerxes correspondence in 1 Esdras to be original: it separates Sheshbazzar’s and Zerubbabel’s work, as Ezra 5:14 still requires in Ezra-Neh. The fusion of Sheshbazzar with Zerubbabel was first undertaken when Nehemiah was inserted into Ezra-Neh, perhaps in order to retain the three-part nature of the work with its three aliyot (so that “Sheshbazzar, Zerubbabel, Ezra” became “Sheshbazzar/Zerubbabel, Ezra, Nehemiah), corresponding to the three stages of exile in 2 Chronicles 36. In any case, the text of Ezra 4:9–10 has been secondarily filled out, in contrast to 1 Esdr 2:15, so as to increase the hostility. In fact, the theme of external obstacles to the building of the temple seems to have arisen late, but thereafter to have grown steadily. Haggai knows that the building of the temple did not commence for a long time and was only taken up in the second year of Darius. There is not a hint of hostile obstruction in his work. If the Aramaic source only included Ezra 5:1–6:15, it would present the same picture: the idle Judeans had to be motivated by the prophets. If Ezra 4:7–24 was also part of the Aramaic source, then the motif of obstruction by external enemies begins here (in the Hellenistic period!). It was then built up by the Hebrew author of ProtEz.

Memoirs of Ezra?

 Besides the Aramaic chronicle, the author of ProtEz had access to traditions of Ezra, possibly even written memoirs. But to me, together with Gunneweg, Blum, and Carr, it appears that “the shaping of the Ezra material (incl. Neh 8) is essentially the work of the principal author of the book” (Blum, Esra, 249). If it ever existed, the “Ezra memoir [is] now submerged in the Ezra narrative” (Carr, Formation, 226). The Aramaic firman was also composed by the author of ProtEz. The Ezra narrative shares too many fundamental features with the preceding stories of Sheshbazzar and Zerubbabel to have been formulated independently of them. In the Aramaic chronicle, Tattenai asked the heads of the construction work about the legal basis for their building (1 Esdr 6:4). But it is not the narrator who gives the answer; it is Darius’s “document.” Similarly, the narrator announces Sheshbazzar’s return (1 Esdr 2:14), but it is only the letter to Artaxerxes that “describes” the beginning of construction as ordered by Cyrus (1 Esdr 2:17). The notice of the interruption of building in 2:25 is again given by the narrator. All the heroes – Sheshbazzar, Zerubbabel, and Ezra – have dealings with Aramaic documents. All appear under named Persian kings. All of them ultimately disappear without a word. The list of divorces in 1 Esdras 9 is dependent on the list of returnees in 1 Esdras 8 and both are dependent in turn on Zerubbabel’s list of returnees in 1 Esdras 5. Ezra’s prayer looks back to the return from exile, the rebuilding of the temple and the city (1 Esdr 8:77–78). Borrowings from the Ezra narrative in the Memoirs of Nehemiah that are sometimes proposed (Kellermann, In der Smitten) are not impossible, but neither can they be demonstrated (Williamson, Ezra, 115–16). A deliberate exaltation of Nehemiah by Ezra could have and must have been accomplished “more efficiently” (Emerton, “Review,” 183).

When was Proto-Ezra Composed?

 If the Aramaic documents come, at the earliest, from the Ptolemaic period, that is the terminus post quem for ProtEz. The reference to the Greek drachma in Ezra 2:69 also speaks in favor of the Hellenistic era (Eskhult, “Loanwords”). Persian borrowings obviously remain possible in imperial Aramaic even in the third century.

The older version of ProtEz told of the rebuilding after the Babylonian exile in such a way that the return from foreign lands and the conflict-ridden start of building under Zerubbabel, and the separation from foreigners under Ezra, were presented as corresponding processes. The thesis of the book was that the end of the Babylonian exile will only be secured when Jews live separately from other peoples, as prescribed by the Torah; the foundations for this were laid by Ezra. A completion corresponding to the dedication of the temple remains a task for the future.

Such a conception is most easily understandable at the beginning of the Hellenistic era, which was accompanied by cultural pressure or, better said, cultural suction (Southwood, Ethnicity, 211), something unknown in the Persian period. This book remembers the Persian kings as friendly to the Jews. In fact, these Jews had even retained the Aramaic official language. But it seems that a new era had dawned in which Jews were being seduced by cultural suction to assimilate. The story of Ezra symbolizes the ominous attractiveness of the foreign in the narrative of the dangerous mixed marriages, just as the older stories about Solomon had done. In the Ezra narrative, mixed marriage is the prime example of ἀλλοφυλισμός (“foreigness”) (2 Macc 4:13; 6:24), the opposite of amixia (“not mingling with the gentiles”) (2 Macc 14:3, 38: ἀμειξία; Josephus Ant. XIII, 245, 247: ἀμιξία).

Two Further Developments of Proto-Ezra: 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah

 In the Seleucid period, two new editions of the book were created out of this older narrative that had battled the increasing attraction of Hellenistic culture between 300 and 250 b.c.e.




	Persian period
	Memoirs of NehemiahZerubbabel traditionsEzra traditions: Memoirs of Ezra in the 1st person?



	Ptolemaic period
	Aramaic source: Story of building the templeProtEz: parallels 1 Esdras 5 (Ezra 2–3) // 1 Esdras 9 (Ezra 10/Neh 8) and incorporates Aramaic source.



	Seleucid period/Hasmonean period    	Pro-Hasmonean: ProtEz + Memoirs of Nehemiah → Ezra-NehemiahAnti-Hasmonean: 2 Chr 35–36 + ProtEz + Story of the Bodyguards → 1 Esdras






The Pro-Hasmonean ­Version: Ezra-Nehemiah

 In the early Hasmonean period (160/150 b.c.e.) the clearly older Memoirs of Nehemiah (Neh 1–6 and 12–13*) were melded with ProtEz to form the pro-Hasmonean books of Ezra-Nehemiah. The list of priests in Nehemiah 12, which names the Hasmonean ancestor Joiarib (Neh 12:6, 19) was probably added in a second revision (150 b.c.e.).

The Anti-Hasmonean Version: 1 Esdras

 Somewhat later (130 b.c.e.?), the same ancient narrative, ProtEz, was expanded by the interpolation of the story of the bodyguards (1 Esdr 3:1–5:6) and the prefixing of 2 Chronicles 35–36. Through this process the quite bland image of Zerubbabel in ProtEz was painted in glowing Davidic colors and the hopes that Haggai and Zechariah had associated with the Davidide prince were adopted into the new version of the book, 1 Esdras. In both cases the Hebrew-Aramaic text of ProtEz, which was itself still in the process of development, was subjected to certain adaptations required by the literary expansions. The resulting Hebrew-Aramaic version of 1 Esdras was then translated into Greek toward the end of the second century b.c.e. The other version, Ezra-Nehemiah, was probably given its Greek face (2 Esdras) later, in the first century c.e. Josephus used only 1 Esdras and the Memoirs of Nehemiah, which were still circulating independently.

Story of the Bodyguards

 The interpolated story of the bodyguards is a Jewish Aramaic legend that originally told of a brilliant Jewish youth like Daniel and his superior wisdom at the Persian court. It was secondarily reshaped by the gloss in 1 Esdr 4:13 into a legend of Zerubbabel, so that the son of David Zerubbabel could be set in parallel with the wise temple-builder Solomon.

Zerubbabel as a Davidide

 The new version shared with ProtEz and Ezra-Neh the interest in amixia. It ends with the unaltered Ezra narrative, but this version (following the conflicts under Antiochus IV) can only envision the restoration of temple, worship, and the holy city by a Davidide, a new Josiah as David redivivus. Hence 2 Chronicles 35–36 is prefixed as a program, and with the explicit relating of Zerubbabel to the “house of David”  in 1 Esdr 5:5, the image of Zerubbabel in Haggai and Zechariah is also incorporated. This decidedly pro-Davidic version is aimed against the Hasmoneans on the royal throne and against their assertion that they had restored the sacred character of temple and city.




Main Themes of the Book

Proto-Ezra: Temple and Torah

 Proto-Ezra told of the restoration of Judah after the exile, under Cyrus and Darius in such a way that, first of all, Sheshbazzar returns with a first caravan and begins to rebuild the temple and the city. But the temple remains incomplete. Zerubbabel comes with a second caravan and finishes building the temple. Later, under Artaxerxes, the priest Ezra returns home and, by divorcing the foreigners from the Jews, completes the Torah-compliant separation from the Gentiles. According to this narrative of the restoration, the temple and a life according to the Torah are the constitutive elements of Israel, and with their restoration Israel itself is reconstituted. In the first part the foreigners threaten the construction of the temple from without; in the second part they threaten Torah-compliant life from within. It is only Ezra’s separation of Israel from the foreigners that completes the return from foreign lands after the exile.

Ezra-Nehemiah: Political Independence

 The Hasmoneans added a third element to temple and Torah, namely, political independence. For that purpose they had the new edition of the book (Ezra-Nehemiah) composed, incorporating the ancient Memoirs of Nehemiah, the story of the building of the walled city and its settlement, into the older version, ProtEz, because the amixia demanded by the Torah can only be lived in an independent, separated community (Neh 13).

1 Esdras: Davidic Dynasty

 Opponents of the Hasmoneans, who contested the legitimacy of the Hasmonean kingship, set against it an alternative version of the book, 1 Esdras, which regards temple and Torah, but also the Davidic dynasty, as constitutive of Israel. By the interpolation of the story of the bodyguards (1 Esdr 3:1–5:6) and the prefixing of Josiah’s Passover (1 Esdras 1 = 2 Chronicles 35–36), 1 Esdras has become an anti-Hasmonean book. In particular, it does not anticipate that the Hasmoneans will be able to restore the legitimate cult and a righteous kingdom. 1 Esdras, even in its Hebrew-Aramaic version, already assigns Zerubbabel the titles of “governor” and “servant of the Lord” through the interpolation of the story of the bodyguards and other associated accommodations of the text, titles Ezra-Neh steadily denies him but that are accorded him by Haggai. The story of the bodyguards, as an Aramaic midrash on Zechariah 8 (“Jerusalem as the city of truth”) also introduces Zechariah’s image of Zerubbabel into the conception in 1 Esdras. The themes of “temple worship” and “Torah-correct amixia” are retained from ProtEz, but their realization also requires a king from the house of David.




Core Elements of the History of Interpretation

Josephus and Josippon

 In Ant. XI, 1–158, Flavius Josephus used 1 Esdras for his narrative of the post-exilic restoration. Josippon, a medieval Jewish chronicle from the tenth century that relies heavily on Josephus, repeats the story of the bodyguards’ contest (1 Esdr 3–4) in 6.129–34.

Patristic and Medieval ­Interpreters

 The Greek and Latin Church Fathers repeatedly alluded to 1 Esdras from the second century onward, mainly to the philosophical story of the bodyguards (Myers, Esdras, 17). But there were no commentaries on 1 Esdras, only brief references. Thus, for example, Augustine, in Civ.Dei XVIII, 36, cites the story of the bodyguards and interprets Zerubbabel’s speech on truth as prophecy of Christ. In the Middle Ages, Thomas Aquinas devoted one of his Quaestiones quodlibetales to the question drawn from the story of the bodyguards: “Utrum veritas sit fortior inter vinum et regem et mulierem [Whether truth is mightier than wine and the king and women].”

The Western Church and the Reformation

 In the Western church after Jerome, 1 Esdras declined in authority, and at least since the Council of Trent it has not been included in the canon. The Sixto-Clementine edition of the Vulgate only prints 1 Esdras in an appendix. In English-speaking countries, 1 Esdras is still known because of its inclusion in the Authorized Version (King James Bible, 1611; removed in 1885). Martin Luther, on the other hand, referring to 3 and 4 Ezra together, said “The third book of Esdras I throw into the Elbe; in the fourth, pretty knacks enough; as, “The wine is strong, the king is stronger, women strongest of all; but the truth is stronger than all these” (Tischreden I, 337).1

The Eastern Church

 The Eastern church (except for the Russian Orthodox) reads 1 Esdras in its canon. The last trace of liturgical use of 1 Esdras in the Latin church was in the Tridentine Missal, in the Missa pro eligendo summo pontifice [Mass for a Papal Election]: the Offertory Verse was taken from 1 Esdr 5:40.











Preliminary Note on the Translation

Forms of Names

 In the translation, personal names will be given in their Greek form (Zorobabel, Nabuchodonosor), while in the commentary the forms commonly used in English translations (Zerubbabel, Nebuchadnezzar) will be used. In many of the lists of names only a Greek form of the name can be transcribed; the Hebrew form is rarely discernible. The forms of names typical in the Septuagint (“Jesus” for “Joshua,” Nabuchodonosor) are used in patristic texts and still today in many countries that speak the Romance languages; they have often played an important part in interpretation.

I translate Ιουδαία (Heb. יהודה,IAram. יהוד)Ias a territorial concept, “Judea.” 1 Esdras writes Ιουδα only in 1:31, 33 for the pre-exilic kingdom (along with Ιουδαία in 1:30), and after the exile in 2:5; 5:63; 9:5 in the expression “tribe of Judah and Benjamin” (also “tribe of Judah” in 5:5). This I render with the tribal name “Judah.” Finally, I translate Ιουδαῖοι (only in the Aramaic gentilic form יהודיא)Ias an ethno-religious entity, “Jews” (cf. Miller, “Ethnicity”), and “Judeans” only when the reference is to inhabitants of the geographical southern kingdom. In the commentary, however (as in the Hebrew-Aramaic source text), Judea and Judah, Judeans and Jews are used without differentiation.

The translation of the Greek text of 1 Esdras was prepared for this commentary. However, it largely agrees with the version I have offered in the Septuaginta Deutsch.




Preliminary Note on Textual Criticism

“Omits” in textual criticism just designates a minus compared to other witnesses, “adds” a plus; “transposes” a rearrangement of the text; none of this intends to say anything about the priority of one or another version. The sections headed “Text” also describe the comparison of the text with Ezra-Neh without undertaking textual criticism, since some variants are to be regarded not as text-critical but as literary-critical; others cannot be evaluated text-critically because innumerable small variants between parallel texts may arise in any stage of a textual development still in flux (cf. Pss 14 // 53; Micah 4 // Isaiah 2; Ps 18 // 1 Sam 22), which are text-critically indistinguishable, so that no priority can be assigned. For a complete listing of the textual differences between 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah, consult Talshir, Text-Critical Commentary.















Act One: The Jerusalem Temple under Josiah and the Last Kings of ­Judah (1 Esdras 1)


Josiah’s Passover (1 Esdr 1:1–20)


Exposition

 1And Josias kept the passover (feast) for his Lorda in Jerusalem and slaughtered the paschal lamb on the 14th day of the first month, 2for which he placed the priests in order according to their daily services, in their vestments, in the temple of the Lord.




Preparations for the Feast

 3And he told the Levites, the temple servants of Israel, to sanctify themselvesb for the Lord, because the holy ark of the Lord was set up in the house (of God) that King Salomon, the (son) of David, had built: 4“You need no longer carry it on your shoulders. Therefore now serve the Lord your God, and care for his people Israel and prepare (the Passover) according to your families and tribes, according to what David, the king of Israel, wrote and his son Salomon brought to magnificence. 5Stand in order in the temple according to the groupings of the families of you Levites, who (stand) before your kindred, the Israelites, 6and in (your) place slaughter the Passover and prepare the sacrifice for your kindred! Celebrate the Passover according to the commandment of the Lord that was given to Moses!”




7And Josias gave the people who had gathered 30,000 young sheep and goats (as well as) 3,000 calves. These were given as promised, from the king’s possessions to the people and the priests and the Levites. 8Also, Helkias and Zacharias and Esyelos, the chief officers of the temple, gave the priests 2,600 sheep for the Passover, (and) 300 calves. 9Likewise the captains Jeconias and Samaias and (his)a brother Nathanael, and Hasabias and Ochielos and Joram gave the Levites 5,000 sheep for the Passover, and 700 calves.




The Celebration

 10After that had been done, the priests and Levites with the unleavened bread stood in proper order, by tribes and family groupings, before the people to sacrifice to the Lord, as it is written in the book of Moses. And so (it went on) until morning.11They roasted the Passover over the fire, as required, but they boiled the (parts of the) sacrifices in copper kettles and pots – it smelled good – and distributed (from them) to all the people. 12But afterward they prepared it for themselves and their kindred, the priests, the sons of Aaron, 13for the priests were offering the fat until late at night, and the Levites prepared [the meat] for themselves and their kindred, the priests, the sons of Aaron. 14Likewise the temple singers, the sons of Asaph, were in their places, according to David’s instructions, and also Asaph and Zacharias and Eddinus, belonging to the king. 15The gatekeepers also (stood) at each gate. No one might leave his daily duty, but their kindred, the Levites, prepared (everything) for them.




Conclusion and Appreciation of the ­Festival

 16So on that day the things were done that had to do with the sacrifice to the Lord, the keeping of the Passover and the presentation of the sacrifices on the Lord’s altar, according to the directions of King Josias. 17So the Israelites who had gathered at that time kept the Passover and the feast of the unleavened bread for seven days. 18No Passover like it had been kept in Israel since the times of the prophet Samuel. 19None of the kings of Israel had kept such a Passover as was kept by Josias and the priests and the Levites and the Judeans and all Israel who were at home in Jerusalem. 20This Passover was kept in the 18th year of the reign of Josias.




Text


In vv. 10–15 Rahlfs’s verse numbering deviates from that of the Göttingen edition (Hanhart): 10 (Gö) = 10–12 (Ra); 11 (Gö) = 13 (Ra); 12–13 (Gö) = 14 (Ra); 14–15 (Gö) = 15 (Ra). 1 Esdras 1:10b–16a = NRSV 1:11–17; vv. 16b–20 = NRSV vv. 18–22.




1a τῷ κυρίῳ αὐτοῦ = source text [Vorlage] לאלהיוI(Talshir, Commentary, 3); diff. 2 Chr 35:1 ליהוה.IFor the translator, the appellation “God” and the Tetragrammaton are interchangeable (Talshir, Origin, 164). 2 Par 35:1 conflates: τῷ κυρίῳ θεῷ αὐτοῦ.



    
2a ἐστολισμένους: According to 2 Chr 35:2 the king “encouraged” (חזק)Ithe priests “in their liturgical service.” 1 Esdras translates “gird, bind” (so Isa 22:21, parallel to לבשׁ)?I




3a Λευίταις ἱεροδούλοις (2 Chr 35:3: המבונים),I(2 Par 35:3: δυνατοί). In 1 Esdras ἱερόδουλοι is the standard equivalent for נתנים,Ithe “temple servants” as distinct from the Levites (1 Esdr 5:29, 35 = Ezra 2:43, 58; 1 Esdr 8:5, 22, 48 = Ezra 7:7, 24; 8:20). Numbers 8:16, 19 calls the Levites נתנים.I




3b The exhortation to make themselves holy for the Lord is expressed in indirect discourse before the direct discourse begins in v. 4. In 2 Chr 35:3 it is stated that the Levites are holy to the Lord.




3c In 2 Chr 35:3 the direct discourse begins with the exhortation: “Put the holy ark in the Temple!” This assumes that the ark had been taken away from the Temple, and that the Levites are permitted to enter the Holy of Holies (against Num 4:5, 15; cf. 2 Chr 5:7; 29:16; Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 284). “Chr’s form does not fit the context” (Talshir, Commentary, 9). For תנוI(2 Chr 35:3), 1 Esdr 1:3 reads ἐν τῇ θέσει (2 Par 35:3: καὶ ἔθηκαν). The variants in 2 Par and 1 Esdr do, in fact, favor an infinitive form such as בהנתןI(Talshir, Commentary, 9), or rather, if the imperative “sanctify yourselves” preceded it, נתוןI(infinitive absolute or passive participle).




4a–a “Serve … care for”: double translation of עבדו.IThe translator does not want to use the same word for worship of God and service to human beings (Böhler, “Übersetzungstechnik,” 119–20).




4b κατὰ τὴν μεγαλειότητα: source text כיד שׁלמהI(cf. 1 Kgs 10:13; Esth 1:7; 2:18); cf. 2 Par 35:4: διὰ χειρὸς (בידIcf. Talshir, Commentary, 11). 1 Esdras likes to dwell on the expression כידI(Ezra 7:9 = 1 Esdr 8:6; Ezra 7:28 = 1 Esdr 8:27; cf. 1 Esdr 8:4, 46).




5a ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ = source text בביתIfor בקדשׁI(2 Chr 35:5); cf. 1:2 // 2 Chr 35:2; see below on 1:43.




6a καὶ τὰς θυσίας ἑτοιμάσατε. The Greek translator rendered והקדשׁיםI(2 Chr 35:6: והתקדשׁו:Iproblematic sanctification after the slaughter) correctly as to its meaning, “sacrificial (parts)” (Talshir, Commentary, 15); so also in v. 11. Levites distribute the sacrifices in vv. 13–15 (Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 285). Cf. 2 Par 35:6 LXXA: καὶ τὰ ἅγια ἑτοιμάσατε; LXXBL omits τὰ ἅγια.




7a–a 2 Chronicles 35:7 inserts another “Passover” after the listing of the small animals; it is absent in 1 Esdr 1:7: “30,000 lambs and kids … as Passover sacrifices, and 3,000 bulls.” In this way the text of Chronicles, in accordance with Exodus 12, assigns only the sheep and goats to the Passover sacrifices, while the bulls (which Deut 16:2 also allows for Passover) are different sacrifices  (Talshir, Commentary, 16). This is resolved in vv. 8–9 in that the twice-mentioned Passover in 1 Esdras, differently from 2 Chronicles, does not imply any distinction in the purpose of the various sacrificial animals. In vv. 8–9, 1 Esdras mentions πρόβατα in the first enumeration (parallel to the large animals in the second). The same is true of 2 Paralipomenon. The initially disturbing omission in the MT could be intended to continue the thought of v. 7, namely, that only the small animals (the first number) were “for the Passover” (Talshir, Commentary, 21).




7b ἐδόθη κατ᾽ ἐπαγγελίαν τῷ λαῷ καὶ τοῖς ἱερεῦσιν καὶ Λευίταις is part of the royal gift in 1 Esdras, while in 2 Chr 35:8 לנדבה לעם לכהנים וללויםIbelongs to an additional group of gifts from the “officials,” though it is true that the object is missing.




8a Ησυηλος (v. 8), 2 Chr 35:8 יחיאל,I2 Par 35:8 Ιιηλ. Since 1 Par 23:9 uses Ιιηλ to translate the MT’s חזיאל,IFritzsche, Apokryphen, 14, suspects that behind 1 Esdr 1:8 lies חזיאלI(cf. Syr). It is true that a σ is unusual in place of a ז.IThe two readings could easily have developed from יחזיאלI(cf. 1 Chr 12:1; 16:6; 23:19; 24:23; 2 Chr 20:14; Ezra 8:5).




8b For πρόβατα see v. 7a.




9a ὁ ἀδελφὸς = source text אהיו,Ias in the MT. Cf. 1 Esdr 5:56; 8:21, 46, 47; 9:19 // Ezra 3:9; 7:23; 8:18, 10; 10:18. Talshir, Origin, 146: “Where pronouns are indispensable in Semitic languages, they are inessential in the Greek.”




9b For πρόβατα see v. 7a.




9c 700 (bulls): 2 Chr 35:9 has 500; thus in the MT the ratio of sheep to bulls is twice given (in vv. 7 and 9) as 10:1, but not so in v. 8. In 1 Esdras the exact ratio of 10:1 is found only in v. 7.




10a καὶ τούτων γενομένων (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 109, with A and many mss.): καὶ ταῦτα τὰ γενόμενα (Rahlfs, with B’L).




10b ἔχοντες τὰ ἄζυμα = 2 Chr 35:10: כמצות המלך.I1 Esdras reads במַצּוֹתIfor כְּמִצְוַת,Isince the source text omits המלך.ICf. Exod 12:17: “observe! אֶת־הַמַּצּוֹת:!”;ILXX: καὶ φυλάξεσθε τὴν ἐντολὴν ταύτην.



    
10c Between “tribes” and “family groupings” 1 Esdr 1:10 is deficient in comparison to 2 Chr 35:11–12: “The Levites slaughtered the Paschal sacrifices, and the priests sprinkled the blood, which they received in their hands. The Levites then skinned the animals. They set aside the parts to be used for the burnt offerings and gave them” homoioteleuton? (לתתםI… מחלקותם).ITalshir, Commentary, 25, thinks the omission must be secondary, since otherwise there would be no notice of the actual slaughtering. However, the carrying out of the king’s order (1:6) need not be related in every detail. Of course, from 1 Esdr 1:11 onward it is only the Levites who are the subject (as in the insertion in 2 Chr 35:11). At any rate, the matter is more complex than mere parablepsis. As a result of the different position of “matzot/command,” the omission in 1 Esdr 1:10, and the reading העםIלפניI(ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ λαοῦ) in v. 12 (for לבני העםIin 2 Chr 35:12), in 1 Esdras the “tribes” (in Chronicles the reference is only to the Levites) and “family groupings” (which in Chronicles refers to the people) stand alongside one another and refer indiscriminately to priests and Levites. The addition in 2 Chr 35:11–12 intends to differentiate explicitly between the activities of the priests and Levites; in 1 Esdras it remains at first implicit, until 1:13 draws the distinction here as well.



    
10d καὶ οὕτως τὸ πρωινόν // 2 Chr 35:12: וכן לבקרI(“bulls”). 2 Par 35:12: καὶ οὕτως εἰς τὸ πρωί. The MT differentiates between the treatment of the (paschal) lambs and the bulls. According to 1 Esdras (and 2 Par), it all lasts until morning (cf. 1 Esdr 1:13 // 2 Chr 35:14). Vg: et sic ad diluculum.



    
14a 1 Esdras translates “temple singers”  (משׁררים)Iwith ἱεροψάλται (secular singers in 5:41 with ψάλται). The expression is otherwise foreign to the whole LXX. (1–2 Par: ψαλτῳδοὶ; 2 Esdr: ᾄδοντες). The translator of 1 Esdras was working “in a vacuum in regard to these terms” (Talshir, Origin, 254); according to Talshir (Origin, 253), ἱεροψάλτης occurs “in an inscription from the 2nd century b.c.e.”




14b 1 Esdr 1:14 (2 Chr 35:15) at first mentions only the sons of Asaph. Then the MT lists the ancestors of the choral Levites: Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun. Contrast 1 Esdr 1:14: καὶ Ασαφ καὶ Ζαχαριας καὶ Εδδινους οἱ παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως. “Eddinus” = Jeduthun? “Ethan” (1 Chr 15:17, 19 – between Asaph and Zechariah!)? Jeduthun never again appears in 1 Esdras or in Ezra MT. For “Zechariah” cp. 1 Chr 16:5: “He (David)  named Asaph as the chief, and second to him Zechariah.” Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 285, reflects: “the presence of the name ‘Zechariah’ could be interpreted as representing an earlier stage in the development of the levitical singers (Gese’s IIIA) prior to the hegemony of the Heman group (Gese’s IIIB), so that MT’s ‘Heman’ would represent a later correction.” In 2 Chr 35:15 MT, Jeduthun, like Heman earlier (1 Chr 25:5) and Asaph (2 Chr 29:30), is called the king’s (David’s)  seer. 2 Par 35:15 (οἱ προφῆται) and two mss. of the MT read a plural referring to all three. 1 Esdras 1:14 instead calls the three οἱ παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως. Talshir, Commentary, 30 understands “seers” in the sense of 2 Kgs 25:19 and Ezra 1:14 (“who behold the face of the king” = high officials) and translates accordingly. Since Esther 1:14LXX is similar, with οἱ ἐγγὺς τοῦ βα­σι­λέως, this is plausible. In the MT the three lead singers are thought of as originators of the instructions, together with the king (David). 1 Esdras 1:14 leaves it open. Fritzsche, Apokryphen, 15, thinks that the translators “mechanically” inserted the nominatives, “which thus, certainly, stand there quite independently and, if the passage is to make sense, must be thought of as coordinated with Δαυιδ.” However, the nominatives seem rather to suggest that the three names are subjects, or in apposition to the subject “sons of Asaph.”




14c–c See at 14b.




15a θυρωροὶ in 1 Esdras generally stands for שׁערים.I1–2 Paralipomena and 2 Esdras: πυλωροὶ. This is attested in papyri and inscriptions of the 2d and 1st centuries b.c.e. (Talshir, Origin, 253). Reoccurring Hebrew roots (2 Chr 35:15: (והשׁערים לשׁער ושׁערIare varied by the Greek translator of 1 Esdras: καὶ οἱ θυρωροὶ ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου πυλῶνος (1 Esdr 1:15); cf. Böhler, “Übersetzungstechnik,” 104.



    
19a–a οἱ εὑρεθέντες ἐν τῇ κατοικήσει αὐτῶν ἐν Ιερουσαλημ joins “who were” with “at home,” differently from 2 Chr 35:18: הנמצא ויושׁבי ירושׁלם,I“all those who had gathered and the inhabitants of Jerusalem.” Either the translator of 1 Esdras read  במושׁבתם ב I(Talshir, Commentary, 33) and then had to find another referent for הנמצא,Ior he interpreted הנמצאIdifferently and so wrote “home” instead of “inhabitants,” especially if, like 2 Par 35:18, he read the preposition (οἱ κατοικοῦντες ἐν Ιερουσαλημ).






Synchronic Analysis

Frame

The narrative begins with Josiah’s Passover, which in 2 Chr 35:1–19 and 2 Kgs 23:21–23 represents, according to each book’s nature, the conclusion and climax of Josiah’s actions to restore the right worship of God in Jerusalem. The scene in 1 Esdr 1:1–20 is framed by the formulations καὶ ἤγαγεν Ιωσιας τὸ πασχα ἐν Ιερουσαλημ (“and Josias kept the Passover in Jerusalem”) in v. 1 and ἐν Ιερουσαλημ … βασιλεύοντος Ιωσιου ἤχθη τὸ πασχα τοῦτο (“in Jerusalem… this Passover was kept in the reign of Josias”) in vv. 19–20. The end of the scene begins with καὶ συνετελέσθη (“so [they] were done”) in v. 16 and repeats in vv. 16–20 the keywords of the frame with multiple ἀχθῆναι τὸ πασχα … Ιωσιου (“keeping of the Passover… Josias” v.16), ἠγάγοσαν … τὸ πασχα (v. 17), ἤχθη τὸ πασχα (v. 18), ἠγάγοσαν πασχα … ἤγαγεν Ιωσιας … ἐν Ιερουσαλημ (v. 19), and Ιωσιου ἤχθη τὸ πασχα (v. 20), so that the name of Jerusalem stands only at the beginning and end of the section (vv. 1 and 19), the name of Josiah once at the beginning and three times at the end (vv. 1, 16, 19, 20), plus once in v. 7, thus five times in total. The keyword “Passover” or “Pasch/Pesach,” which distinguishes the content of the scene, appears twelve times (vv. 12, 62, 8, 9, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20).


In 2 Chr 35:1–19 “Pesach” appears thirteen times. The second “Pesach” of 1 Esdr 1:6 is missing from 2 Chr 35:6, but it appears in 35:7, where it is absent from 1 Esdr 1:7. 2 Chronicles 35:11 mentions the Pesach, with no corresponding instance in 1 Esdr 1:10 (see ad loc).



It seems that, through the twelve namings of the Passover, the author of 1 Esdras (if not previously the Chronicler himself) wanted to emphasize the significance of the event for all Israel (cf. vv. 18–19!). The Greek translator may have recognized the framing function of the expression עשה פסחIand underscored it also by ­regularly translating the expression in vv. 1, 16–20 with πασχα ἄγειν (“keep the Passover”), but in v. 6 writing ποιήσατε τὸ πασχα (“prepare the paschal lamb).1 Finally, the dating in v. 1 (day and month) and v. 20 (year) forms a frame around the scene.

Structure

The protagonist in the scene is King Josiah, introduced immediately in v. 1, mentioned again in v. 6, and in the conclusion in vv. 16, 19, and 20 named three times. Additional actors are priests and Levites (vv. 2–3, 10–13), officers of the Temple (v. 8) and captains (v. 9), temple singers (v. 14), and doorkeepers (v. 15), as well as the Israelite laity who join in the celebration (v. 17). The scene takes place in Jerusalem (vv. 1 and 19) – and specifically in the eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign (v. 20). It is divided into four parts: vv. 1–2 function as an exposition. The action begins in v. 3, first of all with preparations for the festival. The king gives a long speech to the Levites (vv. 3–6), which is followed by a listing of the donations by the king and other high functionaries for the festive celebration (vv. 7–9). The next section begins in v. 10 with καὶ τούτων γενομένων (“after that had been done”). In vv. 10–15 the precise course of the festal liturgy is depicted before, in vv. 16–20, the scene concludes with καὶ συνετελέσθη (“so [they] were done”) and an extensive appreciation and updating.

Beginning of the book

 1 Esdras begins its narrative in the middle of King Josiah’s reign (2 Kgs 22:1–23:30 // 2 Chr 34–35). This beginning is not, of course, entirely arbitrary, and certainly not accidental; the story commences deliberately with the solemn liturgical climax of this king’s efforts at religious reform, before he is killed in the battle at Megiddo. Beginning as it does in the middle of a history that is told fully somewhere else, 1 Esdras resembles the narrative beginning of Chronicles (in 1 Chr 10), from which 1 Esdras borrows. 1 Esdras assumes that its readers are familiar with the books of Chronicles and the complete narrative about Josiah, just as Chronicles in turn presupposes the complete story of Saul in the books of Samuel.

1:1–2: Expo­sition

 Verses 1–2 function as exposition (// 2 Chr 35:1–2). In the Hebrew original v. 2 is a main clause with which the action begins, but the Greek text connects v. 2 to v. 1 with a participium coniunctum and so makes the placement of the priests a part of the setup for the action, which only begins in v. 3. “Daily services” (ἐφημερία) in v. 2 is the translation of משׁמרותI(duty), as in 2 Chr 31:16, 17. Otherwise in Chronicles ἐφημερία (1–2 Par) is ordinarily the Greek word for the divisions (מחלקות)Iinto which, according to 1 Chronicles 23–26, David had separated the priests and Levites (1 Chr 23:6; 28:21; 2 Chr 5:11; 23:8; 31:2, 15). Cf. Luke 1:5, 8. Our translator uses the word only once, in 1:15 (apparently for עבודהI(“duty”), cf. Talshir, Commentary, 24). The priests in 1 Esdr 1:2 (not // 2 Chr 36:2) stand “robed” in their vestments, as later in 5:57 (// Ezra 3:8) and 7:9 (not // Ezra 6:18), and earlier in 2 Chr 5:12. The date and place of the Passover celebration accord precisely with the instructions in the Torah (Exod 12:6; Lev 23:5; Deut 12:5–6), which is explicitly referred to in v. 6 with the mention of Moses.

1:3–9: Preparations

 The preparations (1:3–9) begin with Josiah’s speech to the Levites (vv. 3–6), which the author of 1 Esdras places programmatically at the beginning of his book. Thus King David and his son Solomon (vv. 3–4) are presented as the true, glorious organizers of the worship grounded in the Torah of Moses (v. 6). King Josiah appears as a true son and rightful successor to David and Solomon.

1:3–6: Josiah’s Instructions

 In v. 3 the king instructs the Levites to purify themselves for liturgical service, since they no longer have to carry the tabernacle, as in the time of the Exodus (Num 3:31; 4:15), because, since Solomon’s building of the Temple, the tabernacle has its own fixed place. Josiah’s reasoning, that since the time of Solomon the Levites are free for liturgical service, is at first glance a strange kind of encouragement, but it is of great significance for the narrative. Josiah here cites King David, who had said in 1 Chr 23:26, 32:


… the Levites no longer need to carry the tabernacle or any of the things for its service … 32 Thus they shall keep charge of the tent of revelation and the sanctuary, and shall attend the descendants of Aaron, their kindred, for the service of the house of the Lord.



In 1 Chronicles 23–26, David had organized the worship in the Jerusalem Temple before the Temple itself was built by Solomon. Josiah underscores his claim to be an ideal son of David, like Solomon, through his renewal of the worship in the Temple at Jerusalem, and also through the fact that he names David and Solomon twice each, in chiastic order (Solomon – David – David – Solomon). The narrator will include yet another mention of David by name in v. 14.

In v. 4, Josiah orders the Levites to assist at the sacrifice “according to what David, the king of Israel, wrote and his son Solomon brought to magnificence.” Following the source document (“according to the hand”), which the Greek text specifies further (“according to the magnificence”), Josiah refers to David’s prescriptions and Solomon’s brilliant implementation of them. Thus the first verses of 1 Esdras present David and Solomon as the splendor and apex of the worship in Jerusalem; David’s descendant Josiah is zealous to imitate them. Josiah, in the thought of 1 Esdras, incorporates hope for the restoration of ideal worship, after a long religious decline (1 Chr 33), just as David and Solomon had instituted it in the beginning. “Tribes” (φυλαί) of the Levites in v. 4 reflects, in an initially disconcerting way, the מחלקותI(“divisions”) into which the priests and Levites are distributed (see on v. 2 above), since Levi is itself a “tribe.” 1 Esdras holds steadily to that translation (1:4, 10 and 7:9 = 2 Chr 35:4, 10; Ezra 6:18) and also always calls the chief priests (שׂרי הכהנים)Iφυλάρχοι τῶν ἱερέων (1 Esdr 8:54, 58, 92 = Ezra 8:24, 29; 10:5). The מחלקותIin Chronicles are διαιρέσεις (“divisions”) or ἐφημερίαι (“daily duty”) in Paralipomena (Talshir, “Milieu,” 135). Talshir suggests that the translation of 1 Esdras represents the familiarity of our translator “with a meaning known to us from Egyptian epigraphic sources of the 3rd century BCE, namely, as a sub-division of priests in Egyptian sanctuaries” (Talshir, “Milieu,” 135; eadem, Origin, 254–55). “Groupings of families,” μεριδαρχία πατρική (v. 5) or μεριδαρχία τῶν πατέρων (in v. 10) represents Hebrew “division by paternal houses,” פלגות בית האבות,Iand refers to groups of families. The Greek term was used in a technical sense by the Ptolemaic and Seleucid administrations for a territorial unit, the sub-district of a province (Schalit, Herodes, 194). According to 1 Macc 10:65, Jonathan was made a meridarch. According to Talshir, “Milieu,” 140, the title also appears in a papyrus from the second century BCE, as well as in Josephus, Ant. XV, 216. In the LXX only 1 Esdras uses the word (1:5, 10; 5:4; 8:28). According to the Torah the slaughtering of the sacrificial animal is an action preparatory to sacrifice and is a duty of the laity (Lev 1:5; 3:2). The priests sprinkle the blood on the altar, thus beginning the action of sacrifice proper (Lev 1:5; 3:2). The king orders the Levites to slaughter the lambs for “their kindred,” the Israelites (cf. v. 5), just as Hezekiah had done at his Passover in 2 Chr 30:16–18. Under Hezekiah, too many of the laity were impure and hence could not slaughter their own lambs. Now, under Josiah, 1 Esdr 1:6 (and 2 Chr 35:6) have the Levites take over the slaughtering, without anything being said of a deficiency on the part of the laity. The reason was “perhaps the sheer number of participants” (35:14, 18)” (Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 290).

1:7–9: Gifts

 After the king’s oral instructions for the Passover celebration, practical measures are detailed in vv. 7–9. Three groups of donors give precisely enumerated quantities of sheep and goats, as well as bulls, to different groups of recipients for the Passover sacrifice. Unlike the text of Chronicles, that of 1 Esdras does not make it clear whether it is only the lambs or also the bulls that are to serve as Passover sacrifices. According to Deut 16:2 both lambs and calves are suitable for this sacrifice; on the other hand, the priest Ezekiel apparently knows of a different practice before the destruction of the Temple, as in Ezek 45:21–23 he plans for a future presentation of not only the Paschal lamb but also a bull as a sin offering, as well as seven more days of sacrifices of bulls and rams. 1 Esdras does not make it clear whether lambs and calves were intended for different kinds of sacrifices. In 1 Esdr 1:7 the king donates to the whole people, expressly concretized as “laity, priests, and Levites.” The officers of the Temple donate to the priests, the (military?) captains to the Levites. The division seems more logical in 2 Chronicles: the king gives to all, the officers of the Temple to the priests, the chiefs among the Levites to the Levites. “Chief officers of the Temple,” ἐπιστάται τοῦ ἱεροῦ (2 Chr 35:8: נגידי בית האלהים)Iare Hilkiah, who according to 2 Chr 34:9 was “high priest” (cf. 2 Kgs 22:4, 8), Zechariah, and “Esiel” (2 Chr 35:8: Jehiel), apparently “senior priests” or “overseers,” cf. 1 Chr 9:11; 2 Chr 31:13. According to 2 Macc 3:4, however, there were also laypersons who were “officers of the Temple.” The lion’s share of the sacrificial gifts comes from the king, in whose donation lambs and calves are in a ratio of 10 to 1; for the officers of the Temple the ratio is 9 to 1, and for the overseers about seven to one. In their donations for the Passover celebration the king and the other notables follow Hezekiah’s example in 2 Chr 30:24, though Josiah surpasses his model predecessor three- to fourfold.

1:10–15: The Festal Celebration

 1 Esdras 1:10–15 describes the course of the celebration. The priests and Levites stand in the priestly inner court of the Temple before the people, who are gathered in the outer court (2 Chr 4:9: חצר הכהניםI“[fore]court of the priests”); 1 Kgs 7:12; Neh 8:16; 13:7; 1 Macc 4:38, 48; 9:54) and have the loaves of unleavened bread (matzoh, according to Exod 12:8). The all-night celebration, lasting until the early morning, that is, until the morning watch (cf. 1 Sam 11:11), which echoes again in v. 13, makes it evident that the scope of Josiah’s Passover surpassed that of all those previously celebrated (vv. 17–18). Verse 11 (2 Chr 35:13) combines the order to roast the paschal lamb over the fire (Exod 12:8–9) with the deuteronomic instruction to boil it (Deut 16:7). Accordingly, the lamb is to be roasted first, but then the individual parts of the sacrifice (αἱ θυσίαι = הקדשׁים,I2 Chr 35:13) that are for eating are to be cooked in kettles. The pleasant odor here attested recalls the expression εἰς ὀσμὴν εὐωδίας (“sweet-smelling savour”) (Exod 29:41; Lev 1:9, 13, 17, and frequently) with which the Torah countless times asserts that a sacrifice is pleasing to God. The subject of v. 11 is the group of the Levites last mentioned in v. 10, as v. 12 makes clear. The Aaronide priests are twice called the “brothers” of the Levites in vv. 12 and 13,2 as they all belong to the tribe of Levi (1 Chr 23:12–14). In vv. 5 and 6 the king had addressed all the Israelites as the brethren of the Levites, since they all descend from Jacob, the father of Levi. Finally, v. 15 also calls the doorkeepers, who, like the singers, were a subclass of Levites (1 Chr 23:5; 1 Chr 25–26), brothers of the Levites who assisted at the sacrifices. 1 Esdras emphatically underscores the general kinship that binds all in this Passover feast. While the slaughtering of the sacrificial animals by Levites or laity (see above on v. 6) is a preparatory act before the sacrifice and does not take place in the priestly forecourt, the presentation of the fat (v. 13) and the blood (see above on v. 10 = 2 Chr 35:11) are part of the sacrificial action itself, performed by the priests on the altar (Lev 1:8, 12, and frequently; Ezek 44:15; cf. Lev 7:23, 26). “All fat is the Lord’s” (Lev 3:16) because it is symbolic of strength, just as blood symbolizes life (Lev 17:11, 14). Because of the huge number of sacrificial animals and participants in the sacrificial meal, the priests were busy until late at night offering the fat (v. 13: ἕως ἀωρίας = 2 Chr 35:14: עד־לילה).IIt was an all-night celebration (see above on v. 11). 

Besides the Levites, the singers and doorkeepers (vv. 14–15) were in their places (1 Esdr 1:15: ἐπὶ τῆς τάξεως αὐτῶν; 2 Chr 35:15: על־מעמדם),Ias the king had ordered (not only for the leadership) in v. 6 (ἐν τάξει “in order”, which is absent in 2 Chr 35:6). In Chronicles the singers and doorkeepers are among the Levites; in 1 Esdras (and Ezra MT) they are ordinarily listed as a separate order alongside the Levites. In regulating worship for Solomon’s temple in 1 Chronicles 23–26, David had assigned the singing to the Levite families of Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun (1 Chr 25), but previously, when the ark was brought to Jerusalem, he had ordered Ethan and Zechariah to make music before the ark, as well as Heman and Asaph (1 Chr 15:17–18; 16:5). 1 Esdras 1:15 at first mentions only the Asaphites (as does 2 Chr 35:15), perhaps as “a ‘frozen’ term, encompassing all the brances of the singers ” (so Japhet, 1&2 Chronicles, 1053), but then an apposition makes clear that not only the sons of the leading family (Asaph), but besides Asaph also Zechariah and Eddinus,3 additional families the king (David) had enlisted for the service, were present as well. The expression οἱ παρά τινος designates “in Greek, the messengers, though ordinarily those sent by some named person … here: those belonging, designated, namely, from the context, as master singers” (Fritzsche, Apokryphen, 15–16).

1:16–20: Conclusion and Commendation of the ­Festival

“Since the days of ­Samuel” 

 1 Esdras 1:16–20 is a summary conclusion of the account of the feast: these five concluding verses contain the expression “keep the Passover” five times. 1 Esdras (like Chronicles before it) thus expresses the idea that this, Josiah’s Passover celebration, was the Pascha par excellence, far surpassing Hezekiah’s grandiose festival in 2 Chronicles 30. The framing of the section with the expressions τοῦ βασι­λέως Ιωσιου (“King Josiah,” v. 16) and βασιλεύοντος Ιωσιου (“in the reign of Josiah,” v. 20) – with πάντες οἱ βασιλεῖς τοῦ Ισραηλ + Ιωσιας (“all kings of Israel + Josiah”) in v. 19 – underscores that there must be a king like Josiah to bring divine worship back to the heights of the glorious times of David and Solomon (v. 4). Josiah’s name had been mentioned several times previously (vv. 1 and 7), but the combination of “king” with “Josiah” occurs for the first time – and three times altogether – here in vv. 16–20. With the twofold naming of David and Solomon, including “King David” and “King Solomon” once each in the initial verses 3–4, it forms a parenthesis around the Passover celebration, again underscoring the idea that the Jerusalem worship corresponding to the Torah of Moses (vv. 6 and 10), as David had ordered it and Solomon had brought it to brilliant realization (vv. 3–4), calls for a David redivivus like King Josiah (vv. 16–20) to bring it to fulfillment (v. 16). Verse 16 affirms the conclusion of the Passover feast and summarizes the sacrificial service of worship with the apposition “the keeping of the Passover (sacrifice) and the presentation of the sacrifices on the Lord’s altar.” The first corresponds to the presentation of the paschal lambs in 2 Chr 35:16, the second to the additional sacrifice of bulls (whole burnt offerings, none of which is eaten). 1 Esdras 1:7–9 (see above) did not clearly distinguish lambs and cattle, but here it appears that different kinds of sacrifices are presumed. The seven-day festival of unleavened bread (v. 17), already anticipated in v. 10 (differently from 2 Chronicles), in accordance with the Torah, follows after the evening of the Passover sacrifice (Exod 12:14–15; Lev 23:5–6). So, according to 2 Chr 30\:21, Hezekiah also celebrated it.  The assertion in 1 Esdr 1:17–18 and 2 Chr 35:18 that there had not been a Passover celebration like Josiah’s since the days of Samuel is not easy to explain. According to the depiction by the Chronicler, Hezekiah had in principle restored the centralization of the Passover in Jerusalem, which had not existed since Solomon (2 Chr 30:26: “since the days of Solomon”). Josiah now surpasses Hezekiah with his festival. Like his predecessor, he orders all Israel to take part, though more completely (2 Chr 35:18). But while Hezekiah had returned to the level of Solomon with his central celebration, Josiah, with his feast, surpasses even David and Solomon (“since the days of the prophet Samuel”). This need not imply a criticism of David, who first had to conquer Jerusalem and then could not build the temple. The Chronicler’s alteration of the formula “time of the Judges” in 2 Kgs 23:22 to “Samuel” (2 Chr 35:18) was obviously meant to keep within the framework laid out in 2 Kings, but also to name the last possible judge and so introduce a nuance specific to Chronicles. It is true that Chronicles does not contain a pre-Davidic story of Samuel, but in Chronicles he is “a person of stature … mentioned by name seven times in different contexts, all of which are peculiar to Chronicles (1 Chr 6:13, 18; 9:22; 11:3; 26:28; 29:29)” (Japhet, 1&2 Chronicles, 1055). Here (differently from Kings) Samuel is the one who, together with David (1 Chr 9:22) began organizing the worship service, and also wrote David’s early history (1 Chr 29:29). Perhaps this is what 2 Chr 35:18 (very freely interpreting 2 Kgs 23:22) means to say: The Davidic organization of the cult, which he began with the help of the last of the judges, Samuel, but was never able himself to bring about in the later Temple, was really and for the first time since its planning completely brought to fruition by Josiah. That would explain why, despite the recollection of Samuel (conditioned by 2 Kings), Kings David and Solomon still remain the unquestioned benchmark for the liturgy (2 Chr 35:4).

The narrative begins in the midst of ­Josiah’s history

 1 Esdras draws Josiah’s Passover from 2 Chronicles 35, but further clarifies the separation of the Passover from the discovery of the book and the religious reform already depicted there (2 Chr 34) by beginning only at 2 Chr 35:1. It presupposes the narrative in Chronicles (and thus also Hezekiah’s Passover), but does not recount it. In this way Josiah’s Passover in 1 Esdras stands out in greater isolation as the single climax of the Jerusalem liturgy before the destruction of the Temple, a liturgy such as David (in the beginning with the help of Samuel) had planned and ordered it, as Solomon had brilliantly applied those plans (1 Esdr 1:4), and Josiah had now realized it, with a perfection never previously achieved (1 Esdr 1:18–19). If it were possible to understand 2 Kgs 23:22 as if Josiah were the only one who had ordered the celebration of a Passover since the time of the Judges (since Joshua 5?), 2 Esdr 35:18 and 1 Esdr 1:18–19 exclude such a reading – and not only because of the previous Passover of Hezekiah – when they write πασχα τοιοῦτο (“such a Passover” פסח כמהו).I

Participants in the festival

The participants in Josiah’s exemplary Passover celebration were (differently from 2 Chr 35:18) οἱ Ιουδαῖοι καὶ πᾶς Ισραηλ οἱ εὑρεθέντες ἐν τῇ κατοικήσει αὐτῶν ἐν Ιερουσαλημ. The first phrase creates no difficulties: these are all the Judeans, as formerly at Hezekiah’s Passover (2 Chr 30:12). But who are “all Israel who were living in Jerusalem”? Who are the referents of αὐτῶν? A reference to the people of Northern Israel (“who were in the place where they were staying”) would be pleonastic. So the majority opinion, given already by Fritzsche in the nineteenth century, is the most plausible. Fritzsche, Apokryphen, 16, reads αὐτῶν as the Judeans and “in Jerusalem” as apposition: “[all Israel] that was in its dwelling, the seat of the same [the Jews] in Jer[usalem]. Thus also all Israel took part in the celebration.” Against Fritzsche, οἱ εὑρεθέντες, as in v. 17, is more probably to be understood as restrictive (οἱ υἱοὶ Ισραηλ οἱ εὑρεθέντες ἐν τῷ καιρῷ τούτῳ “the Israelites who were found at that time”). The Judeans and all those from northern Israel who were present constitute the group of the participants, the same as were present at Hezekiah’s Passover (2 Chr 30:10–12, 25), but more numerous. The unusual expression results from the changes made to the text of 2 Chr 35:18 (see “Text,” above).

Description of the feast

The dating of the festal celebration to the eighteenth year of the king’s reign (v. 20), with the naming of the day and month in v. 1, forms a parenthesis around the whole scene. Only the reader of Chronicles, the ideal reader assumed by 1 Esdras, knows (from 2 Chr 34:1) that Josiah reigned thirty-one years, so that the “eighteenth year of the reign of Josiah” named in 1 Esdr 1:20 lay thirteen years before his death. The text of 1 Esdras itself reveals no lapse of time between the Passover celebration and the battle at Megiddo (vv. 1–20 and 23–31). The year given in 1 Esdr 1:20 (2 Chr 35:19) is taken from 2 Kgs 23:23. Ordinarily, Josiah’s eighteenth regnal year is placed in 622 b.c.e. (Dillard, 2 Chronicles, 291). In that 1 Esdras (even more than 2 Chronicles) gives no indication of a lapse of time between Josiah’s Passover and his death, the two events happen (literarily) very close together. This creates quite a drastic tension between the altogether Torah-obedient (1 Esdr 1:31; 2 Chr 35:26) behavior of Josiah and his terrible end. Deviating from 2 Chronicles (cf., differently, 2 Paralipomenon), 1 Esdras inserts between the two events, as an introduction to the scene of Josiah’s death, a principled reflection on the connection and the difficulty of understanding it.




Diachronic Analysis

1 Esdras 1, 2 Chronicles 35, and 2 Kings 23

1 Esdras 1:1–20 has been taken over, unchanged, from 2 Chr 35:1–19. The Chronicler, in turn, has had recourse to 2 Kings. In 2 Kgs 23:21–23 Josiah’s Passover received only a brief notice as one of the many measures adopted by him to apply the regulations in the newly-discovered book of the Law. The Chronicler took the beginning (v. 1) and end (vv. 18–19) of his text from 2 Kgs 23:21–23, but constructed the remainder of the brief text independently. According to Williamson, 2 Chronicles, 403, it is “improbable that he has here drawn on any independent written source,” and “the narrative presents itself as a unity without the internal tensions which would invite either a source-critical or a tradition-historical analysis.” The Chronicler simply has recourse to the liturgical praxis of his own time. In 2 Chr 35:18 he basically adopts his evaluation of Josiah’s Passover celebration from 2 Kgs 23:22, though he changes the wording slightly: the text of 2 Kings reads: “No such passover had been kept since the days of the judges who judged Israel, even during all the days of the kings of Israel and of the kings of Judah.” It is not immediately clear what 2 Kgs 23:22 thus intends to say. Obviously the narrative of 2 Kings 22–23 (differently from 2 Chronicles) links Josiah’s Passover festival closely to the discovery of the book of the Law (2 Kgs 23:21). In any case, 2 Kings’ mention of the time of the judges reaches back to the period before the monarchy.


One cannot say much more than Werlitz, Könige 311, does: “According to v. 22, then, the Passover feast takes place for the first time since the period of the judges. As far as the Former Prophets are concerned, it is in fact the case that there is no account anywhere of a celebration of the Passover since Joshua ordered it at Gilgal (Josh 5:10–11). The perspective of these three verses [2 Kgs 23:21–23] is thus shown to be literary and canonical.” For Joshua 5 it seems that the requirements in the sense of the text, probably participation by all Israel, were ultimately sufficient; this was no longer the case for Judges–Kings.



2 Chronicles 35

In 2 Chr 35:18 the Chronicler refers back to 2 Kgs 23:22, but changes the wording (“Samuel” instead of “judges”) and gives an entirely new context to the festival and its evaluation. In the context of 2 Kings 23 Josiah’s Passover celebration is closely related to the discovery of the book of the Law and represents the crowning conclusion to the religious reform that followed that event. The context depicted in 2 Chronicles is altogether different. It is true that here also Josiah’s Passover follows the discovery of the book and the subsequent reform (2 Chronicles 34), but the Passover is not associated with the reform as its narrative climax (as in 2 Kgs 23:21); instead, the efforts at reform are explicitly concluded with 2 Chr 34:33. Chapter 35 then begins utterly anew with the Passover celebration; in 2 Chronicles it represents an independent theme and narratively it is in essence much more broadly structured (Japhet, 1&2 Chronicles, 1046; Rudolf, Chronikbücher, 324). Essentially all that remains in Chronicles is a temporal association, “in the eighteenth year” (2 Chr 34:8; 35:19).

Hezekiah’s Passover (2 Chr 30), ­unparalleled since Solomon

Instead, the Chronicler presents a quite different connection: unlike 2 Kings, he has told of a reform under Hezekiah (2 Chronicles 29) that ended with a worship celebration (29:31–36). This was followed by a Passover, itself an independent theme (2 Chronicles 30) with its central accent on the participation of all Israel in Jerusalem (Japhet, 1&2 Chronicles, 1044–45). For this purpose the Chronicler also alters the source in 2 Kings 23 accordingly: “… since the time of Solomon, son of King David of Israel, there had been nothing like this in Jerusalem” (2 Chr 30:26). That is, after Solomon the northern tribes, brought back with so much effort by Hezekiah (2 Chronicles 30), had not participated in a central Passover feast, most certainly not in Jerusalem. Hezekiah’s Passover was the first since Solomon to be celebrated as a central feast in Jerusalem, even though with significant deficiencies and difficulties (2 Chr 30:2–3, 10–11, 17–18). The Chronicler compares Josiah’s Passover to this other celebration, unknown to the books of Kings:


Josiah’s Passover (2 Chr 35), unequaled since Samuel

 No Passover like it had been kept in Israel since the times of the prophet Samuel. None of the kings of Israel had kept such a Passover as was kept by Josiah and the priests and the Levites and the people of Judah, and all Israel who were living in Jerusalem. (1 Esdr 1:18–19 // 2 Chr 35:18).



Second Chronicles speaks of “Samuel” rather than the “time of the Judges” (2 Kings), which “the Chronicler, in his depiction of Israel’s history” had omitted. “By mentioning Samuel in this text, then, the Chronicler avoids the reference to the period of the judges while still keeping the historical context of ‘pre-David’” (Japhet, 1&2 Chronicles, 1055). But above all the Chronicler associates the name of Samuel with the concept of his having helped David to organize the cult (see “Synchronic Analysis” above). 1 Esdras 1:17–18 adopts this evaluation from Chronicles: Josiah was the first to be able to fully implement what had been planned by Samuel and David.




Synthesis

Josiah’s Passover, which in 2 Kings was only a briefly noted component of the cultic reforms carried out in accordance with the book of the Law that had been discovered, was expanded by the Chronicler into an independent liturgical climax of Josiah’s reign. 1 Esdras took over the text without alteration, but completely detached it from Josiah’s reforms. Beginning 1 Esdras with Josiah’s brilliant liturgy made it a key to the whole narrative that followed. Josiah’s liturgy furnishes the Davidic-Solomonic standard for the renewal of Israel after the exile by the Davidic prince Zerubbabel.






Josiah’s End (1 Esdras 1:21–31)


Foreword: Commendation of Josiah

 21 aThe deeds of Josias were uprightb in the sight of the Lord, done with a heart full of godliness.




22The things about him have (previously) been written down in ancient times: concerning those who sinned and acted wickedly against the Lord beyond any other people and kingdom, and how they grieved him deeply. And that the words of the Lord fell upon Israel.a




Exposition

 23And after all these acts of Josias,a it happened that Pharaoh,b king of Egypt, went to make war at Charkamus (Carchemish) on the Euphrates, and Josias went out against him.




On the way to the battle of Megiddo

 24And the king of Egypta sent word to him, saying, “What have we (to do) with each other, O king of Judah? 25I was not sent against you by the Lord God, for my war is at the Euphrates.b cAnd now the Lord is with me! The Lord is with me, urging me on! Stand aside, and do not oppose the Lord.c” 26Josias, however, did not turn back to his chariot,a but tried to make war against him. Thus he did not heed (the) words of the prophet Jeremiasb from the mouth of the Lord,




The battle

 27but joined battle with him in the plain of Mageddaus (Megiddo), and the commandersa came down to King Josias.




Withdrawal from the ­battle; death of Josiah

 28Then he said to his servants, “Take me away from the battle,a for I am very much weakened.” And immediately his servants took him out of the line of battle, 29and he got into his second chariot. But after he was brought back to Jerusalem he died, and was buried in the tomb of his ancestors.a




Mourning

 30And in all Judea they mourned for Josias. The prophet Jeremias lamented for Josias, and also the principal men with their wives;a they have made lamentation for him to this day. And it was ordained that this should always be done in every generation of Israel.




Afterword: ­Appreciation of Josiah; Source Reference

 31 aThis is written in the book of the histories of the kings of Judah. And every one of the acts of Josias, and his splendor, and his understanding of the law of the Lord, and the things that he had done before, and these things now, are recorded in the book of the kings of Israel and Judah.a




Text


1 Esdras 1:21–31 = NRSV 1:23–33




21/22a–a There is nothing in 2 Chr 35:19 corresponding to 1 Esdr 1:21–22, but 2 Par 35:19a–d also contains a basic reflection on the “why” of Josiah’s fate, despite his blameless behavior. The addition in 2 Paralipomenon in contrast to the MT is not in the exact location where 1 Esdr 1:21–22 stands (Williamson, Israel, 17–18). 2 Par 35:19a–3 elides two of the time indicators in MT 35:19–20 that are retained in 1 Esdr 1:20, 23. In addition, 1 Esdr 1:21–22 and 2 Par 35:19a–d are “so differently formulated that dependence is out of the question” and one must assume “different Hebrew bases” (Hanhart, Textgeschichte, 13; similarly Talshir, Origin, 16). With few variations, 2 Par 35:19a–d is based on 4 Kgdms 23:24–27 (2 Kgs 23:24–27).



    
21b If καὶ ὠρθώθη (τὰ ἔργα) can mean “were accomplished” (Van der Kooij, “Frage,” 242), the evaluation would take place at ἐν καρδίᾳ πλήρει εὐσεβείας. But the Greek verb, like the Hebrew source, is evaluative: “established,” “right,” “correct.” In the LXX ὀρθός (including ὀρθόω and its composites) almost always stands either for the roots כוןI(34x), ישׁרI(25x), or טובI(10x). Never does ὀρθ– stand for carrying out, without evaluation (thus קוםIhif. or עשׂה).IFor 1 Esdr 1:21, Prov 21:8 (ישׁר פעלוI= ὀρθὰ τὰ ἔργα αὐτοῦ) is interesting. 1 Esdras uses ὀρθ– three times: in 9:46 (Neh 8:5) it stands for עמד,Iin 5:49 (Ezra 3:3) for כון,Iin 8:52 (Ezra 8:22) for טוב.IThe last two in particular represent the usual LXX usage. On the other hand, it is also true that in the parallel text of 2 Chr 35:10, 16 (1 Esdr 1:10, 16) כוןIis not represented by ὀρθ–. In v. 10 there is probably a free usage, but in v. 16 it is more likely that there was a source text.




23a καὶ μετὰ πᾶσαν τὴν πρᾶξιν ταύτην Ιωσιου for the MT’s אחרי כל־זאת אשׁר הכין יאשׁיהו את־הביתI(2 Chr 35:20). The text is accommodated to the literary form of 1 Esdras, which did not include the repairing of the Temple (2 Chronicles 34) in the narrative (Talshir, Commentary, 45).



    
23b Φαραω βασιλέα Αἰγύπτου // 2 Chr 35:20 נכו מלך־מצרים.I2 Paralipomenon 35:20: Φαραω Νεχαω βασιλεὺς Αἰγύπτου (conflation); cf. Tg: פרעה חגירא מלכא דמצריםI(Aram. חגיראI= “lame,” Heb. נכו).ICf. 2 Kgs 23:29): פרעה נכה מלך־מצרים.I



    
24a καὶ διεπέμψατο βασιλεὺς Αἰγύπτου πρὸς αὐτὸν // וישׁלח אליו מלאכיםI(2 Chr 35:21, also 2 Par and Tg). Here it seems that מלאכיםIhas been substituted for מלך־מצרים.I




25a οὐχὶ πρὸς σὲ ἐξαπέσταλμαι ὑπὸ κυρίου τοῦ θεοῦ ἐπὶ γὰρ τοῦ Εὐφράτου ὁ πόλεμός μού ἐστιν // לֹא־על֨יך אתה היום כי אל־בית מלחמתיI(2 Chr 35:21). אתהI(MT: thou) is read by 1 Esdras and all the versions as the verb of motion אתהI(“come”). So 2 Par 35:21: ἥκω; Tg: סליקית;IVg: venio. For passive translation (ἐξαπέσταλμαι ὑπὸ) of an active source text cf. Talshir, Origin, 196–200.



    
25b ἐπὶ γὰρ τοῦ Εὐφράτου for כי אל־ביתI(2 Chr 35:21; 2 Par omits). 1 Esdras may have had על־פרתIas the original reading, or may have borrowed the place name from v. 23 (2 Chr 35:20). Josephus reads sometimes with the MT (“Neco”) and sometimes with 1 Esdras (“Euphrates”) and has some substitute formulations: Νεχαῦς ὁ τῶν Αἰγυπτίων βασιλεὺς ἐγείρας στρατιὰν ἐπὶ τὸν Εὐφράτην ἤλασε ποταμὸν Μήδους πολεμήσων καὶ τοὺς Βαβυλωνίους οἳ τὴν Ἀσσυρίων κατέλυσαν ἀρχήν τῆς γὰρ Ἀσίας βασιλεῦσαι πόθον εἶχε (Josephus, Ant. X, 74).



    
25c–c καὶ νῦν κύριος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐστιν καὶ κύριος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ ἐπισπεύδων ἐστίν ἀπόστηθι καὶ μὴ ἐναντιοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ has a Hebrew source text that differs from the MT: ואלהים אמר לבהלני חדל־לך מאלהים אשׁר־עמי ואל־ישׁחיתךI(2 Chr 35:21; likewise 2 Par, Vg, Tg.). The twofold κύριος μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ (source text: עמיIאלהים)Iprobably matches two elements in the MT that are separated there, אמרIאלהיםIand אשׁר־עמיIאלהים.ITalshir, Commentary, 48, suspects that the source text behind μὴ ἐναντιοῦ τῷ κυρίῳ was ליהוהIתשׁחתIאלIfor MT אל־ישׁחיתך.I




26a ἐπὶ τὸ ἅρμα αὐτοῦ for ממנוI(2 Chr 35:22 MT, 2 Par and Tg; but Vg. omits). Talshir, Commentary, 48, reconstructs על רכבו.I




26b οὐ προσέχων ῥήμασιν Ιερεμιου τοῦ προφήτου ἐκ στόματος κυρίου //ולא שׁמע אל־דברי נכו מפי אלהיםI(2 Chr 35:22 MT, 2 Par, Vg, Tg). Is there a confusion between נכוIand (אI) נביI? In 1 Esdras the secondary introduction of Jeremiah strengthens the role of the prophets. See below at the excursus on 1 Esdr 7:4, “The Significance of the Prophets in 1 Esdras.”




27a καὶ κατέβησαν οἱ ἄρχοντες πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα Ιωσιαν //וירו הירים למלך יאשׁיהוI(2 Chr 35:23; likewise 2 Par, Tg; Vg: ibique vulneratus a sagittariis). The source text for 1 Esdras: וירדו השׂריםI(Fritzsche, Apokryphen, 17; Talshir, Commentary, 51). The BHS proposes החרים.I




28a ἀποστήσατέ με ἀπὸ τῆς μάχης ἠσθένησα γὰρ λίαν καὶ εὐθέως ἀπέστησαν αὐτὸν οἱ παῖδες αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ τῆς παρατάξεως // 2 Chr 35:23 מאדIהחליתיIכיIהעבירוניIand v. 24: ויעבירהו עבדיו מן־המרכבה.ITalshir, Commentary, 51–52, proposes that ἀπὸ τῆς μάχης (supported by 2 Chr 35:23Vg: de proelio) rested on the source text מן המערכה,Ias did the immediately following ἀπὸ τῆς παρατάξεως (for MT מן־המרכבה).IThe translator wanted to avoid repetition (Böhler, “Übersetzungstechnik,” 106–15).



    
29a ἐν τῷ πατρικῷ τάφῳ (sg.) // בקברות אבתיוI(2 Chr 35:24). 2 Kgs 23:30 is also singular (בקברתו).I




30a οἱ προκαθήμενοι σὺν γυναιξὶν (2 Par: οἱ ἄρχοντες καὶ αἱ ἄρχουσαι; Tg: רברביאIומטרוניתא);Ito the contrary 2 Chr 35:25: “singing men and singing women” (השׁרים והשׁרות),IVg: cantores atque cantrices. Otherwise שׁרים ושׁרותIappears in the OT only in the context of joyful celebrations (2 Sam 19:36; Qoh 2:8; differently Ezra 2:65 = Neh 7:67); wailing is the task of the mourning women (Jer 9:16, 19).
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