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Chapter 1

Introduction

A. Background

In recent decades, the Achaemenid period (538-332 BCE) has become a key
area of research in biblical studies.! This is particularly evident in the growth
of studies dealing with two main texts set within the context of this period:
Ezra and Nehemiah. These two books are generally thought to represent the
richest biblical texts concerning the Achaemenid period of post-exilic Judah.
Ezra and Nehemiah owe their status in modern scholarship to their subject
matter. Both discuss the leaders of the returnees from the Babylonian exile to
Jerusalem and the surrounding towns, as well as the rebuilding of specific
cultic and civic institutions in Jerusalem. Some of the richest information
concerning the people and their places of settlement within Ezra and Nehemi-
ah are found in several lengthy lists and genealogies as outlined in Table 1-1.

In an attempt to determine the size and scope of the post-exilic community
in and around Jerusalem, scholars have focused on the lists of settlers and/or
places of settlements, most commonly the lists in Ezra 2//Neh 7, and Neh 3,
as well as the lists of Judahites, Benjaminites, priests, Levites and other tem-
ple personnel.? Lists are found throughout the books of Ezra and Nehemiah,
but the largest section may be found in Neh 11-12. Nehemiah 11-12 includes
material that focuses on the people who settled in Jerusalem, a catalog of set-
tlements around the region of Judah, and lists of temple personnel in Jerusa-
lem. These chapters also contain a narrative of the dedication of the walls as
well as a description of the people connected to the dedication ceremony in
Jerusalem.

! Several scholars have observed this trend in scholarship. See for example Pakkala
(2004) 1; Kessler (2006) 91.

2 On the composition of Ezra 2/Neh 7: Batten (1913) 71; Rudolph (1949) 26; Schneider
(1959) 37; Mowinckel (1964) 29-45; Myers (1965); Japhet (1982) 84; Williamson (1985)
29-32; Clines (1984) 45; Halpern (1990) 95-96; Edelman (2005) 175; and Lipschits
(2005) 154-68. On Neh 3, see Fensham (1982) 169-79; Williamson (1985: 198-212),
Blenkinsopp (1988: 227-42), Bailey (1990: 34-40), Carter (1999) 56-57; Grabbe (1998)
43-44; and Lipschits (2005) 168-74.
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Table 1-1: Lists and Genealogies in Ezra and Nehemiah

Location Genealogies

Ezra 2//Neh 7 Lists of families and the number of members who returned with
Zerubbabel and Jeshua.

Ezra 7:1-5 Ezra’s Genealogy.

Ezra 8:1-4 Lists of the families and number of adult men who returned with
Ezra.

Ezra 10:18-43 People, both cultic and lay members, who married foreign women.

Neh 3:1-32 List of the people and towns that were part of the repair of the wall
of Jerusalem.

Neh 10:2-28 Covenant signers during the time of Nehemiah.

Neh 11:4-24 List of the settlers of Jerusalem by the Judahites, Benjaminites,
priests, Levites, gatekeepers, n’tinim, sons of Solomon’s servants,
and advisor to the king. Also, these lists contain genealogies of
certain settlers.

Neh 11:25-36 Catalog of the Judahite, Benjaminite, and Levite towns of resettle-
ment.

Neh 12:1-9 Priests and Levites who returned with Zerubbabel and Jeshua.

Neh 12:10-11 Heads of certain ancestral houses and sources.

Neh 12:12-21 Priests and their patronymics in the time of Joiakim.

Neh 12:22 Jaddua’s genealogy, beginning with Eliashib.

Neh 12:23-26 Levites and gatekeepers during the time of Joiakim.

Scholars have noted that the lists in Neh 11-12 are particularly problematic
when compared to other lists in Ezra and Nehemiah since much of the mate-
rial is unique to these two chapters. Thus, several scholars have attempted to
reconcile the textual discrepancies between Neh 11-12 and other lists in Ezra
and Nehemiah. Little is said, however, concerning the textual divergences
that are present within Neh 11-12.3 The material is preserved in the Hebrew
Masoretic Text (MT) of Nehemiah and the Greek Septuagint (LXX) of 2 Es-
dras, of which the MT preserves the longer version.* The differences in the
length of material are all the more striking in the case of Nehemiah because
the MT and LXX largely correspond in form and content in chapters 1-10.3

3 See Alt (1953) 289-305; Myers (1965); Tov (2001) 257; (2003) 127; Williamson
(1985) 344; Blenkinsopp (1988) 330; Knoppers (2000) 141-68; and Klein (2006).

42 Esdras (or Esdras B) is the Greek translation of MT Ezra and Nehemiah. LXX 2 Es-
dras is not the same text as “The Apocalypse of Ezra,” also called 4 Esdras.

SWith the exception of MT Neh 3:33-4:17 when compared to 2 Esdras 14:1-15:23.
Events relayed in the MT and LXX are connected to the wall building activities and San-
ballat’s attempts to halt construction. Wooden (2008: 248-57) discusses the text-critical
differences, particularly in MT and LXX Neh 4:7-24. He argues that in Neh 4 there are
intentional changes on the part of the LXX translator, who departed from the thematic
considerations, followed in chapters 1-3. Although Wooden’s conclusions merit further
consideration in light of my findings for MT and LXX Neh 11-12, the differences in genre
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These textual divergences are significant since Neh 11-12 contain names and
positions of temple personnel, areas of settlement, and a narrative of the
events surrounding the rededication of the walls, which are commonly used in
modern scholarly discussions of Jerusalem during the Persian period. In fact,
any discussion of the cultic institutions in Jerusalem, during this important
period in Judean history, must consider the lists in Neh 11-12.

Outlining the discrepancies between MT and LXX Neh 11-12 necessitates
outlining the history of scholarship concerning these two chapters. In this
introduction, I summarize previous scholarship that has focused on a number
of different subjects, including Neh 11-12 and their placement within the
larger work of Nehemiah, as well as how the construction of Nehemiah may
have affected the composition of Ezra. Next I evaluate various text—critical
differences found throughout the Hebrew Bible, offering comparisons and
contrasts to the study of MT and LXX Neh 11-12 with other biblical exam-
ples. Third, I provide an outline of my project, offering a guideline to the
study. Finally, I summarize the differences between the Cambridge and Got-
tingen editions of 2 Esdras.

B. The History of Scholarship of Nehemiah 11-12

Previous studies have conceptualized Neh 11-12 in a variety of ways, reveal-
ing how difficult these two chapters are to situate within the broader compo-
sitional framework of Nehemiah. One area of study tends to highlight the
place of MT Neh 11-12 within the broader context of the books of Ezra and
Nehemiah.® The composition of Ezra and Nehemiah has been examined and
reexamined in order to understand the sources that were used to construct
these texts.” Contemporary studies seek to understand the multiple composi-

and themes warrant a separate study that includes a discussion of the composition of Ezra-
Nehemiah.

6 Cf. Myers (1965) 195-99; Kellerman (1966) 209-27; Japhet (1968) 330-37; (2006)
250; Coggins (1976) 124-28; Fensham (1982) 242-48; Williamson (1985) 341-66; and
Blenkinsopp (1988) 320-27.

7 Origen, using the LXX and writing in the third century CE, first attests that the texts
were originally one and then separated. This separation is also found in Jerome’s Sacra.
The Hebrew texts were not separated, however, until the fifteenth century. See Eusebius
Hist Eccl 6.25.2 for a reference to this attestation. Until the 1960s, scholars generally
viewed Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah as a unified work. With the rise of foundational
studies by scholars such as Japhet (1968), the issue of common authorship was questioned.
Japhet’s study draws attention to the differences in language and terminology, particularly
between Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah. See also Williamson (1977; 1982). More recent-
ly, the issue of common authorship in Ezra and Nehemiah has also come under criticism.
VanderKam has drawn attention to the linguistic differences between Ez 1-10 and Neh 1-
13. He also points out that the editorial sections in Ezra cites official documents, but Ne-
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tional layers and stages of editing that went into the final form of Ezra-
Nehemiah.® Most scholars argue that fundamental to the composition of Ezra-
Nehemiah are the first—person narratives, referred to as the Ezra Memoir
(EM) and the Nehemiah Memoir (NM), as well as the sources that were used
to compose Ezra 1-6.°

The EM includes the activities of Ezra, written in a first-and third-person
account. Many scholars argue that Ezra was responsible for the first-person
narratives (7:27-9:15), while a later editor put together the third person mate-
rial on the person of Ezra (7:1-26; Neh 8; 9:1-5).'° Pakkala, in his detailed
study of Ezra, argues that the EM (Ezra 7-10, Neh 8) and also the account of
the rebuilding of the Temple (Ezra 5:1-6:15) developed independently, and
that a later editor, concerned with the rebuilding of the Temple, combined
them in the post-exilic period.!" A later editor added Ezra 1-4, and priestly
groups concerned with the position of the Temple, later reworked these chap-
ters. Through this editorial process, Pakkala argues that Ezra’s position as a
priest was stressed over his role as a scribe, and the position of the Babyloni-
an returnees was stressed over the people who remained in Judah during the

hemiah never does this. Kraemer (1993) also highlights the thematic differences in Ezra
and Nehemiah to show their disunity. Boda and Redditt’s (2008) edited volume is dedicat-
ed to the question of unity between the books of Ezra and Nehemiah as well as to the com-
positional process behind these two books. In my work, I argue for unity, based on inde-
pendent sources, of Ezra-Nehemiah. As Wright (2004) and other scholars have asserted,
the composition of Ezra-Nehemiah is a creatio continua. While additions certainly took
place after the earlier sources were put together, this does not mean that they were fully
independent works. As Burt argues, “The process of the creation of Ezra-Nehemiah cer-
tainly began in disunity, in the existence of separate narrative and list sources. At some
juncture, it gained its current unity, both in terms of existence of their appearance on a
single manuscript and in terms of their (arguable) thematic and narrative coherence” (2014:
70-71). See Eskenazi (2008); Williamson (2008); and Blenkinsopp (2008) for a discussion
of the debate between unity and disunity of Ezra-Nehemiah. See also Becking (2011).

8 See Japhet (2006: 251) for a discussion of the diachronic approach to Ezra-Nehemiah
studies. See Boda and Redditt (2008) for differing opinions on the unity of Ezra and Ne-
hemiah, as well as VanderKam (1992) 55-75; and Wright (2004). See below for a discus-
sion of this particular issue.

® Williamson (1983:1-30; 1985: xxiii—xxiv) argues there are several different sources
within these chapters: the decree of Cyrus (Ezra 1:9-11), the list of the Temple vessels
(2:1-3:1), the catalog of the people who returned from exile (4:6 and 7), Aramaic letters
from Rehum and Artaxerxes (4:8-16), Artaxerxes’s response (4:17-22), a letter to Darius
from Tatteni (5:6-17), and Darius’s response (6:3—12), which also included an Aramaic
copy of Cyrus’s decree. For a further discussion of the composition of Ezra 1-6 see also
Clines (1984) 43-47; Blenkinsopp (1988) 42—47; and Halpern (1990).

10Several scholars argue for the historical reliability of the EM material, particularly
Albright (1940) 248; Yamauchi (1990) 256-58; Hoglund (1992) 207-42; Frei (2001) 11—
12; and VanderKam (2004) 3—4. See Pakkala (2004: 4-6) for a discussion of the differing
opinions on the historical reliability of this material as well as scholarly reactions to Torrey
(1896: 57—60), who argues that the “Chronist” mostly invented the EM.

11 Pakkala (2004: 3, 141) argues that Ezra 5:1-6:15 is the oldest material in Ezra 1-6.
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exile. Finally, Levitical editors combined Ezra and Nehemiah into the final
form of the book, where they stressed the importance of the Torah as well as
the position of the Levites.'? Pakkala also concludes in a later study that the
composition of Ezra-Nehemiah was a complex process, which, at its heart,
has three independent sources, but through a series of editions, these sources
were placed together into one larger text. !?

Scholars commonly assert that the NM is an older source preceding the
book of Ezra-Nehemiah, probably written by Nehemiah himself.'* The sec-
tions that are most often credited to the NM are 1:1-2:20; 4:1-7:5a; 12:31-
32, 37-41; and 13:4-31." The original texts of the NM are debated, however,
as seen in the work of scholars, such as Kratz, who argue that much of Neh 1,
4-7, and 11-13 should not be considered part of the NM.'® Reinmuth, who
builds upon Wiliamson’s earlier observation that there were two stages to the
first-person narratives connected to Nehemiah, argues for two layers: the
Mauerbau-Erzdhlung (Neh 1:1-4:17; 6:1-7:5; 12:27-43) and the Nehemia-
Denkschrift (Neh 5:1-19; 13:4-31), which is the later layer. '7 More recently,
Wright has undertaken a detailed study of the compositional layers of the
NM, emphasizing the weaknesses of some of the earlier scholarly argu-
ments.'® Wright’s work represents the most radical departure from earlier
studies of the NM, distilling it down to a matter of some 15 verses that focus
on Nehemiah’s building report.' In the example of Neh 11-12, he only brief-
ly discusses the compositional processes at work in these two chapters.?

12 Pakkala (2004) 4-6.

13 Pakkala (2008) 200-15.

14Cf. Torrey (1896) 2; Rudolph (1949) 211; Mowinckel (1964) 14; von Rad (1964)
176-87; Kellerman (1967) 4-56; Fensham (1982) 4-5; Williamson (1985) xxiv—xxviii;
Gunneweg (1987) 176-80; Blenkinsopp (1988) 46—47; Duggan (2001) 16; Karrer (2001)
128-213; Albertz (2006) 199-206; and Boda (2008) 25. Arguing against a traditional NM,
divided as such, see Cohen (2008) 71-74.

15 Williamson (1985: xxiv—xxviii) also places Neh 5:14-19 in a secondary edition of the
NM. Also, some place Neh 7:5b—72a — a list of returnees from the Exile — in the NM. See
Clines (1984) and Williamson (1985). Kellerman (1967: 23-26) argues that the list in Neh
7 is not a part of the NM, but rather is from the hand of a later redactor.

16 Kratz (2005) 68-74. Fensham (1982: 4-5) is on the other end of the interpretation
spectrum and argues in favor of including 11:1-13:31 as part of the NM.

17 Reinmuth (2002); Williamson (1985) xxiv—xxviii.

18 Wright (2004). See also Wright (2007) 333-48.

19 These 15 verses are: 1:1a, 11b; 2:1-6 (not including, v. 4b “I prayed to the God of
Heaven” and in v. 6 “the consort was sitting beside him” and “I gave him a time”), 11, 15
(not including “I came through the Valley Gate and returned”), 16a, 17, 18b; 3:38 (not
including “it was completed until the half of it”); 6:15.

20 Wright (2004: 331) briefly addresses the material in 11:3-12:26, arguing that these
lists were inserted into the larger composition, but it is hard to determine when this oc-
curred. Wright (2004: 340) does, however, place Neh 12:27-47 within his sixth stratum
because it was written after the composition of Ezra 1-6 as well as Nehemiah’s account.
He adds that these additions “resemble other Jewish histories from the Hellenistic age”
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Wright maintains that Neh 12:27-47 was added after Ezra 1-6, and is one of
the later strata to be added to Nehemiah.?! While his study draws attention to
problematic areas that may relate to the compositional processes behind the
book of Nehemiah and develops patterns within the text, his highly complex
model has yet to supplant the more traditional view of the role of the NM in
explaining the composition of the book of Nehemiah.

All of these various proposals highlight difficulties in reconstructing the
composition of the book of Ezra-Nehemiah, especially since lists interrupt the
narrative several times.?> The most dramatic case of lists interrupting the nar-
rative flow is found in Neh 11-12. In this example, Neh 11:1-12:26 inter-
rupts the narrative from chapter 10, which deals with the people who signed
the covenant in pledge to abide by the law during the time of Nehemiah.
Chapters 11-12 are highlighted as the most difficult section to reconcile with-
in the larger framework of Ezra and Nehemiah.?* The placement of chapters
11-12, following chapter 10 of Nehemiah, is often questioned as it is be-
lieved that the literary style of 11:1-12:26 is most closely related to Neh 7.2

(340). Nehemiah 12:1-26 is placed within his seventh stratum, which is the final supple-
ment mirroring the “friction between temple and Torah.”

2! Contra Williamson (1985: xxxiv), who argues that only after the composition of Neh
7-13 had taken place, was Ezra 1-6 added.

22 Albertz (2006: 199-200) observes this problem in his discussion of the NM, pointing
out that the rebuilding of the walls, found in 1:1-7:3, is interrupted by a list of wall build-
ers in 3:1-32 and again at the beginning of chapter 5. The bigger problems, according to
Albertz, are found in the rest of the NM material since the events in Neh 7:5b—12:30 inter-
rupt the wall building report. Nehemiah 12:31-32 and 37-40 may have originally included
the wall building report, but are now “far removed and heavily reworked by the editor”
(250). In Boda’s study (2008: 51), he adds that 12:27 is problematic since it is different in
style from the first-person account in 1-7:5. Thus, according to Boda, it represents the use
of a different document from the time of Nehemiah’s second residency in Judah, when he
may have served as a governor.

2 To solve the problem of difficulties with this material, certain scholars argue that Neh
11-12, as well as 9-10, were constructed from younger materials that were originally inde-
pendent of each other, and not part of the NM. See Mowinckel (1964) 50-59, 135-57;
Kellerman (1967) 32-56; Kratz (2005) 73-74, 92; Pakkala (2004) 3; and Wright (2004:
330-31).

24 The continuity in style and content between Neh 7 and 11 has been widely recognized
in scholarly discussions for over a century, beginning with Meyer (1896: 94-102). See also
Batten (1913) 266—67; Rudolph (1949) 186; Fensham (1982) 242; Clines (1984) 211;
McConville (1985) 136; and Grabbe (1998) 59-60, 168. Williamson argues MT Neh 11:1—
2 is a reworking of the NM (1985: xxxii—xxxiii, 345; 1999: 283 n. 17). See for example
Clines (1984) 211; Gunneweg (1987) 140—44; and Blenkinsopp (1988) 322-23. Lipschits
(2002: 427) agrees with Williamson, arguing that a later editor created the continuity be-
tween chapters 7 and 11, in order to “place his own interpretive stamp on these materials
and to stress to his readers the message he wished to convey to them.” Kellerman (1967:
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Certain studies examine how the materials within Neh 11:1-12:26 were ar-
ranged into a unit since they comprise such different kinds of lists and gene-
alogies. Nevertheless, chapters 11-12 are not a seamless unit because the
material within these chapters is so heterogeneous (lists, genealogies, first—
person narratives, third—person narratives). Thus, the material is commonly
divided based on compositional style, specifically lists and narratives. °
Other studies examine the dates for composition of the lists. Since it is
commonly argued that the lists in 11:1-12:26 interrupt the NM, scholars de-
bate when these chapters were added to the larger work of Ezra-Nehemiah. 2
As previously stated, lists commonly appear in the larger work of Ezra-
Nehemiah. Broad studies by scholars such as Scolnic, seek to explain the use
of lists throughout the Hebrew Bible, offering a basic classification system
for the lists in Ezra and Nehemiah.?” Other studies, such as those of Wilson
and Johnson, have examined the use of genealogies within the broader bibli-
cal context, highlighting their common appearance in Ezra and Nehemiah.?
The list of the priests in MT and LXX Neh 12:10-11 has garnered the most
attention, particularly in relation to reconstructing the high priesthood in Je-
rusalem during the Persian period. Since most scholars view Neh 12:10-11 as
a list of high priests in genealogical dress, several reconstructions of the ten-
ure of the priesthood have been offered.?’ Other studies have examined the
entire corpus of lists in Ezra and Nehemiah. In depth studies have examined
the lists in Ezra 2//Neh 7, Neh 3, Neh 11:25-36, as well as several others, in
an attempt to contextualize each one as well as to understand a general chro-
nology for the material.>° In the case of Neh 11-12, scholars have offered a
wide range of dates for their composition, including the Persian, Hellenistic
(331-63 BCE), and even the early Roman period (ca. late first century BCE—
first century CE). In certain cases, some lists are contextualized in the Persian

41-44, 103-5) argues for continuity between Neh 7 and Neh 12:27-43, but this view has
not gained wide acceptance.

25 See Rudolph (1949) 191-201; Mowinckel (1965); Myers (1965) 200-204; Fensham
(1982) 250-60; Clines (1984) 223-34; Williamson (1985) 355-90; Blenkinsopp (1988)
332-48; and Throntveit (1992) 111-12.

26 Japhet (2006: 250) contends that since the lists do not make up a complete unit, they
form their own independent history, and are their own “literary phenomenon.”

27 Scolnic (1995) offers a taxonomy of all of the major lists in the Hebrew Bible. His
study offers a basic classification system and, as such, his work is a good starting point for
any examination of biblical lists.

28 Johnson (1988) discusses biblical genealogies. Wilson (1977) discusses biblical and an-
cient Near Easter genealogies.

2 Scholarly studies on Neh 12:10-11 have generally reacted to Cross (1975: 4-18). See
Williamson (1977) 1985; Blenkinsopp (1988) 333-38; Koch (2001); VanderKam (1991;
2004); Scolnic (1999); and Fulton (2009) 94-115.

30 See Rudolph (1949); Myers (1965); Fensham (1982); Clines (1984); Williamson
(1985); Blenkinsopp (1988); Edelman (2005); and Lipschits (2005).
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period, while others date to the Hellenistic or even the early Roman periods.
In the example of Neh 11, many scholars believe that the series of catalogs of
people found in MT Neh 11:4-19 point to real historical circumstances, dated
to events after the building of the wall of Jerusalem.3!

The catalog of settlements in MT Neh 11:25-36 has drawn much attention
within studies of Nehemiah. The list of Judahite, Benjaminite, and Levite
settlements is examined in order to elucidate the history of postmonarchic
Judah. Scholarly research on the subject attempts to establish whether these
settlement lists represent real Persian era activities. If they do not, then schol-
ars hypothesize where these lists may be placed (i.e. the Hellenistic or Roman
periods). Some scholars champion the Persian period date, reconciling the
text with the political situation of the time.*? Others argue for a later date,
such as Bohler, who sees the settlement list in 11:25-36 as belonging to the
Maccabean period (late second c¢. BCE).?* In fact, Bohler argues for a second
century BCE redaction to Neh 11, during what he terms a “Hasmonean re-
naissance.” A final position asserts that the lists, particularly MT Neh
11:25-36, were idealized images of the Persian period settlement. Thus, the
lists cannot fully be contextualized historically since they depict an idealized
portrait of settlement, and not a realistic one. Scholars such as Lipschits most
clearly champion this opinion.?3 As I argue in this study, Bohler’s Maccabean
dating merits further consideration when one factors in the text-critical data.

Archaeological evidence may provide a physical means of further examin-
ing certain historical claims. Of particular importance are the surveys that
have been conducted throughout the highlands, the Shephelah, and the Neg-
ev.%% Scholars have examined the lists in Ezra 2//Neh 7, and Neh 3 in light of
the archaeological survey data.’” These studies generally highlight certain
continuity with Iron II settlement sites, but also point out that compared to the
late Iron II, there was a dramatic decrease in population during the Persian
period. More recently, Finkelstein entered into the debate, offering his inter-

31 Lipschits (2002: 427-28) comments that most of the scholars who assert the histori-
cal reliability of Neh 11:25-36 place the lists within the context of the population who
settled Jerusalem after the reconstruction of the walls. For this position, see Batten (1913)
267; McConville (1985) 136; Williamson (1985) 346—49; Grabbe (1998) 59—60. The issue
with contextualizing the list in MT Neh 11:25-36 as part of the settlement of Jerusalem is
that Jerusalem is not mentioned as a place settled in this list.

32 See Myers (1965) 191; Clines (1984) 220; Weinberg (1992) 49—61; and Janzen
(2002) 499.

33 Bohler (2003) 48.

3% See also Rudolph (1949) 189-91; Mowinckel (1964) 151; Gunneweg (1987) 14-15.

35 Lipschits (2002) 427-40.

3 See Kochavi (1972); Dagan (1992); Ofer (1993); Dinur and Feig (1993); Zertal
(1999; 2001); Lehmann (2001; 2003); Liscphits (2005); Faust (2007); and Gadot (2015).

37 Carter (1999); Lipschits (2002; 2005); and Edelman (2005).
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pretation of these specific lists.*® Yet the settlement list, found in Neh 11:25—
36, has not drawn as much attention in the archaeological reconstructions of
the region of Judah since it is believed that many of the sites mentioned in the
list could not have been within the political borders of Persian period Judah.

In the case of MT Neh 12:1-26, several studies have focused on the differ-
ent lists since they discuss the priests and Levites, set in the context of the
return. Nehemiah 12:1-26 focuses on several generations of priestly return-
ees, and thus represents several generations within the elite temple communi-
ty. As previously mentioned, the most significant studies of Neh 12 discuss
the supposed high priestly genealogy in Neh 12:10-11 and 22-23. Nehemiah
12:27-46 shifts the focus, in narrative form, to the reinstitution of cultic ac-
tivities, as the Jerusalem community gathers and parades around Jerusalem.
The shift back to a narration of public cult has drawn much attention. This
line of research is used for multiple purposes, including a discussion of the
NM, as well as a reconstruction of both the physical space of Jerusalem and
also the temple community.*® And, as previously mentioned, the literary and
historical questions are particularly intriguing since Nehemiah suddenly re-
appears in MT Neh 12:31.40

Moreover, MT Neh 12:27-47 is further divided on the basis of first-versus
third-person narratives. Within chapter 12, MT Neh 12:31-32, and 3741, are
often considered part of the NM, since they are a first person account written
by Nehemiah himself. Clines argues that the Chronicler, whom he views as
the final editor of this material, was responsible for the composition of Neh
12:27-30, 4447, and 13:1-3.%! He is unsure whether 11:1-3 and 13—19 were
part of the NM. Both Clines and Williamson agree that 11:20-36 and 12:1-26
were part of a later redaction of this material.*?

All of these studies, however, fail to consider the differences between the
MT and LXX texts of Nehemiah. When one is exploring any of the subjects
that have been discussed previously in relation to MT Neh 11-12 (formation,
style, composition, geopolitical as well as local political events, and modern
archaeological studies), it is necessary to take into consideration the large-
scale text-critical differences that may inform or affect their studies.

38 Finkelstein (2008; 2010) offers a Hasmonean date for the different lists, based on his
interpretation of the archaeological data. See chapter 6 for a discussion of his analysis and
conclusions.

3 Studies by scholars such as Fullerton (1919: 171-79), Burrows (1935: 29-39), Kraft
(1954: 240), and Myers (1965: 112-20), have used Neh 12:27—43 to reconstruct the geog-
raphy of Jerusalem.

40Nehemiah’s first person accounts end in 7:5 and begin again in MT 12:31. In the
LXX, Nehemiah’s first person account begins in v. 25.

41 Clines (1984) 9-12.

42 Clines (1984) 12—14; Williamson (1985) xxxv.
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C. The Implications of the Divergences between MT and LXX
Nehemiah 11-12

There have been many different kinds of studies that have taken MT Neh 11—
12 into consideration, yet the textual divergences in the book of Nehemiah
(LXX 2 Esdras) are the focus of very few scholarly studies.** To be sure,
scholars have noticed certain textual variants.** But with the exception of
Knoppers’s work on MT and LXX Neh 11:3-19 and Klein’s response to
Knoppers, few studies have spent time exploring the divergences between
MT and LXX Neh 11-12.% This is exceptional considering the number of
text-critical studies on biblical texts, such as Genesis, Exodus, Numbers,
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Daniel,
which have shown that textual criticism is important for providing infor-
mation on the sources and compositional processes behind their creation and
redaction. The differences in length (shorter versus longer), content, and or-
der among textual witnesses are important to consider when examining any
text.

In his study of the relationship of the MT and LXX, Tov states, “When
comparing the LXX evidence with that of the other sources, we find that be-
yond the MT, the LXX is the single most important source preserving redac-
tionally different material relevant to the literary analysis of the text, often
earlier than MT.”* Ulrich also notes the importance of the LXX for inform-
ing studies on the MT, particularly when the Qumran material is considered,
which may favor one tradition over the other.*” Moreover, De Troyer’s work
on the relationship between the MT and LXX texts of Joshua highlights the
importance of different textual traditions for informing modern scholarly
studies of the composition of these texts.*?

In the example of 1 Samuel, there are divergences between the MT and
LXX ina few key places, namely chapters 1-2 and 17-18. There are other

4 Howorth (1902: 151) observed in his study of 2 Esdras, “As it occurs in the Greek
Bibles it is a very low and servile translation of the Hebrew, or Masoretic, text. It follows
in it eccentricities of diction and otherwise.” Wooden’s (2006: 121) comment, in response
to this assessment that “2 Esdras has not fared well in scholarly assessments,” is a fitting
reflection on Howorth’s statement.

4 See Rudolph (1949) xx; Alt (1953); Myers (1965); Williamson (1985); Blenkinsopp
(1988); Tov (2001; 2003); Ulrich (1996); Knoppers (2000); Klein (2006); and Wooden
(2006; 2008).

45 Klein (2006). Wooden (2008: 119-144) discusses the translation techniques of cases
in 2 Esdras that have differing grammatical cases. One of his examples is Neh 11:4-7 and
2 Esd. 21:4-7.

46 Tov (2003) 121.

47 Ulrich (1999) 100-103.

48 De Troyer (2003) 127.
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witnesses to the material, such as 4QSam?, 4QSam®, 4QSam¢, and Josephus.
These different texts reflect the compositional growth that this particular text
underwent over a period of time. In 1 Sam 1-2 (the story of Hannah), Ulrich
argues that the MT preserves the older edition, and the LXX constitutes a
reworked edition.*’ In 1 Sam 1718 (the David and Goliath story), Ulrich and
Tov argue that the LXX is the older version, and the MT preserves a re-
worked edition.>

Another book that has many textual divergences is Jeremiah. It is pre-
served in many witnesses, including the MT, 2QJer, 4QJer?, 4QJer®, as well
as the LXX and 4QJer®. Jeremiah is also preserved in a different order, ac-
cording to the MT and LXX witnesses. Ulrich and Tov both argue that there
are two stages, or editions, to the text of Jeremiah.>! These editions are classi-
fied by Tov as “edition I,” represented by the form found in the LXX and
4QJer’, and a later expanded edition, called “edition II,” characterized by
MT, 4QlJer?, and 4QJer®.3 The different textual witnesses reflect a complex
textual process, in which the text was edited and reedited over a period of
time.

In the example of Daniel, there are several witnesses: the MT, LXX, and
fragments of the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS), including 1QDan®, 4QDan?,
4QDan¢, 4QDan®, pap6QDan. Unlike Jeremiah, in which there are two edi-
tions of a single textual tradition, independent textual growth is evident in
both the MT and the LXX.* In chapters 4-6, a number of divergences exist
between the texts. Chapters 4 and 6 are shorter in the MT, whereas chapter 5
is shorter in the LXX. In fact, Collins notes that both the Old Greek (OG) and
MT underwent secondary developments to the text.3* Thus, unlike Jeremiah,
which only has two versions, Daniel underwent changes from its Vorlage.

A final example in the biblical text that is important to consider, particular-
ly in light of Nehemiah—2 Esdras studies, is the comparison between Ezra and
1 Esdras. In this case, the situation is complicated by the fact that 1 Esdras
overlaps with Chronicles, Ezra, and Nehemiah, as well as contains its own
unique material. Thus, each text reflects a later reworking of earlier material.
A comparison of MT Ezra and LXX 1 Esdras, 4:7-11 shows that the LXX

4 Ulrich (1999) 66.

30 Ulrich (1999) 67-68; Tov (2001) 334-36. This interpretation is debated, and scholars
such as Halpern maintain that the LXX attempts to “harmonize apparent contradictions”
found in the MT tradition (2001: 7). Thus, the MT preserves the older material.

31 Ulrich (1999) 66-68; Tov (2001) 334-36. See also Janzen (1973) for a discussion of
the Greek text of Jeremiah, and Stulman (1985) on the Hebrew text, reconstructed from the
Greek prose material.

2 Tov (1976); (1981) 145-67; 1985: 213-237. See also Schmid (1996) for a discussion
of these different versions.

33 Ulrich (1999) 72.

54 Collins (1993) 6.



