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bee?ýuse Nelieniiahi himself tells us that this customn of bring-
ing gifts ;vas not allowed by him. Suchi a reference is quite
out of place in its application to a gqvernor as conspicuous for
his generosity as %ve know Nehieiniali to have been.

Now, the second of theýse considerations forces us to the
conclusion that the words of Malachi must have been uttcred
dýuring the tiie .thiat Nehemiah wa 's absent from Jerusalemn at
the Persian court. That it wvas during this absence that the
evils and'abuses with whichi Nehleiniah himself had after-
,wards to grapple sprangr Up, we know froin -Nehieiniial's own
stateinent (xiii. 6). But whien was this absence? Here again
we mneet.with difliculties. From Neh. xiii. 63 it, would appear
as if Nehieiniah reinained in, Jerusalein until the year 433 (the
32nd year of the reign of Artexerxes), thiat lie thén wvent to
Susa to resuine the duties of hiis office as cup .bearer oà the
king(c, and that, after remainingr t1here for a short tirne-" cer-
tti'ndas" obtained permission t 'o return to Jerusalem.
But tha.t the people should relapse into ail of their old abuses
during so short an a 'bsence on the part of Nehiemiali as this,
especially after they had been under his guidance for twelve
years, is not only improbable but impossible. Such a supposi-
tion niust simply be ruled out. There is a very serious diffi..
cul.ty in the way of tIe acceptance of this thieory. And to
interpret " certain days" as meaning severai years is unnatural
and unjustifiable.

But is not, another. interpretation of Neh. xiii. 6 possible ?
gay noV the coinhxng to the king in tIe two-and-tliirticthi year
of Artexerxes spokén of refer not to Nehemi«ht's retui'nfrovi,
fTei tbs cern but to lis goingr to the palace to serve lis turn as
cup-bearer? The king, as we know, was attended by a
nuimber of cup-bearers, the service oî no one of whicli -wo 'rld
bc constant. For exam-ple, whien Neliemial 6irst heard of the
sad condition of Jerusalein lie wvas absent from the court.
This is clear froin chaps. i. aud ii., froin wvhich we learn that
it was not tilI sonie montlis after hearing froin lis brother
that, lie visitud the kinge. Thus there is no inconsistcncy in
miaking- lis going, to tIc king hiere refer to lis taking up in
his proper turn the duties of cup-bearer. In this case, then,
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