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HE short prophecy known to us by the name ‘ Malachi’ de-
serves more attention than it has generally received. Its real
value as a source for the history of Judaism has hardly been recog-
nized by students of the Old Testament. This is chiefly due, I
believe, to the fact that one or two of the most important passages in
the book have been generally misunderstood ; but partly, also, to the
fact that the problems presented by its title and the question of its
date have tended to draw off the attention of students from its con-
tents. The aim of the present investigation is to make some contri-
bution to a new interpretation of the book. Without attempting any
thorough criticism of the text, or even touching upon the many
minor difficulties of exegesis, I hope to present in consistent outline
the main features of the prophecy viewed from a standpoint some-
what different from that usually occupied.!

It may be assumed that the prophecy is anonymous, the proper
name ‘ Malachi ’ having originated in a misinterpretation of the word
"ORO2 in 3!, aided perhaps by Hag. 13,2 as well as by Mal. 2’. The
superscription 1!, in which M. is evidently intended as a proper

1 The numerous references to Wellhausen, in the sequel, are to the second
edition of his indispensable * Kleine Propheten’ (Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, v.).

3 To the combination of this verse in Haggai with Mal. 1! 3! is probably due
the addition of the words 8éofe 5 éxi rds xapdlas vudr in the LXX superscrip-
tion. Similar words appear, to be sure, in 23; and it might be argued, though
with little plausibility, that we have here an old and independent superscription
of the book; but Jerome is probably right in his opinion (comm. in loc.): “Hoc
in Hebraico non habetur, sed puto de Aggaeo [2%, cf. v.1¢] additum.” Cf. the
similar proceeding in 1 Ki. 222 (MT.). The addition is thus one more witness
to the tradition that the book was anonymous, and to the fact that its authorship
was at an early date attributed to Haggai, as well as to Ezra, Mordecai, Zechariah,
and others. Bachmann's 253 wn (Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen, 1894)
hardly deserves serious mention in such a book as Cornill’s Ein/estunyg.

1






TORREY: THE PROPHECY OF ¢ MALACHL' 3

worse than useless ; it would be better that the service of the temple
should cease altogether (vs.**). Even the heathen are not guilty
of such mockery ; their service is at least reverent ; what is more, in
all heathen lands where there is sincere worship of the supreme God,
Yahwe accepts it, and his name is truly honored (vs."'). But among
the Jews, the chosen people, it is profaned (vs.’).

While it is primarily the priests who are addressed in this section,
yet the prophet’s rebuke concerns the people as well; the sin of
bringing unworthy offerings lies also at their door; and in vs.M it is
they, the laymen, who are warned.

The second item in the indictment of the priests is the charge that
they have betrayed their trust as the official guides of the people in
religious matters (2**). This second accusation is made to grow out
of the first. After the prophet has warned the priests of the punish-
ment that awaits them if they persist in dishonoring Yahwe and his
worship (2'%), he reminds them of the sacred trust which they inherit
as members of the priestly tribe, and especially as bearers of the
¢TI0, or (oral) teaching concerning the religion and worship of
Yahwe (vs."). In the days of old, the house of Levi was worthy of
this trust, and walked in the right path; the people were shown the
way, and many were saved from error (vs.>$%; cf Dt. 33> ). But now
the priests have broken the covenant and turned aside from the path ;
their teaching has become a stumbling block to the people (vs.8).

In vs., until the last clause is reached, we seem to have the
announcement of the punishment which the priests are to suffer for
the unfaithfulness just described; but the last three words of the
verse give it an unexpected turn, for they seem to contain an entirely
new accusation, namely, that of par#ia/ity in the use of the ¢ teaching.’
The meaning of the charge is not clear — especially in the present
context, after this long and severe arraignment; moreover, its posi-
tion in the passage is a still greater difficulty, for it appears quite
incidentally, as though it were an accusation that had been previously
made or implied, and thus brings confusion into the whole context.”
speaking vehemently. The ¢ pollution’ is due, not to the quality of the bread,
but to the attitude of those who present it, as the prophet himself says. At the
middle of vs.’, read, with LXX, %1582, In v.12 it may be doubted whether
5858 is in the right place, if, indeed, it belongs in the verse at all. Notice the
corrupt state of the text in the latter part of the verse, and the evidence of confu-
sion with vs.7 (cf. LXX).

7 This is excellently illustrated by the note on this verse in Rosenmfiller’s
Scholia : *“ Neque enim hic versus cum iis quae praecesserunt ita cohaeret, ut
poenam subjungat peccatis vs. 8 commemoratis; sed novam poenam novo crimini
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unfaithfulness of a part of the people threatens to forfeit for all
the covenant of the fathers (vs.®). Judah has dealt falsely with the
wife of his youth, the covenant religion, and is wedding a strange cult.
The sanctuary of Yahweé is profaned (vs.!*). The worshippers
(who, of course, insist that they are still worshipping Yahwe) lament
because their offerings fail to bring a blessing, and are strangely
unable to see why ill fortune has come upon them (vs.>%#) ' Such
sin merits the severest punishment, and Israel may well be warned
(vs 2118 in each of these three verses the text is very difficult).”
The remainder of the book (2'-3%) is more homogeneous. The
prophet is rebuking the distrust and indifference of the people, as

1 In vs.13, the preposition [B in "™®D must be rendered * because.

12 The phrase MM = (vs.13) has always been, and is still, a riddle. Well-
hausen’s argument in favor of MUY < (the text actually read by LXX) is
ingenious, but not convincing, In the first place, the definite technical mean-
ing which he claims for the nouns "0 and b, Kliger’ and ¢ Vertheidiger,’ can-
not be deduced from actual Hebrew usage. < is simply a ‘ witness’; whether
‘for’ or ‘ against’ is always determined by the context. The verb 1Y, as a legal
term, is also used in both ways, and more frequently for accusing than for defend-
ing. But even granting that these words might have the signification claimed,
and that 7Y D might be a standing expression (of which we have no proof),
the chief objection still remains. The phrase would be more than far-fetched; it
would be quite meaningless. The great majority of the people were not concerned
in any way with courts of law. It can hardly be assumned that every Jew, as a
matter of course, had his I’ and his /D; nor is it plain, on any theory, how the
¢ utter destruction’ of Zkese should be a curse to him — it might rather seem to be
a blessing. It does not appear, moreover, that the prophet is speaking of a legal
tribunal at all, The W and the /WY are to be cut off, not from the judgment seat,
but ¢ from the dwellings of Jacob.’ The first half of the verse treats of the private
life; the second half, of the religious privileges.

There can be no doubt as to what sort of an expression would hest suit the
context here. At the place where the two troublesome words stand we should
expect the equivalent of ‘all his house, remembrance, posterity,’ or something of
the kind. The Syr. has (as a mere guess, but a sensible one)  his son and his son’s
son’; cf. the footnote to Marti’s translation (in Kautzsch, 47".): “¢wachenden
und antwortenden,’ d. h. wohl[!] ‘jeden lebendigen.’” A comparison of 31?
suggests that the words that stood here originally may have been FIIY WM.
There, where the writer is uttering a similar threat, he uses the words: ‘it [the
day of Yahwe] shall not leave them (D-‘I'?) root or branch.! A corresponding
use of the same expression in 212 would complete the prophet’s threat in as
forcible a manner as could be imagined: RPN PP MNP OR TRS MT nAD°
ap, Srin ; “Yahw? destroy, for the man who does this, roof and éranch from
the tents of Jacob!” Some accident to one of the earliest MSS. rendered the
words only partially legible. This is also the probable explanation of the corrup-
tion of the text in other parts of the book, especially in 21516,
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It is probable that 3®* is a later appendix to the book. It has no
natural connection with the preceding, but has all the appearance of
an addition by another hand, having for its chief object the providing
of an impressive close for the collection of the prophetic writings.
It is hardly by accident that Moses and Elijak, the two great repre-
sentatives of Israel's golden age, appear together in these discon-
nected verses a? the end of the last of all the prophets. Obviously,
the addition was made after the compiling of the Awdexampidyrov.™t
» The most interesting passage in the book from the theological
point of view is 1"': “ For from the rising of the sun unto his setting
my name is great among the heathen, and everywhere a pure oblation
is offered to my name ; for my name is great among the heathen,
saith Yahwé of hosts.” The prophet is rebuking the Jewish priests
for the gross negligence with which they perform the service of the
temple, and especially for their shameless practice of offering blem-
ished things to God. He represents Yahwe as saying: ‘I can take
no pleasure in you or your offering (v.''). Even the heathen (who
in worshipping the one God are truly worshipping me) bring worthy
oblations to their altars. They truly honor my name (v.", cf. v.14);
ye alone profane it in this manner’ (v.*). This interpretation,
apparently the one intended by the LXX, adopted by Theodore of
Mopsuestia, and in recent times by Hitzig, Kohler, Baudissin, Kue-

M Bshme, Z4 TH., 1887, 210 fl,, has attacked the genuineness of these verses,
arguing chiefly from the language and style. Nowack, Kleine Prophelen, has
followed him to the extent of rejecting vs.Bf, while retaining vs.2?; a strange
proceeding. B&hme's argument, perhaps not conclusive in itself, can be consid-
erably strengthened. The writer of 3! is certainly not likely to have Leen also
the author of 3%, and the improbability is only increased by the proximity of
vs.1%-91, — from which vs.® is completely insulated by vs.2. The words X3 b
RN 2T M BT in v are plainly derived from Joel 3. Cornill, Einle:-
tungd, p. 181, says, “ Joel 3t ist offenbar Citat aus Mal. 32"; but nothing more
than a comparison of Joel 3% with 21 is needed to show that the evidence points
just the other way. Again, vs.2® sounds strangely indeed after vs!® 198 Byt
the chief argument against the genuineness of vs.®- js that derived from the
juxtaposition in them of Moses and Elijah, ccmbined with their lack of coherence
with the preceding or with one another. The feeling that originally prompted
the addition of this appendix may be recognized in the comments of later writers.
Thus Abarbanel (preface of his comm. on Malachi) says of this prophet: S
AR TS S T 195 OxTern SSin ApoRs mest okt 535
™3p L. Ephrem Syr. (comm. iz Joc.) explains in similar words why Moses
and Elias are both introduced in this place. It was this same reflection — Moses
the beginning and the end of the Hebrew Scriptures — that led to the transposi-
tion of vs.22 in some Greek MSS. to the end of the book, after vs. 3,
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that the historical setting of this prophecy is to be found in the
narratives contained in the Book of Ezra. But, as has already been
said, the current interpretation here is untenable. The text of the
passage is, unfortunately, very corrupt (in vs.™* %, beyond all remedy) ;
but the greater part is intact, and it is not difficult to recognize the
nature of the charge brought by the prophet against his fellow-coun-
trymen. The sin which he is attacking is one of unfaithfulness, of
false dealing with Yahwe (verb "3, vs.* ! etc.; notice also 995
VMR N3 in vs.). The accusation is first stated definitely in
v.!®: «Judah has profaned the sanctuary of Yahwé," which he loves,
and has espoused a ™33 YR N3 (daughter of a foreign god).”® A
few verses further on (vs.*!*) occur the words, “ Thou hast dealt
falsely with the wife of thy youth, the wife of thy covenant” To
treat these expressions literally, as referring to actual marriage and
divorce, involves one in insuperable difficulties. To assume, in the
first place, that divorce of Israelitish wives stood in any necessary or
even probable connection with the wedding of women from other
nations is ridiculous. Jews occasionally married gentiles, not because
they were dissatisfied with their own countrywomen, or with their
religion, but because they found some of the gentile women attrac-
tive. Jewish women were married to foreigners for a like reason.
Many modern commentators, in the desire to avoid this difficulty,
have supposed a change of subject, from intermarriage with gentiles
to divorce in general (Kohler, Orelli, Wellhausen, al.). But it is not
possible thus to separate vs.”* from vs.'*¥, < Wife of thy covenant
religlon’ (that ™3 NWR cannot mean ‘wife of thy marriage
vows,” Kraetzschmar, Bundesvorstellung, 240 {., has shown conclu-
sively) is plainly contrasted with * daughter of a foreign god*; ‘ with
whom thou hast falsely dealt’ (vs.!*) refers to the charge made with
the same word in vs.* ;™ [1"™2 in vs.M is repeated from vs."’. Better
evidence of continuity could hardly be desired. There is one, and
only one, admissible interpretation of the passage; namely, that
which recognizes the fact that the prophet is using figurative lan-
guage. Judah, the faithless husband, has betrayed the wife of his

1 Or perhaps, * that which is holy to Yahw?,’ but the meaning of the passage
is the same in either case. That the sin is one connected with the cult is plain
from the words used; cf. especially ™M™ O 55M in Lev. 198 Zeph. 3%.

18 Not ¢daughters’ (plur.), as in Wellhausen; Marti, in Kautzsch’s 47,
Nowack. It is not a mere accident that the Hebrew does not read N3,

19 In a// the cases where Malachi uses the word "33 (vs.10.1.M.15.16) he i
speaking of this same sin.
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are put side by side, and form together a consistent picture. It was
a time when Israel was beginning to feel the effects of her more
intimate acquaintance with the great nations round about. The
world had grown larger, and the perspective had changed. A new
type of sceptics had arisen ; men who belonged to the better part of
the nation,? but who doubted Yahwe’s interference in human affairs
(2" 32%). The feeling that the old beliefs and observances were
outgrown was gaining ground. The effect of these tendencies showed
itself plainly in the public worship. A considerable number of the
priests did their work in a merely perfunctory way, until their indif-
ference (to call it by no worse name) became a public scandal. There
were many of the people, moreover, who did not hesitate to ¢ betray
the nation’ (as Malachi insists) by openly espousing foreign cults
(2°%). On the other hand, the orthodox, the ¢ God-fearing,” formed
a sort of inner church or sect by themselves (3'®) in opposition to the
growing scepticism of the others and their free attitude toward the
prescribed forms of worship. ¢ Then those that feared Yahwe spoke
with one another,® and he heard, and a record was written before

21 So we may certainly conclude from Malachi’s treatment of them. In their
impatient questions and assertions, which Malachi somewhat impatiently repeats
(and possibly exaggerates), there is no evidence of scoffing or of insincerity. It
is plain from 3BT that these free-thinkers whom Malachi is addressing, and
against whom he is justly incensed, are quite distinct from the ‘ungodly’ in
Israel (BPDD, vs.1%18), as they are also from the pious orthodox (vs.1®). The
charge against them is similar to that with wbich Malachi assails the priests; in
fact, all parts of the book contain one and the same accusation, in varying form,
The prophet is not dealing with such forms of evil as receive passing mention in
3% but with the more insidious evils which were threatening the church from
within, and were all the more dangerous because not a few were ready to defend
them. The people whom he is attacking are respected members of the com-
munity. This is probably the explanation of the abrupt transition at 3%. The
prophet has begun in vs.%7 a soliloquy (perhaps suggested by vs.5, and at any
rate directly connected with it) on the shameful conduct of the chosen people.
But as he cries out, “ Come back again to your God!” he can hear the retort of
these respectable sceptics: * How shall we ‘come back’? We are not ‘sorcer-
ers,’ or ‘ perjurers,’ or ¢ adulterers,’ or even irrcligious.” Then the prophet turns
on them, and delivers a thrust that was not to be parried: ¢ Why is the support
of the public worship so shamefully neglected by you?’ We may easily believe
that this was the one unanswerable argument at his disposal; certainly none of
those with whom he was reasoning would have wished to have the temple service
cease altogether. What the prophet then adds in vs.1%12 is the soundest practical
advice for these doubters.

8 To emend ™ to M, and regard the [TUT W in v8.16f- as the same Israclites
whose utterances (in vs.4f) have just been rebuked (Wellbausen, with some
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him for those that feared him and regarded his name.’® The prom-
ise is added, that these faithful few shall be ‘ Yahwé’s own’ in an
especial sense (notice the emphatic position of .‘l')JD) in the coming
day of judgment. It must be evident that the prophet is speaking
here of real, not imaginary, lines of division, more or less distinct,
which have already been consciously drawn in the community. Cf.
especially Is. 66°. That the pious orthodox were actually a small
minority may, indeed, be doubted ; they would naturally speak of
themselves in this way. The situation closely resembles that which
produced the two parties of the Pharisees and Sadducees at a later
day ; the liberal —often far too liberal — party, recruited largely
from the priests; and the exclusive sect (B'@17B, D*TDMN) made
up of the pious, patriotic adherents to the traditional religion and
worship. We have in this book a document of unique value for the
history of this inevitable result of Israel's progress, the growth of
distinct sects which become more and more widely separated from
each other. Of course a somewhat similar contrast had existed in
Israel since the earliest times ; nor would it be difficult to imagine,
from what we know of the Jews in the Greek period, what their
previous history must have been; but in Malachi we have direct

hesitation), is to turn the whole passage upside down. As for the LXX reading
rabra, it is simply a witness to the fact that the Greek translator also misunder-
stood the passage. That he had before him the Hebrew word T is not at all
probable. The presence of I in our text, moreover, would be very difficult to
account for on the supposition that the original reading was M. In Gen. 4%,
which Wellh. cites in support of the possibility of such an accident, it is true that
some have wished to emend S I to Sy MM (or 1 ®11; Ball, in SBOT.).
But there also the emendation is unsound. If the LXX reading o¥ros 7Awwer
proves anything, it proves that the translator had before him SMeT with 9, not
without it. The phrase 5nm (X%Y) MM is one that no translator could possibly
misunderstand; and a theory of intentional perversion of the meaning would have
very little plausibility here. On the other hand, the Hopkal 5m, which occurs
only here, would not readily be recognized; we need no better demonstration of
this than the Targum to this verse. The Greek translator, supposing this to be a
verb in the active voice (and therefore from 'Dl'f'), and not knowing then what to
do with ™, — possibly also misled by the following 7, — wrote olros fAwwser;
but we are certainly not therefore justified in suspecting our Massoretic reading,
Smn ™, which is at least as well suited to its context as are the proposed
substitutes.

8 For the ‘record book,’ cf. Is. 658. The expression Y2 “2¥M is exactly in
line with the thought with which the prophet’s mind is filled; cf. ™32 >
'bW'D, 22; WP D'KW3 BOK, 2° etc.  For this use of 30M, cf. Is. 53% etc. This
is certainly not a place to think of emending the text. The verse division, too, is
quite correct as it stands.
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testimony from the Persian period, giving us, as it were in a single
flash, a clear view of the actual course of events. The writer is not
only one who is excellently well informed, but he is rebuking in
unusually plain and unequivocal terms the heterodoxy of his day.
His own point of view, under these circumstances, was that of one
who could appreciate the new, while remaining faithful to the old;
such a position as might have been held, for example, by a broad-
minded Pharisee of the Maccabaean age. The bold utterance 1" is
not to be passed over lightly ; it is one of the greatest things in the
Old Testament. The tendency to abandon the worship of Yahwe,
or to introduce into it foreign elements, was strong. It was inevit-
able that for many of the best of the people the significance of the
phrases ¢ Yahwe the God of Israel’ and ¢ Israel the chosen people’
should be lost altogether. It was a momentous period in the history
of the Jewish religion, and Malachi realized the fact. That under
these circumstances he should have uttered such words as those in
1" shows the strength of his faith quite as strikingly as the breadth
of his view. He saw that there was sincere worship of God outside
of Judaism, but his grasp of the old article of faith, ‘ Yahwe the
God of Israel,’ was in no way loosened. There was only one chosen
people. Israel stood in a peculiar relation to the God of all the
world, as its history showed. This being the case, the thought of
any negligence or unfaithfulness in the performance of the divinely
appointed and time-honored religious observances was not to be
tolerated. 1In the appreciation of this attitude, which is consistently
maintained by the prophet, lies the key to the right understanding
of the book.

As for the date of Malachi, this much seems certain, that it was
written at some time in the Persian period (allusion to the ¢ gover-
nor’ in 1%) after the completion of the temple (3'?). Regarding the
other criteria, it may be said that they all point distinctly to a late
rather than an early date. The remarkable passage 1*° (Edom zie
arch-enemy of Israel) belongs with Am. ¢* and Obad.® ;* the apoca-
lyptic passages 3'™ %, with their conception of the day of judgment
as the day when ‘ the wicked’ (B'SW"T) shall be destroyed out of
Israel, remind of the Psalms (Wellh.); the theological development

% The passages Is. 34°% 63!, which are probably to be dated in the fourth
century (see Cheyne, /ntrod. to [saiak), are also to be included here. The
utterance in Malachi is characteristic of the time rather than of the prophet
himsell. See my article, ‘The Edomites in Southern Judah,’ in this number of
the JOURNAL.






TORREY : THE PROPHECY OF ‘ MALACHI. x5

37°2%)® Originality and earnestness are marked characteristics of
the book in all its parts. The estimate that pronounces it a monu-
ment of the degeneracy of Hebrew prophecy, the product of an age
whose religious teachers could only imitate, but not attain to, the
spiritual fervor of the old prophets (De Wette-Schrader, Duhm,
Reuss), is in the highest degree unjust.

% It is a curious fact that many scholars, following Ewald, have seen in this
(in itself by no means remarkable) habit of style a mark of the transition to the
dialectic manner of the Jewish schools— although dating Malachi in the ffth
century !



