W Durham
University

AR

Durham E-Theses

Reading Ezra 9-10 as Christian Scripture

SZECHY, CSILLA

How to cite:

SZECHY, CSILLA (2009) Reading Ezra 9-10 as Christian Scripture, Durham theses, Durham
University. Available at Durham E-Theses Online: http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/1/

Use policy

The full-text may be used and/or reproduced, and given to third parties in any format or medium, without prior permission or
charge, for personal research or study, educational, or not-for-profit purposes provided that:

e a full bibliographic reference is made to the original source
e a link is made to the metadata record in Durham E-Theses
e the full-text is not changed in any way

The full-text must not be sold in any format or medium without the formal permission of the copyright holders.

Please consult the full Durham E-Theses policy for further details.

Academic Support Office, The Palatine Centre, Durham University, Stockton Road, Durham, DH1 3LE
e-mail: e-theses.admin@durham.ac.uk Tel: +44 0191 334 6107
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk


http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/1/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/1/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

READING EZRA 9-10 AS CHRISTIAN SCRIPTURE

Submitted for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Theology and Religion
University of Durham
2009

Csilla Széchy



Reading Ezra 9-10 as Christian Scripture
Csilla Széchy

Abstract

This dissertation examines Christian attitudesh#ltaw through the story of Ezra 9-10
and its Torah interpretation, in dialogue with Jdwexegetical tradition, and offers a
framework for reading this difficult text from a @stian perspective.

The first part of the dissertation juxtaposes s@hestian and Jewish approaches to the
Law in order to set the scene, followed by the eration of both the wider and the
more immediate context of Ezra 9-10. The exegesigdes primarily on Ezra 9:1-2 and
addresses questions such as the pentateuchal dourttee nations list in v.1 and the
meaning of the ‘abominations’ associated with thasell as the role the ancidw®erem
law might have played in the solution offered tee taxiles’ problem. Further, the
dissertation considers ‘the holy seed’ rationaleth® ban on intermarriages in v.2, its
possible legal background and internal logic. Jewaisrspectives are drawn into the task
of interpretation as appropriate throughout andBhean solution is also compared to the
similar incident in Neh 13:23-31.

The second part of the dissertation assesses fii®ilties Christian interpreters often
have with the story of Ezra 9-10 and then mapsa@yts in which various considerations
may contribute to a larger Christian frameworkfeading a difficult text such as Ezra 9-
10. | argue that Jewish approaches may create aesgeof implicit Christian
assumptions, that canon and tradition place canstran difficult OT texts which need
to be spelt out and that analogous NT text(s) egimight continuities and discontinuities
between Old and New Testament. Further, | sugdestinsights from fields outside
biblical interpretation such as those from anthtogy, as well as contemporary answers
to analogous problems may put an ancient storytiaadlifficulties connected to it into

perspective.
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1 Introduction 1

PART |

1 Introduction

Well over a century ago Wellhausen in his influalfrolegomeng1885) writes:
In the Priestly Code the work of Moses lies befoseclearly defined and rounded off; one living a
thousand years after knows it as well as one who isavith his eyes. It is detached from its
originator and from his age: lifeless itself, itshdriven the life out of Moses, out of the people,
nay out of the very Deity.

And later:
With the appearance of the law came to an endlth&eedom, not only in the sphere of worship,
now restricted to Jerusalem, but in the spheréefreligious spirit as well. There was now in

existence an authority as objective as could betlais was the death of prophéecy.

In these words is encapsulated much of an eaigfisurrounding the ‘Law’, reflecting
a Lutheran dichotomy of law versus grace, a prgaiton of prophecy over legal material
and implicitly, the setting up of ‘moral’ injunctis (as reflected in the prophets) over

against ‘ritual’ regulations (as expressed in thegtly writings).

This overall framework survived well into the ®@entury as Martin Noth’s theory
demonstrates. Published originally in German in0l94is essay ‘The Laws in the
Pentateuch’ presents the notion that law becom@slued from the covenant relationship
between Israel and God in the postexilic period.th@dt this anchor in God’s
redemption, law turns into a free-floating entibheyed for its own sake rather than

motivated by God’s grace.
It is the fate of human institutions which arise ofidefinite historical situations to decline fmet
course of history. But the ordinances and statuthgh had had their place in the context of those
institutions, obstinately maintain their existerae®l, after their real basis has disappeared, take o
a worth of their own which they had never possessetl which is not their due. Then do men

worship dead ordinances and statutes, and regasiatparticular service and a work worthy of

! WellhausenProlegomena347.
%Ibid., 402.



1 Introduction 2

reward that they preserve what has been handed dwkely because it has been handed down,

and allow their lives to be governed by such fimesil laws®

It is not surprising that, perhaps due to this ganattitude to the ‘Law’, until recently
there has been little interest in the stories afaBEend Nehemiah and what there was
mostly concemed itself with historical-critical egtions’ Today, for various reasons it is
problematic to speak of Israelite and Jewish Lawatigely and see in Judaism a
legalistic and self-righteous system. Thus Chmstammentators of the OT are quick to
reject the charge of ‘legalism’ in Ezra 9-10; yeey find little theological value in the
story? The questions of how the ‘Law’ is to be integraie a Christian viewpoint and
the way in which the message of such a narratiie ise understood continue to be a

challenge.

The reasons for this are not hard to find. Theatae of Ezra 9-10 with its ‘midrashic’
interpretation of pentateuchal regulations is aloge later Pharisaic traditions and
rabbinic Judaism than to Christianity. Its focusrand ethnic separation jars with the
perceived ‘openness’ of the NT embracing both Jed Gentile alike. The necessity of
such action as the story presents is justified widhons relating to holiness and purity,
categories that Christians often associate witlakiperspectives in the OT, and which in
this instance clash dramatically with ethical cdesations over the treatment of these
‘foreign’ women. Thus the narrative’s Torah-intexfation and observance is a useful
‘hard case’ for testing attitudes to Torah ande&fhg on how a controversial OT

passage may be understood from a Christian fargppetive.

This dissertation will explore ways in which a difflt OT text can be read as part of
Christian Scripture, using the story of Ezra 9-$Gachallenging example with a view to
address some larger hermeneutical issues and saetchader framework for dealing

with such passages. The principles and tools adtlimere will inevitably be somewhat

®Noth, ‘Laws’, 106.
* E.g. The commentaries of Rudolph, Batten, Grabbegy, etc.
® See 810 on Christian interpreters for examples.
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specific to the particular concerns in my chosesspge, yet it is to be hoped that they

may be applied, albeit with modifications, to othard texts as well.

My work naturally falls into two parts. Part | wilbcus on the ‘exegesis’, while Part Il
will consider avenues of ‘application’. Althoughs &have noted, attitudes to the ‘Law’
have changed, there is still an ongoing dilemmautlaoChristian’s relationship to the
‘Law’. For this reason | will briefly consider ways which Christians have dealt with the
‘Law’ and add some Jewish perspectives. This velfddlowed by a kind of scene-setting
for Ezra 9-10 in two ways. First, | shall look atdel's own self-understanding of its
postexilic position as it is reflected in Neh 9daio a lesser extent 10) and secondly, |
shall focus on the immediate context of the interiage crisis by examining Ezra 7-8
and seeking to answer the question why the auttitofeplaced the story here rather than
after the reading of Torah in Neh 8. Next | shahsider Ezra 9-10 with a particular
emphasis on Torah interpretation and observancentier words, my exegesis will
selectively concentrate on answering the questioatyed the exiles to see intermarriage
with ‘foreign’ women as a problem and how they\sd at the particular solution they

found through their interpretation and applicatdmpentateuchal laws.

Part 1l will then build on the picture that thus enges and move to the challenges of a
specifically Christian reading. Again, | will stdrere with setting the scene and assessing
various Christian commentators’ views on Ezra 9abd its application. As a way of
creating distance and perspective | will then abmsiJewish understandings of the
intermarriage crisis and reflect on the differenbeswveen the two traditions (Christian
and Jewish). Next | will think of ways in which $hOT story is constrained by canon and
tradition, which will be followed by a comparisofi the Ezran intermarriage crisis with
its NT ‘counterpart’, 1 Cor 7:12-16. Finally | willtilise the insights of anthropology to
draw out some lessons from Ezra 9-10 and will comphe Ezran solution with one
contemporary case of regulating mixed marriagea @hristian setting. The purpose of
the exercise is to use various angles in an efoluild up a fuller picture of what is
involved in the story and how it might be used Bmnefit in a Christian context.
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2 Attitudes to the ‘Law’

Law for Christians is, arguably, what Christ is d@ws: the hard nut that resists cracking.
It is not surprising that this is so, since ChiwstChristians is what Torah is for Jews: the
central concern and at the heart of their religiespectively. It is the key distinctive
feature for each that causes the most difficulty thee other in a Jewish-Christian

dialogue.

Engagement with Jewish understandings of Toratetber can be potentially enriching
for Christians because these categories of thoagttperspectives may shed light on
aspects of truth in Scripture to which Christiaausd Protestants in particular, have been
blinded because of their long-entrenched traditioBelow | shall consider two
particularly prominent ways in which Christianseatipt to integrate ‘Law’ into their
overall theology. One we might call the ‘covenaritaiework’, the other the method of

‘theologising’. These | shall juxtapose with someevish responses.

2.1 Christian Approaches

2.1.1 Covenant & Salvation History
The emergence of covenantal ideas has given Ghridtieologians a conceptual
framework into which the law can be fittédlVhile for Wellhausen covenant is a negative
category which breaks the ‘natural bond’ between God his people, both for most of
its earlier and later advocates the concept becanpssitive term for describing the
relationship between YHWH and Israel. Thus many Dédtament theologies discuss
law within the structure of covenant, most obviguBElichrodt’'s Theology of the Old
TestamentA variation on the link between covenant and Lawisuss’ solution, which
presents the two as divine election and human rssgobligation, although his estimate
of the Law is mixed; it is both given for life andr good (Deut 10:13) and for

extermination and as a curse (Deut 27-28).

® For a history overviewing the development of caeal ideas see NicholsdBpd and His Peoplechs.
1-4.
" PreussQT Theology 1:80-95.



2 Attitudes to the ‘Law’ 5

The issue for Christian theology then is ultimattdg tension between law and grace.
Whether the overarching principle is phrased iimgeof covenant or election, both

indicate a relationship and point to God’s gracesalvation as the motivator for

obedience. Perhaps the best known example for stadheling law in the context of

salvation history is von Rad'®©Ild Testament Theologyhe scholar whose name is
ultimately associated witHeilsgeschichte

It is argued that if this aspect of salvation i emphasised the result will be legalism,
rigidity and outward compliance without sincere aral motivation as best exemplified
by the ancient Israelite amphictyony of tribes iottNs famous theor§As mentioned in
the introduction, Noth assumes that the covenalatioaship has been lost by the
postexilic period and that ‘Law’ as an absolutdtgmhoves away from being a grateful
response to God’s grace.

One other consideration contributes to the strosgo@ations of covenant with
Heilsgeschichtenamely the perceived similarities of Israel’'s enant with ancient Near
Eastern suzerainty treaties noted by Mendenhalllaied McCarthy. From our point of
view, the ‘historical prologue’ in the Hittite tre@s is particularly significant because it
generally recounts the favours received from theesain thereby providing the vassal
with a foundation for gratitude for obeying the eaant stipulations. However, more
recent assessments caution against an overentiuglastification of biblical covenants
with suzerainty treatie’S. Nicholson goes as far as to say that the sini#ariare more
apparent than re&t.He argues that the terms ‘father-son’, ‘love’eésured possession’
(7720) are all concepts familiar to Israelites from epaty life and they do not need treaty
language to add nuance to them. Further, he queidnether Israelites would use a
suzerainty treaty form which they were familiar wibut which in the case of the

®Noth, ‘The Laws’, 1-107.

? See Mendenhall, ‘Ancient Oriental and Biblical La@5-46;idem ‘Covenant Forms’, 49-76, and
McCarthy,Treaty and Covenant

19 Already McCarthy notes that early covenant textée Bible do not demonstrate all the featurethef
suzerainty treaty. McCarthyreaty and Covenanth.28.

™ Nicholson,God and His Peopleesp. 70-82.
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Assyrians has led to the despoiling of the land tedsubjugation of the people. Would

YHWH allow himself to be seen in the same positigrthe Assyrians were?

While covenantal ideas are perhaps less populaytde notion of relationship within
which God'’s salvation, i.e. prevenient grace, s mhotivator for obedience continues to
play a part in Christian understandings of the ‘Laivrecent example is Goldingay’s
discussion at the beginning of lidd Testament Theologwhich sets the agenda for all

three volume$?

In his introductory section Goldingay sets out theeefold division of his theology.
‘Volume one concerns the Old Testament’s gospehosv things were, or what God and
Israel have done.’ His second volume is on ‘the Tddtament’s faith and hope, or how
things are and will be, or who God is and who we’ @ to be based on the Latter
Prophets, the Wisdom Books and Psalms. The sdordbe third volume on ethos will
be ‘the instructive material in the Torah’ (i.e.ettommandments and laws in the
Pentateuch). On the same page he also calls teisfoifid division ‘narrative, faith and
ethics’ and alternatively ‘gospel, faith and lifdst, the latter of which are the respective

titles of his individual volumes judging from thiest two already published.

It is evident in this structuring that Goldingaynsciously patterns his OT theology along
NT lines and places the ‘commandments’ within ttaenework of salvation history. The

sequence of ‘gospel, faith and lifestyle’ echoes finogression of a New Testament
understanding of salvation as good news that isdh@om 10:14), believed (Acts 16:31)

and lived out (Phil 1:27).

2.1.2 ‘Theologising’
A second way in which the ‘Law’ finds a place witta Christian understanding is what |
call ‘theologising’. This is the practice that se®3 ‘Law’ as reflecting values and
principles rather than something that Christiarsushobey in all its intricate detail and

1230 far published vol. 1 (2003), vol. 2 (2006).
13 Goldingay,OT Theologyt:28.
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entirety. Clearly, this process is easier with wdrat known as ‘ethical/moral’ laws which
still underlie the Christian ideal of how one’slishould be governed as a child of God.
Similarly ‘civil’ laws often have a more easily deynible ‘moral’ core and so the
transference from particular practice to generiagyple is relatively straightforward. The
most difficult segment of OT law is what has traditlly been described as
‘cultic/ritual/ceremonial’ law. Apart from the prgjice and suspicion of an earlier
Protestant scholarship against ‘ritual’, much obwfalls under that rubric in the OT does
not give a theological explanation of its significa, nor are the practices in themselves

self-explanatory.

Two examples of this ‘theologising’ should sufficEranfield asserts that although
Christians are no longer ‘under the Law’ in thessenf being condemned by it for their
inability to obey it fully, nevertheless, the Laemains the guideline for filling out the
details of the more general love command and faletstanding God’s will bettéf.He

specifically addresses the problem of ‘ritual’ lamd his solution is to see in those
practices a foreshadowing of Christ; an approaahfthds its antecedent in the Letter to

the Hebrews.

Whereas for the non-Christian Jew the literal olemgre of the ceremonial law is still obligatory,
the Christian, who knows that the One, to whonalalhg the law was pointing, has come and has
accomplished his saving work, no longer has to mfesi literally. The word “literally” in the last
sentence is important, for what is being suggestet [...] that the ceremonial law has simply
been abrogated and that the Christian shouldgastre it, but that he should honour it by looking
steadfastly in the direction in which it was albiad) pointing and by believing in Christ as he and

his work are witnessed to by'f.

Similarly Goldingay, in connection with the issuasNeh 5:1-13 makes the following
throwaway comment reflecting the same attitude thfedlogising: ‘[W]e may
misunderstand the nature of Moses’ Teaching in @&kpg such provisions [sabbath year,
jubilee year] to be implemented as if they weréusés in a law book. They may be more

like visions or ethical statement§.’

14 Cranfield, ‘OT Law’, 114, 111f, 117.
1bid., 114-115.
18 Goldingay,OT Theology:722.
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2.2 Jewish Responses

Mechanisms developed by Christians to deal with ‘tlaev’ have called forth Jewish
scholars who address these and create ways in wWthickthink how ‘Law’ works. The
scope of this thesis does not allow for a detadedrview of Jewish responses and my
focus is not the issue of ‘Law’ in general but treticular passage of Ezra 9-10. Thus |
have chosen two ‘responses’, which will hopefuliyega ‘flavour’ of some Jewish
perspectives. Levenson’s reflections are obviously reaction to Christian
conceptualisations of the ‘Law’ and since he haglbeen involved in Jewish-Christian
dialogue, engagement with his thoughts is a wortlewdxercise. My second choice is a
more idiosyncratic essay by Diana Lipton entitld@rms of Endearment’, which was
recently published (2008) and is a fascinating amdocative re-thinking of the ‘Law’.

2.2.1 Creation (Levenson)
Levenson addresses both Christian approaches tisa&t lout above: the Christian
propensity to connect ‘Law’ with covenant and tlogding. He observes that the
association of ‘Law’ and covenant is attractive fGhristians because, ‘A new
appreciation of covenant has redeemed law fordabtheology, for covenant gives law a
place within a structure of faith and integratemib the total relationship with God. [...]

Covenant subsumes law.’

Further, he summarises well both the two-fold Glaisproblem and its resolution using
John Bright as an illustration.

A good Paulinist, Bright must steer clear of theelsg of Judaizing. The implication that the laws
must be obeyed, whenever possible, cannot be accepuit across the straits from the Scylla of
Judaizing sits the Charybdis of Marcionism, withlibld proclamation that the Jewish Scriptures
are irrelevant to the Christian. This, too, mustésisted. Only theology enables safe passage, for
by converting law into theology, specific practicéo general belief, Bright can grant Paul his
doctrine of exemption from Torah without grantingdion his idea that the Jewish God and the
Christian are antithetical. The specifics fade,léves wither, but Old Testament theology endures

forever®®

" Levenson, ‘Theologies’, 18-19.
18 Levenson, ‘Why Jews’, 52f.
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Levenson is witty and right about the motivatiornipe the Christian conceptualisation,

although he is not entirely fair regarding Christiaractice. Clearly, for a religion that

emphasises faith and grace to the degree Christidoes it is a danger to ‘theologise
away’ the need for obedience, yet the NT does patlone such an attitude (e.g. Jam
2:14-26; 1 Cor 6:9-10; Gal 5:14-24 cf. 6:7-8), man the Church if it wants to heed its
own Scriptures. There is also evidence that theré€Phaonsiders certain aspects of the
‘Law’ fundamental to Christian living. Thus, for stance, many denominations

incorporate the Ten Commandments into their bastieohism or stress the necessity of
‘righteous’ living in their prayers of confessibhAdmittedly, the Christian emphasis is

primarily on ‘moral-religious’ aspects of the ‘Lav@nd the theologising aspect, as we
have seen (8.1.2), comes more to the fore when interpretiitgal’ law.”

This is a particular challenge in the case of B0, where the ‘holy seed’ rationale
especially, as we shall see, reminds commentatofstwal’ aspects of the law. The

instinct to ‘theologise’ in order to avoid the thgrissues of the text leads many
interpreters to make their ‘application’ so vagu®d general that it almost becomes

meaningless (seel®.2.3).

It follows from the above Christian interpretativamework that norm is subordinate to

narrative since it is the covenant relationship saldation history that define the context

19 Examples are numerous. LutheBmall Catechisnincorporates an explanation of the Ten
Commandments and it is assumed that Christiansadlesl to obey them.
http://bookofconcord.org/smallcatechism.pBimilarly, The Westminster Shorter Catechierplicates the
Ten Commandments and precedes it with the follov@ngstion and Answer: ‘Q44. What doth the preface
to the Ten Commandments teach us? A44. The prefabe Ten Commandments teacheth us, That
because God is The Lord, and our God, and Rede#meefore we are bound to keep all His
commandmentshittp://www.ccel.org/creeds/westminster-shorterktatl The Book of Common Prayer
(1662) has the following prayer of confession ;n@trder for Morning Prayer: ‘Almighty and most

merciful Father, We have erred and strayed fromathys like lost sheep, We have followed too mueh th
devices and desires of our own hearts, We béfemded against thy holy laywd/e have left undone those
things which we ought to have done, And we haveedbaose things which we ought not to have done, And
there is no health in us: But thou, O Lord, haveayepon us miserable offenders; Spare thou them, O
God, which confess their faults, Restore thou ttteah are penitent, According to thy promises dedar

unto mankind in Christ Jesu our Lord: And grantn@st merciful Father, for his sakehat we may

hereafter live a godly, righteous, and sober, [ife the glory of thy holy Name. Amen.’ [italics na],
http://www.cofe.anglican.org/worship/liturgy/bcpite/

%] am aware of the particular difficulty with theaditional terminology of ‘moral’ and ‘ritual’ laws
Nevertheless, for convenience and for lack of tebeption | shall continue to use it here. Seesimylar
discussion on ‘moral’ and ‘ritual’ purity in 8.1.
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in which laws are to be acted out. Put another wagl using Jewish terminology,
haggadah(biblical and rabbinic stories) is more importdmhalakhah(legally binding
regulations) for Christians whereas for Jelwedakhahhas precedence oveaggadah
(see more on this inB1.2.2). For a most extreme form of this lattengction one might
refer to Rabbi Isaac quoted by Rashi in his comargnmn Genesis 1:1, who allegedly
said that the Torah should have started with EX Ithe Passover legislation) because
the purpose of Torah is the commandment. Rashigkiery argues for the benefit of the
creation story as justifying Israel’s legitimataioh to her land, since the earth belongs to
YHWH and he can give it to whomever he wishes. Bynparison, Heschel calls for a
redressing of the balance in Jewish thinking arel nkeed to recognise the equally

important aspect dfaggadah

Halacha is amnswerto a question, namely: What does God ask of me&2iidment that question
dies in the heart, the answer becomes meaninglBsat question, however, is agadic,
spontaneous, personal. It is an outburst of insigimging, faith. It is not given; it must come

about!

Notwithstanding Heschel and others who argue ferithportance ohaggadahas well,
Levenson’s position probably reflects more the migjoattitude of Jews, which
prioritiseshalakhah Reacting to a Christian trend of theologising atressing salvation
history Levenson calls for an alternative conceljgaton that does not threaten the
Jewish emphasis on the importance of norm. In exiagithe motivation behind various
laws, he finds two kinds of reasons which do natnewt the commandments with
revelationand Heilsgeschichtebut with rational thought/wisdom on the one hamdi
‘nature’/creation on the othé?.For instance, he sees the reasoning for the clrsesvof
the Sabbath in Deut 5:14 (‘so that your male amdafe servants can rest like you’) ‘as
the particular Israelite realization of universatyuited norms’ (p.28), i.e. a wisdom that
can be rationally discerned without recourse tadbs salvation history. Under what he
terms the ‘cosmological argument’ he refers to P& 19 to show that biblical law is of

the same order as those of the laws of nature.

“ HeschelGod in Search339.
% evenson, ‘Theologies’, 25-32.
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The Jewish perspective Levenson demonstratesitimgarallel in recent Christian trends
in OT theology, which recognise the need to se@heya narrow christological focds.
A Christian scholar who explicitly relates the ‘L'aw creation is Fretheim.

Sinai draws together previously known law and depelnew law for this redeemed and called
community. In most respects, Sinai is simply aviegj of the law implicitly and explicitly
commanded in creation or made evident in commandiperience (within Israel and without).
The exodus gives Israel some new motivations fepk®y the law, indeed empowers Israel to that
end, but, as | have already noted above, the lagrognded in Israel's creation-faith, not God’s

redemptive activity”

Fretheim overstates his case in wanting to makerttional principle all-encompassing
and his view that Sinai law is implicit in creati@ncounter-intuitive. He bases this on the
Genesis narrative which, he argues, assumes aicitiplowledge of the Sinai Law in
line with creation rather than an anachronistiadieg of Sinai Law back into Genesis.
Thus Cain should have known that murder was sim(@40-13), and Abraham’s
obedience to the commandments (Gen 26:5 cf. 18pjs a reflection of this same
principle that Sinai Law is integral to creatiorSalvation enables Israel to fulfil God’s
creational purposes by facilitating free and truenhn life as it was envisaged in
creation.

God’s work of salvation has the effect of reclaigh@nd enabling not only true human life and
freedom, but alscesponsibilityfor the sake of life for all. As a newly redeentesnmunity, Israel
stands before God and is in effect addressed asmi@ings were on the sixth day of creation,
called to take up this vocatih.

% gee for instance the discussion of Barr on nathesdlogy and his argument with Barth’s negatioit of
as well as his examples from Paul, wisdom liteexurd the Psalms. BaBiblical Faith. There are also
corresponding trends in systematic theology emphmasthe importance of creation for doctrine. Hige
work of Colin GuntonChrist and Creatior(1992),The One, the Three and the Many: God, Creation and
the Culture of Modernity1993).

* Fretheim, ‘Law’, 189-90.

% bid., 186. An interesting alternative reading is gibgnMoberly, who avoids the simplistic
understanding that Genesis is an anachronistiéngad the Sinai Law back into the pre-Sinai nanet
Rather, he suggests that the patriarchal narrastivensciously shaped by the YHWH-istic editor(s) i
terms of Torah-obedience but without eliminatinigta differences in the worship of Israel's Goé-pand
post-Sinai. The aim of such a construal is to ptewhrough the story of the patriarchs models and
examples even for post-Sinai readers. See Mol@flyf the OT

% Fretheim, ‘Law’, 190.
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Despite the imbalance in Fretheim’s theory, heightrin wanting to bring into the
discussion of the Law aspects of creation. Howelvas, not necessary to play creation
against redemption and here Levenson’s perspestieens a more balanced one. After
all, creation and redemption are sometimes juxegh@s in the case of the Sabbath law,
which is given two rationales. On the one hand, $labbath points to God'’s rest after
bringing the world into existence and calls iimitatio deiin rest after work (Ex 20:11).
On the other, it is also a reminder of redempti@mf slavery (Deut 5:15). Similarly, Jer
33:20 speaks of God’s covenant with day and nigig.commitment to uphold creation

is then compared to his covenant with Israel andda

Other examples intertwine the creational and rediemal aspects within Scripture. Thus
the future restoration of the covenant betweerelsaad YHWH is often described in
creational terms: new heavens and new earth (Id&/B%an Eden-like quality where not
only is Israel at peace and free from her enembigsso is creation. Carnivorous animals
will become herbivores (the lion will eat strawetiwolf will dwell with the lamb - Isa
11:6-7; 65:25); the symbol of the arch-enemy inrEdbBe serpent, will be so harmless
that a nursing child may play at the viper's ded ant get hurt (Isa 11:8) and a fresh-
water stream will flow from the sanctuary leadimmgthe growth of trees with healing
leaves and edible fruit (Ezek 47:1-12). Converstig, Mosaic covenant may remind the
reader of creatiofi. The ark of the covenant carries two cherubim gnftom where
YHWH is to speak with Moses (Ex 25:22), which resi@s with the cherub holding the
flaming sword and guarding the entrance to the &asmhd the tree of life (Gen 3:24 cf.
also the repeated pattern of cherubim and palns togeparts of the new Temple in
Ezekiel's vision — Ezek 41:25).

What is the significance of this combination ofatien and redemption in connection
with the Law? It may demonstrate that the motivatior doing Torah may not be
exclusively gratitude for salvation but a recogmtithat the commandments ‘make
sense’, are ‘reasonable’ or that they fit in witte tcreated order, with the laws and

"1 do not wish to make here a traditio-historicatrenent to the effect that the author of Ex 25:28vkn
the creation story. Rather, my point is one of eeadsponse in light of the whole canon of Scriptur
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patterns discernible in life. In other words, omewdd not only obey ‘blindly’ because
God said so - even if it is done in gratitude 4 fmcognise the inherent ‘goodness’ and
appropriateness of God’s Torah. If one overempkadiind obedience because of the
authority behind the Law, there may be no checlaoy misunderstandings regarding
what is required. If, on the other hand, the fiadbiter is the appropriateness of a
commandment then humanity may become the supretherdy over what counts as
good or evil irrespective of God. Thus the intented nature of creational and
redemptional motifs in connection with the commaedta and in the concept of the

covenant may signify that these two principles $thtwe held in balance.

2.2.2 Engagement (Lipton)
Lipton does not engage explicitly with a Christepproach to Law, although she admits
that discussions polarising love and law stimulated interest in wanting to show that
the two are intertwine®. Her perspective is also directly relevant to threvipus
discussion on obedience to the Torah done ‘blindly’ as a recognition of its
appropriateness and goodness. The way she setseowtrgument, however, is very

different from Levenson’s although in a paradoxieal it is also typically Jewish.

She argues against the ‘sovereign obedience motibiblical law, which sees God as a
supreme and independent being who issues orderpuarishes the disobediefitShe

sets out the ‘problem’ of the ‘Law’ as follows.
A society in which law reigns supreme over almostrg aspect of waking life, and in which
death or some form of exclusion features promigeathong penalties incurred, would quickly
find itself with few surviving members! Two obviowptions present themselves. The first is to
diminish the significance of the law, or even disge altogether with its enforcement, focusing
instead on the values and ideals it was intendgadmote. This represents my understanding of
Christianity’s response to biblical law. The secoption is to maintain law in its pure form whilst

granting immense dispensation in its applicatidnis T see as the Jewish approth.

% Lipton, ‘Terms’, 174 in.5.

#pid., 172-73.

% bid., 173-74. She admits that her characterisatidgheChristian response may be an oversimplification
and that she should be talking about Paul not Gmisy as a whole but maintains that her view abisv

not without justificationlbid, 174 fn.5.
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Here we see again the same recognition that Cimisti ‘theologises’ although the
motivation for Christians to do so stems less ftbmfear outlined above and more from
the anxiety that a ‘sovereign obedience model’ sieaw the loving character of God or
create the impression that ‘salvation’ is earnedbgdience to the ‘Law’. It is precisely
this that the Christian emphasis on salvation hysémd the covenantal model address.
Her second option, what she considers the Jewiglbaph, demonstrates the particular
Jewish difficulty, which comes from wanting to ket ‘Law’ in its entirety. It also
shows up the Christian misconception of an eagrarthat considered Jewish obedience
to Torah as rigid and inflexibf&. Jews themselves would not recognise their own
practice in this description; rather the vast matdmown as the Oral Torah suggests
precisely that the written Torah cannot be takeodenly and applied literally, but that
there needs to be flexibility and a constant retexalisation of ancient laws and
regulations. The story of Ezra 9-10, as we sha) sad the way the exiles re-interpret a
combination of laws to apply them to their spec#itation is a good illustration of this

principle.

Lipton in her reassessment of Torah also makes#ilbotion to the discussion on the
relationship betweehalakhahandhaggadah She argues that narrative underpins law in
several unexpected ways. First, the golden calflernt at Sinai suggests that God gives
(at least) a second chance to people who break swee of his core commandments.
Moreover, the second time he allows greater hunmamicppation: ‘God dictates and
Moses writes® Thus the narrative context of the giving of theM.andermines the
sovereign obedience model and portrays God as dpamore flexibility than this model
would allow. Further, Moses’ involvement in thegiing of the Law indicates a level of

human engagement.

Secondly, Lipton argues that biblical accounts roftelate stories where the characters

break the laws, sometimes major ones, yet by sjayithin the system they demonstrate

31 See, for instance, Cranfield who polarises thaskeposition as the ‘wooden observance of the law’s
letter’ against the ‘free and joyful aiming atiitsention’ thought of as the Christian approactardield,
‘OT Law’, 117.

% Lipton, ‘Terms’, 174.
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that despite the limitations of application, lawnist compromised and is still viable. In

other words, ‘biblical law can survive applicatio’

Positively, she conceptualises ‘Law’ very diffefgrthan the usual model of ‘crime and

punishment’.
| see law instead as a vehicle for unending, icter@ engagement — that is, a two-way process
between people of different status, between pewipdgjual status, and, above all, between people
and God. The closest approximation of this dialogigagement is erotic love, and its ultimate
goal, theologically speaking, is intercession] [.see intercession as the prophet's central task
standing in the breach to protect Israel from divémger — and | see law alongside prophecy as a
key vehicle of intercession in the Bibte.

In Lipton’s view, especially Deuteronomy is setaga record of the loving engagement
between God and Moses providing a model for fugeneerations to use ‘law as an agent
of intercession against God’s angry attempts tdhélate them*® She reflects on this

theme of interaction, engagement, intercessiorutiireseveral rabbinic and biblical texts

culminating in an exploration of the Akedah.

On her reading, which she emphatically states ighonly legitimate one, Abraham’s
unquestioning obedience in Gen 22 is not a virtueadeficiency because it fails to
engage with God and question whether offering mpdss the right thindf. The fact that
without the angelic intervention Abraham would hag off his own line makes the
outcome of such obedience at least ambivalent.eRaffbraham should have interceded
for his son and challenged God on the rightnessffefing up Isaac as he did when he
interceded at Sodom and Gomorrah. Lipton argues i second angelic voice
promising blessing to Abraham because he has dbisething’ @71 1277 - v.16) refers to
the replacement of Isaac with the ram rather thlarhis obedience to the original

command. Lipton thus concludes,
Genesis 22 promotes not obedience but a graduakysifying engagement culminating in the

identification of something that could be offeredplace of God’s original request. Without the

% Lipton, ‘Terms’, 176.
34 bid., 177.

5 |bid., 178.

%% |bid., 197-211.
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angels this claim would be controversial. With #imgels, there can be no question that God did not

in fact want what he said he want&d!

There is much to comment on (and argue with) indnfs fascinating reassessment of
Torah. Her solution to uskaggadahin order to undermine the sovereign obedience
model and bring law and love closer together isatt not that different from Christian
attempts to use narrative accounts to show a fraewf relationship and love in which
there is room for a second chance. However, heemstahding that biblical stories of
breaking the law indicate the viability of the laseems to me to be open to question.

Her point about engagement in the application ofrLan the other hand, is one that
raises interesting possibilities despite some dsp#mat are rather arguable. What is
unclear in her general presentation of law as ansieéintercession to ward off an angry
God, is why God should be angry in the first pla&fely, the anger of God is not
unpredictable but directly connected to disobedietw his will as set out in Torah.

Lipton’s reading of the Akedah seems equally couimieliitive as a negative account of

obedience, at least from the story’s own perspectiv

Nevertheless, her insight that human engagemeatjisred in the application of the Law
is one well worth considering further. Here | retdo the discussion closing the section
on Levenson (8.2.1) and the tension between obedience ‘becawskes@id so’ and
obedience as a recognition of the inherent goodogfise commandment. In Lipton’s
provocative formulation ‘Obedience to law, is noemly unimportant, but may be
negative, at least where it forecloses engagerieBigspite what at first glance seems
like a thoroughly un-Jewish position (what could rhere important than obedience to
Torah?), Lipton stands in the rabbinic traditioatticonstantly calls for a re-assessment
and re-appropriation of Torah in ever-changingaitns. Her stance chimes in with

Michael Fishbane’s position, which in a way sub§esten God to his own Torah.

*lpid., 212.

*pid., 211.

% Similarly, Lipton uses the well-known talmudic stof Rabbi Eliezer and the Carob Trée Baba
Metzia59b) to show that in a rabbinic debate abi@mlakhahnot even a Heavenly Voice can be the final
arbiter in the discussiotbid., 179-187 (see esp. 187).
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For the well-known Talmudic image of God studyimgddnterpreting his own Torah is nothing if
not that tradition’s realization that there is naheritative teaching which is not also the sowte
its own renewal, that revealed teachings are a tetwt unless revitalized in the mouth of those
who study thent’

Engagement and re-thinking of Torah regulations iamgortant because a mechanical
application of commandments may seem correct iaildmtd yet clash against the overall
spirit andethosof the overall purpose of the Law. This is a attarly crucial point that

| shall return to in Part Il of this thesis, naméhg tension between the exiles’ desire to

obey Torah and the ethical difficulties of the dioia they found.

Lipton herself mentions the tension between Godifsmand and the ethical difficulty in
the Akedah although she argues that using her named not call for a choice between

God and morality.
Human engagement over divine commands will ineljtabvolve an appeal tanoral values
acquired independentlyot to mention such aspects of human experienegnmtional attachment,
and indeed the intention from the outset was that bs packaged and delivered to Israel, would

demand such engageméhfitalics mine]

| query Lipton’s formulation that morality is acged independently from the divine
commands, although | believe that the overall thaisher position is closer to what |
argue below than what the above quotation would lymp suggest that a true
understanding of ‘morality’ (not narrow moralisibgt a sense of right and wrong) grows
out of an engagement with God’s Law and will antidtely with God himself. It is this
overall sense of what is good and true learnt thinoangoing dialogue with him that
helps in the details of engagement with specifgutations. Such an understanding of the
‘spirit’ of what is required provides a check ontermretations of individual

commandments that might clash with it.

Neither is human experience and attachment sontethat is outside of the framework

God has set. If Law is an expression of God’s waild design originally planned for

“OFishbane, ‘Inner-Biblical Exegesis’, 19.
“! Lipton, ‘Terms’, 213.
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creation then surely this same design is in someesenatched and imprinted on created
beings. Thus the love of a father for his son toathink of Ezra 9-10 - that of a husband
for his wife is not independent from God'’s desigrt b part of it, as it is reflected in
God’s own experience and emotional attachmentréeelsn the father-son, husband-wife

imagery so often used in Scripture.

Thus, | argue that the totality of human experiesmcé engagement with God feed into an
understanding of what constitutes his will and g which in turn helps to translate
that into practical terms in the interpretation apglication of individual laws.

2.3 Conclusion

This brief introduction into different approaches the Law is meant to serve two
purposes. First, it aims to create an awarenefizeofvays in which Christians approach
the Law (through the covenant framework and thasing). Secondly it is to be hoped
that the two examples of Jewish responses demtmsiréively engagement with the
commandments, which addresses the heart of themaaitl may provide Christians with
further thought about ways of understanding the .Laevenson’s explorations into

rationales for commandments rooted in creation braaden the Christian framework
for Law to include aspects other than salvatiortolys Indeed, implications of an

understanding of creation are already making tledfects felt in some respects in
Christian biblical studies irrespective of Jewiglspgonses. Lipton’s fresh look at the
guestion of obedience to Torah offers Christiamew way of thinking about the Law
that does not merely involve mechanical obedientecalls for an engagement with God
and his will although by the nature of the Christfaith this will inevitably take different

forms from Jewish practice.
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3 The Context of Ezra 9-10

3.1 Wider Context - Nehemiah 9

Before turning to the story of Ezra 9-10 | wishctmsider first the prayer in Neh 9 and to
a lesser extent the follow-up action of the exiledNeh 10 in order to see a postexilic
understanding of the Law and Israel's relationskop YHWH. | shall group my

observations around four topics: 1) the naturéhefdovenant, 2) the place of the law, 3)

sins of the past and 4) how restoration is envidage

From a historical-critical perspective Neh 9 hagmwfoeen linked to the story of mixed
marriages in Ezra 9-10 due to its content of mawgrand confession, which would have
been a logical response to the crisis describdgzia 9-10°? Although not out of place
where it is positioned in the canon now, after [8ethere is nevertheless a switch in tone
from the explicit call to rejoice and celebratéhmatthan grieve (Neh 8:9-12) to mourning
and confession. On the other hand, there is noemfe in Neh 9 to intermarriage, nor
any specific mention of the sins correspondinght® commitment of the exiles in Neh
10. The lack of specificity may therefore indicafee independent origin of the
document?® Either way, its canonical position after the readiof the Law and its
‘historical review’ make it an appropriate backdfop considering postexilic attitudes to
Torah.

3.1.1 The Nature of the Covenant
The wordn=a (covenant) is only mentioned twice in Neh 9; thstfoccurrence relates

God’s covenant-making with Abraham1(27 »my m» - v.8), the second confirms

“2 Rudolph thinks it fits after Ezra 10, see B&a, 154f. He attributes the absence of Ezra’s naoma fr
Neh 9 to the Chronicler, who wanted to minimisedbenection of Ezra with the rigorist approach enid
in Ezra 9. Williamson (following Ahlemann, F., ‘Z&sra Quelle’ZAW59 (1942-43), 89) places it
between Ezra 10:15 and v.16, in which case tffeo2#he month in Neh 9:1 refers to th® @onth rather
than the . See WilliamsonEN, 310. He also notes the use of ‘seed’ in both &t&hand Ezra 9:2 which
may argue for the connection between the two chsfted, 308-9).

3 Blenkinsopp bases his conclusion on this factaisal contrasts the references to an oppressivigifore
rule with the more benevolent and providential eleterisations in the Ezra-Nehemiah material.
BlenkinsoppEN, 301. Clines similarly concludes the separatereaifithe document and its later addition
by an editor arguing that Neh 9 is unconnectedzta B-10, since Ezra is not among the signatoniééeh
10 and the confession does not bear signs of Nelésrauthorship. ClinegN, 199-200.
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YHWH'’s character as a covenant-keeping Guamh{) n>127 " w - v.32). The covenant
renewal of the exiles is not callechaz but a ‘fixed or sure agreementx), although
the verb ‘to cut’ is retained from the original egpsion ‘to cut a covenantafnas 1amx
TR - Neh 10:1 [9:38]). These three preliminary obaéions signify three characteristics

of the prayer, which | shall expand on below.

First, it is an important feature of the text titataces the origins of Israel’s relationship
with God to Abraham rather than to the exodus evant Sinai. Although Mount Sinai
is mentioned (v.13) and the giving of Torah throldbses (v.14) the events there are
understood within the ongoing relationship of I$raéth her God:* The particular
emphasis on Abraham is linked with the promiseexdglehood (v.7) and land (v.8); two
obvious concerns for the returned exiles. The forisa reference to the name change of
Abram to Abraham in Gen 17:5 where the event isneoted with the promise that
Abraham will become the ‘father of a multitude aftions’ (°nn1 o»3 pan=ak ). It is
noteworthy that outside the patriarchal narratittes only other allusion to the name
change from Abram to Abraham is in 1 Chr 1:27 wheegenealogical list traces the line
of descendants from Adam and concludes with ‘Abrémat is Abraham’ & o72x
o71aR). This then leads on to Abraham’s descendantdtantivelve tribes of Israel over
the next few chapters with special emphasis onhladd the Davidic line (1 Chron 2-3)
and a detailed list of the priestly line (1 Chr B).1 Chronicles as in Neh 9 the name
change then is implicitly associated with the fotiora of Israel as a people. Ryle argues
that ‘the change of name corresponds with the tutgin of the covenant sign of
circumcision’ and ‘was a pledge of new relationoinwhich Abraham and his seed
passed:?A further echo of the promise of peoplehood givembraham is in Neh 9:23,
where the prayer remembers God making Israel asénous as the stars of heaven’ (cf.
Gen 15:5; 22:17).

The land is even more prominent in Neh 9 with nwuasrreferences to its promise,
possession and the exiles’ degraded status onv.it8yv15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 35, 36).

* Blenkinsopp similarly notes that only the Abrahambvenant is mentioned in the prayer although he
draws no further conclusions from this fact. Blersdpp EN, 303.
“>Ryle,EN, 254.
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Interestingly, there is no explicit mention of tbgile except for the vague ‘you gave
them into the hand of the peoples of the lanasiX =y 72 ninm - v.30) and absolutely
none of the temporary loss of the land. The assassthat Israel did not serve God in
the land (v.35) is followed by the admission that ‘are slaves todaya(ay arn umR —
v.36) and repeated at the end of the verse in ahionewith the land (‘we are slaves on
it 7%y o°7ay umR). Israel’s degradation is well reflected above @dchoed in Ezra’s
confession in Ezra 9:9 in the same statement Watare slavesh{ix o>7ay). In Ezra’'s
prayer, obedience is connected to keeping the ¢emtlbeing able to pass it on as an
inheritance for the next generations and by impibcadisobedience threatens with the

potential loss of land (Ezra 9:12).

The Abrahamic covenant’s connection with God’s peenof the land is well-established
in Scripture (Ex 6:4; Lev 26:42; Ps 105:9 cf. v.hlthough the wora"2 is sometimes
replaced by the mention of the oath sworn to thegrahs to give them the landr{xa
02°naR,? M vaw: qwR - Deut 1:8, similarly Deut 6:10; 9:5-6; 30:20; 84etc). Therefore
when God remembers or is reminded by his peopteeopatriarchs, it is an appeal to his
gracious character and his faithful commitmentsi@aé| to give her the land (Ex 32:13;
Lev 26:42).

When, on the other hand, the Mosaic covenant isrmed to it is in the context of
expected or failed obedience to the commandmemtd 9E5; 34:28; Deut 4:13, 23; 17:2;
29:9; 31:16, Pss 25:10; 78:10, etc). Covenant anthtandment are so closely identified
in Sinai that when Solomon mentions the place pexbdor the ark, he calls the two
tablets with the Ten Commandments ‘the covenanYl¥VH’' ( nx% opn ow owR
M nma av-wk — 1 Kings 8:21 cf. Deut 4:13) meaning, of coutbe, two tablets with

the Ten Commandments (hence also the name ‘thef dinle covenantmn»=n"2 NIX).

We shall see that the renewed acknowledgementeoéxiles is the fact that Israel has
disobeyed God again and again, yet it is conspEubat the Sinai covenant is not
mentioned, not even sideways by saying that Idraeke the covenant by not keeping the

law. In fact, the idea of breaking the covenarstigliously avoided even though that and
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its variants are a standard way in the prophetirdture and in the Psalms to express
disobedience to the la?.Although the events at Sinai are evoked, agairctéivenant is
not mentioned, only God’s gifts are listed, amdmgn, the Torah. Covenant then in Neh
9 only occurs in connection with YHWH’s commitmemipt Israel’s. This is surely
significant and perhaps points to an understandfrpe situation, which sees hope for
restoration based on God’s gracious character avénant-keeping. Despite Israel’s
rebellion and arrogance and the present statdafa{'we are slaves’ — v.36) there is no
doubt about the enduring nature of the covenamseit is based on God’s promise to
Abraham for land and peoplehood.

This may also explain why the exiles’ agreementas called a covenant, but amx
(9:38 [10:1]), since it is a rededication ratheartte new commitmerif. Moreover, the
term mnk echoes the basis of the Abrahamic covenant agtbigp envisages it (‘you
found his heart faithful before yog*ia> 1ax1 122%-nx nkyn — v.8). The wordnx: alludes
to Abraham'’s faith in believing God’s promise inrG#5:6, but it also plays on the idea
of faithfulness and loyalty he exhibited in his d@nce to leave his own land and kin
behind (Gen 12:1-3), and in his willingness to gaer to God what was most precious to
him (Gen 22:1-19). BDB observes that the term svasted with righteous attituderg)

in human character (Prov 12:17; 1 Sam 26:23; Isa&;5%r 5:1) and with divine
mercy/gracen) in God (Pss 89:25 [24]; 92:3 [2]; 98:3; Hos 224{19-20])*® For the
exiles then the word they use for their own commithmay have the same twofold
connotation of faith in the mercy of this covenkaeping God and faithfulness to his

commands.

At the same time, the idea of repercussions fasbdidience to the law and thereby the
covenant is present in the text in a series oheivieversals’ which echo Deuteronoffly.

“°E.g. Israel did not keep the covenamtz(— Ps 78:10), she broke the covenant - Isa 24:5; 33:8; Ezek
16:50, 17:19), forsook the covenamty(— Jer 22:9), transgressed the covenant£ Hos 6:7),
profaned/violated the covenantit — Ps 55:21 [20]), was not faithful to the coven@mt — Ps 78:37), etc.
" Blenkinsopp suggests thratax may be used here to distinguish it from historaalenants where
YHWH was directly involved. BlenkinsopN, 312.

“* BDB 530y § 3.a-b.

**The prayer is full of scriptural resonances altjtodeuteronomic thought permeates it more than
anything else. For a detailed list of allusionditfical passages see MyeE, 167-69.
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Israel entered the land and YHWH gave the Canaairite their handsaf»2 oinn - Neh
9:24), but after their continued disobedience timeyurn were given into the hands of
their enemies (vv. 27, 28, 30). They could do ® @anaanites as they pleaseduy?
anxnd a3 - v.24), but in the end foreign kings ruled ovegit bodies and their cattle as
they pleasednogxn> 1n»7221 o%wn 1wna M - v.37). They did not serve Gogh{ay X5 —
v.35), so they became the servamts2 o unx — v.36 cf. Deut 28:47-48) of foreign
kings who ate the produce of the land (v.37 cf. t#8133). Their actions in effect call
down on them the covenant curses in Deuteronomis Kimd of thinking is further
reflected in Neh 10:30 [29] where the exiles emtéo a curse and an oath to walk in
God’s law @1%%&7 nmna noY% nyawa A9K2 0°K1Y), an expression similar to the one in
Deut 29:11 [12], where Israel is gathered at Maaloider to cross over into God’s

covenant and oath/cur§@bx21 r2x 717° N2 T7YY).

Nevertheless, even in the description of judgmentifsobedience, Israel is a people with
a difference. When Pharaoh and his people actedantly against Israebf %y 17717 —
Neh 9:10) God destroyed them (v.11), whereas whesel acted arrogantlyr(r7 12°n2ax
— v.16) against God, he did not abandon themr§ 8 — v.17), nor did he make a

complete end of thenm{> anwy-x5 - v.31).

While the covenant with Abraham is more emphatycadssociated with God’s
commitment to make him a people and give him thel lghe covenant with Israel
stresses the requirement for her commitment to YFBMebvenant stipulations, the
Torah. Both covenants, however, have their compiang sides even if the overall
stress is on God’s commitment in the first anddbsaresponse in the second. Thus
Abraham is called to be blamelegsxf - Gen 17:1) and to keep the covenant expressed
in circumcision (Gen 17:9-14) and Israel is prordise be God's ‘treasured possession’
(7730), ‘a kingdom of priests and a holy natiorA{p 13 2°175 noonn - Ex 19:5-6) and is
restored after the golden calf incident as a resUtHWH'’s gracious and compassionate
character (Ex 34:6 cf. Neh 9:17). In the prayercohfession the two covenants are
merged into one in a synthetic way so that Sineolthgy is fused with the Abrahamic

context and God’s commitment outweighs Israel'stiomed disobedience.
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Clines argues that the emphasis on YHWH'’s covekeaaping character is an indication
that Israel has broken the covenant and can haeéamos upon it; she can only appeal to
God’s uncovenanted mercéyIn the light of the above discussion this is hiardelieve.
The implications of covenant are evident in bothirtlpositive and negative effects and
thereby show that both God’s commitment to Israel iBrael’'s expected commitment to
God are at play in the unfolding story. YHWH’s mers not given beyond the covenant
but in it because of the promise made to Abrahamd, larael is disciplined for her
rebellion to God and his Torah again under the came

One further point may be noted, namely that theieawovenant is not mentioned at
all.>* This may seem surprising at first glance whereikites felt themselves to be slaves
and the hope of Davidic restoration might have b@eomfort and encouragement. At
the same time, it is in line with EN’s overall terwhich downplays the role of the
Davidic descendant Zerubbabel (see more on thi§ #11.5) and as often noted by
commentators, generally seems to have a more \positititude toward the Persian
monarchs? There is evidence in the book that Judah was Besome quarters as a
rebellious province (Ezra 4:15, 19) and the quiettitude may be an attempt to avoid
political conflict or be the result of disillusiorant with Davidic hopes. Alternatively, the
omission may simply be due to the conviction tleataeration was going to come through

obedience to Torah rather than political upheawdlafight for freedom.

3.1.2 The Place of the Law
Given the above way that covenant is portrayed,t\wlece does Torah have in Neh 97?
Its first occurrence (vv. 13-14) is sandwiched ledw the pillar of cloud and of fire
(v.12) on the one hand, and the bread from heamdnttee water from the rock on the
other (v.15). The chronological order in which teodus narrative presents these is

disrupted by the insertion of the Law between these events highlighting thereby its

% Clines,EN, 198.
*L FenshamEN, 230.
*2E.g. WilliamsonEN, I-li; Holmgren,EN, 5; Japhet, ‘Sheshbazzar’, 72-74.
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gift nature? Its position is all the more conspicuous becaukensver the wilderness
experience is reflected on and God'’s provision eéntioned, the texts refer to the pillars
of cloud and fire as guidance (Deut 1:33), the @ion of bread and water (Deut 8:3), or
both (Pss 78:14-16, 24; 105:39-45), but not to fioket in the wider canonical context
of the OT the concept of Torah connects to guidacéhe one hand, it is a light unto
Israel’s feet (cf. Ps 119:105) teaching Israehia way that she should go (cf. Ps 32:8). It
is also linked to the idea of supernatural breacknainder to Israel that ‘man does not
live by bread alone but by every word proceedirggnfrthe mouth of the Lord’ (Deut
8:3).

The association of Torah and instruction is evemenpyominent in v.20, which follows
on the repetition of God’s gift of guidance (thdlgss of cloud and fire — v.19) and
precedes the provision of bread and water (v.2B¢ Vierse does not mention Torah but
God’s Spirit instructing the people>xpwi> nn1 nawn 9m). Clines argues that this
change in the wording is due to the fact that #ve-giving could not be repeat&tbut
this may not adequately explain the modificatiofteAall, it would have been possible
to say that the pillar of cloud did not leave aheytcontinued to have God'’s law to teach
them. Rather the replacement of Law with Spirit resges the close association of
YHWH and his Law in the thinking of Neh 9. Thusahgdience to the Law is rebellion
against God and grieves his Spirit (cf. Ps 106i88;63:10). The Spirit's instruction
evokes the event of God’s Spirit given to the 4eet in the wilderness in order to help
them judge Israel and lighten Moses’ load (Num I)L:The need for the interpretation
of Torah and its proper application in specificuattons is implicit in the Spirit's
instruction in v.20 and in the admonishment of 8parit through the prophets in v.30.
The concept expresses the dynamic aspect of the thvimportance of having to
understand it rightly. This would certainly havesorances for the exiles, who were
grappling with questions of how to live in obedienm Torah in a post-exilic setting

which differed in many ways from Israel’s life bedathe exile.

3 Clines,EN, 194. Allen similarly observes the out of sequencier and sees in this an effort to give
prominence to Torah in the prayer. All&, 136. Williamson also notes that the author abasdostrict
chronological order in vv.12-21 although he coneliffom this more generally that the aim is to hag
God’s overall graciousness. Williamsdz, 313-14.

> Clines,EN, 195.
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The interplay of guidance and presence is evidethe combination of Law and Spirit
and it parallels the association of the same dofda®ire in the pillar of cloud and fire.
While these two elements lead Israel (Ex 13:21tB8y are also an expression of God’s
presence with his people. One might only need ittktbf the thick cloud and lightning
flashes at the Sinai theophany (19:16) or the cloiuglory in the tabernacle (Ex 40:34)
and later the Temple (1 Kings 8:10-12). SimilaBod’s Law and his Spirit speak not

only of God'’s guidance but of his presence withgasple.

Another feature that stands out is the repeatechasip on the laws and commandments
being just £w°), true nx), and good g2w) in v.13 and the adjective ‘goodiyv)
describing the Spirit in v.20. Why this unusualtyoeg emphasis on the positive nature
of the Law and God’'s Spirit? It may well be thae thoint of this is to stress God's
goodness and graciousness in contrast to Israat®ing disobedience which is the
major theme of the prayer as commentators invarigbint out” Is it not self-evident
that the laws are good, true and just? Malachiidragal of the people feeling burdened
by the law (Mal 1:13) springs to mind as the pdsstmckground for the need of such
emphasis, or Haggai’'s rebuke that the people alldilbg their own houses instead of
YHWH’s and excuse themselves by saying that thee tthas not come for Temple
building (Hag 1:2). There are also instances inBbek of Nehemiah that the response to
the law was not always as wholehearted and conmandseone might have hoped. Thus
the neglect of paying tithes, the selling and bgyion the sabbath, as well as
intermarriage with foreigners in Neh 13 may indécat similar attitude to the ones

described above in the prophetic books.

Referring to my earlier discussion under the Jewesponses (8.2), the emphasis on
the true and just nature of the Law may indicatecagnition of the need to acknowledge
the inherent goodness and rightness of the commamidmin order to obey them
wholeheartedly. It is interesting that along withist emphasis there is also a

characterisation of God as Creator at the beginmihghe prayer (v.6). As Clines

%5 FenshamEN, 230; WilliamsonEN, 314; Allen,EN, 132-33.
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observes, ‘Reference to the creation in such sumhiatories of Israel is uniqué®The
verse does not speak of the design in creationttanml it does not connect the thought
directly to the idea of God’s good laws built irtkee fabric of the world. Rather it seems
to be an exaltation of God above all on earth andelaven and a statement of his power
and supremacy. Schneider speculates that it malyithp idea that God had already
created the things which he intended to give taelsror perhaps it is an expression of his
faithfulness, as Clines conclud®sNevertheless, this broadening of vision beyond the
narrow focus of Israel and its ongoing history afvation and deliverance may have

implications beyond the obvious main function tih&ias in the passage.

There is yet another aspect which is significamtnaly the specific reference to the
sabbath apart from the other commandments. Cl#adyis a crucial point in the exiles’
thinking and it is one of the three areas of commaitt listed in Neh 10 which the
signatories pledge themselves to observe (v.31)dmch some later break (Neh 13:15-
18).

Overall, we see then that the portrayal of the raMeh 9 fits in with what we have seen
in the presentation of the covenant. It is a goiftdrather than a burdensome obligation
and it is closely linked with God’s Spirit, an egpsion of his presence and guidance to

instruct Israel in the way that she should go.

3.1.3 Sins of the Past

The list of sins which Israel has committed is mg@nd repetitive one. Only two refer to
specific events: the first mentions the decisionetmrn to Egypt after the spies’ report
(v.17 cf. Num 14:4), the second the golden calident (v.18 cf. Ex 32). Again, the
events are out of chronological sequence. The kesnemt is the first; all the general
complaints in v.16 that the people became arro@ant), stiffened their neck @p»
oo7y-nx), did not listen to the commandmentgn{n-or wnw x9) lead up to the
reluctance to enter and possess the land. It msfisiant that this moment is chosen from

%8 Clines,EN, 193.
5" SchneiderEN, 214; ClinesEN, 193.
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a long list of episodes, which could have been meatl and underlines the primary
concern of the passage for the possession of tite(&. also Deut 1, which opens with
the account of this same rebellion).

The golden calf and the act of apostasy and idokate only highlighted to show that
God was nevertheless compassionate to his pedmdetekt, as observed earlier, is silent
on the violation of the covenant 881.1) and its graphic demonstration in the bregkih

the two stone tablets.

The rest of the list condemning Israel’'s sins #flea general attitude of stubbornness
and hard-heartedness, the unwillingness to liste@dd’s commandments (vv. 16, 17,
29, 30, 34) and the merciless silencing of his petp (v.26). The ‘stubborn shoulder
and ‘stiffened neck @pn o7 nMo And un - v.29) evoke the picture of an ‘ox who
resists the guidance of a yoR&an apt image, we might say, of Israel’s refusdhie on
the yoke of Torah. It is this general attitudehe taw and the commandments which is
deplored above all else. The ultimate verdict efpnayer is that Israel did not serve God;
thereby it identifies the service of God with olesdie to Torah. As Williamson puts it,
Torah ‘can stand virtually alongside God himsedfréject the one is to reject the other
(vv 264, 29), while to return to the one is to retto the other (vv 26b with 29a)"’

Verses 26-35 relate the cycle of sin, oppressioan®mies, cry for help, God’s gracious
intervention and another cycle of rebellion oncgcue came reminding the reader of the
cycle well known from the Book of Judg¥sThe overall impression one gets is Israel’s
utter depravity and YHWH’s surpassing mercy leadioagk to the earlier conclusion

about the emphasis being on God’s covenant commitme

What is conspicuous throughout the confessionaautterly vague nature of Israel’s sin.

Apart from the initial reluctance to enter the laantl the sideways mention of the golden

8 Clines,EN, 195.

*Williamson,EN, 316.

® The similarity of these cycles to those in the BobJudges is frequently noted by commentatorg. E.
Willimson, EN, 315; BlenkinsoppEN, 306; Allen,EN, 133; CogginsiEN, 118; Ackroyd EN, 302.
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calf incident, the text does not give any cluesodsow Israel broke the commandments.
As noted earlier, it is not connected at all whie specific commitment the exiles make
in Neh 10: there is no mention of Israel breakimg ¢abbath, of intermarriage or issues of
Temple worship. This may be due to the fact thatdbnfession is ‘imported’ into the

book and was originally a separate document; neglass, the omission of specific sins
is peculiar. What is clear overall, however, isttem is understood here in terms of

disobedience to Torah.

3.1.4 Renewal

How then do the exiles in EN envisage renewal? Theswer is well reflected in their
actions: they make an agreement to obey Torah fiom on. Both the instruction of
God'’s Spirit in 9:20 and the events around the irgpdf the Law in Neh 8 suggest an
emphasis on the understanding and interpretatidheofaws as key to obeying them. We
see this in the example of the proper celebratiomabernacles according to the Law,
which is the outcome of Torah study (Neh 8:13-Rither, what is significant for the
exiles from the Torah is evident from the contehtheir commitment: no intermarriage
(Neh 10:30), keeping sabbath (v.31) and provisamrtlie Temple service in the form of
contributions and tithes (vv.32-39). The negatixamples of various sins in the book
indicate where the exiles’ interest and emphaseddreigners’ presence in the Temple
(13:1-3, 4-9), the neglect of paying tithes (1314); the breaking of the sabbath by
selling and buying (13:15-18) and mixed marriag&8:43-29). The picture which
emerges from both the negative and the positivengles is a particular focus on issues
that are primarily not ethict.

The common thread in the three main areas of caonasrexpressed in Neh 10 is the
desire to be distinctive as God’s people. The dhblaa characteristic feature of Israelite
religion and the ban on intermarriage is similalyned at keeping Israel separate and
thereby distinct. Again, questions relating to Ténporship are also expressions of
Israel’s distinctive faith and practice. In anthotgical terms all of the above fit into the

®.The only exception is perhaps Neh 5 and the isdebt slavery, which is an ethical question,iyet
serves in the story more to underline the facti¢rael is called to be a free nation and not tetsaved
to either foreigners or their own kin.
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category of establishing strong boundaries for@grwhose identity is in jeopardy or
which feels that it is. The above attempts of tkdes to keep distinct and separate
becomes a standard feature of the postexilic pelbiotit is noticeable that the food laws
do not play any part in EN, although they laterdyee the demonstratiguar excellence

for a boundary marker between ‘them’ and ‘us’.

3.2 Immediate Context - Ezra 7-8

Although the question where the episode of the thixarriage crisis fits best is often
raised by commentators, the answer given usually amvolves historical-critical
considerations. It is generally assumed that theniesvin Ezra 9-10 better fit after the
reading of Torah in Neh 8 than in its present cxiiffe yet the issuewhy the
narrator/editor thought it appropriate to inclutie tncident here is not raised. Ezra 9-10
is thus ‘left without adequate introduction and thetivation for the leaders’ confession
remains unexplained® A closer inspection of the present narrative canteowever,
may shed light on the meaning of the episode aadige insight into the reason why it

was placed here.

3.2.1 Ezra 7 — The Importance of Torah
The Ezra narrative in chapter 7 opens with the ionsef Ezra (v.10) to ‘study’uhn7%),
‘practise’ fwy?) and ‘teach’ Torah (pieln?? - v.10). Althoughnwy? literally means ‘to
do’ it is also possible to see in this an actiofylegal composition or compilation, as
indeed Jewish tradition takes the figure of Ezrdbéothe compiler of Torah. Fishbane

justifies this based onwy% describing scribal activity in Eccl 12:12 and cargble

%2 The separation from the ‘foreign’ wives would sdegical as a response to the public reading and
interpretation of the Law and would match the tohmourning and confession in Neh 9. One of the
perceived difficulties with the present locatiortleé story is the time between Ezra’s first arrinahe 5’
month (Ezra 7:9) and the expulsion of the wivethind” (Ezra 10:9), which seems inordinately long to
commentators (except for Kaufmattistory, IV:331) for the negotiations and meetings withiwas
officials described in Ezra 8:36. The reading & tlaw in the # month (Neh 7:73, 8:14) would partly
bridge this gap (So e.g. Rudolfitsra, 85; BlenkinsoppEN, 174, etc.). Despite the logic in this argument,
if Neh 8 is moved back to Ezra’s first arrival erdsalem, then Nehemiah’s presence as governor is
incongruous. If Ezra 9-10 is moved up to Nehemiéime after the reading of Torah in Neh 8 then what
was Ezra doing regarding the Law up until thenRegitvay, the text is problematic for a historical
reconstruction of the events.

& williamson,EN, 128.
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formulae in Assyrian and Babylonian referen¥eSzra is commissioned by the king to
inquire into the situation in Judah and Jerusaleoedrding to the law of your Godhga
TR - Ezra 7:14). He is to ensure the smooth operatibthe Temple service with
regular sacrifices offered as commanded by Goda(EA5-23), and appoint magistrates
and judges (Ezra 7:25 cf. 8:36), who know the lavd @an presumably apply it in
making legal-juridical decisions. The effect of #lls is the sense that Israel’s law and

worship is recognised and legitimated in the proein

In this setting of the scene which emphasises rifgoitance of Torah, there are also
resonances of Deuteronomy 4:5-8, where the naton® to recognise the wisdom and
understanding of Israel as the people whose staarid judgments are righteous>gn
o'p>7x awswn - v.8) and whose God is near to them when they Aadimilar theme is
evident in the Isaianic vision of future restoratiand God’s universal reign, when the
nations will worship in Jerusalem and ‘the law vgdl forth from Zion’ mn Rxn °xn -

Isa 2:3; cf. Mic 4:2; Isa 51:4). Perhaps the Pargiag's edict in Ezra 7 is presented as a
partial fulfilment of these twin themes; the reciign of the true God by the nations and
justice administered through God's law. It alsc tie with assertions of God’s kingship
and dominion over all (cf. Dan 4:3, 34; 6:26) ahd title typically used to describe him
as ‘the God of heavenatwn »nox - Ezra 1:2; Neh 1:4, 5; 2:4, 28pw 7°% — Ezra 5:11,
12; Dan 2:37, 44). As in Neh 9:6 where God is @eias the Creator, here again we see a

broader vision that encompasses the nations ancteated world.

3.2.2 Ezra 8 & 9 — The Priests and the People
It follows from the above that if the nations anethe picture, then the question of how
Israel is to live in relation to them develops irgoprime concern. It is here that the
language of holiness grows in prominence. Israetingo be a people set apart for God,
worshipping only YHWH and faithfully following hicommandments (Deut 26:19;
28:9). Implicit in this setting apart as God’s ceasited people are both a ‘coming out’
from among the nations and a ‘going in’ into thedaSod gives where Israel is to live

according to YHWH'’s laws and not do the unclearcpeas of those living there.

% FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 30-31, 36.
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Following this pattern, Ezra 8 opens with a repmtitof the ‘exodus’ motif in Ezra 1.
Unlike the return under Sheshbazzar in Ezra 1, kewehe expedition is led by a priest
who can trace his genealogy back to Aaron (Ezrébtl 1:8) and the temple vessels are
equally carried by priests who are set apart/sépaufiphil of 272) for this purposezra

is a key term in the priestly understanding mottroflenoting the separation of the holy
and the profane, the clean and the unclean (Le®01011:47; 20:24-26), thereby
highlighting the aspect of consecration. In linethwthis interpretation Ezra in his
commission describes both the priests and the lgeasdoly ¢7p o>vom 7w wp onx -
Ezra 8:28). The whole procedure is reminiscensaf32:11-12, which call the exiles to
depart, touch nothing unclean, carry the vesselHilVH in a purified state and assure

them of God’s protection (cf. Ezra 8:31).

The opening sentence of Ezra 9 connects the chapteEzra 8 (‘when these things had
been completedi>x m%321 — v.1) and so do the repetition of the word (this time in
the reflexiveniphal) and the concern for holinessfi va1 - v.2). Thus the two incidents
are put side-by-side and contrasted. Not merelyptiests need to be set apart for their
holy task, but the people of Israel as a whole. iEtern to the land is essential, but so is
the requirement to be God’s holy people. How tkigoi be understood is spelt out in

more detail in the incident that follows in Ezrd O-

3.3 Ezra 9:1-2 — The Crisis

Ezra 9 opens with the princes’ complaint that thegde, the priests and the Levites have
not separated themselves from the ‘peoples ofdhds (x-xi »ny - v.1). Although
‘separation from the uncleanness of the peopleseofand’ ¢ x7="3 nRnvn 97217 53) IS
mentioned earlier in connection with the exiledebeation of the Passover (Ezra 6:21),
what this separation entailed is not explainedethér Ezra 9:2 the crisis is the result of
intermarriage’” It is not clear who these women were apart froendiasignation that they
belonged to the ‘peoples of the lands’ (9:1) or‘fheoples of the landyoxa—ny - 10:2)

% The word used here for marryings{ - v.2) and repeatedly elsewhere in EN (Ezra 910244; Neh
13:25) is late in origin cf. 2Chr 11:21; 13:21; 24Ruth 1:4. BDB, 671§w1 § 3.d
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and characterised by ‘abominationsiafnn) associated with a list of nations (9:1, 14) as

well as the further description that they wereéign women’ §1131 2w - 10:2).

The exilic leadership reasons against intermarr@génvo grounds. Ezra 9:1 enumerates
eight groups associated with abominations. Dependm the reading of the last name
(Amorite or Edomite), the list includes four or divCanaanite nations that appear to be
taken from the intermarriage ban in Deut 7:1-3 ®r3:11-16 and three or four other
nations who appear in Deut 23:4-9 [3-8] in the candhforbidding the descendants of
these to enter the ‘assembly of YHWH{® %5p) to a prescribed number of generations.
Ezra’s prayer (esp. v.12) links the exiles’ problemher with Deut 7:1-3 and Deut 23:4-
9 [3-8]. Although the wording for the intermarriagpan with the Canaanites is not
identical in Ezra 9:12 and Deut 7:3, the two aosef than Ezra 9:12 and Ex 34:16 as the
table below shows. Both Ezra 9:12 and Deut 7:3ibsatmarriage of Israelites with men
and women and use the verh (give) in the first instance. The difference isttlEzra
usesxw1 as the second verb, has plurals throughout, akasehegates witfx while

Deuteronomy employsp?, singulars and> respectively.

o1 unnToR o> nua nnyy | Ezra So now do nogive your daughtes to their sors

097135 WWN™5K 27°N12) 9:12a-b | nor take theidaughteis as wives$or your sors

1125 INN7RY N2 Deut You shall nogive yourdaughterto hisson,

712% ApPNTRY 1N 7:3b-c | nor shall you take hidaughterfor yourson

127 NI NP Ex Lest you take some of his daughters for your spns
34:16a

On the other hand, the admonition not to seek fieaice and prosperity in Deut 23:7 [6],
originally referring to the Ammonites and Moabités,quoted almosterbatimand is
applied to the Canaanite nations (see table below).
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oY WITNRN Ezra 9:12c and never seek their peace|or
o2y 7y onam their prosperity forever

onhw wITNTRY Deut 23:7 [6] never seek their peace or
a2we 2 onaw their prosperity all your days,

The second reason for the ban on intermarriaggs/éh in Ezra 9:2 that ‘the holy seed
has intermingled with the peoples of the landskxn "»ya wipn y7r 127vnm). The
expressionwpi ¥a1 is almost unique in the OT and it is not entirellyar where the legal
justification for such an explanation comes froneitNer is it spelt out who ‘the seed’ is
(the Israelite spouses, their offspring or botimd avhat happens to it. Is it defiled or
profaned and if either, what is the exact contérsuch defilement/profanation? Finally,
how do the two justifications (the deuteronomicemtarriage ban and the ‘holy seed’

rationale) relate to each other?

3.4 Conclusion

We have seen that the wider context of Neh 9 shbesexiles’ main emphasis on the
importance of the Law within the context of an ommgorelationship with God that started
with the promise given to Abraham about land angppehood. | have observed that the
prayer is a remarkable blend of Sinai language Am@hamic covenant and its primary
concem is with the land. The Law given at Sinaséen as an expression of God’s
gracious gift that is associated variously withdguice, provision, God’s Spirit and his
presence. The Spirit’s instruction may suggest mnadyc aspect to the Law which
requires engagement and understanding along thes lgonsidered under ‘Jewish
Responses’ (8.2.2). The emphasis that the laws and commandnaeatgood perhaps
reflects an implicit recognition of the fact thahelehearted obedience requires an
acknowledgement of the inherent rightness of Gdalg which may be connected to
ideas of God’s design and ‘law’ built into creatis®e discussion in&2.1 and?2.2.2). |
have also observed that Israel’s past sins are inegenms of her disobedience to Torah
and restoration requires a re-commitment to the keapecially exemplified in banning
intermarriage, keeping the sabbath and providimdife ongoing worship in the Temple

through tithes and other contributions.
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The chapters immediately preceding Ezra 9-10 funtéimforced and refined this picture
by showing how the Persian king’s authorisatiorEafa’s mission to bring and teach
Torah in the Trans-Euphrates legitimated Israefisvland perhaps expressed the future
hope of God’s universal rule over all nations whil ‘Law going forth from Zion’ (Isa
2:3). Further, the parallels of language and cotsciepEzra 8 and 9 suggested that as the
priests separated themselves to carry back the vesdgels to Jerusalem, so the whole

people needed to separate from foreign elememigigr to be holy.

Finally, | have set out the various questions tiestd to be answered relating to Ezra 9-
10. The exegesis below will explore the backgroamdl understanding of the two
explanations of why intermarriage was wrong and liogy relate to each other. First |
shall consider the questions surrounding the laivBeut 7:1-3 and Deut 23:4-9 [3-8]
focusing in 84 on questions relating to the list of nations &réE9:1 and in & on the
understanding of theeremlaw of which Deut 7:3 is a part. This will then fadlowed in

§ 6 and7 by a discussion on the ‘holy seed’, its origimbiblical law and the meaning of

impurity and profanation in Ezra 9-10.
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4 The Abominations of the Nations

As mentioned above, the leaders justify the needsdparation in the first instance by
using Deut 7:1-3 and Deut 23:4-9 [3-8] and it istpa@f these two laws that Ezra quotes
in his confessional prayer (Ezra 9:12 cf. Deut 237 [6]).

In Deut 7 the rationale for the prohibition of intearriage with the seven nations in
Canaan is the temptation to apostasy/idolatry &edcbnsequence of disobedience is
quick destruction-in 77w - v.4). Israel thus incurs on herself the fateguesd to the
‘idolatrous seven’. In Deut 23 the reason for thelgsion of the Ammonites and
Moabites from the assembly of YHWkh> 55p) is their historic obstruction of Israel’s
way into the Promised Land expressed in the ladkospitality and in their scheming to
have the one cursed whom God has blessed (v.46)otitcome is that Israelites who ally
themselves in marriage with those who wished illsnael forfeit their right to see their

descendants within the assembly of YHWH.

In Ezra 9:1 the prohibition of intermarriage is tjfisd by the association of
‘abominations’ fayin) with the nations listed. In Deut 7:25-26 the wazdised for idols
and to a large extent in the OT ‘abominations’aarected to apostasy and idolatry (e.g.
Deut 7:25-26; 13:15 [14]; 17:3-4; 2 Kings 21:2;P3:1sa 41:24; Jer 44:4, Ezek 5:9, etc).
It can also refer to related sins such as childifsae (e.g. Deut 12:31; 18:9-10; 2 Kings
16:3; Jer 32:35) and cultic prostitution (1 Kings24).

However, it may describe other sins not necessanlynected with idolatry, such as
sexual sins (male same-sex intercourse - Lev 18m22st and adultery - Ezek 22:11),
unethical behaviour like having unjust weights (D2b:16; Prov 11:1), being greedy for
gain (Jer 6:13-15), stealing, murder, swearingefggler 7:9-10), oppression of the poor
and needy (Ezek 16:47), and money loaned on irtéfesk 18:3). The word may denote
eating unclean food (Deut 14:3) or meat with theolll (Ezek 33:26), as well as not
keeping the sabbath (Ezek 20:4), bringing uncirdaett foreigners into the sanctuary
(Ezek 44:6-8) or sacrifices offered by the wickesa (1:13ff).
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The above list makes it clear that idolatry/apgstasiot the sole referent ofyn in the
OT, not even in Deuteronomy, but that it ‘refersstonething in the human realm that is
ethically abhorrent, either as an idea or as awracabove all it is irreconcilable with
Yahweh, contrary to his character and his will asexpression of that character, an
ethical and cultic tabod®

In order to explore the reason behind the ban ternmarriage and what ‘abominations’
might signify for the exiles | shall examine thstlof nations to see what they might have

in common and why these nations are included ahdthers.

4.1 The List of Nations in Ezra 9:1
When compared with the nations mentioned in Delitaid Deut 23:4, 8 [3, 7] the list in

Ezra 9:1 raises several questions. Deut 7 onlgidsrintermarriage with the seven
nations living in Canaan, in fact, the commandoigiéstroy them (see 81.1). This is
presumably because the people most likely to intteelsrael adversely are those living
in closest proximity to her. That this is the ingtllogic of the ban in Deut 7 is shown in
the laws of warfare in Deut 20:10-18 and the lawhefcaptive woman in Deut 21:10-14.
The former commands the utter destructiom~(in o1 — v.17) of the seven Canaanite
nations but only requires the killing of the menthre cities very far from you gvn
781 Tan npnan - v.15), while the women and children are spakeii4). The law of the
captive woman who is spared does not specify wkbeeis from and the reason for
permitting her to become an Israelite’s wife is spelt out but again it is likely that

without an extended family she poses less of athoe Israel’s commitment to YHWH.

Deut 23:4-9 adds four other nations to the list @ not to be exterminated but whose
descendants are nevertheless excluded from Isrdeth implies a mixed marriage
scenario. The Ammonites and Moabites are excludeteh generations which seems to
be a synonym for ‘foreverobw-1v ma Hapa 0a% X20K% 1wy 7 03 - v.4 [3], cf. also v.7

[6] o>wY), while the descendants of Egyptians and Edongitesallowed in after three

5 PreussTDOT, XV: 602.
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generationd’ The reason for the severity or relative permissags of the command is
justified by particular actions or relationship lwthese nations.
The combined list of Ezra 9:1 looks like this.

D127 197 N P11 Ezra 9:1 Canaanites, Hittites, Perizzites, Jebusites,
AR MINY Ammonites, Moabites,

gk dan Egyptians

MR\ AR Amorites (MT) / Edomites (1 Esdras)
AR WAINTY N Deut 7:1 Hittites, Girgashites, Amorites

D127 I T 11O Canaanites, Perizzites, Hivites, Jebusites
AR NAY Deut 23:4,| Ammonite, Moabite

MXN MR 813, 7] Edomite, Egyptian

4.1.1 The Seven Nations of Canaan
Of the seven Canaanite nations Ezra 9:1 lists bwdy (if we take MT’s reading of the
last to be the Amorites =nxr). This is not particularly remarkable, since liststhem
elsewhere tend to drop one or two names, most dfierGirgashites and sometimes the
Perizzites and the Hivité& Normally the Canaanites, Hittites and Amorites enap the
first three members of the list in varying ordehil the other four nations are grouped
together in the second half. The mixing up of théeo in Ezra 9 (i.e. the Amorites at the
very end) may be less significant, since Deut t&dlfiinserts the Girgashites into second
place and disrupts what is considered the ‘normaér. To the problem of the Amorites

and the possible variant reading of Edomites wé sftarn shortly.

The reason for the inclusion of the Canaanite natis obvious since they are the ones

most closely associated with ‘abominationsiagin) both in the sense of idolatry and

%" Tigay notes that the idiom “ten times’ means ‘aiess times’ in the Bible (e.g. Gen 31:7; Num 14:22
Job 19:3; Neh 4:6 [12]) and that on the same aydfogten generations’ is to be understood asevter’.
Tigay, Deuteronomy?211.

% n all ten texts that list 6 out of the 7 natiohis the Girgashites that are missing (Ex 3:8,2323; 33:2;
34:11; Deut 20:17; Josh 9:1; 11:3; 12:8 Judg I Be Perizzites are omitted in Ex 13:5; 23:28; N8129
and the Hivites in Gen 15:19-21; Num 13:29. Foelpful table of biblical texts where the nations of
Canaan are listed see Satterthwaite and Bakeripiat598.
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perverse sexual practices (cf. Lev 18). They amo dhe nations living in closest
proximity to Israel, who pose therefore the grelatbseat for Israel's allegiance to
YHWH.

4.1.2 The Ammonites and Moabites

Although these two nations are mentioned togetkes, las is often the case elsewhere, in
the incident to which Deut 23:4 refers the Ammanit® not feature (Num 22) and they
are only referred to in passing in Num 21:24. Thisreno record elsewhere in the
Pentateuch that they opposed Israel; Deuteronaalf inh recounting Israel’s progress to
the Jordan only warns against taking Ammonitettayibecause YHWH has given it to
Ammon as an inheritance (Deut 2:f9)Later, however, they were among lIsrael’s
enemies; David fought against them (2Sam 11-12)sandid Jehoshaphat (2Chr 20:1,
10, 22-23) and Jehoiakim (2 Kings 24:2). Perhapsfdlet that both Moab and Ammon
descended from Lot and in later politics were ofteallegiance with each other against
Israel (2 Kings 24:2), as well as their geographpraximity, have led to considering
them together. The prohibition against the Ammanitas given particular poignancy by
their opposition to the wall building in Nehemiatiisie (Neh 2:19; 4:1-8), as well as by
the influence of Tobiah the Ammonite among the bitda due to his marriage
connections (Neh 6:18), and by his encroachmestored temple ground (Neh 13:4-5).

McConville in particular observes that in the deat®mic command ‘The inclusions and
exclusions may relate to the Abrahamic formula Whycl nations are blessed or cursed
according to their attitude to Abraham’s descerslé@en. 12:3)™ This is borne out by
the further comment of the text about the intenclede of Balaam which is turned into a
blessing for Israel while the fact that Moab andrAom’s welfare is not to be sought
implies the return of the curse on to Moab (and Amji*

% Tigay theorises that there may have been a varadition about Israel's encounters with Ammon and
Moab since Ammon is bypassed in Deut 2:37 and Miidiprovide food for Israel in Deut 2:28-29. Tigay,
Deuteronomy211.

OMcConville,Deuteronomy348.

" McConville,Deuteronomy349.
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Although Deut 23:4-7 holds against Ammon and Mdadirtlack of hospitality to Israel
on her way to the Promised Land, the aspect ofadgarversion is implicitly there in the
context as well. The Ammonites and Moabites are dbscendants of the incestuous
relationship between Lot and his daughters (GeBQt38) and the prohibition regarding
Ammon and Moab follows closely on the heels of @asi bans including those who have
been emasculated and others from illicit relatigussff It is generally assumed that the
emasculation referred to here is associated wifapa&ultic acts of that nature. It is also
likely that those of illegitimate births denote tb#spring of incest or adultery. This
series of prohibitions for various groups to erttex assembly of YHWH is preceded
directly by laws regulating instances of rape, @yl and incest in Deut 22:13-23:2
[22:30].

It is also noteworthy that Deut 23:5 mentions Bala®Vhile the verse refers primarily to
the hiring of Balaam and God’s way of turning théended curse into a blessing, at the
same time, the verse also carries the associatiBalaam’s counsel to Balak, which led
to Israel’s sin at Baal Peor (Num 25 cf. Num 31:18)at Deut 23:5 alludes to the above
incident is argued by Rashi. He notes the unusoaliwg in v.5, where the reason for the
exclusion of Ammon and Moab is introduced with gigasenwx 127 %y (because), even
though-wx v as ‘because’ would suffice. Rashi therefore prepothatia7 refers to
Balaam’s counsel ‘because of the word’ @f>a 1272 — Num 31:16). The suggestion is
that the same people who did not meet Israel’'s m@eldno qualms in enticing her into
idolatry and immorality. Significantly, the trangsgsion of which the people are guilty in
the incident at Baal-Peor is the worship of othedgycombined with flagrant sexual

immorality.

Thus the inclusion of Ammon and Moab may refleahltbeir animosity to Israel’s well-
being as well as their possibly negative influenteough idolatry and sexual

malpractices associated with them.

"2 FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 119.
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4.1.3 The Egyptians

The occurrence of Egyptians in the list is unusoakeveral reasons. First, if the source
of its inclusion is Deut 23:8-9 [7-8] then it is@lds with the more lenient treatment they
receive in Deut. There this is explained by Egyptispitality to Israel, presumably in
Joseph’s time. This is not even outweighed by dber lexperience of slavery in that land.
Secondly, Egypt is further away from Israel, sefgatdrom it by the Sinai Peninsula and
the desert, and therefore might be less likelyaeeha significant influence on her. On the
other hand, if idolatry is the primary connotatimin‘abominations’, as we might expect
from our considerations so far, then Egypt fits ik to some extent at least. These
considerations, together with the fact that Edomoismentioned in the list (at least in the
MT’s version) would suggest that Deut 23 is nothlasis for its appearance in the list of
Ezra 9:1.

In general, Egypt most often occurs in YHWH'’s s#dfscription as the God, who brought
Israel out of Egypt, ‘the house of slaves*ify n»a - Ex 20:2; Deut 5:6; 6:12). The wrong
done to Israel is consequently oppression whidb i€mind Israel not to treat the alien,
the widow and the orphan in the way she was traatégyypt (e.g. Ex 22:21; Deut 10:19;
24:17-22). Outside the Pentateuch, the warningsmsigigypt generally deplore political
alliances (e.g. Isa 30:2-3; Hos 7:11) and the dentemistic history of Kings mentions
Solomon’s Egyptian wife in recounting the king’'srting away from YHWH to idols (1
Kings 11:1ff). While the Pentateuch is not explaitout the idolatry in Egypt, the exilic-
postexilic period shows a number of overt linkswen the two (Jer 24:8; 44:8; Ezek
16:26; 20:7-10; 23:19, 27).

Historic circumstances may also account for thiatnesly new development in that the
gradually growing Jewish community in Egypt has rbesxposed to the danger of
idolatrous influences. Even if the threat was naceassarily outright apostasy,
intermarriage and syncretism was clearly a realisythe archaeological findings in

Elephantine demonstraf®.

3 See Porterrchives 248-252 for intermarriages, 151-186 (esp. 1731-1at9%syncretism.
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There is, however, one pentateuchal text, Lev 1&dch not only deplores Egyptian
ways, but also equates them with the abhorrentipesc'abominations’n(ayn — wv. 26,
27, 29, 30) of the Canaanites>0 X> omnpm wyn &> [...] mwynd).”* Commentators
generally associate the deeds referred to hereimetular sexual acts as described in the
rest of the chapter. Similarly, the rabbis thought that it was meantrtake it clear that
mwyn (deed, doing) in the first half of the sentencednot refer to such general acts of
these nations as how they plant or build, but ®&l#ws governing relationships, which
Israel should not follow because they are abhort@ntHWH. This means that among
these people ‘A man would be married to a man, em&aoto a woman, a man to mother
and daughter, and a woman to two mé&ifr4 Ahare, par. 8:8).”° Beyond the usual
sexual sins Levine also argues that the unusual mor (‘statutes’) here may also have a
connotation of idolatry and the worship of otheitids (cf. o1 mpn ‘the statutes of the
nations’ 2 Kings 17:8)! This point may connect with the one reference tm@-sexual

sin in Lev 18, the mention of child sacrifice to Mch (v.21).

The association of Egypt with sexual immoralitynt as unusual as it may seem at first
glance when we consider that it had a well-knowputation for incest documented in
history. The link between Lev 18 and Ezra 9 isHartstrengthened by Ezra’s prayer
(especially v.11), which shows some parallels wi#v 18:24-30°% Ezra speaks of the
defilement fixnv) of the land because of the abominatifmsyin) committed in it by the
Canaanite nations and his prayer implies the teatr Israel may be dispossessed unless
she is faithful to YHWH’'s Torah (Ezra 9:12). Lev:28-30 repeatedly describes the
same scenario; the ‘defilement’ of the lamanb), ‘abominations’ committednfayin)

and the consequence (the Land will spew out Isaaet did the Canaanites if she acts as

" Williamson is the only one of whom | am aware wjistifies the inclusion of Egypt with Lev 18:3,
although he does not draw the overall conclusieganding the whole list as | am doing below. See hi
EN, 131.

S E.g. HartleyLeviticus 293; Milgrom,Leviticus17-22, 1520; Wenhanhgviticus 251-52; Porter,
Leviticus 143.

®Milgrom, Leviticus17-22, 1520.

" Levine,Leviticus 118.

"8 Fishbane also notes the deliberate allusion ifh tol_ev 18, but without connecting it to the irgibn of
Egypt in Ezra 9:1. In that respect, as mentionelieeahe follows the standard argument that D&uiszhe
source for the four non-Canaanite nations and fiegads Edomite for Amorite. FishbaBélical
Interpretation 119.
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they did). Further, another word Ezra uses for impy:71) is the same one describing

the sin of incest in Lev 20:21.

Approaching the question from a different directibmay be possible that Egypt is not
meant literally, but figuratively in the same wayat the Canaanite nations have a
metaphorical connotation: they no longer mean thgons traditionally considered to
have inhabited the Land, but the present occuggaetsthe people(s) of the land(s)’). By
the same token, Egypt may not refer to the histoaitton, (although of course it did not
cease to exist), but to the country out of whiclads had come in this second exodus, that

is, Babylon’

Evidently one would need to differentiate betweebydon and Persia, since the latter is
generally portrayed in a favourable light by ENeTéxample of Isaiah shows that this is
perfectly possible; Isa 45 refers to Persia in sitp@ tone not dissimilar to EN, while it

deplores the idolatry of Babylon (e.g. Isa 46)fdnt, the polemic in Isaiah 40-55 may
imply that the idolatrous practices encounteredeti®y Israel have not left the exiles

unaffected.

Since the exodus imagery is a repeated motif irbthek (Ezra 1:6, 8:25 cf. Ex 3:21-22)
this would make the parallel possible, although lveee next to no evidence that the
exiles had Babylonian wives. Rudolph thinks thalgng from Ezra’s extreme reaction
to the intermarriages in Ezra 9, this was an unetggeshock and therefore not likely to
have been an issue in BabyfSrHe explains the absence of such a problem in éxile

the fact that there were enough Israelite womerethelike in the Land, where most of
the returnees must have been men and had littieecho Israelite women. He refers to
Daiches’ studyJews in Babylonig which seems to confirm this assumption in that t

latter only finds one example of intermarriage dmtlifrom the name of the wité.

" As far as | am aware, no one has suggested this.
8 Rudolph Esra, 87.
8 Daiches,Jews 34.
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We see then that there might be a combinationsdaations at work in the list. Egypt’s
linkage with oppression corresponds to Ammon andiv® animosity to Israel, while
exilic - post-exilic prophetic materials connectyRty more explicitly with idolatry.
Finally Lev 18:3 warns of following Egyptian and fi2eanite ways, which, as the rest of

Lev 18 makes clear, are mainly sexual malpractieseribed as ‘abominations’.

4.1.4 The Amorites
If one accepts the MT’s reading then the final namthe list reverts back to one of the
seven nations mentioned in Deut 7, the AmoritesstMommentators focus so closely on
the two acknowledged sources (Deut 7:1 & 23:4,,87[Bfor the list of nations in Ezra
9:1 that the MT's reading of ‘Amorite’ as the lasame in the sequence is simply
dismissed as implausibfe Admittedly, 1 Esdras’ solution seems more strdighitard
and elegant in its simplicity, disposing of botfffidulties mentioned above: the out-of-
sequence listing of the Amorites is eliminated esplaced by the expected fourth nation
from Deut 23.

At the same time, the majority of manuscripts r&fadorite’ and while it is easy to see
why a knowledgeable scribe might replace ‘Amoritéth ‘Edomite’, it is less plausible
that all scribes would blindly follow a supposeddyroneous reading of ‘Amorite’.

Moreover, if the sequence of Deut 23 is followedntiEdom should ideally precede

Egypt.

Further, Edom is treated more leniently in DeuB23] ‘for he is your brother’ >nx >3
X17). Although it may be argued that so is Egypt aatiBzra 9:1 includes it in the list,
there are arguments for differentiating betweenti® First, Egypt is a foreign nation
which Edom is not in the same way. In fact, theredame evidence in later rabbinics that
the two were not treated the same despite Deut[ZR:Z\ccording to onéhalakhahand

also in the view of Rabbi Asher ben Yehiel {1el), a proselyte Edomite could marry a

8 Among the many commentators who read ‘Edomitdoteing 1 Esdras are: Blenkinsodgl\, 175;
Rudolph,Esra, 86; FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 116; etc. The one prominent exception is Williams
who retains the MT’s reading on the basis thairtbkision of Edomites would clash with the moreider
treatment they receive in Deut 23. Williamsai, 131.
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Jewess straightaway, whereas the exclusion forgyptian remained valid for the third
generation even if he became a proséft8econdly, and perhaps more importantly,
Edom is not associated with idolatry and sexual aratity falling under the rubric of
‘abominations’ in the same way as these charaetatishe other nations in the list. The
reference that could link Edom with idolatry is itelusion among the list of nations
whence Solomon got wives (1 Kings 11:1). Otherwtfse exilic and post-exilic texts
generally testify to Edom’s hostility and ill-wilowards Israel (e.g. Ezek 25:12-14;
35:15; 36:5; Ps 137:7; Mal 1:4), rather than itslatty, or any heinous sins along the

lines mentioned in Lev 18.

It is, therefore, worth considering what logic taemay be behind the groupings of
nations as they are in the MT. My point here is twofind the one and only correct

reading, rather to suggest a possible explanatwnrdading ‘Amorite’ rather than

‘Edomite’.

The position of ‘Amorite’ at the end of the list ynhe explained using arguments from
the historic background of the post-exilic periodan Seters reasons that the term
‘Amorite’ referred to the Arabs by the time of Eaad Nehemiah and not to one of the
ancient inhabitants of Cana&hwilliamson, who follows the MT’s reading, picks op

his theon® If this is so, however, it is odd that the Arabsntioned in Neh 4:1 [EV 4:7]
and 6:1 are not called Amorites bmbavi//29wia. It may be possible though that both
terms were used for the same people group andErrapplies ‘Amorites’ to affirm the
link with the prohibition in Deut 7, but by placing in ultimate position indicates its

changed meaning.

If the placing of the Amorites at the end of th& Iis intentional, it may indicate the

encompassing of these non-Canaanite peoples isitisemost prominently associated

8 pentateuch with Rashi’'s Commentafppendix for Deut, 218. The editors unfortunawbynot
reference théalakhahin question. They also note on Rashi's interpiatadf Deut 23:8 that Dukes
translation of Rashi, following Elias Levitas, #itrtes this distinction to Rashi himself, although
Rosenbaum et al. argue, in my view correctly, BReghi treats Edom and Egypt the same.

8 van Seters, ‘The Terms “Amorite” and “Hittite” 67

& williamson,EN, 131.
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with the nations in Canaan. The Canaanites, wha #ta list and the Amorites, who
finish it were the two major groups, who were sames used individually as umbrella
terms for all the inhabitants of Canaan (e.g. Gerig; Ex 13:11). Such an inclusion of
other nations may also underline the point thattthwérefrom the land or from outside of
it, the same sins should fall under the same trexattrand be dealt with firmly as Deut 7
suggests.

4.1.5 The Edomites (1 Esdras 8:68)
Since the overwhelming majority of scholars folltve variant reading of 1 Esdras 8:68
it is worth reflecting on the interpretative movesade in the process. In a way 1 Esdras’
reading of Ezra 9:1 and the likely replacementArhorite’ with ‘Edomite’ is already a

form of interpretation.

1 Esdras diverges from the Book of Ezra in the MBeveral ways and the changes are
not haphazard and incidental but fall into a comsei pattern. First, in 1 Esdras
Zerubbabel (grandson of King Jeconiah — 1 Chr 39)/is more prominent than in the
MT suggesting messianic hopes for Israel’s restwrainder a Davidic king. The MT on
the other hand noticeably downplays Zerubbabel& irothe return and rebuilding of the
Temple, which is in line with its positive take thne Persian kings and its co-operative
stance under their rule. In 1 Esdras 6:18 Zerudhalmentioned as the leader of the first
return in King Cyrus’ reign alongside the goverrféineshbazzar, whereas the MT's
parallel passage (Ezra 6:14) omits him and only3teesshbazzar. Zerubbabel is named as
the governor of Yehud in 1 Esdras 6:27, whereaa Bzt only mentions the title without
Zerubbabel's name. Most importantly the court talel Esdras 4-5, which is entirely
missing in the MT, assigns him a key function i ttenewed efforts to restore the
Temple building in King Darius’ time.

In 1 Esdras 4-5 Zerubbabel is one of Darius’ peastwodyguards, who competes for a
prize in answer to the question ‘what is strongeshe world’. His answer wins him the
king’s favour for the rebuilding of Jerusalem ame fTemple. Zerubbabel claims that

women and ultimately truth have the most powergdrks 4:13-41). His long description
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of the influence of women for good or ill leadingnse men into ruin and sin (4:27)
makes the later drama around the intermarriages @ilsthe more poignant. His depiction
of truth emphasises that there is no partiality fwvduritism in it; all will perish because
of their injustice or unrighteousness but truthjohichooses to do justice/righteousness,
endures forever (4:37-40). The implication of tisigossibly the anticipation that Israel
will one day be re-established and his enemiesspedi. Ezra’s explicit mention of Zion
being raised by God from desolation (1 Esdras 8#®t,in MT) is another indication

linking the book’s hopes to political as well aBg®us restoration.

The Edomites feature in the book a number of tiaggat from their appearance in the
list of nations. When speaking to the king, Zerdi#dlames them for burning down the
Temple (4:45) even though 2 Chr 36:19 attributes¢hime to the Babylonians. The king
in response demands that the Edomites surrendevilthges they have seized from the
Jews (4:50). The grievances and the hostility tdwhem echo the exilic and post-exilic
texts of the MT, which resent EdomSchadenfreud®ver Israel’'s downfall and the

benefits they derived from it by acquiring lande(§e45 of this thesis).

Apart from the replacement of ‘Amorite’ with ‘Edotai there is one other modification
in the list of 1 Esdras 8:68 but one which does se#m to have much significance.
Namely, the Ammonites are dropped from the lisbgdther. It is hard to give an
adequate reason for this, unless it is simply aakés If the change is deliberate then
perhaps its aim is to bring the number of nationsvr to seven. Still the choice of
skipping Ammon in particular is odd. Leaving outeoof the Canaanite nations would
have been less controversial since not all of tesre mentioned anyway. At the same
time, as noted in 8.1.2, the listing of Ammon together with Moab ireW 23:4 [3] is
somewhat illogical, since there is no record in Remtateuch that Ammon ever opposed
Israel’'s progress into the land. Perhaps the oomssif the Ammonites in 1 Esdras
indicates the shift of focus away from them (cf.,EeNpecially Neh 2:19; 4:7; 13:1, 23) to

an enemy considered more vicious.
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4.2 Abominations in Ezra

Having looked at the various nations in the listkdfra 9:1 as well as the alternative
reading in 1 Esdras 8:68, it is time to pull oundings together. As a preliminary
observation it is worth noting that on the basishag selective lisall foreign women are
excluded from marriage with Israelites. Thus tregems to be no need to look for exact
identifications and there is no exception mentionedthe basis that someone was not
from the nations in the list. The precedent foirtgkhese nations as exemplary of evil is
already there in 1 Kings 11:1-2, where the legakse for condemningll of Solomon’s
foreign wives is Deut 23 (perhaps in conjunctiotimbeut 7), even though the king had

women who were not included in either lists (ehg. idonians).

Similarly, Williamson argues that the local inhaloits are not identified with the
Canaanites; the list of nations qualifies ‘abomorat’ and ‘thus is meant only as a
stereotyped formula, adopted from the I&Wayes phrases it even more radically when
she proposes that ‘The eight parties listed doaatwally figure in Ezra’s prohibition.
They are invoked for purposes of comparison onlgsto justify the prohibition of local
inhabitants. The latter are as abhorrent in thelravior as these well-known abhorrent
peoples and must be avoidé&d.’

This understanding of how the nations list funcgievould also explain why certain other
nations such as the Arameans in the north are msttiomed® The text is clearly

interested in establishing specifically from Tomahy intermarriage with foreigners is
unacceptable and is therefore limited to a histbsicof nations most of which did not
exist by the time of the return from exile. Nevelidss, by referring to their abominations
the returnees are able to connect these mostiyatxtations with those of their own time

who are considered to be characterised by the bameus sins.

8 williamson,EN, 130.

8 Hayes, ‘Intermarriage’, 12 fn. 25.

8| am grateful to Walter Moberly for raising this@ption which made me consider the function of ltsis
more closely. Personal communication.
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If the above assumption is correct then the quessiavhat the ‘abominations’ are which
hold these listed nations together and which teretd influence Israel adversely through
intermarriage? | suggested that the MT’s list isdzhon three legal sources (Deut 7:1-3;
Deut 23:4-7 [3-6]; Lev 18:3) rather than solely t@mmonly held first two and this is
reinforced by the allusion to all three in Ezramyer (9:11-12). | have argued that all
these nations carry the association of idolatry sexlal immorality, even Ammon and
Moab through their incestuous ancestry, and therlaiso through the events at Baal-
Peor. The inclusion in the list of nations whicle awutside Israel as well as inside,
irrespective of living near to her or further afiehas the effect of being all-

encompassing.

In comparison, the inclusion of Edom in 1 Esdras te particular emphases in the book
of Davidic restoration and antagonism towards thgoriites shift the meaning of
‘abominations’ in 1 Esdras to involve more stronighstility towards Israel. Although the
Canaanite nations and the prohibition to intermarityr them is primarily based on their
idolatrous and unacceptable sexual practices, Egypmon, Moab and (in the exilic —
post-exilic literature) Edom can all be describedations oppressive and antagonistic to

Israel.

If these conclusions are along the right lines, énmv, then we are faced with the
dilemma that idolatry is not mentioned explicitlyyavhere in EN or specifically in Ezra
9-10. The one instance that perhaps comes clasesaptying such a thing is the offer of
the peoples of the lands to help build the Templetlee basis that they had been
worshipping the same God as the exiles since the @f Esarhaddon of Assyria (Ezra
4:1-2). The returnees’ rejection of this offer (vahd the fact that the altar has only
recently been restored in its rightful original gdaand the sacrificial system re-started
(Ezra 3) suggests that the peoples of the land maag been sacrificing in a different
place. The reference to Esarhaddon denotes thatigitudescribed in 2 Kings 17 when
the people resettled in the land after the norttieloes have been taken into captivity.
The evidence there points to a people of mixedimsignd a syncretistic religion. As

Maccoby argues, the ‘coded’ way in which the reale is indicated is due to the fact
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that the exiles lived in the Persian empire, whisklf practised ‘a tolerant syncretism’
and it may not have been too pleased to hear gideras a result of an exclusivist,

intolerant monotheisr¥.

Beyond this covert aspect of dealing with the isstiglolatry/apostasy, however, there is
also a certain amount of stereotyping going orhénway ‘abominations’ is used. Thus
the problem with those approaching the exiles imaEz1-2 — the way the narrative
portrays it — is that they have nothing to do with God of the exiles and therefore could
have nothing to do with building him a Tempierhis same justification is evident in the
restoration of the city wall, where again those widwonot constitute the community of
Israel are not allowed to join in the process (I9&t0). This time, however, the reasoning
is expanded, so that it becomes clear that builthegwalls is seen as giving a certain
right of ownership in the city and by implicatiorpéace among the people of God. The
other aspect in these texts is that despite them¢tahaving common ground (Ezra 4:1-2)
the narrative presents them as people who ardéntistine restoration of Israel (Ezra 4:1,
8-16; Neh 3:33ff [EV 4:1ff], etc.). This seems taggest that Israel is not to ally herself
with peoples who may pretend to be friendly, b&t amdamentally opposed to God's
purposes for her. This obstruction of God’s plasrsGod’s people is reminiscent of Deut
23:4-7 [3-6] and the reason given there for theatpn of the Ammonites and Moabites.

Further encounters with the peoples of the lan@gifpally through intermarriage lead
to encroachment on sacred space which has to &eseld from defilement (Neh 13:4-9).
Moreover, intermarriage seems to affect the hofingfsthe Israelite seed (Ezra 9%2).
The result of this foreign influence leads to aleegof the Sabbath (Neh 13:15-18) and
of Israel’'s own language (Neh 13:24). Further, m@ney of Israel, Tobiah, is spoken well
of because of the allegiance owed him due to hisiage connections (Neh 6:17-19).

89 Maccoby, ‘Holiness and Purity’, 165-166.

% This attitude is a diversion from the buildingtbé First Temple, which was erected with the hélp o
foreign labour either entirely (1 Kings 5:27-3218:18]) or at least in part (2Chr 2:1, 17 [2:2,)18]

I More on this in &.



4 The Abominations of the Nations 51

Thus, according to the perspective of the Ezra-Nedle narrative the problem is
twofold. On the one hand, the peoples of the landrglicitly associated with idolatry
and immorality are the enemies of God’s purposes @rning them a share in the
community of Israel undermines God'’s plans for fn@m the inside. On the other, Israel
by allying herself with such people ends up abamipthe Law of her God (e.g. the
neglect of the Sabbath, tithe, etc.) and losesdistinctiveness that marked her out as
YHWH'’s special possession. Thus ‘abominations’ Inees a convenient term to describe
peoples who are unclean by definition because #ineynot set apart to God as Israel is,
and who have the potential to defile her both lvjuei of contact with her and by drawing
her away from her special calling to obey the Lénvboth instances Israel loses her

distinctive status.

The way ‘abominations’ is used in Ezra 9:1 remiode of the later Jewish usage of
‘idolatry’. In the Mishnah all Gentiles are seenidselatrous, a stereotypical term for
them and a kind of shorthand for depicting thosesida the community of Israel. It is a
way of saying that they are sinners of every dpion who cannot be trusted to refrain

from any evil. Thusn.Av Zar2.1 states,

Cattle may not be left in the inns of the gentiexe they are suspected of bestiality; nor may a
woman remain alone with them since they are susgeiftlewdness; nor may a man remain alone

with them since they are suspected of sheddingdbi@eanby)

Similarly, elsewhere the idolater was seen to hderied the Torah and its precepts,
particularly the Ten Commandmengife Numpar. 111; 32a). As Neusner comments,
‘the theory of idolatry, involving alienation froi3od, accounts for the wicked conduct
imputed to idolaters, without regard to whetherfant, that is how idolaters conduct
themselves® | suggest that the word ‘abominations’ functionghie same way in Ezra
9:1 with the association of uncleanness which editedisrael, but without demonstrating

in the narrative the kind of abhorrent practicetelil elsewhere in Scripture.

92 NeusnerMaking God’'s Word Wotkg0.
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4.3 Why Women?

A notable fact of the intermarriage crisis in E2F0 is that only ‘foreign’ women are
mentioned, despite the deuteronomic prohibitionciwhincludes both men and women in
the ban (Deut 7:3) and which Ezra quotes in hiyergEzra 9:12). It is possible, of
course, that the answer is quite simple and pro#faconly intermarriages found by the
leadership were those between an Israelite mamaamah-Israelite woman. It could be
explained on the basis that most of the returneme \men and the shortage of Israelite
women led to this state of affait$On the count of probability this is obviously more
likely than the other way round; neverthelesssitdifficult to believe that there was
absolutely no exception to the general setup oflemelite woman + Israelite man =
intermarriage. We see, in fact, that there wereauldexceptions to the above, where an
Israelite woman was married to a non-Israelite (iNeh 6:18).

Another reason for concentrating entirely on thméfgn’ women in Ezra 9-10 could
have been the difficulty for a woman to initiatevalice, in which case there was no
solution for a Jewish woman’s marriage to a foraigan?® A similarly practical reason
for the silence may have been the fact that a bew@man was expected to adopt her
husband'’s religion as it is assumed to have beerc#ise in the Jewish community of
Elephantine (e.gAP 14)% Both these arguments, however, are less tharfasatisy
since they only flag up the difficulty of finding solution to the problem but do not

adequately explain the silence for mentioning stades.

% This is Rudolph’s explanation, although he doesdirectly ask the ‘why only women?’ question; th
he tries to give a reason why there wai@eintermarriages with non-Israelite women involvBdidolph,
Esra, 87.

| have not come across this particular reasomirthé secondary literature at all. There is littlat we
know of this period and the possibility of divoroay have also depended on the customs and lawe of t
foreign husband’s culture. Instone-Brewer arguasds a general trend in the last two centuries BCE
became increasingly easier for women to initiat®idie but Jewish women were still subject to their
husbands in the question of divorce. By tii@dntury CE if a Jewish wife wanted divorce shddget
one granted she could convince the court that allestfficient grounds for it (e.g. husband’s adyltein
which case the court would put pressure on thedngsko initiate the process. At the same time, ianger
contracts from Elephantine suggest that a Jewishamahere could divorce her husband without much
ado but it is difficult to ascertain how widesprehi$ practice was elsewhere or how much it refl¢oe
customs of a small community. Instone-Brevizaorce, 72, 76-78, 85.

% BlenkinsoppEN, 177.
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A further possibility why the text concentratesforeign women is the assumed greater
influence of the mother on the religious educatibthe childrert? If this view is correct
then a Gentile woman would be more dangerous &déscendants. However, we do not
know if women had the kind of influence ascribedhtem at this time and the inference
is often made from the knowledge of later peridéissides, the children are considered
non-Israelite anyway demonstrated by the fact thay are to be sent away with their
mothers (Ezra 10:3). This accords with the latebnaic ruling for matrilineal descent (
Kid. 68b), which does not recognise the children oftEBewomen in a mixed marriage
as Jewish and thus their religious education is@importance since they are Gentile
anyway. Rather, it is the offspring of Jewish maoshevho count as Jewish whose

religious commitment is endangered by the presehadoreign father.

Beyond the historical-practical considerations ¢hare also sociological factors drawn
into the task of interpretation. Thus Janzen camsithe divorces of Ezra 9-10 a form of
‘witch-hunt’, what he calls a ‘ritualized act of piication’, which gets rid of dangerous
elements within the community.He argues that a community with strong external
boundaries (fear and resistance of foreign infle¢rand weak internal integration (lack
of adherence to the community’s social moralityll worry about the latter and look for
someone to blame. If there is no obvious candidlaéecommunity will engage in ‘witch-
hunts’, blaming people who seem foreign and dangermt because of what they have
done but because of who they are. In his view,ethesapegoats’ are more likely to be

women than men (see esp. his cf>2).

It is easy to see that foreign influence was fearedhe post-exilic era and equally
obvious that the Jewish community recently returfiech exile struggled with the lack
of religious commitment in its own midst. We neadyothink of the long delay in re-
building the Temple blamed by Haggai on the peaplack of incentive (Hag 1:3-4), the

% Holmgren Israel, 73; BlenkinsoppEN, 177.

7 JanzenWitch-huntsFor a short summary of his thesis Kgd.,19-21.

% Similarly, Washington bases his reading of therimiarriage crisis on the social-anthropologicabtiie
of Kristeva who considers impurity in Leviticushie rooted in the abjection of the maternal bodig the
association of the feminine with uncleanness wridhe grounds in his view for the special focus on
foreign women but not men in Ezra 9-10. Washingtisrael's Holy Seed’, 427-37.



4 The Abominations of the Nations 54

initial absence of Levites in the group of thosewdlio return to the Land with Ezra (Ezra
9:15) and the recurring disobedience to Torah @asrly in the Book of Nehemiah (Neh
5 — usury, Neh 13:10-14 — neglect of tithing, Néh15-22 — breaking of the Sabbath,
etc). Janzen is also correct in recognising thatels lukewarm commitment is blamed
largely on the foreign influence in her midst. Heoarejects the simplistic view that
openly expressed theological statements are mesglical cover-ups for an internal
power struggle. Rather, he argues that ‘ideologystnie persuasive if it is to be
successful, and it can be persuasive only if ibfsgpeople’s attention to a worldview and
social order that they already take for granfdrhus he insists that Ezra and the
leadership could only convince the group of thersewf action to be taken, if the people
themselves felt that the explanation and solutited with how they understood the

world.

What exactly would this worldview be which could/gian adequate explanation for the
actions taken and which might explain the promieenicforeignwomenas the problem?
We need not look too far in Israel’s narrated pastsee the repeated theme of the
deuteronomistic history highlighting the sin ofdsl's leadership, primarily her kings,
who matrried foreign women. The latter’s influened to apostasy, idolatry and all kinds
of evil, which eventually drew God’s judgment or thation. A prominent example was
King Solomon, whose wives included among othersrdtitds daughter, Moabite,
Ammonite, and Edomite women (1 Kings 11:1). Ezido®s not quote narratives for the
justification of the actions taken. Significantihe validation for the solution to the

problem must come from Israel’s norm: the pentdtabcommandments.

At the same time, the way the narrative is shapeéals the background of the exiles’
thinking. Thus the emphasis in Ezra is on the lesddp as being foremost in this
unfaithfulness w7 Syna anon oowom owa 1 - 9:2) and on the foreigwomen
The extension of the list of Canaanites with thoeéour nations (if Edomite is read for
Amorite) prominent in the spiritual downfall of &&l’s greatest king also heightens the

similarity between the two accounts. Thus the stofythe mixed marriage crisis

% JanzenWitch-hunts8.
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highlights the parallels between Israel's past amdsent situation and endows the
incident with a certain emblematic quality. It istrsurprising therefore that the spotlight
is put on the foreign women rather than the men.

4.4 A Comparison with Neh 13

Having considered the nations list in Ezra 9:1 #vellegal and narrative material that
informs it, | wish to consider briefly how a similessue is handled in Neh 13:1-3 and
13:23-31. In Neh 13 we encounter the problem ofeshimnarriages, as well as the use of
Deut 7, 23 and 1 Kings 11:1-2. There are nevertised®me differences in the way the

situation is handled by the two accounts, which @sak comparison worth pursuing.

4.4.1 Neh13:1-3
Unlike Ezra 9 where Deut 23 is used as a prohibitointermarry, Neh 13:1-3 quotes it
to justify excluding those of mixed descent. Nehl13 uses Deut 23:4-6 [3-5], although
the citation is noverbatimand it does not include the further section of (2818-9 [7-8]
on Egypt and Edom. As in Ezra 9:1 where on thesbakia selective list all ‘foreign’
women are divorced, so here on the basis of thieilption directed against Ammon and
Moaball those of ‘mixed descent’ are excluded from Isfaghw n 293775 %9727 - v.3).
The word used for those excludedts ‘mixture’ rather than ‘foreign’>621) people and
it emphasises the aspect of mixed descent (cf. E2ravhere the holy seed is seen to
have ‘intermingled’a7wnn).!%° The focus therefore seems to be specifically am th
offspring of such mixed marriages, rather than lom foreign spouses (unless the latter
were already of mixed descent). It is not cleanfrthe Hebrew whether the exclusion
mentioned in Neh 13:3 involved the break-up of rdixearriages, although based on the
silence of Neh 13:23-31 on any divorce proceeditigs,is unlikely.

The wordaay is unusual and may have been taken from Ex 12138 ewve are told that
‘a mixed multitude’ §1 27v) left Egypt with Israet’® Admittedly there is no disapproval
attached to this group in Ex 12:38. Numbers 1ldwéver, implies that Israel’s

1% commentators generally takew to mean ‘of mixed descent’ or ‘foreign’ except Meywho translates
it as ‘Bedouin’ here on the basis of vocalising as ‘arav. Meyer-ntstehung130. However, as Myers
points out in connection with Meyer’s suggestidareign’ is more likely in the context. MyerSN, 206.
191 Rudolph Esra, 202; Keil,Ezra, 286.
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greediness for meat in the wilderness is incited bgbble elementgoox). Although the
word is different from the one used in Exodus, faxctors indicate that it might refer to
the same non-Israelite contingent. First, the Hebsentence of Num 11:4 itself

distinguishes between the two groups.

TIRD NRNT 12992 R Aoookm | Num | The rabble who were among them had greedy desil

ORIW *12 03 152°) 12w 11:4 | and also the sons of Israel wept again (NASV)

The nooox are ‘among them [i.e. Israellixipa) but they are different from the sons of
Israel who ‘also’ §») wept. Had the ‘rabble’ been a part of Israel ameuld have
expected a sentence like ‘and the rest of Israsb alept’ but there is no such
gualification made. Secondly, the LXX translatg®ox in Num 11:4 asemipiktog
(‘mixed’); the same word it uses fany in Ex 12:38 and in Neh 13:3. Thus the LXX
connects the above three passages through the fude same word. As a further
comparison the table below shows the Targum trdaekfor the MT’sa1 27w in Ex
12:38 and foRooox Num 11:4.

Ex 12:38 Num 11:4
TgO TR°30 PRI (Many foreigners) 12727y (mixed multitude)
TgPs-J TR°0 PRI (Many foreigners) X713 (aliens)
TgNeo 721727y Pava (mixed multitude of aliens) 72127y (mixed multitude)

The above illustrates that the MT’s somewhat amtigureference to a foreign/non-
Israelite element in Num 11:4 as the cause of iNillence is made explicit in the
Targums through the Aramaic versionsaofaay (in Onkelos and Neofiti) and through
the use of ‘alien’ (Hebrew) in Pseudo-Jonathan. We see then that ‘foreighimetizese

instances is associated with negative ‘religiousahanfluence that incites rebellion
against YHWH% If for the author of Neh 131y carried an association of this mixed

1921 yse negative ‘religious-moral’ influence heresagescriptive term to express both a threat tgioeis
allegiance (i.e. commitment to YHWH) such as idgland the possible moral-ethical implications nfte
associated with turning away from YHWH, such asuséimmorality, social injustice or the like. |
recognise the potential difficulty with the usesath an adjective which might easily be misundetsto

€s;
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multitude in Ex 12:38 and Num 11:4, then it wastlad more fitting to use it in the post-
exilic context, since the intermarriages have sirhjleroded the commitment of Israel to
God. | have argued in this chapter that the aboatmoims (23n) which the ‘foreign’

women are characterised with in Ezra 9 may havamaiogous connotation beyond the

stereotypical association of idolatry.

The reasoning behind the exclusion of Ammon and IMioaDeut 23:4-7 [3-6] is also
appropriate to the wider context of the Book of Biginah because it shows a remarkable
parallel with the events in Nehemiah’s time. Fisi#@oints out the similarities between
the hiring (ow) of two prophets; Balaam on the one hand, Shemanatine other (Neh
6:12). In the case of the former the king of Moadsvinvolved, in the latter Sanballat and
Tobiah, the Ammonite. In both events divine revemsaurred; the intended curse was
turned into a blessing in the first and the lifeNshemiah was protected in the sec8td.

4.4.2 Neh13:23-31
Neh 13:23-31 deals with a mixed marriage crisisilamio the one in Ezra 9-10. The
legal basis for disapproval, as | shall show belewDeut 23:4-7 [3-6] on the one hand
and Deut 7:1-3 on the other. Further, while théugrice of 1 Kings 11:1-11 is more
implicit in Ezra 9-10, here Nehemiah himself quotslomon’s bad example (Neh
13:26).

Neh 13:23 mentions intermarriages with Ashdodi#®simonites and Moabites. It is
generally assumed that the inclusion of Ammon armhiMare a later addition (i.e. to
align the situation with Deut 23), since there asaonjunction after Ashdod in Hebrew
and v.24 omits Ammon and Moab altogetfféiThe purpose of their inclusion is likely
intended to evoke the prohibition of Deut 23:4-76]3 It is perhaps worth noting that

‘Religious’ may be thought of as a term broadenttiee way | employ it here including such aspests a
ritual for instance, while ‘moral’ might be idengél with narrow moralising, a stance alien from Hilele’s
perspective. However, for want of a better wordll gontinue to use it in the sense defined ab&ee.a
further discussion on similar difficulties on termlogy see §.1.

198 Fishbane notes the parallel in Biblical Interpretation 126f. Also BlenkinsopgEN, 351.

1% Batten EN, 299; FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 124 fn.51; WilliamsonEN, 397; BlenkinsoppEN,
362.
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both Neh 13:1-3 and 23-31 only use the prohibitegarding Ammonites and Moabites
from Deut 23 and stop short of listing Edom and gy

Nehemiah, like Ezra in his prayer (Ezra 9:12), ggoDeut 7:3 and contends with the
exiles to swear by it not to intermarry or let thehildren intermarry with these other
peoples (Neh 13:26). From the way it is used irh lmtoks of EN it seems that it was a

standard reference for banning intermarriage.

Nehemiah, as observed above, cites Solomon’s sthisnrespect, which connects Neh
13:23-31 not only with 1 Kings 11:1-11 but alsolwDeut 23:4-9 [3-8]. 1 Kings 11:2
alludes to the prohibition of intermarriage in cention with Solomon’s foreign wives:
.032 IX27RY O 072 RIANTRY KR *127HR Mk wR oantie. Generally this is translated
as ‘from the nations of whom YHWH had said to tlosss of Israel, “You shall not
associate with them (lit. go among thamn wan-x?) and they shall not associate with
you (lit. go among yow>2 w2 -x?).” The idiomatic use of the Hebrewa xa-x? in 1
Kings 11:2 occurs in Deut 23:2-9 [1-8] with its egpied prohibition for various groups to
go into the assembly of YHWH..6 x2x?).}%® The reference in Kings to a divine
command using the same phrase as the one in DeRt92f-8] and Solomon’s
marriages to wives from the four nations (Moab, AomnEgypt, Edom) listed in Deut 23
make the connection likely. If the above reasonmgorrect then understanding Deut
23:2-9 [1-8] as a reference to intermarriage hasegatent already in the deuteronomistic

history.

The most obvious difference between Ezra 9-10 aslal INB:23-30 is that Nehemiah does
not mention divorce as a solution and it is unijkiflat such measures were applied by
him. First, the oath extracted has a preventatinetfon; it does not deal with marriages
already contracted. Cursing the laymen (v.25) aaiting an imprecation on the guilty

priests (v.29) seems to indicate that in Nehemiaiesv the marriages could not be

1% BDB notes thagn followed by the suffixa has the sense ‘of associating with'. E.g. Josi 22

(o2 om o2 ank2 o2 anannnm ‘and intermarry with them, so that you associaith them and they with
you' - NASV); Gen 49:6°¢2> 7nn-7% 07722 *wo1 Xan=>k o702 ‘Let my soul not enter into their council; Let
not my glory be united with their assembly’ - NASWBDB, 931x12 § 1.f.
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undone. This act of cursing may, however, be mmgm@fecant than just being a sign of a
temper tantrum that expressed displeasure or #&ticstr It may well communicate the
principle that God’'s judgment will come on thoseonhave broken the terms of the
covenant, which finds an analogy in the cursesquroned in Deut 27:15-26 and 28:15-
68. The specific issues the exiles committed théraseto in the covenant renewal of
Neh 10:29-40 [28-39] are precisely the ones thay tthsobeyed in Neh 13. Further, as
mentioned in 8.1.1 the unusual expression of entering into aecand an oatha’x:
maw 72x1) in Neh 10:30 [29] resonates with a similar expi@s of crossing over into
God’s covenant and oath/curse in Deut 29:11 [#2fxf1 7°7%% 7310 1122 712v%). This
may provide further support for the theory abovesiit seems to have formed part of
the conceptual world of the exilic community. Thirere may be a close link here
between the breaking of the (renewed) covenantthedsubsequent cursing of those

whose action caused irremediable damage.

4.4.3 The Reason for the Ban
Unlike Ezra 9:1-2, Neh 13 does not mention ‘abotmms’ or ‘the holy seed’ in
connection with the intermarriages althoumty as referring to ‘mixture’ in Neh 13:3
may have some resonances with the ‘holy seed’.sEhiptural associations afy from
Ex 12:38 and Num 11:4 suggest a negative influetheg weakens resolve for the
allegiance of YHWH, while the specific reference Deut 23:5-6 [4-5] indicates that
association with the Ammonites and Moabites (aneirthatter day equivalents) is

destructive because of the actively hostile atétafithese nations.

Nehemiah in Neh 13:23 is primarily concerned that descendants of mixed marriages
were losing their ability to speak Hebrew. Althoutite text does not spell out the
implications of this, it may indicate an anxietyaththese children will thereby have lost
access to Torah. Similarly the citation of Deut 8y signal a fear of idolatry/apostasy
although again this is not spelt out. When Nehemadérs to King Solomon in v.26, he
merely states that ‘the foreign women caused eventb sin’ (2w W0A7 IR0
nmoi). 1 Kings 11 defines Solomon’s sin as idolatry aaqbstasy (vv.4-8) and a

breaking of YHWH'’s covenant and his commandments9@l1). Further, it highlights
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an issue that may have had relevance for the exilamely that Solomon did not
abandon the worship of YHWH entirely, but ‘marri¢dé worship of YHWH with those
of other gods. The text stresses that ‘his heastwedcompletelywith YHWH, his God’
(»rox Moy abw 1222 a7RD - v.4) and that ‘he did not follow YHWIfully’ (892 &
M R - v.6). Similarly, Neh 13 illustrates this compnsed attitude to YHWH:
nepotism, not giving tithes for the Levites’ neetl&e breaking of the sabbath and the

ignorance of the Hebrew language among childrem fmixed marriages.

It is possible, of course, that Neh 13:13:23-31arsthnds Solomon’s example differently
from the way 1 Kings 11:1-11 envisages it and whiakes the significance of that
passage in a different direction. We see this, ifatance, inSirach 47:20, which
reinterprets Solomon’s sin in terms of defilemehth® family line. One would expect,
however, to have a more explicit indication of suche-reading when the passage is
otherwise so firmly associated with the problem idblatry. Further, the overall
perspective of Neh 13, which strongly reflects tthieking of both Deuteronomy and the

Deuteronomistic history makes this possibility l[#ssn convincing.

We see in the above passage then the same ret@leogementioning idolatry explicitly
and the same cluster of associations surroundimgetdefined as non-Israelites as in the
rest of EN, namely the negative influence whichdesofaithfulness to YHWH. In fact,
Nehemiah, like Ezra 9:1 refers to the sin of intmiage as ‘unfaithfulness¥»).
Although®y» may have the technical sense of sacrilege as dilgmderstands it in Ezra
9-10 it is also a word, as | shall argue, that banused in a non-technical sense of

breaking the covenant (see discussion 2g1).

45 Conclusion

This chapter has examined the list of nations iraEz1, the pentateuchal basis for their
inclusion, their connection with the term ‘abomioat’, the variant reading in 1 Esdras
8:68, the question why the text focuses especallyfforeign women but not men and
finally a comparison with the intermarriage crisisNeh 13. | argued that in the MT's
version the basis for the list is to be found iruDeé:1-3; Deut 23:4-7 [3-6] and Lev 18:3
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and that the ‘abominations’ associated with themewdolatry and sexual immorality.
The list included groups who were representativethafse heinous sins rather than
intended to specify the particular nations with whantermarriage was unacceptable.
The alternative reading in 1 Esdras, which replabedAmorites with the Edomites was
explained from the wider context of the book whithessed the negative role Edom
played in the downfall of Israel. | also suggedteat this alteration shifted the meaning
of ‘abominations’ towards an understanding whiatufged more strongly on the hostility
of some of these nations to God’s people and on ithftuence, which eroded allegiance
and faithfulness to YHWH'’s covenant and commandmefte emphasis on women was
shown to be part of a deliberate parallel betwesael's pre- and post-exilic state
highlighting the sin of the secular and religiogadership along the lines emphasised in
the deuteronomistic history. The comparison witth N8 suggested a similar reason for
the ban on intermarriage as in the case of Ezr@ Bated on Deut 7:1-3, Deut 23:4-7 [3-
6] and using the narrative of 1 Kings 11:1-11 alijo some aspects of Neh 13:23-31 will

await further consideration in8
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5 HeremlLaw and Ezra 9-10

It would follow from the above that the exiles hauunderstanding of their situation that
reflected the views of the deuteronomistic histdirgeems that they thought of the exile
as punishment for intermarriages (cf. Ezra 9:12-IgBrticularly among their
leadership/kings and for its inevitable consequenteapostasy and idolatry. The
deuteronomistic history, however, goes further acating the problem in Israel’s
disobedience tderem (oan) law: the command to exterminate the local inkeatig of
Canaan. This is particularly prominent in Judgesnehthe first chapter’s recurring
refrain is that the various tribes did not ‘drivet’cor ‘dispossess’ (hiphiba°) those who
lived there (Judg 1:19, 21, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 3. The disastrous consequences
(idolatry, apostasy and servitude) are describehlidg 2-3 and are also summarised after
Israel’'s downfall in 2 Kings 17:7-23. Although Jidis somewhat better off, eventually

she too succumbs to the same sins and is takenaptovity.

The key legal passage behind the deuteronomistiorgiunderstood above is Deut 7:1-3
and we have seen so far that the exiles lookefu#tification for their actions in Torah.
However, thekherem law of Deut 7 understood as the extermination tod tocal
inhabitants of Canaan, plays little part in therystof the intermarriage crisis and the
solution offered® The only actual reference to the warth is in Ezra 10:8, but the
practice there is applied to Israelites rather ttoathe local ‘foreign’ inhabitants and has
no apparent connection with Deut 7. Moreover, thireno obvious parallel for
confiscation of property in the pentateuchal ledish — the closest text specifically
relating to thezeremof property is Lev 27:21, 28. The context of L&y Bowever, deals
with voluntary consecration of land, livestock (gmebple?), whereas tikeremin Ezra

is imposed by the assembly and refers to whatnemgdly considered moveable property
(w127).1%" This state of affairs is all the more notewortsipce the postexilic community

1% setting up the issues of Ezra 9-1@B(8) | mention Ex 34:11-16, which equally contatime
prohibition against intermarriage but without tfeemlaw. However, as | explained there the verbal
connections are much stronger with Deut 7.

9 BDB, 7399w § 1.
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is so emphatic about obeying the law, yet in Ezi®) 3hekseremof Deut 7 appears to be

ignored, while théieremthat is practised is seemingly without legal foatah.

In this chapter | propose to address two questielating tozeremso as to understand
the legal setting of Ezra 9-10. First, how can thissing component oieremin the
intermarriage crisis be explained: was it considerelevant, temporarily suspended or
was it reinterpreted in the light of the post-exgituation? Secondly, how did the exiles
arrive at their particular understanding of the,lawthe verse where they do appbrem
(Ezra 10:8)? In order to answer these questiondl lewamine first the relevant legal
material as well as other texts in the Old Testdnersee how the concept pérem
changed over time and to demonstrate the degréexdsility and the various directions
that the interpretation of the term took. Althougty primary focus needs to be the
legislative material and that of Deuteronomy intigatar, the narratives and prophetic
texts where the word occurs will provide a usefatkground of comparison for the
various ways the concept has been interpreted andtarpreted. This will then be
followed by the consideration of the various sate that the postexilic community

might have used to interpret the law in their ainsiances.

There are two aspects fieremin the Old Testament which need to be tackleddeoto
answer the questions raised about Ezra 9-10; daeseo thgieremof people, which |
shall refer to as ‘enemiyerem, and the other to that of property. When dealwith the
former we need to ask first whether the commanDBenteronomy is to be taken at face
value as extermination or understood metaphoric&gcondly, the scope of thherem
law demands closer consideration, i.e. who the at®jef zeremare to be and why?
When handling the issue of properigrem the question is what becomes of the

possessions maderemand to what extent are such actions voluntary amaatory.

5.1 EnemyHeremin the OT

5.1.1 Metaphorical or ‘Literal'?
One of the key questions in trying to understanétwzra and his circle have made of

the heremlaw is whether it is interpreted as destructioatdein the Pentateuch and



5 HeremLaw and Ezra 9-10 64

especially in Deuteronomy, or if it has a metaptarimeaning already in these

legislative materials.

Moberly in his essay on the implications of theemaakes Deut 7 to present therem
law as ‘a metaphor for religious fidelity’ (p.13®&)th only two practical expressions: the
prohibition of intermarriage and the destructionhefathen cultic object§® This move
kills two birds with one stone. It eliminates thergeived discrepancy between the
command to exterminate the seven nations and tifghption of intermarriage with the
same people. Moreover, it explains the silence nfaBE3-10 on the&:erem of these
nations, since then the prohibition to intermarmyd/ar ally oneself with the local

population can be seen as the fulfilment of theel®momic command dferem

However, there are strong arguments for talirgem when its objects are people, to
mean extermination or death, especially in Deut@mnand the deuteronomistic history.
| start with the legal sections first, which terallie economical in their wording and
therefore more ambiguous at times. The narratikes tan flesh out the meaning with

some more detatf®

The first occurrence dferemin the canon is Ex 22:19 [28 which merely says that the
idolatrous Israelite should be makkremwithout giving any further detail as to what this
might entail. Alt takegeremas synonymous in meaning witty nv (‘he shall surely be
put to death’). In his view, the original legistatiran like thisnn» nn oIk 2798 121
(‘whoever sacrifices to other gods shall surelypu to death’. Wheroan» (shall be
heremed’) came to replacenx (‘other’) thenn» nw dropped out. He notes that the
alternative readingnk is found in the Samaritan Bible, Alexandrinus asmime
minuscules! Alt's theory ignores the fact that» nm does not occur in any of the

1% Moberly ‘Toward an Interpretation’, 134-137.

199 am aware that the interpretation/efemin the individual books should not be collapsed ine,
nevertheless tracing the meaningoof through the sources gives us a better appreciafitire term
overall.

191 yse the canonical order of the Protestant Em@ible for convenience without making any
assumptions as to the dating of these texts oratieus stages of development that the concejpéiaim
has undergone.

1L Alt, ‘Urspriinge’, 45.
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versions in conjunction withanx and is therefore too speculative. Nevertheless)tgd
that his reconstruction is correct, it still doest follow logically that the two terms are
therefore synonymous. Others have objected/tbemcould not mean death, since the
previous law about sodomy (v.18) specifies the ld@analty f» nn) and why would
two texts, one after the other, use two differemirds for death?* This argument,
however, is not conclusive either, sinf@remcould have an additional dimension (such
as the sacrificial connotation noted ir58.3), while at the same time still be a form of
the death penalty. Moreover, there are other textere herem clearly means
extermination preceded by a similar offence purbhay the death penalty (Deut 13:2-
12 cf. 13:13-16). It is perhaps possible thexemis a later addition to the early text of Ex
22 in order to align it with the later deuteronontih@ory oferem As the text now

stands, however, we must conclude that the meaaingot be decided with certainty.

There is nothing ambiguous about the fate of thmdmubeing mentioned in Lev 27:29,
however; ‘he cannot be ransomed, he shall surefyubé death’fnr nin 779> ®?). More
difficult are the circumstances that would leadtauman beingnadeizeremconsidering
that the rest of the chapter is dealing with ieeemof property, which assumes a peace-
time context once lIsrael is settled in the lanchflok when discussing Lev 27:28 argues
that people dedicated freremremain alive probably as slaves, although thees dwt
seem to be any basis in the text to assume soapette deduces this from the vow to
dedicate persons to YHWH in Lev 27:1-8, which Wanhergues is connected to the idea
of slavery in that such persons may free themsdteas the vow by paying the amount
that they might fetch in the slave mark€tRegarding v.29 Lohfink says,

To distinguish this case [v.28] clearly from thdlikg of a person, v.29, referring to the ancient
herem punishment, was appended. The crucial point iswt2® uses the hophal, which shows that

we are dealing with a different and distinct cH8e.

12 schafer-Lichtenberger, ‘Bedeutung’, 274. She ssiggferther thakeremmust mean expulsion from
the community; although she gives no reason farittierpretation other than her argument above, tha
heremhere cannot mean death. However, | fail to seepeingmwould automatically mean expulsion if it
is not death.

"3 \Wenham/ eviticus 338.

141 ohfink, ‘o', 199.
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One is hard-pressed to follow the logic of the amgnt. First, putting so much weight on
the verb form to distinguish between two kindsegfislation seems to me misguided. The
hophalis employed only in two other cases (Ex 22:19;aE0:8); all other texts where
the verb occurs use thphil of a9, including the war passages against the Canaanites
and the punishment of the idolatrous Israelite (fitgut 13:13-18). If Lohfink is thinking
of Ex 22:19 here, then he is linking Lev 27:29 wathext that does not actually spell out
what sereminvolves. Thus it is difficult to identify it aseferring to the same thing as
Lev 27:29 purely on the strength of the verb foktmre importantly, the Hebrew has no
markers to suggest a break between v.28 and 2%helftext wanted to make it
unambiguous that human beings are not to be kiledyd it not have been easier to say
in v.29 something like this: ‘But as to theremof people, they shall not be ransomed,
they shall be slaves in the Temple forever'. Th&timiction, however, as the text now
stands is far from clear. Rather, the emphasisnishe comparison with the ordinary
dedication, highlighting the difference between tive forms of consecration. Thus, the
person/thing dedicated in the ordinary way may @rtain instances be redeemed,
whereagnote the Hebrewx at the beginning of v.28) what Agremis irrevocable; once
given it cannot be retrieved. The verse follows thp command with the added
explanation that alkeremis most holy §*w7p w7p cf. the status of ordinary consecration
is wip in 27:9, 14). V.29 then underlines the seriousnafsgerem by repeating its
irredeemable character in the case of human bespg#iing out their fate in no uncertain
terms (‘they shall surely be put to death’ nw). Therefore in its context, v.29 stresses
that not even in the case of human beings can &aose made regardikgrem Thus
Lohfink’s argument that v.28 refers to a differdabhd of zerem from that of v.29
effectively falls down and with it the idea thaetteremof people can mean a fate other

than death in the text.

More uncertain is the case of Num 18:14 wheréeaiémis assigned to the priests. Does
this include human beings? The nam could refer to both people (e.g. Lev 27:28; Jos
6:17; 1 Kings 20:42; Isa 34:5, etc.) and possessiarv 27:28; Deut 13:18; Jos 6:18;
7:1; 1 Sam 15:21, etc.), although the context ef ¢hapter makes it more likely that

heremmeans property here. An indication of how this notand was understood in the
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exilic-postexilic period is the use of this commandEzek 44:29, where the context

suggests produce and animals.

The deuteronomic legislation leaves little doubatthan is meant to be read as
extermination or annihilation. Deut 7 does not nenteath, yet the text elaborates on
the meaning ofnn exhorting the Israelites to strike the Canaangtons @n»oi — v.2),

to make the names of their kings perish ‘until yave destroyed themopwi-nx n7arm
anR Tawn Y ... — v.24). The fate of these nations is destructem,it is repeatedly
emphasisedifir 7v - v.20,07wn 7V - v.23).

One of the objections to readimgn in Deut 7 as annihilation is the perceived tension
betweenferem as extermination and the following prohibition witermarriage or
covenant-making in vv.2-3. If the population is s@zed, then no marriage or covenant
is possible with them. The tension, however, camelselved if one reads the prohibition
of alliance and intermarriage as potential alteveat to total annihilation, which the
Israelites might find attractive and which are néweless deemed wrord). There is a
similar structure evident at the end of the chaptgarding idols which are to be burnt
(vv.25-26). A number of alternatives follow, howevinplying the possibility that this is
not done. The Israelites might take the gold aesi{presumably before burning the rest)
or bring the idol into the house instead of destrgyt. Yet in this case no one seems to
feel any tension even though by the same tokerdhemand to burn the idol should be
interpreted merely as a prohibition not to apprateriany part of it or carry it into one’s
house.

The next text to examine is Deut 13:15-18, whicimowmnds the inhabitants of an
idolatrous Israelite city to be struck with the edy the sword {177 20y 2w =n& 720 737
2795 - v.16), while the city and the booty is burntaaghole burnt offering§°% 927
— v.17). It is worth noting that in the previoussen of chapter 13, the individual who
entices others to idolatry, whether a false prophetreamer (v.5) or a private individual

(v.6) is to be put to deatlmf> n» - vv.9-10), while over the city that becomes idadas

12 3oel Lohr in his unpublished PhD thesis arguesesioimg similar Chosen176-181 esp. 177.
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as a result of such enticemdigremis to be exercised (v.15). Thus the two phrases ar
used here for a similar offence, which makes onedeoif they are synonymous, even if
the nuance of meaning is not identical. Schmitbtises that n signifies more than the
death penalty and that it includes the children #red property of the criminal, which
would fit Deut 13:15-18 nicely (as well as the sihAchan in Jos 73:° It could also
explain why it isheremand notnnr nw that is used in Ex 22:19, if the two terms are
similar in meaning. On the other hand, freremlaw dealing with the Canaanites does

not allow for this additional meaning, since th#re booty belonged to Israel (seb.8).

Finally, the last legislative piece relating/teremin Deuteronomy makes it unambiguous
that extermination is meant. Deut 20:16-18 givesructions concerning wars against
cities that are within Israel’s inheritance and ooamds their annihilation including
women and children. Israel should leave no onesalito breathesifwi->> 7onn 8% —
v.16).

One other text that has some bearing on this quesiDeut 21:10-14, which regulates
the case of the captive woman, whom an Israelightrwish to take as a wife. One might
argue that this negates theremlaw in Deut 20:16-18 and is proof that not all lamrm
beings were meant to be killed iierem However, | believe that the explicit command
regarding the extermination of all in the Canaanites is a stronger argument than the
silence of Deut 20:16-18 regarding the originshef taptive womar.’

The narratives confirm the above picture. Firstsibften emphasised when a city falls
undererem that no survivor was leftrw 1axwn X% - Deut 2:34; 3:3; Jos 10:28, 37,
39), or nothing/no one that breathesu{1-5> 1m1 x> - Jos 11:11), or that Israel struck the
inhabitants with the edge of the swondr (57 ik 17 - Jos 8:24, also Jos 10:28, 35, 37,
39; 11:11, 12, 14). Secondly, in some passages is set in parallel with the

18 5chmitt, ‘Du sollst...’, 91.

7 From a historical-critical perspective the disenegy has been explained by the later addition dfGas
18 into Deut 20, whereas no reference to the istieremwas made in the case of Deut 21:10-14.
Nevertheless, whatever might have been the origimabe of these commandments | take the final &&m
my point of reference. From this vantage point Duheeds to be read in the light of what is clestdted
in Deut 20 and understand the law about the captoraan to imply the context of war against nations
outside of Canaan.
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unambiguous death penaltya{> ). So for instance Israel takes an oath to puetatid

anyone who did not come to the assembly in Judg, Zdtlowed by the execution of
heremon the inhabitants of Jabesh-Gilead, who faile@gpear at the meeting (v.11).
Similarly, in 1 Sam 15:3, theeremof all that Amalek has is linked with putting men,

women and children (as well as animals) to deathr{y1 Yovn TwR=7y woRn 7nnm).

5.1.2 The Scope of the Command
Another question that needs further considerasahe scope of the command f@rem
The law affected most obviously two groups in mair: idolatrous Israelites and the
seven nations living in Canaan. In fact the legistaonly mentions those two groups
with a possible unspecified third in Lev 27:29 ¥anich, as mentioned before, we do not
have a context. On the other hand, the narratest#yt to the gradual extension of the
term to other groups and situations. The most t@tabthese is the use séremin the
case of the Amalekites. Although Deuteronomy conusathe extermination of the
Amalekites (25:19) it does not call thasn, while 1 Sam 15 does. Perhaps the avoidance
of the word in Deuteronomy indicates that the ovadjicontext of the law was the
extermination of nations within the land of Israeld therefore Amalek did not qualify.
Similarly, in 1 Chr 4:41 the Meunites are magFemin the territory of Simeon during
Hezekiah’s time, but the raid on the Amalekitel3y.is not callechn. On the other
hand in 1 Kings 20:42, Ben-Hadad, the king of themeans and his people were
supposed to have been annihilateds) by King Ahab, who instead made peace with

him. Thus not all of our sources useremin a precise way.

A further move is observable in the destructiowarfous nations not by Israel but by the
Assyrian king Sennacherib described as a formnof(2 Kings 19:11; 2 Chr 32:14; Isa
37:11). The verb is used similarly in 2 Chr 20:2Bene Ammon and Moab fight Edom.
In the prophets this trend continues with the vgradually losing any of its previous
fixed specific application and comes to mean simpktermination or destruction
irrespective of who does it to whom and why. Thui iused for Babylon’s attack on
Judah (and other nations) (Jer 25:9), other ndtaestruction of Babylon (Jer 50:21, 26;
51:3), the King of the North’s action against thiad<of the South (Dan 11:44), YHWH’s
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move against the Sea of Egypt (Isa 11:15), theonat{lsa 34:2), Edom (Isa 34:5) and
Israel (Isa 43:28).

5.1.3 The Intention of the Command

The object of théizeremlaw has largely to do with idolatry, and idolatnythe land at
that; whether it is committed by an Israelite orthg Canaanites. In the former case, the
command is punitive (Ex 22:19), although it migktdrgued that the strict measures also
serve to warn off potential offenders. In the caisthe Canaanite nations the command is
meant to prevent Israel from falling into temptatioy eliminating the source (Deut 7:4;
20:18). Deuteronomy in particular stresses thaelsis not to interfere with nations
outside the land (Edom — Deut 2:5; Moab — Deut 2@mon — Deut 2:19) anfderem
only applies to the people within the territory YHiAhas given them (Deut 2:31; 3:2).
This is perhaps explicable by what has been coresidthe association @eremwith the
sacred spherg® McConville in his commentary on Deuteronomy givashelpful

description of this idea.

The ‘devotion to destruction’, in religious histpngeans putting to death every living creaturg [...
as a kind of sacrifice to Yahweh, on the ground tha land belongs to his ‘holy sphere’, and is
given only to those whom he has designated ‘hdllye underlying concept is that whatever is not
‘holy’ cannot come into Yahweh's presence. Convgrdhe killing, as in sacrifice, is a kind of

assimilation into the holy sphere, a making ‘hdfy .

In Deut 13:15-18 the procedure for dealing with ith@atrous Israelite city has the added
character of a whole burnt offeringi>> %75 — v.17 cf. Deut 33:10; 1 Sam 7:9; Ps
51:19), which is meant to appease YHWH’s wrath v min 2w wn- v.18). The
command to destroy Jericho completely, including $ipoil, may also have sacrificial
connotations. The booty normally belonged to Is(aeé 8.2), so thea n of Jericho is
unusual and Greenberg theorises that it has theaalea of first fruits offerings: the
giving of the first spoils of Canaan wholly to GB3Thus in the wars against Canaanites
heremis a destruction in devotion to God.

18| ohfink even goes as far as to suggest that thredas a counter-spherefterem ‘o1r’, 184.
19 McConville, Deuteronomy8s.
120 Greenberg, ‘Herem’, 347f.
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Outside the Pentateuch the reasoningi&remsometimes diverges from idolatry. Thus
in the case of the Israelites, Judg 21 (esp. 511)0Orecounts the massacre of Jabesh-
Gilead for not coming to the assembly, which waledato deal with the sin of the
Benjamites. With the extension of the practice &ians outside of Canaan the added
reasoning forheremmay be hostility toward Israel; most notably ire thase of the
Amalekites, who attacked YHWH'’s people along theyviram Egypt to the Promised
Land (1 Sam 15:2-3 cf. Deut 25:1%8).As the scope oferemwidens the reasons for its
execution grow more opaque and, as noted eartidredomes merely a synonym for
extermination and destruction. Only on the odd sradoes a text evoke the idea of
sacrifice (Isa 34:6) and occasionally it even casts sacrifice anderemas in 1 Sam
151

5.2 Property Heremin the OT

The legal portions of the Pentateuch deal predamiyavith people in connection with
heremand in most instances have no or only limited nmfation on what happens to the

property of those undéerem

The two passages dealing with theremof the Canaanite nations do not refer to the

spoil 123

Deut 7:25-26 mentions the destruction of idolsrider to eliminate the danger of
idolatry, but apart from this has nothing to saguwithe property or possessions of those
seven nation¥* Deut 20:10-18 discusses wars against ‘cities faryrom you’ (o wn

787 Tan NP — v.15) and those within Israel’s inheritancerbx 71 W 7787 0onyn My

mom 72 3 - v.16) only the latter of which is denoted &srem (v.17). The single

1211 :am not making a historical observation here,atyea canonical one on the differing useferemin
different texts.

1221 ohfink, in fact, argues that it is a deliberatdgmic against seeingeremin sacrificial terms.d
195.

12| am using Canaanite in this section as a conmesteorthand for all the inhabitants listed in ldned
(.e. Perizzites, Hivites, Jebusites, etc.).

124 Greenberg (‘Herem’, 345) infers from Deut 6:11t titw Israelites were meant to keep the spoilef th
cities underierem but this does not seem to me very convincing fieenabove verse, although | agree
with him that the legislation generally allowed foil to be kept. To be sure, Deut 6:11 speak®oses
with good things in it, which would indicate thaely were not destroyed, nevertheless, the ovenatjéry
has more of a rhetorical force to suggest thaelssecoming into an inheritance prepared and readignd
that is cultivated (vineyards and olive trees) asthblished with cities, hewn cisterns, etc. Thaeadc
details are incidental; rather the emphasis iergift nature of the land, which should remincésiof
YHWH, the giver of it all, in order that she migiut be enticed into idolatry (vv.12-15).
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difference mentioned for the wars against the Qaitesis that not only the men but all
the population is to be exterminated (v.16 cf. ¥.1Snce the fate of the booty is not
referred to in this case one might reasonably itifat the same regulation applies as in
the case of the cities ‘far from you’, where theibgas Israel’s to keep (v.14). Thus the
indirect evidence suggests that the people coule ltlae booty in any war, including

wars ofherem

The two texts dealing with theeremof idolatrous Israelites vary in the treatment of
property. Ex 22:19 does not mention it, Deut 13165prescribes the burning of an

idolatrous city including the livestock and all theoty.

The heremof property in peace-time means its irrevocablesegration for the use of the
priesthood/sanctuary (Lev 27:21, 28). V.28 doesspetify the fate of the devoted item,
but the general context of the chapter (devotionpadperty for the use of the
priesthood/sanctuary) suggests th&rem here involves the same. This is further
strengthened by the fact that the legislation moiotit two differences okerem as
opposed to simple consecration, namely #faemis irrevocable (the item cannot be

redeemed) and the consecration of people invohais death.

The narratives dealing witherem against Israel’'s enemies in the Pentateuch (mostly
Deuteronomy) and in the deuteronomistic historiestfthe same ambiguity and variety
regarding the handling of property. It is often moéntioned specifically (Num 21:2-3;
Jos 10:1, 28, 35-40; 11:21; Jdg 1:17; 21:11; 1 Kia21; 20:42). In other instances the
spoil goes to Israel (including the livestock - D&B5; 3:7; 8:27; Jos 11:14). In Jericho,
the livestock is destroyed and the spoil is buntegt for the silver, the gold, and the
articles of bronze and iron, which were put in t@ple treasury (Jos 6:21, 24). In 1 Sam
15 Saul is condemned for not destroying the livestan the serem against the
Amalekites and not even the possibility of usingenth as sacrificial offerings is

acceptable as an alternative.
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The only prophetic usage of the term which affehts question of property describes
Israel’'s destruction of foreign nations and #rexem of their wealth (Mic 4:13). It is
unclear whether the latter is destroyed or considoeTemple use.

5.3 Dedication and Destruction

Even though we cannot be sure of the exact stagdevelopment that the concept of
herem has undergone, nevertheless this brief surveyhigislighted some important
aspects of the concelst.Within the pentateuchal legislation, the deuternitouse of the
term gives us the fullest and most specific pictofewhat zerem might entail. It
essentially involves a destruction of the objedtdther person or thing) and its ultimate
purpose is to prevent or to deal with idolatryhe tand. Thus, in Deuteronomy, it affects
only Israelites and the local inhabitants of Canaaditionally listed as the seven nations
occupying the land. As the expressidgeremto YHWH’ and the occasional sacrificial

aspect testify, it is a form of dedication or demotof the object to God.

There seem to be two lines of thought within thesitéronomic form oferem which
surface in the other sources and take the concepwa different directions. Whether
Deuteronomy pulled the two strands together orragberces picked up on one or other
of those aspects evident in Deuteronomy is diffictal tell. Either way, it is a
development worth noting. One strand emphasisesli®ent of destruction, which
becomes the primary feature of the word in someatiges and in the prophetic writings
until it lacks any of its specifically deuteronomaharacteristics. Thus, beyond the
Pentateuch, the use of the term becomes loosagyitaffect nations outside Israel. In its
most lax applicatioreremmay be executed by any nation (or even by Godroynother
nation. What remains a standard feature of the whbaolwever, is the meaning of
annihilation and complete destruction. In fact, whiecomes to people, it is the single
most consistent feature éeremthroughout all its occurrences with the only pblgsi
guestion mark around Ex 22:19, which does not sp#livhatzerementails.

12 As mentioned earlier (see fn.121 on p.71) | wiskmphasise here that | am not making a traditio-
historical claim about the developmentefembut merely commenting on the diversity of usageniwi
the OT canon.
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The second strand of thought highlights the dedigahature ofzerem and this is
particularly prevalent where booty/property is itveal. Since the spoil of war belonged
to Israel, its voluntary dedication to YHWH on osm (as in the case of Jericho) is a
war-time expression of the peace-time practice roperty zeremas outlined in Lev
27:28-29. The devotion of the valuable items frdra spoil of Jericho to the Temple
treasury finds its parallel in the voluntary offegiof the Israelite’s property for the use of
the sanctuary/priesthood. Perhaps the poignany stbrAchan’s sin and the general
association oferemwith destruction, which has a finality about ihds its echo in the
most holy status assigned to the propgesemin Lev 27 and in the emphasis there of its

irrevocable nature.

Finally, the purpose of theeremlaw as demonstrated in Deuteronomy is both pumitiv
when dealing with an idolatrous Israelite and pr¢atve when it affects the Canaanites
in that it eliminates for Israel the source of teatjpn to idolatry (and apostasy). Beyond
the Pentateuch, the cause f@rembroadens to include hostility against Israel (InSa
15) and the failure of Israelites to turn up foramsembly in order to deal with communal
sin (Jdg 21). Thus as the scopgiefemwidens, so the reason or need for it become less
defined.

5.4 EnemyHeremin Ezra 9-10

Although my main concern as a background for Ezi® & Deuteronomy, nevertheless,
in the previous section | have evaluated all theeptoccurrences af-n in the Old
Testament to give a wider context for understandiog the term was used. That the
heremof people in Deuteronomy means extermination seeles to me. In claiming
such a meaning fokerem however, there is one other objection, namely thas
difficult to envisage &Sitz im Leberfor such a command. As Milgrom puts it, ‘why
should a document [i.e. Deuteronomy] of the eigitlseventh century, a time when the
Canaanites posed no threat whatsoever, demand heinction?'®® Milgrom’s
statement, however, implies several tacit assumgptibirst, it takes for granted the idea

that Deuteronomy has a secret agenda read backcasnmand into the age of the

126 Milgrom, ‘Religious Conversion’, 172.
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conquest to give it added authority. Secondly @sppposes that the action required will
be identical to the one presented in the book. Heweaeither assumption is necessarily

valid.

It is possible to see Deuteronomy as a documeriirigoback on Israel’s history and
seeing impending doom (or already realised disagtene posits an exilic date for the
book). In this situation the author(s) may simply &sking the question of what went
wrong. The answer could then be the lack of comeritndemonstrated by Israel in
destroying the sources of temptation that eventuedl to the nation’s downfall. Such a
context would still allow, even demand, action éthken, yet may not necessarily imply

the need for an exact imitation of the original coamd.

If we take the above proposal as ez im Leberfor the deuteronomigeremlaw, the
guestion still remains as to what the righteouadste is meant to do. Is he to apply the
command literally and make up for the lack in te@alzof his ancestors? If there are no
more Canaanites, can he extend the law to oth@nsatsuch as the ones inhabiting his
land? Can the extermination be re-interpreted nhetapally to mean action other than
killing? Can the reason or purpose fmrembe broadened? In other words, can one re-
interpret the meaning, the scope and the purpogereh? The previous survey of the
use ofkeremsuggests that this is precisely what has happetttdugh interestingly, the

meaning ofieremas extermination is the most constant elemerisiagplication.

Thus we come to the question of how the exilic granderstood théeremlaw of Deut

7, the passage that played a key role in theirmaegut against intermarriages. There are at
least three possible alternatives. First, the pd&tecommunity might have felt that the
command was no longer relevant in their age. It gigen for the time of the conquest
only, when the tribes entered the land inhabitectner nations. Secondly, they might
have considered the command to be suspended fotirtiee being because it was
impracticable when Judah (Yehud) was merely a Beysiovince without the freedom to
make its own independent decisions or lead wansdlhif the commandment was seen

as valid and not suspended then it must be renetierg in order to apply it to the new
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situation that arose after the exile. The questiean becomes what aspects of the law

need to be rethought.

5.4.1 No Longer Relevant?
If the command is interpreted by Ezra 9-10 to lwikéal in time and only applicable to the
seven Canaanite nations, who were gone by thedintiee exile, then there is no room
for o1 in the postexilic period any mot&.This would explain why thgeremlaw is not
mentioned at the beginning of Ezra 9 even thouglioiins the backdrop of the

deuteronomic command prohibiting intermarriage.

Thus Hoffman argues that thaison d'étrefor the deuteronomistic descriptions of doing
heremin Joshua is to combat xenophobic tendenciesaiptstexilic period by making it
clear that there are no more Canaanites in the'fdracording to Hoffman it is likely to
be a polemic against Ezra and groups with simiérophobic tendencies, who continue
to apply the law. In Ezra’s case this is done blinzapeople to avoid intermarriage,

which Hoffman considers ‘anachronistic, groundiasd null’ (p.207).

However, there are several difficulties with Hoffms case. First, he does not
differentiate betweeheremand the intermarriage ban even though the twockaly
not the same (unless, of course, one follows theapherical reading within
Deuteronomy, in which caderemeffectively equals no intermarriage and no allegnc
Secondly, theraison d’étre for the herem law that Hoffman advocates is simply
unconvincing when numerous texts in the deuterostieritistory highlight precisely the
neglect that characterised Israel in exterminagihghe Canaanites. So, for instance, Jos
15:13; 16:10; 17:12 refer to the nations that lIsché not drive out and Jos 23:12-13
warns against intermarriage precisely because tual Ipopulation has not been

annihilated®?® Judges gives reasons for the failure of carryingtioeserem(Judg 2:1-3;

2" This is the classic rabbinic position. Cf. Greenbé olitical Use’, 469.

128 Hoffman, ‘Deuteronomistic Concept’, 204-207.

12 This incidentally is an example of how Deut 7:fctions in practice. The command was to
exterminate the Canaanite nations but since tiisibaibeen done during the conquest, thereforeidosh
warns against the alternative danger of intermgeri€learly the two are differentiated: Israel did obey
the law ofhreremand exterminate these nations; she must now doekiebest thing and not intermarry.
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2:21-3:6) and in 2 Samuel there is further eviderfdadividual Canaanites living in the
land (11:3; 24:16). Surely, if the aim is to makeant about the extinction of the
Canaanites and the uselessness of following /#r@m law it is done in a fairly

unconvincing way. Rather, the careful reader svath the impression that the problem
is precisely the lack of total commitment to theremlaw and that there is a direct
correlation between this laxity and Israel’s siry Baving the sources of temptation

alive, the nation was led astray into idolatry apdstasy.

Further, beyond Hoffman’s theory, the more gengrablem with considering thieerem
law irrelevant or invalid is that the reason whiohcessitategerem namely idolatry,
allows the law to be broadened to include any otfaéion who may pose a similar threat
to Israel's exclusive worship of YHWH. Thus the gagtion that the absence of

Canaanites in Ezra’s time makes ffeeemlaw irrelevant is not a clinching argument.

Finally, it is unlikely that a group like Ezra’'srcle, depicted in Ezra 7-10 as intent on
obeying the Law, would consider any aspect of gadéte. To use a modern parallel,
Ezra’'sharedimare more likely to be like Orthodox Jews than Ref@enes. The latter,
are happy to make the Torah, in Levenson’s woalspnhtingent product of history’ and
thereby subordinate the law to the processes tifriiand its changing circumstancéy.
On the other hand, orthodox Jewry would want toolghithe validity of Torah even when
certain aspects of it could not be practised. Thuesturn to the next option in dealing

with the issue oferem

5.4.2 Suspended?
If the people of thgolah thought that the law of Deut 7:2 was still in ferto be carried
out on the present inhabitants of the land (ilee people(s) of the land(s)’), the lack of
political independence has made the command implessi obey. In a way, the returned
exiles faced a similar impasse as Jews after 70wDiB, had to come to terms with the
loss of the Temple and the impossibility of cargyiout the prescribed sacrifices. In the

case of the latter, orthodox Jewry has found &dt&ra forms for obeying the command

130 evenson, ‘The Eighth Principle’, 75-76.
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such as prayer, or the study of Torah, which doultanately replace the former, but
provide a way of bridging the gap in the presemt &n this reading, the expulsion of the
foreign wives may be seen as a temporary measues, & symbolic form oferem
purging the community from foreign influence beaaitsis in no position to purge the
land itself.

The question of the basic principle, however, remalf circumstances change and make
the execution of a law impossible how is one toidkeavhether the measures in their
place are meant to be permanent or temporary?elecdke of théeremlaw there are at
least two reasons why one might see the solutioezra 9-10 as a permanent re-
interpretation of the command in Deut 7. First, BHrra narrative gives no indication that
what is being done in the case of the mixed maggag only second best, but only that
the situation is dealt with entirely in accordanath the Law. Secondly, there is no hint
in the history of the kings at the time of spirituanewals and reforms that Israel is
expected to massacre its non-Jewish populatiorbedience tazeremlaw. There are
only two isolated occurrences é@kerem beyond the conquest; one dealing with the
Amalekites in 1 Sam 15, and the other with the Miesnduring Hezekiah'’s reign (1 Chr
4:41)3

Overall, however, after Israel is settled in thediathe emphasis shifts from the need to
do heremto the problem of intermarriage, notably in Kingsfact, the temptations and
idolatries which eventually lead to Israel’'s dowhfaome from foreign wives who are
not of the seven nations mentioned in Deuterondrhg. motivating force for botherem
and the ban on intermarriage is the same: it isntneadeal with the problem of idolatry.

The purpose remains unaltered, merely the way dlireg the matter changes.

13 The case of the Amalekites in 1 Sam 15 is excegtim more ways than one. We have already noted
that it applies the term to a nation outside theralaries of Israel; the cause for its destructomoit

idolatry, but hostility to God’s people, it conttageremwith sacrifice and includes the destruction of the
spoil as well. Thus it is divested of its deutenmimassociations entirely. The theme of the need to
exterminate Amalek is a recurring one, yet it nonehelse refers to this aerem It surfaces in the book of
Esther, where the wicked Haman is portrayed aseetielant of the Amalekite king, Agag (Est 3:1) and
who is destroyed along with his family (Est 7:18-20, 14) through the services of another Benjamit
Mordecai, a descendant of Kish, like Saul. The aaid extermination of the Amalekites are also
mentioned in 1 Chr 4:43, but again without the laliéerem
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5.4.3 Reinterpreted? - HeremViolation
A slightly different approach is advocated by Mdgr regarding the place @kremin
the story of Ezra 9-182 He argues that if Ezra only forced the divorcdoafal non-
Israelite wives then he effectively applied theremlaw of Deut 7:1-3 to the local
inhabitants of his day. This explanation dependsthen distinction betweempnxi “ny
(local non-Israelite inhabitants) amdkx "»y (foreigners). The intermarriages are then
to be seen as tampering with what is dedicatgetssm which is a form of trespass upon
sancta Such a transgression constitutésra (‘unfaithfulness’) for which amwx (‘guilt
offering’) must be brought (Lev 5:14-16).

Milgrom’s theory falls down, | believe, primarilyelbause there does not seem to be a
clear distinction in the story betwegnx: "»y (‘people of the lands’) andwaxn ny
(‘peoples of the lands’). Ezra 9:1, 2 and 11 use lditer, Ezra 10:2, 11 the former.
Milgrom assumes that the occurrencenahxs »»y in Ezra 9 is erroneous but this is hard
to believe. Moreover, if the narrative is makingsharp distinction between local
inhabitants and foreigners, then the inclusiorooéign nations like Ammon and Moab in

Ezra 9:1 is confusing and lends itself to misun@eding.

There are also further difficulties with Milgromjgroposed view above. The notion of
heremviolation rests on the idea that if a person ta@sething from things dedicated as
herem it profanes the objects #€rem because as things devoted to God they have holy
status. The idea that one should not take anythirigh is assigned gseremonly occurs
four times in the Old Testament, twice in Deutemogd7:26; 13:18) and twice in Joshua
in connection with the Achan story (6:18; 7:12).wéwer, the point emphasised in all
instances is not what happens to the status afé¢kecrated object aérem but how the

act affects the thief. Thus, Deut 7:26 warns agaalsng an idol into one’s house lest the
thief becomegierem himself. It is possible to see in this verse thefanation of the
object byreremviolation, nevertheless, the warning may merelyaméat the person

132 Milgrom, Leviticus1-16, 360. This is an alternative theory to his enmiten quoted one, which | shall
discuss in detail in § and?.
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becomes trapped by idolatry and therefore comesruretemhimself (cf. Deut 13:15-

18). Alternatively, it might mean that the same=fatvaits those who steal from what is
herem namely death and destruction. However, the i@oés not considered holy and
there is no mention of their desecration or anysmeration that the idols ‘belong’ to

YHWH and he is robbed of his ‘due’. Deuteronomyasg, a whole, does not present
intermarriage as wrong because it constituterem violation but because it leads to
idolatry and apostasy. The warning to avoid idglatr v.4 is followed up by the

emphasis on the status of God’s people as holyghwimplies that the intermarriage and
ultimately its consequences (idolatry, apostasgpgedise this holiness. In Deut 13:18,
the command not to take anything thakésemis connected with turning God’s anger
away. The idea seems to be collective respongibffiisrael takes from the things that
YHWH ordered to be destroyed then it is as thoughlsecame a party to the sin of the
idolatrous city. Her disobedience in dealing with according to God’s command would
identify her with those who worshipped other godigain, there is no indication that the

concem is with profanation of consecrated things.

Although the booty was Israel’'s even when a cityg wadeg:erem in the case of Jericho
Joshua orders the entire spoil to be devoted to YHW well. However, only the gold,
silver and the articles of bronze and iron, whigravassigned to the Temple treasury are
mentioned as holy (Jos 6:19); nothing is said ef shatus of anything else among the
herem Achan’s sin constitutes breach of the covenawels as theft and deceit (7:11)
without any reference to profanation. It is intéirgs to note that the text stresses the
impact of zeremviolation on the camp of Israel; they supposediyne underzerem
themselves (Jos 6:18; 7:12). However, restoringstbenszerem(v.13) and presumably
dealing with the sinner in their midst apparen#galves the problem. Thus we see that
the term is not always applied very precisely, sialearly the Israelite camp does not fall
under the same judgment as Achan, who actually dtednthe act, yet the same

expression is used to describe them as the actua¢ator of such a crime (Deut 7:26).

One other text may be drawn into the discussiorciwhas some bearing on this question
of profanation. Lev 27:28 specifically mentions ttleaverything dedicated ageremis
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most holy and cannot be redeemed, which would intipdy taking something back that
was already dedicated asremwould profane it. Note, however, the relative tpof
usage again. Whereas Jos 6:19 calls Jeenemitems holy, Lev 27:28 describes them as
most holy. In any case, the issue of profanatioroisspelt out and the regulation refers to
voluntary dedication of one’s own property in a @geéme context, which differs
considerably from the other references mentionedvebin conclusion, profanation

seems to play little or no part in theremtexts.

Even if one accepts the theory of profanation,réhér objection raised by Hayes is that
‘it assumes that the prohibited non-Israelites taee objects of desecration (as devoted
heremthat has been violated). Yet in Ezra 9:1-2 attleiass clear that the Israelites

themselves are the objects of desecration (asseelg that has been profaned].”

Nevertheless, she concedes that it is not impesdibht zerem forms part of the
background to the issue in Ezra 9-10, particulbggause of her findings regarding the
use of Deut 7:26 as it is interpreted in some padie literature such as 4QMMT and
Jub30* Deut 7:26 states that anyone who takes an abaiotin@hyin) into his house,
i.e. an idol (cf. v.25), will becomgeremlike it (an> oon an»m). Hayes notes that in
4QMMT line C6 identifies the idol of Deut 7:26 dsetidolater/non-Israelite, whom one
should not bring into one’s house, i.e. marry. Sheher observes that a similar
identification between idol and idolater is maddi 30, where the Levitical prohibition
to give one’s seed to Molech (Lev 18:3), originafigferring to child sacrifice, is
understood as a ban on giving one’s child in mgerito an idolater/non-Israelite. This
identification of idolater and idol makes the viefitaking intermarriage as a form of

heremviolation more plausible.

The application of Deut 7:26 as part of the argunfenthe ban on intermarriage is an
attractive idea and may well form the backgrounddusm Ezra 9-10. It is a concept,
however, which if used, is not fully worked outtime mixed marriage crisis. As noted

1% Hayes, ‘Intermarriage’, 12f.
*bid., 31.
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above, Deut 7:26 states that the person bringingl@ninto the house becomésrem
himself. It would thus logically follow that if theives are undeferemand are excluded
from the community of Israel by being sent awayentlso should their husbands be.
However, in Ezra 9-10 it is only those who do noinply with the community’s decision
in dealing with the crisis, who are excluded (108) use a parallel situation, it is as if
Achan only had to relinquish what he had stolen atherwise could escape unharmed.
Thus, on several grounds it is unlikely that thierimarriage crisis is to be seeniasem

violation in the sense Milgrom advocates it here.

5.4.4 Reinterpreted? - Divorce asHerem
It follows from the above that if Ezra and his &rconsider Deut 7 and theremlaw
both relevant and in operation then this is onlggidle if they understand the command
metaphorically. In a way, this solution has sonfmdies with the first optionzeremas
extermination only applies to the Canaanites atcthrequest. Nevertheless, because the

Law is valid, therefore it must apply even if idifferent way than before.

If the above reasoning is right at all from theitogf how the narrative presents Ezra and
his circle, then how igereminterpreted? We have noted that the standard staheling

of hereminvolves death. In Ezra 9-10, insteadiefem we find the repeatedly used term
972 (in theniphal). The women are not destroyed physically as inrth&ances oferem
noted elsewhere, nevertheless their exclusion fthen community that is seen to
represent life is a form of death; they are eftesd§i put away as if they did not exist.
Thus, if my contention is right that the solutianthe intermarriage crisis is a form of
herem then this is a new development, which has nogatewat in the literature we know

of before Ezra.

The choice of words used in the story may well higitt the specific perspective of the
narrative. Thus, it is worth considering the sig@ihce of the expressions used for
marriage and divorce respectively, neither of whach the usual terms although there
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can be little question as to their substaric@hehiphil of x> (Ezra 10:3) means literally
‘to cause to go out’ as opposed to the wives’ mnevimarried status as ‘to cause to
dwell’ (Ezra 10:2 -iphil of aw°). The word pair evokes YHWH'’s act of causing I$tae
go out of Egypt (Ex 20:2; Deut 5:6; 6:12, etchiphil xx°) and to dwell in her own land
(Deut 11:31; 12:10, 29; 30:20, etgal 2v»). In fact, she is specifically admonished to
drive out the local inhabitants so that they do cwell there (Ex 23:33 gal 2v»). Is it
possible that these marriages were seen as gegignhacy to foreign people to dwell in
the land and consider it theirs, while their segdaut would signify that they had no
place among God’s people and on their [&ffd8uch a view would tie in with the
concem for taking hold of and keeping the landiclvhs a prominent feature in both Neh

9 and in Ezra’s prayer (esp. 9:12; see my discnssig@3.1.1).

5.4.5 ‘Let It Be Done According to the Law’
The re-interpretation and metaphorical usagéeem for understanding the divorces
would account for the otherwise curious fact tinat éxiles claim the law as the source of
their authority (‘let it be done according to tlasvl nwy> 77> — Ezra 10:3) even though
the command in Deut 7:3-6 does not tackle the prabbf what happens once such
intermarriages have occurred. Neither is therepaegedent elsewhere in the Torah for
such an action. In fact, Fishbane argues that xilesé statement that they aim to ‘act
according to the law’ is presumptuous, since themo clear basis for their decision in
the Law. Thus, they can only act on a particuléerpretation of the Law, not the Law

itself ¥’

1% The word used for marrying in Ezra 9:im, which, as observed earlier (see fn. 65) is latrigin but

is undoubtedly referring to marriage. So dpes:1in 9:14, which sometimes has the connotation of
political alliance strengthened through marriage®en 34:9; 2Chr 18:1). While the sending away is
generally assumed to be divorce, Epstein, argasth wives were merely sent away without a proper
divorce. In his view the procedure could not hagerbannulment because the idea that marriage betwee
Jew and a heathen was invalid was only introducehe era of the tannaim. Epsteitarriage Laws 167,
174.

1% Alternative suggestions include Williamson's whkins the unusual word pair by saying that they
express a pejorative attitude to these marriageéltigvson, EN, 150f.), while Witton Davies goes as far as
to say that the unions were not considered properages (Witton Davieg€N, 144f.).

13" FishbaneBiblical Interpretation 117.
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Williamson suggests that the reference is posstblyDeut 24:1-4, which gives a
provision for divorce if there is ‘something shamié{lit. ‘a naked thing™27 my) in the
wife.!® Lipton in her stimulating article on Ezra 9-10 eh&s certain verbal links
between the divorce legislation in Deut 24:1-4 &mta 9-10"*° First, she notes that
although Deut 24 use®w (gal) not xx> for sending the wife away (cf. Ezra 1%
hiphil), nevertheless the wife in Deut 24:2 leaves (al), paralleling the husband
sending her away (v.1). The second link she setststhe exiles got together ‘to seek
the matter 277 wm7°) in Ezra 10:16 (i.e. investigate) while Deut 24ives the
complementary element of the pair (seek-find) aabdly has ‘matter’: ‘the husband has
found the nakedness of thmatter. Thirdly, Ezra 10:19 reads ‘they gave their haod t
expel their wives’ w1 x°x17% 07> 11nM), generally interpreted as ‘pledged’ or ‘vowed'.
This Lipton connects to the writing of the bill dfvorce in Deut 24:1, 3, which the
husband ‘gives into her handiia 1n11). She observes the awkward formulation in Deut
24, which in both verses leaves out the ‘it' (th# &f divorce) from the phrase. She
theorises that this may be a fixed formula for dbeoand assumes that the same is meant
in Ezra 10:19. She further observes that Deut 24 usesix»vi andiann, words that

are central in Ezra’s prayer in describing whatrigng with such marriages (9:10-12).

| agree with Lipton that the proceedings descriinezra 10 refer to divorce and that the
request for time to investigate the matter in Eal 3 also indicates thi&® Her verbal
links, however, are tenuous, particularly her thinde concerning Ezra 10:19, which
would be the clinching argument if it worked. HowevDeut 24:1, 3 have ‘givesto her
hand’ {72 1n1), whereas the exiles githaeir ownhands #7° 1n») without the prefixa
and with the masculine plural pronominal suffix onwhich unambiguously indicates
that the reference is not to the wives’ hands. Otleesions do not throw any more light
on Ezra 10:19 either. The LXX translates the Hebusing the same expressiaml(
€dwkav yelpa adTOV Tod Eevéykal yuvaikec adtov) and Josephus has ‘immediately cast
out’ (Whiston’s translation}i0lg ¢€£€Barov in Antig. 11.5.4 in his recounting of the

relevant verse.

% Wwilliamson,EN, 151.
%9 ipton, ‘Furnace’, 221-225.
“bid., 221.
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Thus the reference to Deut 24:1-4 may explain védxgdl rulings the exiles followed in
their divorce proceedings but it throws no light loow ‘foreignness’ was a legitimate
reason for divorce. Perhaps it might be arguedttieastereotypical connotation of sexual
immorality associated with ‘foreign women’ may bguated withna7 n1y. However,
none of the distinctive key words of the legislateuch a7t mny (‘the nakedness of
the matter’),nn>7> 192 (‘bill of divorce’) or thepiel of n>w (‘to send away’) feature in
Ezra 9-10, which would indicate that the legal lgaokind for the exiles’ action needs to
be found elsewhere.

Another alternative for explaining the reason bdltme divorces other than seeing it as a
metaphorical interpretation gferemis possibly Deut 23:4-9 [3-8]. If those of mixed
descent were meant to be excluded from the commtiren the divorces may be seen as
part of such exclusion. Using Deut 23 rather then:.eremidea may better explain why
the husbands who contracted such marriages arexchtded from the community. On
the other hand, Deut 23 does not deal with foraigres, only with the descendants of
such mixed marriages. Also, it regulates acceisa@ssembly of YHWH {rp2 ...x27K5
M), which one would expect, meant worship in the pknmather than the kind of total
exclusion from the life of the community that thevatces imply in Ezra 9-10. As a
comparison, Neh 13:1-3 excludes all foreigners fisrael on the basis of Deut 23:4-7

[3-6], but here again it is not clear what this limp (see discussion in4g4).

If we understand the divorces as a fornkefemin a metaphorical sense, however, then
the already established links with Deut 7:1-3 pidlevan adequate legal background for
explaining the exiles’ action. Although the deutesmic command only refers to the
local inhabitants of Canaan, we have seen in threldpment of théneremidea that the
original scope is often widened outside of the Beewnich to include other nations.
Furthermore, if the ultimate objective, followinget deuteronomic understanding of
herem is the avoidance of idolatry and concomitant ,sien this could mean the
extension of the law’s scope, which is what theilisEzra 9:1 with its inclusion of non-

Canaanite nations indicates.
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5.5 Herem of Property in Ezra 10:8

As already mentioned in the introduction of thisgter, the only time the worohn

occurs in Ezra-Nehemiah is in Ezra 10:8. The cdntethe oath of the leadership to do
according to the proposal laid out by Shecaniahtarsgnd the ‘foreign’ wives away. An
assembly is called and those who do not appeaelnsdlem within three days are
threatened with their property$n) becoming zerem and they themselves being

excluded $72) from the assembly of the exile® {1 2mpn).

It is not clear from the MT text what happens te fbroperty that becomggerem
although commentators generally agree that it istriikely confiscated and made use of
in the Temple and/or by the priesthd8tl Esd 9:4 and Josephusntig.11.148) both
remove the ambiguity by stating clearly that thesgassions which are maderem
become Temple property. There is precedent forithike story of Jericho, where some
valuables are put into the Temple treasury andhénrégulations of Lev 27:21, 28; Num
18:14 and Ezekiel 44:29 although in the case ofatter three instances it is not spelt out
whether objects gferemare voluntarily devoted or confiscated. Thus,¢hemo explicit

precedent for the kind of confiscation that we emder in Ezra 10.

There are two narratives which show certain pdsailgth the situation depicted in Ezra
9-10 and may shed light on the source for thisoactof the exiles. In Judg 21 the
community takes an oath to put to death all thoke do not appear at the assembly in
order to deal with the Benjamites. Jabesh-Giledd fa turn up and is duly maderem
(vv.10-11). However, the penalty for non-compliarare non-appearance is only death
without any reference to the fate of possessionstier similar incident, this time
without the mention ofieremis 2 Chr 15:13% Again the community assembles in
Jerusalem after king Asa’s restoration of the aliathe Jerusalem Temple. The people
enter into covenant to seek YHWHh{>"nk w1772 072282 - v.12) and swear an oath to
him (7% waw» - v.14). Whoever does not comply with this commuteision is to be

141 Blenkinsopp EN, 190; BattenEN, 342; Keil EN, 128, etc.
142 Blenkinsopp notes the similarity. Blenkinso, 190.
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put to death. Again property is not mentioned, méndess the communal decision and

oath in a certain matter as well as the death pefaalnon-compliance is present.

In comparison, the death penalty is replaced bydthéble measure of exclusion and the
confiscation of property in Ezra 10:8. Schneidacé#s the exclusion back to the Mosaic
command ‘to be cut off (Ex 12:15, etc), which oniglly meant the death penalty. He
argues that once Israel lost her independent statetthe concept ‘to be cut off meant
exclusion from the civil and religious communify.In Ezra’s case, however, it can be
objected that he was empowered to authorise thia gpeaalty (Ezra 7:26), so the loss of
the monarchy in itself does not explain the deacisaf the exiles in this matter.
Williamson also notes that banishment was not @ged in the Pentateuch, but the death
penalty came to be interpreted this way and Horlitages the development of this
transformation from the meagre evidence of biblg@lrces and the Jewish literature of
the Second Temple Period to the later rabbinicimgit**

The above, however, still does not quite explaie $udden appearance of property
confiscation. If we consider the significancehefemas death and destruction, then there
is a certain logic to its replacement not only biclesion but by exclusioand the
confiscation of property. If death means that taespn does not exist in the estimate of a
community then the confiscation of property unaded this loss of status. The ward-
generally means moveable property and a persora#twmay indicate his substance and
standing in the community. Thus the loss of proparay mean the disenfranchisement
of the person involved. One difficulty with this waf understanding Ezra 10:8 is that

w131 does not include land, and would thus go agahesttirust of this argument.

An alternative source could be Deuteronomy 13:15wk&re the idolatrous Israelite city
is destroyed including people, livestock and pcsises. Here both exclusion and
confiscation of possession find their parallel nmeas The deuteronomic command is

particularly appropriate to Ezra 9-10 in that ifeats Israelites who have sinned, it

8 SchneiderEN, 154.
44 williamson,EN, 155; Horbury, ‘Extirpation’, 13-38.
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describes moveable wealth (livestock and booty -46A17) and by referring to the
sacrificial aspect okerem (> 2°%3) it provides a bridge from destruction to devotion
for Temple use.

Ultimately we do not know the exact background maE10:8, since there is no specific
explanation of thé&eremof property. This absence of justification makes evonder if

by this time it was standard practice without tkeechfor further explanation.

5.6 Conclusion

In this chapter | have sought to answer the questihat role theserem law of
Deuteronomy 7:1-3 played in the understanding @& thtermarriage crisis and its
solution. In reviewingieremin the OT, | concluded that enerfgremconsistently meant
extermination and death throughout, although itspscand intention showed more
variety outside the Pentateuch. In the case ofgtgperemthe legislation called for the
destruction of possessions when dealing with tlwaitbus Israelite city, but did not
demand the booty of the Canaanite cities udeem In peace-timgieremmeant the
voluntary and irrevocable dedication of any pogsesdivestock, land, etc) for the use of
the Temple/priesthood. | suggested that the twands of overarching characteristics for
heremwere devotion/dedication on the one hand and ulet&in on the other. These two
aspects, where separate, took the concept in tfferetit directions, the former on its
own expressing the peace-time dedication of prgpfnt Temple use, the latter the

indiscriminate extermination of any enemy.

Next | evaluated the various hermeneutical strateghat the exiles may have used in
their interpretation of Deut 7:1-3. | argued thia¢ tmost likely move for Ezra and his
circle in the story was to opt for a metaphoricaihterpretation of the deuteronomic
legislation, which involved separation rather thdeath. This seemed to me a more
convincing basis for the exiles’ insistence tha thvorces were ‘according to the law’
than Deut 24:1-4 or 23:4-9 [3-8]. The extended escopthe exiles’ action, which may
have included women who were not local inhabitantss indicated by the list of nations

which incorporated peoples other than the origisaven nations of Canaan. This
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tendency found its parallel in the way theremlaw was understood more broadly in the
non-pentateuchal material. It may also have bestifipd on the basis that the intention
of Deut 7:1-3 was to protect from idolatry and sulthreat was not limited to local
inhabitants as the story of the kings of Israel dndah demonstrated (e.g. 1 Kings 11:1-
11).

As far as Ezra 10:8 and the confiscation of properdrgued that the Ezran story had
affinities with Judg 21 and 2 Chr 15:13. In bothtbése cases Israel was making a
community decision, taking an oath and threatemig-compliance with the death
penalty. | suggested that in Ezra 10:8 the deattalpe was replaced by the double
measure of exclusion and confiscation of propdtig, latter of which may have also
expressed the loss of status and standing in tmencmity. This twin penalty also found
some parallel in Deut 13:15-18, although the messstinere were stricter: the people

were killed and the possessions destroyed.

In conclusion then, | have argued that the divgnmaeeedings were a kind gérem but
instead of the law taking the form of exterminationEzra 9-10, it was re-interpreted
metaphorically as separation from the ‘foreign’ @svand possible separation as well as
confiscation of property for any Israelite who didt comply with the community’s

decision to deal with the crisis.
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6 Holy Seed and Intermingling

So far | have examined various questions relatimghe first argument brought by the
exiles against intermarriages in Ezra 9:1. We rs®en that the deuteronomic command
not to intermarry with the local Canaanites leshd$ learns their idolatrous practices and
turns away from her God (Deut 7:1-3) is extendethwi list of other foreign nations
(Deut 23:4-7 [3-6], Lev 18:3) near and further |fieThe common denominator in all of
them is their association with the stereotypicaksof idolatry and sexual immorality

summed up in the term ‘abominationsinn).

Ezra 9:2 introduces another explanation into thisissgr namely that through the
intermarriages the ‘holy seed has intermingled withpeoples of the landsb{r 127vnm

mxaRa nya wpn). The inherently holy status of Israel as a nai®ra deuteronomic
concept evident in the chapter prohibiting intemia@e ¢17p oy - Deut 7:6). Also, the
word ‘abominations’{1ayn), which in Deut 7:25-26 denotes idols, occurs ma:1, 11

and 14. Thus it may seem at first glance that tlaagdr anticipated by such
intermarriages is no different from that implied Beut 7, which is the result of the

worship of foreign gods or idols.

There are, however, at least two reasons to thimakt we are dealing here with a
reasoning distinct from the one laid out in DeuFirst, the replacement af (‘people’)
with v71 (‘seed’) may be significant. Secondly, the indisinate divorce of all the
‘foreign’ wives irrespective of their religious comtment suggests an inherent quality in
the women which is unacceptable. This is furtherfoeced by the sending away of their
children with them, which implies that the effeetse irreversible for the descendants.

Thus we encounter here a new motif which emergés&ara in the post-exilic period.

This chapter will therefore examine ‘the holy seedionale more closely as an argument
why intermarriages are unacceptable which is distirom the one in Ezra 9:1. | shall
first expand on the above statement by considethieguse of ‘seed’vfr) and on the

tension between this reason for the ban on mixeadiagas and the standard one warning
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against the danger of idolatry in Deut 7:1-3. Neghall consider the possible source(s)
and legal background which may have contributedtis new rationale against
intermarriage and will compare similar developmeimtsthe Jewish literature of the

Second Temple Period.

6.1 ‘Holy Seed’ — A Distinct Rationale

07°N1an W1 Ezra9:2a | For they have taken some of their daughters assyive
0771371 on® for themselves and for their sons,

WP YT 127vNm so that the holy seed has intermingled

MYIRT NYa with the peoples of the land (NASV)

6.1.1 The Significance ofy=r
The nouny-r literally means ‘seed’ of a plant (Gen 1:11f; 47:28 more infrequently
‘semen’ (Lev 15:16; 22:4). The latter use oftenewmlon a more figurative sense of
‘descendants’, a term particularly prominent in &eaham narrative (Gen 12:7; 13:15-
16; 15:3-5; 16:10; 17:7-10, etc). In the priesthatarial the ‘seed of Aaron’ refers to
those descended from the priestly clamy y7r - Lev 21:21; 22:4; Num 17:5 [16:40]).
Similarly, the ‘seed of David’ denotes the royaldage of King David7{7 y7r - 2 Sam
22:51; 1 Kings 2:33; 11:39). In all these instamgehysical descent is the defining aspect
of the term. In Deuteronomy, a major source of gaoknd for EN, the wordr is less
prominent, used only in the context of the promgigen to the patriarchs (e.g. Deut 1:8;
4:37; 10:15; 11:9, etc), while Israel is mostlyereéd to as the ‘peoplehe ‘children
/sons of Israel’ x~w =12 ,0¥)."*° Since the concept of Israel’s holy status in Exgais
most likely derived from Deut 7:6, it is all the meoconspicuous and surely not co-
incidental thatr replacesoy. There is precedent for usingr in connection with the
whole nation elsewhere in Scripture; Israel isezhllhe ‘seed of Abrahamaihax yar —
2Chr 20:7, Ps 105:6), sometimes the ‘seed of Isfaeiw® yr — 1Chr 16:13; Neh 9:2) or
the ‘seed of Jacobify° vo1 - Ps 22:24 [23]) emphasising thereby the descemt the

patriarchs.

“Sny — Deut2:4; 4:6; 7:6; 9:12-13, 26; 10:11; 14:2:1%7 18:3, etchxw 11 — Deut 1:3; 4:44, 45, 46;
23:18 [17]; 24:7; 31:19, 22, 23, etc.
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The linking of Israel’s holy status with the notioh‘seed’, however, is new and carries
with it the sense that holiness is conferred bysptal descent as in the case of the
priests. The context of EN, its preoccupation vgénealogical lists (Ezra 2; 7:1-5; 8:1-

14; Neh 7; 12:1-26) further underlines the impactanf physical descent. Moreover, the
need for the exiles to prove their ancestry in ptdebe considered ‘Israel’ (note the use
of y7r for ‘descendant’ - Ezra 2:59) reinforces the ittest ancestry determines status and
that this status is compromised by mixed descdmrd is also precedent for the idea of
desecration caused by a possibly questionablegeetae priests of Ezra 2:62 cannot
prove their priestly descent and are therefore idensd ‘desecrated/defiled and

(excluded) from the priesthoodfion-1a 12xa). Further, the priests who intermarried

with the ‘peoples of the land’ are specifically delsed as the desecrators/defilers of the
priesthood in Neh 13:29f157 *5xy). 1

6.1.2 Indiscriminate Expulsion
If intermarriage with those not defined as part ‘isfael’ affects ‘the holy seed’
permanently because of an inherent quality in thier this requires an absolute ban
without exceptions and without alternatives. Tlsisn some tension with the prohibition
of intermarriage based on the fear of idolatry/ag®sin Deut 7:1-3 since such a reason
does not denote an innate defect. In Deuteronoreys#verity of the prohibition to
intermarry is in direct proportion to the likelindmf religious threat. Thus the ban is
absolute regarding the Canaanites, but allowsdoresexceptions in other cases. So, for
instance, as mentioned ind8l the law of the beautiful captive woman (Deutl®114)
permits marriage with such a woman presumably mravithout a family she is less
likely to lead the Israelite husband to apostasut®3:4-9 [3-8], which lists the various
groups excluded from the assembly of YHWh(21p), also allows for some variation
in the attitude towards the nations involved. Tiigypt and Edom are treated more
leniently than Ammon and Moab and with the formeo tthe effect on the offspring
seems to diminish after a few generations wherd#szendants are no longer excluded
from the®%np. Although in Deut 23 the decisive factor seem$dothe particular sinful

actions of these nations in the past towards Israbler than their potential influence

146 For a further discussion on the meaningwfas desecration or defilement seg.B.1.
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detrimental to her future, the past is perhapscatdie of their general attitude. In any
case, these regulations demonstrate that the bantemmarriage with non-Israelites is

not absolute and rigidly inflexible, at least noDeuteronomy.

If the issue in Ezra is only the threat of idoladiryd the fear of apostasy, then one would
expect some distinction between wives who wereo¥alg other gods and influencing
their husbands in that direction and other wiveso wtad committed themselves to
abandoning their old ways and following YHWH. Theles may have also looked for a
different solution to the problem and demanded tiatwives follow the religion of their
Israelite husbands. It might be argued that Deddés not envisage exceptions either, but
we have already noted that this absolute ban #&iveded somewhat by the varying
degrees of permission for intermarriage in othesesa(Deut 21:10-14; 23:4-9). By
contrast, all the ‘foreign’ women not defined astpa ‘Israel’, the ‘sons of the exile’

(7>17™12) are expelled in Ezra 9-10.

Also, it has to be remembered that the ‘inflextpiliof Deut 7 may stem from gaps
within the legislation. It is well-known that theemtateuchal law does not cover all
potentialities or deal with each individual cassher it provides some guiding principles
for decision-makind?’ Thus Deut 7 leaves a number of questions unangvgreh as
what is to be done in the case of already contlactarriages or what happens to women
who are willing to part with their idolatrous wayarrative on the other hand deals with
individual instances and concrete situations, as&eein Ezra 9-10, where such practical
guestions cannot be avoided. Thus the inflexibilityezra 9-10 is of a different nature

from the one evidenced in the Torah.

A further alternative for explaining the absolutaenbon intermarriage in Ezra 9-10 is
Kaufmann’s view, who contends that the phenomerforelagyious conversion was not
known in EN’s time and hence this solution could he contemplated by the exiles.
Although the story of Ruth may spring to one’s miasl a possible counter-example,

47 Judaism, aware of the hiatus between principldspaactice, bridges the gap through the interpvetat
process as evidenced in the oral Torah.
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Kaufmann argues that hers is not a case of rebgmnversion but that of territorial
proselytism; the association of a foreigner in tbeenant of Israéf’® Whatever the fine
points of definition may be, it is hard to denyttiRuth’s devotion as expressed in her
verbal vow involves a commitment to Israel's GodufiR1:16). Even if this does not
exactly match the procedure for later Judaism’seustdnding of conversion, a similar
demand towards the ‘foreign’ wives should haveisaff for the exiles as a way of

ensuring protection from the dangers of apostasy.

Therefore the cumulative evidence of the way is understood and the indiscriminate
expulsion of all foreign women may give sufficientpport to the theory that Ezra 9:2

introduces a rationale distinct from the one réfidan Deut 7:1-3.

6.2 The Background for the Holy Seed Rationale

6.2.1 Resonances in Isa 6:13; Mal 2:14; Ps 106
The only other occurrence for the expression ‘lsalgd’ ¢7p v-1) is in Isa 6:13, where it
denotes the remnant purified through judgments Igenerally assumed that Isa 6:13 is
post-Isaianic at least and most argue that it isiadly post-exilic™® Williamson in
particular is an advocate of it being a post-exaliidition on the basis that the ‘holy seed’
in Ezra 9:2 is a sophisticated piece of hermendhtt brings together several biblical
texts and is firmly embedded in its context whia 16:12-13 when compared to v.11
show a change of speaker (v.12), a change of nefir8) and adds an element of ‘hope’
(v.13) into a passage otherwise concerned withmueg:>°
The expression in Isa 6:13 stands in oppositioh vgked of evildoers'ofyan ¥77) in Isa
1:4, both groups being part of Israel, which se¢mnmake the inherent holiness of all
Israel unlikely. Rather it may be the result ofging. Moberly on the other hand argues

for the inherent holiness of the ‘seed’. He suggdsat the verse is not about the stump

148 Kaufmann History, 343 1.50. (For a more detailed description efhrious categories he uses see
Ibid., ch.4.)

19E g. WilliamsonEN, 132; Wildbergerlsaiah1-12, 258; Graylsaiah1-39, 111; Childslsaiah, 58. For
a list of scholars who consider vv.12-13 origimalda 6 (e.g. Delitzsch, Bredenkamp, Kittel) se&s&a
Isaiah 1-12 84 fn.b.

O williamson,Isaiah, 35.
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which remains after the rest has been burnt. Ratherstump itself receives the burning
after the tree has been felled. That is, afteirthial devastation of the land (the falling of
the tree) there is more to come to those who sedv{the burning of the stump). Thus the
purifying action of God is an ongoing and potemfiainceasing process because God is
holy and his people, though inherently holy inatare in constant need of purification

in practice™

It is interesting to note, that while the MT hag tindefinitewsp v-1, the Isaiah Scroll
from Qumran (1Qlsa?) is using the definteps y1 that we find in Ezra 9:2. Quell
supposes on this basis ‘that the scribe was foligwai usage current in his group and that
Ezra 9:2 had not been without influen&&.Quell also observes the emendation in the
LXX (and Vulgate) translations of Isa 1:9. The M3ads, ‘Unless the LORD of hosts has
left us a few survivorsuvfns mw), we would be like Sodom, we would be like
Gomorrah’ (NASV), while the LXX replacesyny 1w with oméppe (‘seed’). Quell
assumes that the translations owe this changeet@#ology of Israel as the ‘holy seed’
(Ezra 9:2, Isa 6:13§°

Mal 2:14 speaks of a ‘godly seed>{>x vy-1), which those Israelites not living in
intermarriage with foreigners seek. The passageeaondemns marriages with foreign
women who are described as ‘the daughter of agorgod’ (o1 %%na - v.11). The crime

is called an ‘abomination’sfyn), by which Judah has profaned the sanctuaryn(®>
mm wIp 710°). It is not entirely clear whether the profanatiohthe sanctuary is the
result of mixing the seeds or the threat of apgatédatry. Thus the text may well stay
within the conceptual world of Deut 7. In any cabe, passage is too ambiguous to allow

very far-reaching conclusions.

The vocabulary of Ezra 9:2 also occurs in Ps 106chvreflects on Israel’'s past history

and YHWH's dealings with his people. On closer exgpn, however, it too keeps to the

151 Moberly, “Holy”, 134-136.

%2 Quell, TDNT 7:542. Watts’ Isaiah commentary adopts the Isiabll's reading§7pa v1) and
translates is as ‘the seed of the holy'. Wasigiah1-33, 101, 103.

153 Quell, TDNT7:542.
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pattern of thought set out in Deut 7. Thus themssllaments that God punishes Israel
by casting their seed among the natiansq oy-r 25771 - v.27) and in enumerating her
sins, mentions that they did not destroy the peoplet mingled with them and learnt
their practices grwyn 17277 0732 127NN ..2MYI IR 17TRwa X7 - v.34). Although the

psalm does not refer to intermarriage h@rem the progression of thought in v.34f
follows the sequence of Deut 7. The command tordgshe nations on entering the land
as set out in Deut 7:1-2 is ignored (Ps 106:34aelsmingles with them and succumbs to
idolatry (Deut 7:2-4 cf. Ps 106:35-36) so thatatbmes a snare to hex ¢»n 1» - Deut

7:25 cf.wpinb on% v - Ps 106:36). Notably, the two key words of Ezra @-1 and

27yni) are not combined in the psalm but occur in sépavarses and the issue of

holiness is not raised.

6.2.2 Milgrom: Deut 7 & Jer 2:3

Mo YR WP Jer | Israel was holy to the LORD,

TNRIAN NOWRD 2:3 | The first of His harvest.

MWK PIIRTD All who ate of it became guilty;

MoK O7PR RN vI Evil came upon them," declares the LORD. (NASV]

Where in the pentateuchal commands would one fired Source for Ezra’'s way of
thinking? One possible solution is Milgrom’s sugg@sthat Ezra and his circle has spun
a legal midrash using the theological concept #dbs holiness as set out in Deut 7:6
and fusing it with the prophetic image of Jer 213are Israel is God’s holy crop eaten by
her enemie$>* While in Jeremiah it is the nations who do theedestion, in Ezra 9 the
exiles themselves are responsible for allowindgniouigh intermarriage. Milgrom argues
that this is essentially a deuteronomic view ofifeds (Deut 7:6; 14:2, 21), which sees
Israel and not only the priests and nazirites asgbaherently holy (Lev 21:6f; Num
6:5), whereas ‘For P, holiness [of the people] deaideratum not a fact, an ideal not a
status.**® This idea of Israel's inherent holiness, whichdesecrated by the marriages
with foreign women is described by Ezra 9:2 awma (‘unfaithfulness’), a term that

1% Migrom, Cult, 71-73.
*bid, 72.
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indicates the sin of desecration or oath violati8The theory is further reinforced by the
action of the priests who bring a guilt offeringwg) in Ezra 10:19, the prescribed
sacrifice for the ‘trespass upsancta’(Lev 5:14-16)-’

On the whole, Milgrom’s solution to the backgrounflEzra 9:2 is an appealing and
elegant one and he seems right in his assumptadrtii issue here sanctadesecration.
The imagery of Jeremiah utilises the concept ofy Holbd eaten by those who are
profane. Although Milgrom does not mention thiss toncept would have been readily
graspable for the exiles, who themselves exclutiedet priests of uncertain genealogy
from eating of the most holy things (Ezra 2:62-@#cause they were considered
‘profaned/defiled’ ¥x3). Nevertheless, using Jeremiah’s holy food analegyld not
explain why intermarriage itself with any non-lditee would constitute desecration.
There is precedent for the defiling effect of cert@ods, there is none for intermarriage
itself. In Deut 7 it is idolatry and apostasy whishthe decisive factor and elsewhere in
the deuteronomistic history, the condemnation ¢frmarriage is grounded similarly in

its effects of leading people into foreign worsfepy. 1 Kings 11:1-8).

We have seen so far that Deut 7:6 plays an impbpt@n in the exiles’ understanding of
Israel’s holiness as a people, but neither it,Jesr2:3 can fully account for the way the
intermarriages in themselves have a profaning effiacGod’s holy seed. So we turn to

our next possible option.

6.2.3 Lev 19:19 & Deut 22:9-11
Both Lev 19:19 and Deut 22:9-11 prohibit sowingi{-x?) with seeds of two kinds
(ox?0) and there is reason to assume that this legisladirmed the background of
thought for the ‘holy seed’ rationale in Ezra 9:2.

1% Milgrom, Jacob,Ma‘al’, 236-247.

157 Keil argues that guilt offerings were brought aoly for the priests but also for the people eveugh
the text does not state this explicitly, but ieisdent from the context. KelEN, 133. Similarly, Milgrom
thinks that it would not make sense that all Isve&s guilty ofovn (Ezra 9:2, 4; 10:2, 6, 10) but only the
priests brought anwx. The alternative that only the priests neededitgtsuch an offering would mean
that Ezra followed the stricter school of Ezekidlieth prescribed anwx for carcass contamination in the
case of the priests but not for the layman. Milgr@ult, 73, fn.262.
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ria

Q°R9D ¥°2707KY T2 Lev You shall not breed together two kinds of youreatt
Q°R7D ¥ITN-RY 77w 19:19 | you shall not sow your field with two kinds of seed
SRV Y KD TI0VW 2ORDI TA nor wear a garment upon you of two kinds of mate
mixed together. (NASV)
o°R92 7270 ¥IINTRY Deut | You shall not sow your vineyard with two kindsedd;
YN WR VI ORAI WIPNTD | 228 or all the produce of the seed which you have sown
.07277 NRIAM 9-11 | and the increase of the vineyard will become defile
AT AN WINNTRY You shall not plow with an ox and a donkey togethe
AT QPNWY MY TIVYY wahn RO You shall not wear a material mixed of wool ancbtif
together. (NASV)

=

N

Both regulations deal with forbidden mixtures aitgb there is some variation in the
commands. Deuteronomy replaces field with vineyayges an explanation for the
command, changes interbreeding two kinds of cattlploughing with two kinds of

animals and specifies what garment mixture is fmtdd (wool and linen).

The obvious connection between these injunctiomsEara 9:2 is the use of ‘seed’ and
the prohibition of mixing. Another link is the re@nce to a vineyarch(>) in Deut 22,
which, along with vinefs - Ps 80:8-11), was probably a well-known symbaligvael
(e.g. Isa 5:7; Jer 12:10) by the time the exilésrned and it endured at least into tie 1
century C.E. (e.g. Mt 21:33). Also the use-of as fence/hedge around a vineyard in
Ezra’s prayer (9:9) may be read as a metaphonqakssion of God’s protection over his
vineyard, Israel (Ezek 13:5; 22:365.

Deut 22:9 makes it clear that sowing seed betwkernvine rows changes the status of
both the produce of the seed sowm{ “wxk y177) and the fruit of the vinenfsi nxan).

What is somewhat obscure, however, is the exattssthe author has in mind. The

18 Several English translations simply use ‘wallg(e<JV, NRSV, NASV), which is misleading in that it
could be taken to mean the city wall around JeeusgNIV, NLT use ‘a wall of protection’, RSV
‘protection’ and JSP ‘fence’). The usual word fayevall, however, istn rather thamTa (cf. Neh 1:3;
3:33 [4:1]; 4:1 [4:7]; 7:1, etc). Moreover, ther in v.9 is in (around) Judah and Jerusalemw(»21 7172)
notaround Jerusalem onlym is most often used for a hedge or fence arourideyard, or along a road
(cf. Num 22:24; Ps 80:13 [12]; Isa 5:5) and thukima 9 it is more likely to have a metaphoricabniag.
See also WilliamsorgN, 136f.
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Hebrew literally means ‘lest it be consecratediph-p - gal 3 fem. sing)**® The
confusion of what this signifies is illustrated tginslations both Jewish and Christian,

ancient and modern.

o un aytocbn lest it be consecrated LXX

N7IRN ROT lest you destroy TgNeo

Xn7p> 2»nnn xn>7  lest it will be condemned to be burnetigPs-J

2XNON XN?>T lest it will become defiled TgO

lest it be forfeited NRSV, JPS [1917]

lest it be forfeited to the sanctuary RSV

lest it becomes defiled KJV, NKJV, NIV, NASV
may not be used JPS Tanakh [1985]
forbidden to use NLT

The above evidence suggests that the regulationuwdsrstood in two different ways;
one assumed that the MT’s wording meant the halyraaof anything thus mixed, which
was therefore devoted to the Temple and not to dedl by the owner for his own
purposes; while the other saw the mixing of seeddedilement or profanation, which
rendered the produce utterly useless for any perpod ultimately to be destroyed. The
LXX follows the MT using the Greek equivalent fivetHebrewrp; the Targums along
with other Jewish sourceSi{re Deutpar. 230:1 andb. Ked56b) mostly emphasise that
no benefit is to be derived from the produce f@& ttwner. Modern translations equally

alternate between the two viewpoints of sanctifocaand defilement.

These two explanations correspond to two major sigegardingox?>. The most
frequently adopted one is that such mixing goetagthe divinely ordered separation of
distinct species and creates chaos in the worlah (Ges:1-6, etc}® Strictly speaking,
separation is actually a wider principle, which luges aspects other than mating

practices between species. Thus the idea involesseéparation of the elements as

¥ The Syriac version has thithpaelwith the same meaning and the Samaritan Pentatkeabiphil
(v>7pn — 2 masc sing: ‘lest you consecrate’).
10E g. Driver,Deuteronomy252; DouglasPurity, 67.
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demonstrated in the creation account (darkness-hggiters above-below, waters and dry
land, etc), the separation of the holy and profdime,clean and unclean as expressed in
the walls surrounding the Temple (Ezek 42:20)hi@ prohibition for the priesthood to
drink wine when coming into the sanctuary (Lev D);land in the injunction to
distinguish between clean and unclean meat (Le47)1This latter command is a mark
of Israel’'s holiness, an expression of her separdtom other peoples (Lev 20:24-26). It
is this idea of Israel’s, or if we draw a narrove#ncle, the priesthood’s separate status,
which is the key. This principle is then appliedlamorked out systematically in other
aspects of creation not obviously related to hekn&hus, in my estimate, the trigger is
not some ‘ancient taboo against unnatural or ababecmmbinations®® but this issue of
holiness, which is applied to what God’s holy peopat, wear, breed, how they sow and
plough.

Although the ban on various activities relatingat®?> does not include human ‘seed’,
yet it is easy to see that the command lends itselfmetaphorical application of banning
intermarriage with other nations. McConville noté® possible sexual connotations
(vineyard, Songs 8:11-12; ploughingirach 25:8) in the imagery uséf Carmichael
goes even further in arguing that the laws of miegus a commentary and critique on the
exogamous marriages in the patriarchal narratimesaae not to be taken literally, but are
symbolically referring to sexual mattéfé Although his main theory is imaginative, it is
rather far-fetched in the application of its deta{e.g. Shechem the son of an ass
(Hamor), sexually ploughed Dinah, the daughterhaf ox (Jacob/Israel — Gen 49:6)).
More importantly, as Milgrom puts it with some epagtion, if the lawgiver wanted to
condemn exogamous marriages would it not have baepler to prohibit these in the
law on sexual relations in Lev 18 or 20, for ins@nrather than sending cryptic and
rather obscure messag®8® is more likely that the laws were meant to &ken at face
value, even though they also have a wider symbsignificance and thus lend

themselves to the justification of endogamy.

181 McConville, Deuteronomy338.

1%2|bid., 338. See also Fishbadblical Interpretation 59, n.38, who thinks that ploughing is@uble
entendreeferring to sexual matters.

183 Carmichael, ‘Forbidden Mixtures’, 433-448.

184 Milgrom ‘Law and Narrative’, 547.
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If we follow the explanation of Deut 22:9 and urgtand the reason for the prohibition to
be the defilement/profanation of the mixed seed the logic of the prohibition is easily

transferable to the situation in Ezra 9. I'82.2 | have noted the connection between
Ezra 9 and 8 reflected in the key wdrth (8:24, 9:2), which describes the priests’
separation when they carried the vessels back Babylon and deposited them in the
Temple and the need for the people to separatetfien‘foreign’ wives. This separation

is connected to holiness in each case (8:28, #&2)the priests needed to be holy to
deposit the consecrated vessels in the Templesraellcould not appear before God’s

holy presence (cf. Ezra 9:15) unless she sepairatedthe ‘foreign’ women.

The second possible reason for Kilkayim laws is proposed by Milgrom, according to
whom ‘mixtures belong to the divine realm, on whitte human being (except for
divinely designated persons, the priests) may notaach® Thus he argues that the
cherubim are hybrid creatures (Ezek 1:5-11), theéaguof the tabernacle and the veil is
made of a combination of wool and linen and sdés lligh priest’'s ephod, breastplate
and belt (Ex 28:6, 15; 39:24%° Milgrom also observes a certain gradation of raftus
evident in that the high priest has several cloiteras made of this mixture, while the
ordinary priest is only allowed a belt made of waotl linen (Ex 39:29), and the tassel of
the lay Israelite contains merely one violet wdokad'®’ This latter is not indicative of
Israel’'s holy status, but is a reminder that thdirary people also need to aspire to

holiness.

Milgrom’s explanation would fit in with Deut 22:9 the crucial Hebrew wordpn is
understood as ‘sanctified’. Then mixing the seedsild result in their acquiring holy
status to be forfeited to the sanctuary. If haghtrthen Deut 22 cannot be the source for
the holy seed rationale in Ezra 9:2, which is mordine with the separation view

mentioned first. On the other hand, his theory dassvholly account for the prohibition

185 Milgrom, Leviticus17-22, 1659.

1% pid, 1659-61.

187 Although the text does not explicitly mention woiblis generally assumed, since it was the ontyvkm
material to be dyed. Thus it is argued that themtfse linen tassel demonstrates the same mixture a
certain garments of the priesthood.
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of interbreeding animals or ploughing together witiem. On Milgrom’s reasoning we
might expect that the priests would be allowed riterbreed animals and use such
animals in the Temple. Also, it is questionable thike the cherubim can be called hybrid
creatures. What Ezekiel describes is imagery usimgan categories, which is surely not
equivalent to saying that these creatures aredbalt of such interbreeding. Milgrom’s
main and most convincing argument rests on theofiske mixture of wool and linen,
where one might readily grant that he has a pbuithe is weak on explaining the other
laws relating tokilayim. Milgrom’s main objection against the ‘separatiohspecies’
view is that it has no relevance for the mixed se&dich are not ‘mated’ in the ground,
but are kept apatf® Clearly, in the case of the mixed seeds the agalith
intermarriage breaks down; nevertheless, evereifttvo kinds of seed do not ‘mate’ in
the ground the point of the prohibition is thatytleecupy the same ground. In any case,
the overall cluster dfil'ayim laws carry ideas of interbreeding and as exanfpbes the
Second Temple Period show, there were those wharsthe prohibition of mixed seeds
an analogy for banning intermarriage (se6.3). Finally, the separation theory makes
better sense of th&il'ayim law overall and accounts for all the various forofs
separation, which Milgrom’s theory does not do.

6.2.4 Lev21:7-15

A final source which may contribute to our undemstiag of the background of the holy
seed rationale is Lev 21:7-15 regulating the mgesaof priests, particularly v.14, where
the high priest is only allowed to marry a virgihhas own people (v.14b). V. 15 goes on
to explain that this is necessary, so that the prigst may not profane his seehif-x7

Wwa1). Thus we see precedent here for considering pitedi marriages as profaning the
offspring of such unions. The priestly status ofifess is applied to the people in Ezra
9:2 (as is the case in Deut 7:6) and it would ligclal to transfer to them the priestly

requirements for preserving their holy status.

Although according to Torah the ordinary priest wast barred from marrying a

foreigner, only a harlot (Lev 21:7); the prohibitionay have become part of the legal

188 Milgrom, Leviticus17-22, 1659.
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basis for condemning intermarriages, since in edalyish literature (e.glub 30:7-8;T.
Levi 9.9-10) marrying a Gentile came to be seen adotmgr (zenu). | have already
argued in 8.2 that the word ‘abominationsnfn) in Ezra characterising the nations
listed has connotations not only of idolatry (D&W5-26) but of sexual immorality (Lev
18:26-30). In light of these observations it isgbke that the priestly prohibitions of Lev
21:7-15 contribute to the background for condemmmged marriages in Ezra 9-10.

6.3 Similar Developments in Jewish Literature

In the period of the Second Temple the questiantefmarriage is a central one and it is
instructive to see how the Jewish literature of flexiod handles the issu@obit
recommends endogamy and observes that ‘their desdisherit the land’ Tob 4:12),
although we do not find any indication that thiedeés seen as holyrhe Testament of
Levi, as mentioned before, specifically condemns pyi@sarriages to foreignerd (Levi
9.9-10).

Beware of the spirit of fornication; for this shabntinue and shall by thy seed pollute the holy

place. Take, therefore to thyself a wife withowgrhish or pollution, while yet thou art young, and

not of the race of strange nations.’ [Charles’4tgn

4QMMT (B75-82) uses a combination of the lawskibalyim from Lev 19:19 and Deut

22:9-11 to guard against intermarriage (understodz between priests and laypeople or
between Israelite and non-Israelt®)MMT C6 bans intermarriage on the basis of Deut
7:26, which prohibits one to bring an idol into tmbouse. Thus the Qumran document

reinterprets the idol of Deut 7:26 metaphoricaiytlae idol-worshipper.

Another command frequently used as a justificatigainst intermarriage with foreigners
is the injunction not to give one’s seed to Moldtlev 18:21 & 20:2-3), where seed
refers to an Israelite woman given in marriagertadml-worshipperJub 30:10 uses Lev

18:21 to condemn the sexual relationship betweatl&m and Dinah and possibly also

% The text is fragmentary and it depends on on@sntruction of who the supposed parties of the
prohibited intermarriages are. In any case, thatdavish to make here is simply that there is pdant for
the kind of argument implied in the reasoning ofeE2:2. For the more widely accepted view that the
prohibition refers to intermarriages between phiestl and laity see Qimron, et @umran Cave 4V:55
n.75. Also Milgrom,Leviticus17-22, 1659f. For the view that the intermarriapeguestion are between
Israelites and non-Israelites see the insighttitlarof Hayes, ‘Intermarriage’, 25-35.
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makes reference to Lev 21:9 in v.7. Significantlye book omits the suggestion of
circumcision as a way for foreigners to join thencounity of Israel mentioned in the

biblical story of Gen 34. The polluting nature ofdignness is not to be eliminated by the
act of circumcision. The Book of Judith alludeghe same incident of Gen 34 describing

the rape of Dinah as not only shameful for herasupolluting her womb (9:2).

6.4 New Rationale — Why Needed?

Ezra 9:1-2 condemns intermarriage on two groundie. first, based on Deut 7, argues
that it will lead Israel into apostasy with all ilire consequences. This is the standard
reason for guarding against intermarriage. Why tisetmere need for another rationale,
one that is unknown before the exile? Why is tiggiarent which was acceptable before
not sufficient any more? We have already seenrdreltin the early Jewish literature of

the era that the holy seed rationale in Ezra 9ridtsan isolated phenomenon.

Perhaps the key to this question is that the hedylsationale gives legal justification for
an absolute ban on intermarriage without ‘ifs’ douts’, unlike the deuteronomic
command. Thus it provides a watertight argumentcimmplete abstention from such

marriages.

That there was a perceived need for the returnddseto tighten their defences can
hardly be doubted. The thought that Israel’'s doWmfas caused by foreign influences
through intermarriage was deeply ingrained in thstgxilic era. It is also clear that the
danger of apostasy took on more subtle forms tharbtatant worship of other gods of
which there is not one incident mentioned in suabt@xilic books as Haggai, Malachi or
EN. Instead, Haggai admonishes the people becdeseneglect the building of the

Temple and concentrate on their own material adsament (1:2-4). He pronounces them
as unclean as if they had touched a corpse (2:13Ma&lachi complains that the people
bring faulty animals, show contempt to God and taexl of his service (1:8, 13-14).

They withhold their tithes (3:8-9), divorce thesraelite wives and marry foreign women
(2:11, 14) and are even too blind to recognise tlmy have sinned. EN, too, condemns

intermarriages (Ezra 9-10; Neh 13:23-29), mentisunsh sins as usury exacted by Jews
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from their brothers (Neh 5:1-5), the encroachmehné doreigner on Temple grounds

(Neh 13:4-5), tithes withheld (Neh 13:10) and thbksth broken (Neh 13:15-16). The

picture that emerges from these witnesses is ebalp whose resolve to follow God has

weakened and who are therefore more prone to fajl fo evil influences. Under such

circumstances it becomes high priority that sudluémces be minimised.

Later rabbinic Judaism has, on the whole, retutnatie deuteronomic reasoning for the

ban on intermarriage and the holy seed rationaduglly receded into the background.

Thus for instancan .Meg 4.9 metes out a rebuke for anyone who translaed 8:21 as

meaning the impregnation of an Aramean worian.
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"151n5 7ap b in &S "
,(R2,11 RpPM)

R TV N

—RITAINI RIIPRD

LMD MR PPRYWN

If one translates [lit. ‘says’]

‘And you shall not give of your seed to pass owdviblech’

(Lev 18:21) as
‘And you shall not give of your seed
to impregnate an Aramean [i.e. foreign] woman’,

they shall silence him with a rebukga@slation mine)

The forbidden translation plays on the Hebrew:s> (the hiphil of9ay - ‘to cause to

pass’) and takes it aspael (‘to impregnate’). The Palestinian Talmud elabesabn this

interpretation y. Meg4.10) adding R. Ishmael’'s teaching which expldivat the sons of

such a marriage will be raised as enemies of 5od.
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R. Ishmael teaches:

this is the one who marries an Aramean woman

DIpNY oMK TRYN 01a 73N TRym | and raises sons by her, he raises enemies for

(translation mine)

(5od.

1% Mishnah (Hebrew) http://www.mechon-mamre.org/index.htm

"1 palestinian TalmugHebrew) http:/Awww.mechon-mamre.org/index.htm
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Similarly, TgPs-Js translation of Lev 18:21 focuses on the consegeef idolatry that

will be the fate of the offspriny?

AW MWN1 [N K TP 1) Of your seed you shall not give in marital intercsei
rRnYy na Tes to a daughter of the nations

ANT21 RINDEH KPS to pass over to foreign worshfpranslation mine.)

Thus the danger is seen in the religious influeateéhe foreign spouse which will
ultimately lead to foreign worship. Conversion toddism eliminates the danger of

apostasy and allows the ban on intermarriage tited.

At the time of the return from exile and the tudmil period of religious clashes and
political wars the desire for justifying a moreidgeparation was understandable. Once
the emerging rabbinic Judaism has grown strongestablished and has settled down to
a life without homeland and Temple it was able tawda less inflexible line between

itself and outsiders.

6.5 Conclusion

In this chapter | have examined the ‘holy seedbratle condemning intermarriage with
foreigners in Ezra 9:2, which | argued to be dddtinom the deuteronomic reasoning of
‘moral defilement’ based on the use of the ‘seedErra 9:2 and the absolute nature of
the ban. | noted similar vocabulary and resonantésa 6:13; Mal 2:14; Ps 106:27, 35
and sought to locate the source for the ‘holy seatlbnale. Milgrom’s theory was
evaluated first, namely that Ezra 9:2 is using da’s prophetic imagery (Jer 2:3) and
merges it with the legislation in Deut 7 to cretite notion ofsanctadesecration through
intermarriage. The laws ddl'ayim in Lev 19:19 and Deut 22:9-11 were examined next
followed by the priestly regulation for marriage liev 21:7-15. The latter two options
were found more persuasive than Milgrom’s suggestioobserved that there were
similar lines of thought evident in some other 3wiiterature of the Second Temple
Period (notably 4QMMT andub 30), which made the ban absolute irrespectivehef t

2 Targum Pseudo-JonathgAramaic),http:/call.cn.huc.edu/
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foreign spouse’s attitude and did not allow coneer@nd/or circumcision as a route for
integration into the community of Israel. Finallysought to answer the question why the
‘holy seed’ rationale was needed at all when De(& 23) could have given adequate
support for the ban on intermarriage. It was arghetithe weakened spiritual state of the
returned exiles may have given rise to the nequace an absolute ban on intermarriage
in the hopes of protecting a religiously less ttasis people from the threat of foreign
influences. The ‘holy seed’ rationale provided tegal basis for precisely this kind of

prohibition without exceptions.
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7 Profanation and Impurity

So far, we have looked at the legal backgroundtioé¢ ‘holy seed’ rationale as an
argument distinct from the usual deuteronomic itilon in Deut 7:1-3 based on the
threat of idolatry as well as some roughly conteraposources that seem to use a similar
line of thought from the Second Temple Periodhis thapter | will examine the logic of
‘the holy seed’ rationale and evaluate in particiMdlgrom’s influential theory that the
holy seed is desecrated by marriages with non-bafdne ‘foreign’ women’® As
discussed in $.2.2, Milgrom argues that the desecration is frihdicated by thewx
sacrifice (guilt/reparation offering for sacrilegeLev 5:14-16; Ezra 10:19) and the
repeated use ofvn ‘unfaithfulness’ in the text (Ezra 9:2, 4; 10:2), &vhich is the

technical term for ‘trespasses agasetcta’and oath-violation.

This is a rather attractive solution yet a closepection of the text raises a number of
questions. While>yn can be used in a technical sense, it can also nseaply

unfaithfulness by breaking the covenant. Bha sacrifice can indeed be for the sin of
desecration; at the same time, it is conspicuaaisttie 20% compensation as specified in
Lev 5:14-16 is absent from the text. Further, Milgr assumes that Israel is the holy
seed, but the precedents in kilayim laws (especially Deut 22:9) and Lev 21:7-15 point
to the offspring rather than the Israelite husbaasigshe desecrated ones. Finally, the

leaders’ complaint that the ‘holy seed intermingleth the peoples of the lands’ leaves

%t is generally assumed that the ‘foreign’ womeneasely affect the ‘holy seed’ even if it is uraréf
the issue is profanation or defilement. It is wartentioning here Diana Lipton’s unusual view thas the
profane seed which becomes holy and threatenszie the land. She uses the analogy of Gen 6:1-8ewvhe
the interbreeding results in mighty progeny. Liptéiurnace’, 230-238. ‘In addition to the probleffrtioe
violence that filled the earth (Gen. 6.11-12), $bes of gods have cohabited with daughters of men t
produce a super-race of mighty men possessed tif @od addressed it) the attribute of immortalBy
means of the flood, God removed both the violeBcE3) and all traces of these quasi-immortal people
(6.7) and started afresh. Here, then, is a bibledlwhere the offspring of a union involving nele
identified with divinity, the sons of gods, and fales that are manifestly human, the daughters af me
produces offspring that, even if they are not ddyimave the primary attribute of divinity, immortgl
Further, the narrative in its present form suggeststhe progeny of this union will seize or file land,
hence the need for a flood to remove them fronthid., 231. This is an interesting theory although it
seems to me ultimately counter-intuitive. The itetual links between the two texts are somewhatefb
but even more importantly the issue in Ezra 9i#iiness, not divinity/immortality. Throughout tier
holiness is affected by the profane or the defitather than the other way around. As Milgrom asgue
wheresanctais seen as contagious, it is lethal (e.g. Ex 2932Num 4:15; 2 Sam 6:6-7). Milgrom,
Leviticus1-16, 443-456.
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the status of the ‘foreign wives’ and their efféantalisingly open: are they profane or
impure and consequently do they desecrate or @efilra in his prayer alludes to Lev
18:24-30 and states that the Canaanites have ntaglelahd unclean with their

abominations and filled it with impurity; a repéiit of which he fears in his own day.

This suggests that the women are impure, which idiately raises the question what the
nature of their impurity is.

The structure of this chapter will work its waydhgh the questions arising from Ezra 9-
10 relating to ‘the holy seed’ as set out abovethim process | shall bring in possible
analogies as well as similar texts (specificallyhNe3:23-31) in order to bridge the gaps
left in the passage. | will start with a short @duction into purity terminology in the
scholarly literature followed by a discussion oflilom’s theory of sancta desecration. |
will particularly examine the two textual argumettisit Milgrom brings: the use ofn
andawx. This will then be followed by the question of whiwe ‘holy seed’ is; in other
words, who is affected by the foreign wives: thellands and/or the offspring of these
unions. Next | will consider Lev 21:7-15, which tekx will argue, provides a suitable
analogy for understanding ‘the holy seed’ rationkleally, | shall look into the nature of
impurity attributed to the Canaanite nations andektension, to the ‘foreign wives’ in

Ezra’s time.

7.1 Purity Terminology

Scholarly literature is divided on the terminologly uses for describing biblical
impurities, yet there is a certain consensus atwaoitmain types of impurity which are
best described by Klawans in his monograptpurity and Sin in Ancient Judaismis

own terms for them are ‘ritual’ and ‘moral’ impuritespectively.”

Although these names are probably the most widadpamd common ones to describe
impurities in the scholarly literature, they areolplematic on several counts as is
generally recognised. For one thing, they are amadstic and one must be careful not to

impose them on to an ancient system of thought dbas not entirely fit the modern

1 For ritual impurity see Klawarsnpurity, 23-25; for moral impurity sel®id., 26-30; for a briefer
version of the main differences see Rigity, 55-56.
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distinctions or distinguish clearly between theror &nother, the word pair may reinforce
a stance of anti-ritualism and the superiority wiofality’ over ritual and set up the
prophets with their denunciations of the cult owagainst a priesthood engaged in
seemingly meaningless ceremonies. Further, the woodal’ may evoke the idea of a
narrow morality or moralising and in any case, soerce of ‘moral’ impurities such as
idolatry do not comfortably fit into a straightfoand ‘moral’ category. Other similar

possibilities are ‘levitical/priestly/cultic’ vs. spiritual/religious™’> Wright suggests

‘permitted’ or ‘tolerated’ vs. ‘prohibited’ impuiis;’® while Frymer-Kensky takes yet a
different approach, highlighting the contagion ebamin what Klawans calls ‘ritual
impurity’ and the danger that ensues from pollugitimat involve wrongdoing and which

she calls ‘danger-belief§’’

Despite the difficulty with Klawans’ terminologywish to retain it simply because as a
shorthand it captures the essence of these twe typenpurity better than some of the
other ones listed above. One of the hallmarksiufdtl impurity’, as Klawans points out,
is that it is mostly the result of natural procesteat are often unavoidable such as birth
(Lev 12:1-8), death (human corpses and carcassegpafe animals - Lev 11:1-47; Num
19:10-22), bodily flows (e.g. Lev 15:1-33), scalsahses (Lev 13:1-14:32) and the by-
product of purificatory procedures (e.g. Lev 16:R8m 19:8). This kind of impurity is
generally not sin, although can become sinful & impure persons refuse to purify
themselves or if they come into contact with thé/Hthus impure persons are excluded
from the sanctuary). Thus the adjective ‘ritual’apt ‘because this kind of impurity
affects the ritual status of persons stricken bgnt purity is achieved in part by rituals
(washing, bathing, sacrifice and often includingesiod of waiting):® Ritual impurities
spread through direct or indirect contact with imgyersons, objects or substances,
normally by touch or physical proximity.

5 For a short critique of some of these see Wrigigtectrum’, 151f. fn. 3. and Klawarnisnpurity, 22-23.
18 \Wright, ‘Unclean’, 729-30; ‘Spectrumv’, 151-2. Heas ‘permitted’ in the first article and ‘toleratéd
the second for the category that Klawans termsakitmpurity’.

17 Erymer-Kensky, ‘Pollution’, 403-404.

178 See Klawandmpurity, 22-23.
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Klawans’ ‘moral impurity’ on the other hand is tressult of grave sins: sexual immorality
(e.g. Lev 18:24-30), idolatry (e.g. Lev 19:31; 2@)Jland bloodshed (e.g. Num 35:33-34).
The single most distinguishing feature of this tgdeémpurity is that its source is serious
wrongdoing that can only be purged by the removahe sinner from life, or in some
cases from the land, or by sacrificial atonemeimuslthe attribute ‘moral’ has to be
understood this way as encompassing sins that aral+meligious in nature. This is the
sense in which, for want of a better word, | wishuse the term. ‘Moral’ impurity is not
contagious by contact and does not jeopardiserith@l purity’ of others. It nevertheless
affects the land of Israel and the sanctuary fréem, @&e. without the sinner entering the
Temple, although the sin still has to be committetsrael for the land and the sanctuary
to be defiled.

The particular difficulty that the Ezran narratipeses is that according to the above
classification the women have a ‘moral impurity’ ialn, however, is not contagious, yet
the effects of these wives on the holy seed sedm thmmunicated in a way that is akin
to the contact-contagion of ‘ritual impurity’. Thissue also feeds into the larger question
posed by scholars whether Gentiles were consideitedlly impure’, a view that is
based on the influential work of Emil Schiirer andd@lyahu Alon”® This debate is
especially prominent in discussions of Jewish-Genéble fellowship and interaction in
New Testament studies in general and with referé¢ncActs 10 and Gal 2:11-14 in

particular.

The reason for asking this question is in part nidarstand the logic of the argument;
namely why intermarriages are unacceptable witlsehéreign women’ and also to
probe into the kind of value judgment that is mateut them. Profane is clearly a more
neutral category which in some instances can haviegly legitimate contact with the

holy: thus the priests who are holy can marry lgese (Lev 21:7 cf. v.14) who are

1" Schiirer argues for the ritual impurity of Gentitesthe basis that they do not keep the ritualtpiaivs
and are therefore ritually impure themselves atuclty defile those who come into contact with th&ee
SchureiGeschichte2:48. Alon does not explicitly state though se#mnassume that the ritual impurity of
Gentiles is rooted in what he believes is the bithlihotion that idols are ritually defiling. He @pss the
concept of Gentile ritual impurity in the form lodlakhahto the beginning of the Second Temple Period.
See Alon, ‘Levitical Uncleanness’, 187-88. For fataion of Alon’s idea that idols and idolatry are
ritually defiling see Hayeentile Impurities215-221.
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profane by default though at the same time therate called to aspire to holiness

themselves.

7.2 Sacrilege in Ezra 9-107?
7.2.1 The Use ofwn in Ezra 9-10

As already indicated, Milgrom proposes that thedvom in the cultic legislation of the
Old Testament is used in the contexsahctadesecration and oath violation. In the case
of the latter he observes that God’s covenant usthel involved an oath and not
surprisingly thereforezvn is often applied when speaking of Israel’s idgl@postasy in
non-cultic contexts as well (2 Chr. 12:1-2; 33:M@m. 31:16; 2 Chr. 28:22ff° In Ezra-
Nehemiah the term occurs five times in connectigth mtermarriage (Ezra 9:2, 4; 10:2,
6; Neh 13:27) and once, in Nehemiah’s prayer thedvwon» denotes disobedience to
God’'s commandments and is blamed for the exile (N8hcf. Lev 26:40). Similarly, in
Ezra’s prayer the primary issue seems to be treakirg (9:10) and breaking (v.14) of
the commandment not to intermarry with the CanaaniDeut 7:1-3). Already once the
violation of YHWH'’s covenant resulted in exile (y.@Znd the further breach of it may
lead to total destruction (v.14). Beyond the hated mentioned by the leaders in v.2
there is no further repetition or allusion to deaton. Thus it may well be that»n does
not refer to sacrilege of the ‘holy seed’ but t@ thnfaithfulness in breaking God’s
covenant through apostasy and idolatry. Indeedithibe sin that the deuteronomistic
history considers the prime reason for the exilectvhs reflected in Ezra’s prayer and
which chimes in with Lev 26:14, 32-33, 40 as wAHl. Milgrom observes, the latter is the
only pentateuchal passage that explicitly connéa$yn of covenant breaking with the

punishment of the exil&*

7.2.2 The Meaning ofawx in Ezra 9-10
Milgrom’s second support for his theory of sancesetration comes from thmwx
sacrifice that is offered in Ezra 10:19. Howevdigre are still several questions
connected to it that need addressing. First, tgalagon for theawx sacrifice in Lev 5

prescribes a ram or its monetary equivalent and 2@¥bpensation in the case of

18 Milgrom, ‘Ma‘al’, 238.
8 1pid., 239.
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unintentional sacrilege (vv.14-16) whilst any mentiof reparation is omitted in Ezra
10:19. Secondly, it is not unambiguously clearhi¢ treference to thewx sacrifice is
meant to encompass an offering only for the higasply family, the priests in general or

lay Israelites as well.

Unfortunately Milgrom does not address the issueamfipensation, although one way of
explaining the lack of it is to say that the deagon of people rather than objects is a
novelty and it may be that the implications of thesw form of sacrilege have not been
properly worked out, i.e. the issue of compensatibmay also have been difficult to
judge its measure since we are not dealing here sdatred objects, whose monetary
value is more easily assessed, but with peoplethf@nother hand, the valuations of
people who make a difficult vow (Lev 27:1-8) mayeian indication how such
compensation in the case of desecration of peoplebre calculated if that is indeed the
issue in Ezra 9-10. Further, if one takes the Iselgd to mean the Israelite spouses who
are desecrated by their foreign wives then it issfigle to argue that these men are both
victims/objects as well as perpetrators/subjectsledecration in that they allow it to
happen by marrying foreign women. In this case, mamsation may be omitted for the
obvious reason that both the cause and the retipi@mompensation are the same people.
At the same time, it is still possible to say tiie&# compensation is to be given to God
because the holy people belong to him and by datsegrthemselves they have offended
YHWH.

A further question which has some bearing onzthe sacrifice is whether it is actually
the Israelite spouses or their offspring who arsedeated. If the latter then amx should
only be required of those who had children fromsthenarriages. To this question of the

‘holy seed’ | shall return in the next section.

There are only two cases in the Pentateuch wheegnais offered as anwk without
compensation. One immediately follows the regufabo unintentional sacrilege in Lev
5:14-16 and deals with unintentional, unknowingob&dience to some negative

commandment (vv.17-19). Milgrom understands thieddad mean sacrilege in which the
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perpetrator is not aware that he or she had coeunittout has nevertheless guilt feelings
which lead him or her to suspect the worst: ‘he &f&®nted the deity; he has committed
sacrilege against the sanct®.Thus, the difference between the first and theorseéc
scenario is that in the former desecration is @mdéd but it eventually comes to light,
while in the latter it is merely suspected but kwbwn ¢7°-x> x1m1 — v.18) even at the
time theawx is offered. Logically, only a ram is brought wititacompensation since the
crime is only suspecte® and we might add, the object of desecration isnank. If
Milgrom is right in the interpretation of this page then it cannot form the background
to the Ezran case of no compensation, since tHeseare well aware of their guilt and

not merely suspect that they have committed a%8in.

The second example of a ram offered as@nwithout monetary compensation is in Lev
19:20-22"% The offence is the violation of a slave girl whastbeen betrothed to another
man (lit. ‘acquired for a man>x> noam1 — v.20), but has not been set free yet. On the one
hand, Milgrom argues, her betrothal makes thisse od adultery; on the other as a slave
she is not a legal person, therefore the deathltgefoa adultery cannot be applied
(v.20)1%°

182 Milgrom, Leviticus1-16, 333.

% bid., 335.

184 As Milgrom himself notes, his interpretation of ¥¥-19 accords with the rabbinic view (eSifra,
Hovah, par. 12:1m. Ker. 5:2-8;Ker. 22b [baraita]) but goes against the majority &ttypopinion, which
sees the section as a ‘displabadta’t passage’ and understandably so, since it repdichéelanguage of
Lev 4:2, 13, 22, 27 and sacrilegex) is not mentioned in it. Nevertheless Milgrom'g@ament makes
sense since in its present place and form theoseistsubsumed under the default case of the imshte
sacrilege introduced by (v.14) while the section in vw.17-19 is affixedtiwthe particleoxy, the standard
indicator of a subordinate case and is followedh®yprescription of anwx sacrifice. The phrase in v.17 is
awkward, however, since it contains batkn and» (°> wa1-ax). This leads Milgrom to concede that 5:17
may have been an independent law originally, whiek copied verbatim, prefixed by and incorporated
into the law against sacrilegbid., 331f.

1% \Wenham readspa as ‘compensation’ (Wenharneviticus 270-71) rather than ‘punishment’ (BDB,
1244np32) or ‘inquest’ (Milgrom,Leviticus17-22, 1669f) but Milgrom convincingly shows that
‘investigation’ is to be preferred mainly becausaicase that is potentially a capital offencetdistaing

the girl's exact status (half-slave, half-freegpssential to giving the correct verdittifl, 1669f). For an
evaluation of the the various interpretive postib#i ofn1pa seelbid., 1668-71. Milgrom argues that
compensation is not given because the girl's beditaheans that her master is only her partial owner
(Ibid., 1665). In any case, if Wenham were right we waxpect the text to specify the measure and
recipient of such compensation.

1% For the argument summarised here see Milgta@witicus17-22, 1665-1677.
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The question is what this marginal case law is glamnthe chapter on issues of holiness?
And why is the necessary sacrifice mnk? Milgrom submits that the real offence is
sacrilege against God’s name and the desecratitreadath taken at Sinai for which the
appropriate offering is thewx. The adultery in this marginal case cannot besdiad as
such and punished accordingly. Nevertheless, ianesnan offence against God which is
indicated by the necessity of bringing thex.

In sum, the resolution of the crux of th#&S5am brought by the paramour or seducer of a slave-
woman rests on the assumption that in Israel agulitas considered a violation of the Sinaitic
covenant. In the ancient Near East, although agultas considered a sin against the gods, it had
no juridical impact, whereas in Israel its inclusio the covenant guaranteed legal consequences.
The death penalty for clear-cut adultery could méwe commuted. However, in the case of Lev
19:20-22, where investigation shows that the ble#idtslave-woman had not been emancipated,
her paramour or seducer could not be punishedsHhetian adulterer because she is not a legal
person. Nevertheless, he has offended God by dgierthe Sinaitic oath and must bring his

’ a&im expiation™®’

One of the things that Milgrom notes about thex sacrifice is that in most cases it is
possible to offer a monetary equivalent rather tamractual ram but he stresses that in
Lev 19:20-22 a monetary exchange is not in view;dffender has to go to the trouble of
getting the right unblemished aninidl.If Milgrom’s overall interpretation is along the

right lines, namely that the offence atoned fothwnwx is a desecration of the covenant
oath at Sinai, then we may speculate that the dddompensation on the one hand and
the insistence on an actual sacrificial animal lom other are an indication of a direct

offence against God and his name, which cannotdesuored in terms of monetary value.

Thus the case relating to the violation of the ditéed slave girl may shed light on the
issue in Ezra 9-10, as in both instances there mompensation offered and thex is an
actual rant® If these two aspects of tlex sacrifice indeed indicate that the offence in

guestion is a more direct one against YHWH thes [tossible to read the Ezran story as

¥71bid., 1675.

% bid., 1675.

1% The Talmud connects Lev 21:19-22 with Ezra 10rill. iKer11a on the basis that in both instances an
awx is offered, although the rabbinic conclusion searferced one, namely, ‘that they all had interseur
with designated handmaids’.
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one of covenant breaking and sacrilege in the seidesecrating God’s name. Although
Milgrom himself refers to the covenant at Sinaitfoe oath violation in Lev 19:20-22, for
the story of Ezra 9-10 a better candidate wouldhleecovenant and oath entered into in
Moab (Deut 29:1 [12]). Particularly noteworthy is the indicatidmetre that the covenant
and oath are not merely with those who are prabené that day but with those who are
not there (vv.13-14 [14-15]); presumably indicatihg covenant’s binding nature to the
generations who come later. It also closely liftes abominationsnfayin) of the nations
and the sin of idolatry with the breaking of theveoant (v.16 [17]). Understanding the
awR sacrifice as intended for covenant violation aathdoreaking would also be in line
with the waybyn is used in the chapter. Further the possiblebietiveen Deut 29:11 [12]
and Neh 10:30 [29] (see 8.1.1) and the deuteronomic curses which may fdre t
background for Nehemiah'’s cursing of those whorm#aried (Neh 13:25 — seed$4.2)
both point to similar notions within the wider cert of EN.

Overall, it is noteworthy thataws as Israel's ‘guilt’ is mentioned more often in BA-

10 than any other term for sin (9:6, 7, 13, 15;100:19). Synonymous expressions
includebyn (‘unfaithfulness’ — 9:2, 4; 10:2, 6;) as alreadgntioned v (‘iniquity, sin’ —
9:6, 7, 13), probably one of the most generic tefarssin}® oy~ wwwyn (‘our evil
deeds’ — 9:13) angtvs (‘to rebel, cast off allegiance’ — 10:13); a tetinat is used both
for rebellion against secular rulers (e.g. 1 Kidgsl9; 2 Kings 3:5; 2 Chr 36:13, Ezek
17:15) and by extension against God and his covgean Isa 1:28; Jer 3:13; Ezek 2:3;
Hos 7:13, 8:1). Whilgw ando v wwyn are too general to be of any help in establishing
the nuance of the sin in question, bty and>y» indicate unfaithfulness to God and his
covenant through disobedience. This is borne ouEbsa’s prayer which repeatedly
refers to Israel’s past sin that led to the exild the present repetition of the same sin
with an emphasis on breaking God’'s commandment. ldoesmwy fit in with this
overall picture? The word can denote the act ofngdwing, the feelings of guilt that
ensue, the punishment or consequence of sin. ¥ doe necessarily have a technical
meaning of the sin or guilt of sacrilege in the saway as>»yn does not. In the light of

199t is striking thathxvn which is perhaps even more a general term foissintirely missing in these
chapters.
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this, it seems to me that the overall tenor ofrtiieed marriage crisis is the breaking of
the covenant by the disobedience to the commandnaemd particularly the threat of
idolatry and apostasy.

In contrast, the chapter has little to say abosedrtion of the ‘seed’ apart from the one
reference to ‘holy seed’. If one adds to that thet fthat an actual ram and no
compensation is required and offered in Ezra 10ti®n anowx for the desecration of
the offspring or the Israelite spouses seems akalyinterpretation when the rest of the
chapter uses bothawx and %y» in a more general sense of covenant-breaking and
disobedience. This is not to negate that sacritdgekind is an issue in the passage and
that the holy seed rationale plays a supportive ral the argument against mixed
marriages. Nevertheless, | would want to suggedtahaws brought for desecrating the
covenant and the oath entered into in Moab (DettZ29 would give a more coherent

account of Ezra 9-10 than Milgrom’s theory.

The second question to examine with regard tozhe sacrifice is for whom it is
brought. Ezra 10:19 only mentions the high priefdiyily (the sons of Jeshua, son of
Jozadak and his brothers) to have offered it.iff ith how the text should be read then it
would suggest that a distinction is made betwe@sts and laymen in which case the
awk is indeed brought for the sin of profaning thehhpgiestly offspring as described in
Lev 21:15. A similar interpretive option is offerég Maccoby who keeps the distinction
between priests and laymen but suggests thatitkas brought by all the priests who
mistook their wives to be Jews and allowed themetithe holy portionS*

On the other hand, Milgrom assumes that even thdoghext is silent about a laywx
offering, it must be implied, while Hayes similartgkes for granted that amwx is
required from and offered by af This seems to be a logical conclusion given thetet

is no distinction made between laymen and pridsesadere in the text in terms of their

1 Maccoby, ‘Holiness and Purity’, 167.

192 Milgrom, Cult, 73. HayesGentile Impurities 29. Contra Olyan who distinguishes between thra Ez
memoir which treats both lay and priestly interri@yes as sacrilege and the Ezra third person inarrat
which only requires anwx from the priests. He criticises Hayes for undediteag theowx as if it related to
lay Israelites. Olyan, ‘Purity Ideology’, 7f. fn22
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sin. Whatever the ‘guilt’ these people had, it &gplto all equally. Moreover, when the
intermingling of the holy seed is mentioned in EQra, the exiles specifically highlight
the sin of the princes and rulers, who have bearerhost in this unfaithfulness’(n
mwRa T Hyna), which again indicates the guilt of all, not ordy the high-priestly
family. Further, the sentence about pledging todsee wives away followed by the
offering of theawx in Ezra 10:19 is general enough to be a kind afreary introductory
phrase even though it comes inserted after thadisif the first few names in the priestly
list. Moreover, if one insists on reading the venigally to apply only to those just listed
in v.18 then one would also have to assume thdirdtepart of the sentence in v.19 (the
pledge to send the wives away) only applied to éhfesv mentioned in v.18. This is
untenable and therefore we may safely concludeithtte light of all these arguments
the awx sacrifice is brought for all those involved inanmnarriages with foreigners,

laymen and priests alike.

In conclusion | submit that thewx offering is for the sin of breaking the covenantla
the oath entered into in Moab atoned for by sadnfj an actual ram without monetary
compensation and offered by priests as well adaitye | would want to maintain that
sacrilege in the sense of profaning the holy seed issue in Ezra 9-10. However, its role
should not be overstated. The text is largely aratenprominently concerned with
covenant violation by disobedience to the deutemmo@ommandment not to intermarry

with the Caananites (Deut 7:1-3) which is extenideapply to all foreigners.

7.2.3 Who Are the Holy Seed?
The next question to examine is who the exilesghothe ‘holy seed’ was: the Israelites
who were in some way affected by their foreign wiva their children who were of
mixed descent? Milgrom’s theory of sancta desemmatmplies the former: it is the
Israelites who lose their sanctity by contact wvifitese women. However, it is not clear in
Milgrom’s theory how the desecration happens: iByitphysical/sexual contact akin to
the way ritual desecration of holy objects mightuaoor by the adverse influence of these
women by virtue of the close marriage relationshipshe reads the intermingling of the

‘holy seed’ in the spirit of Deut 7 then the spausee influenced by the idolatrous
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practices of the wives that lead them in turn mdmlatry and apostasy from the one true
God.

On the other hand, as discussed i6.8.1, the replacement of ‘people/nationd)( by
‘seed’ @11) may indicate a shift in emphasis to physical des@and a focus on the
offspring of such unions. Further, the usevof links Ezra 9 to th&ilayim laws (Lev
19:19/Deut 22:9-11) and the profanation of the hugiestly offspring (Lev 21:14-15);
the two pentateuchal ‘forerunners’ of the deseanaliy intermarriage idea both of which
point to the offspring as the focus of attentidn. Deut 22:9 specifically, it is both the
produce of the seed and the increase of the viaethe fruit of both plants that are
affected (though it is not entirely clear whethereoshould speak of defilement or
desecration). Again, in the case of Lev 21:14 itthe ‘seed’, i.e. the offspring of
illegitimate marriages which is profaned; therenis indication that the priest who
intermarried is affected. These analogies seenmd@ate that in Ezra 9-10 the wives
affect the children by contributing to a mixed hoe.

It is possible to hold the two ideas together, hawesince the text of Ezra 9:1-2 itself
links the two strands of thought. Neverthelessould argue that the intermingling of the
holy seed is specifically a reference to the offgpiof such mixed marriages. It is also
worth noting that the effect of the foreign wives the Israelite spouses and on the
children is different. The Israelite husbands onéeded to separate from their foreign
wives 11037 0w, 1772m - 10:11) whereas the children were permanentlyored
from Israel by being sent away with the womema (7913 o°w1-%5 ®°%172 - 10:3 see also

1 Esdras 9:36). The separation of the husbands tfhenforeign wives may well have
been a necessary step to avoid producing offsghagis ‘compromised’ in its lineage
rather than as an act motivated by the fear ofgopersonally affected by the wives.

As noted eatrlier, if the ‘*holy seed’ is a referemzéehe children and therefore sacrilege is
committed against the descendants of mixed masiéigegher than the husbands) then
this would have implications for thmwx that is offered. Namely, in this case tmex

cannot have been for the sacrilege of the ‘holyl'seecause it was offered by all, yet the
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text is clear that not all had children from thesarriages 12 ww" w1 omn v -
10:44). Admittedly the argument cuts both waysjight be that, if thewx is brought by
all, then the ‘holy seed’ must refer to all Isréedi who intermarried rather than to their
offspring. Nevertheless, as noted before, the goal® examples from thiglayim laws
and the high priestly marriage regulation, the aepiment ofay with y7r and the
difference between the treatment of children asspg@ to spouses argue strongly for an

understanding of the ‘holy seed’ to mean the oifgprather than the husbands.

7.2.4 The Precedentin Lev 21:7-15

In order to understand the intermarriages in Ez#® Jurther | shall consider here the
possible precedent in the priestly and high pyesthrriage regulations of Lev 21. Three
guestions are particularly pertinent here. Firstatis the force dfonin Lev 21:15 in the
verse that gives the reason for the restrictiongthsit he does nébr° his seed’? Is the
meaning sacrilege or defilement? Secondly, whttegationale behind the categories of
women excluded from priestly and high-priestly reges? Uncovering the logic
underlying this list may shed light on how the igrewomen were viewed in Ezra 9-10.

Thirdly, how is the profanation/defilement commuatexd?

The technical meaning of th@el verb 5n in the priestly legislation is desecration or
profanation, i.e. the illegitimate contact of thelyhwith the common/profanen).'*?
However, Lev 21 is not so precise in its applicatd the term. For instance, v.4 states
that the priest is required not to defiteaf®) himself with the dead of any relatives by
marriage (an issue of ritual purity) and $m himself'. Milgrom explains the choice of
this word as follows.

Normally, we would have expected the wdéllittame’d, since contact with the dead results in
defilement, pollution. The verhill ¢l ‘desecrate’ was chosen deliberately to emphabzetfect
of the pollution on the person of the priest: hdésanctified and, hence, disqualified to handle or

be in the presence of sanctums — in other wordseriee as a priest!

1% For the five variations on most sacred, sacreshneon and impure see Milgromeviticus1-16, 977-
78.
194 Milgrom, Leviticus17-22, 1800f.
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It is clear from this example that the term heraged in a more fluid way and Milgrom
notes further examples where the distinction betwee and>>n is gradually dissolved
not only in the Holiness Code but also in EzeKidlus idolatry in Lev 20:3 defiles#{v)

the sanctuary while in Ezek 23:39 it profangsi). Conversely, the name of God is
profaned in Lev 20:3 but defiled in Ezek 43:728Milgrom’s explanation that the use of
%on focuses on the effects of the act on holinessaisgible and further supported by two
other examples he notes in Lev 21:12 and Lev #2:Both of these deal with corpse
defiled priests coming into contact with the hobt yise thepiel verb%%n. One might
wonder how it is possible to distinguish betweerfilei®ent and sacrilege but the
problem is not insolvable. In all three cases (2Av4, 12; Lev 22:9xnv is used in
conjunction with>%rn which clearly indicates that the writer is awarettee distinction.
The juxtaposition of%on and holiness in all three cases (21:6, 12; 22®)fians
Milgrom’s theory that the writer/editor of theseagiters is concerned with holiness
whatever might be the cause that compromises thdrcase of Lev 21:7 and 15 there is
no mention of defilementgv), only profanation {>n) and so we may assume that the
issue is the loss or diminishment of holiness withthe added implications of (ritual)

defilement.

In order to understand the reason for the marmegtictions it is worth probing further
into the reason for the choice of women listed reecaeptable for priestly or high priestly
marriages. The marriage regulation for an ordiraigst forbids marriage with a harlot, a

197

woman who was raped-n),”' or a divorcee (v.7) to which list the widow is addin

the case of the high priest, who is obliged to gnarvirgin of his own people (v.14 cf.

*pid., 1801.

bid., 1327.

197 Although most English translations translaten mar as a hendyadis (e.g. NRSV; NIV; cf. BDB, 2491
722m), | follow Milgrom here who understand$>n as a woman who was raped, based on the combination
of %o | ‘profane, desecrate’ ardn Il ‘pierce’. Thus ai77n is a ‘desecrated, pierced one’, i.e. raped. He
argues that the hendyadis is unacceptable beaatse clear and specific enough term that needs no
further qualification and the order of>m miv is reversed in v.14 thereby providing an ascentistdo

v.7’s descending one in terms of severity of ofeeridis argument is convincing and his interpretatid

n7on fits logically into the progressiotbid., 1806-8. Forn>>n as a deflowered woman see atsdLOT

1:320.
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v.10). Ezekiel 44:22 extends the high priestly iegruents to all priests® while Ezra 9-
10 goes even further by applying it to all Israel.

What holds these categories of prohibited womeretteg? The obvious common

element in the harlot, the raped womarbf), the divorcee and the widow is their lack of
virginity. Yet, why does the high priest or thegsts in general need to be protected from
getting wives who had legitimate or illegitimatexsel experience? Moreover, how does

the foreigner fit into this list?

Sexual intercourse whether in marriage or outsidés iconsidered ritually defiling
although this is one of the minor impurities thatyorequires bathing and waiting until
evening as a form of purification (Lev 15:18). hying to establish the overarching
reasons for ritual impurities Wright and Frymer-kskyn among others suggest that all of
them are connected to death and sex both of wé&meompatible with God’s natuté’
Abstaining from any contact with these is absojuédsential for maintaining purity in a
ritual context. Clearly, there is no issue of ritwefilement connected with sexual
experienceper se although as noted above the seaagltself leads to a minor and
temporary ritual impurity. Yet the marriage redtoos on the priests and the high priest
are perhaps a symbolic expression of their higtegus as ministers of a holy God who
are themselves consecrated to his service. Cledriywould not be feasible for the
hereditary priesthood to be celibate but the clogpgroximation to the marriage ideal is

preferred.

Thus the priestly marriage restrictions cannot X@aned on the basis of ritual purity;
nevertheless they are connected to the sexuahddhaolve a certain gradation. Harlotry
is a sin and a deliberate one at that, which isnewsed as a picture of Israel’s

1% However, the regulation in Ezekiel allows a ptgestidow to marry another priest.

199 Wright, ‘Clean and Unclean’, 739; Frymer-Kenskollution’, 401. Maccoby similarly argues that the
two sources for ritual impurity are connected t® aed death. MaccobRitual and Morality ix. Milgrom
also connects God’s nature and his incompatibalitia the human condition although he derives aliaii
impurities from the notion of death. Milgromneviticus1-16, 1002.
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unfaithfulness to God (e.g. Jer 3:6-10; Ezek 16,)eOn the other hand, rape is by

definition unintentional on the part of the victiaithough it too involves a stignix.

Divorce is not an offence in the OT; Deut 24:1-4npi¢s it if the husband detects ‘a
naked thing™a7 My in the wife. Although the expression’s meaningineertain, later
the Shammaites understood it as sexual miscondaie whe Hillelites broadened the
term to include ‘any matter’ in which the husbandswdispleased with the wifé.(Git
90a).

Milgrom argues that both with respect to the hadatl the divorcee there may be
practical reasons for their inclusion among thehfribed women. In the case of the
former the priest may not be sure that the offgpns really his if the woman is
promiscuous, while in the latter she may be susgect pregnancy, barrenness or
unfaithfulnes$®* While such considerations may have a role to plaie argument, the
particular issue, it seems to me, is ultimatehhaotogy of holiness that is capable of

expressing in these commandments a certain kisgirobolic significance.

Thus | submit that the reason for excluding theodiee from a priestly marriage is that
she falls short of the marriage ideal as set fartien 2:24. As Jesus points out, the
allowances made for divorce are the result of amess of heart and not the way things
should be since in the beginning it was not so {Mdi8) and ‘what God has joined
together let no man separate’ (v.6). From a mogerspective one might question
whether it was indeed the divorced wife who wafaalt, and it is even possible to argue
on the level of the text that she is not entirelyotame. The order in which prohibited
classes of women are listed in Lev 21:7 suggests dhraped woman is less desirable
than a divorcee even though the former is a vietnd clearly innocent of any crime. If a

divorcee is less seriously a problem then this rnaybecause sexual misconduct is

20 Milgrom argues that there is no stigma attache@pe in Israel and quotes Deut 22:28-29. Milgrom,
Leviticus17-22, 1807. This is hard to believe, howevel, &am 13:13 demonstrates the opposite. Here
Tamar pleads with her half brother Amnon not teerbpr and asks ‘As for me, [if you do this] how ¢an
remove my reproach?nean-nx 7778 71K "1KY).

201 Milgrom, Leviticus17-22, 1805, 1808.
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merely suspected not proven or perhaps the onlyeiss that she had a previous

marriage.

When we move from the marriage restrictions ofdhdinary priests to that of the high
priest widows are added to the list of undesiratdanections. Milgrom cites Isa 54:4
where God speaks to Israel (‘For you will forgeé tthame of your youth, And the
reproach of your widowhood you will remember no endrto show that widows carried
a stigma and uses the story of Naomi and Ruthgaeathat widows generally had low
self-esteem (Ruth 1:13, 28f. His conclusions, however, are surely unconvincisaiah
does not speak of widows in general, only of Isragla widow in humiliation. If
widowhood is generally shameful then by the sarkertso is youth. Similarly, Naomi is
a specific example of a widow in whose case theeehint of judgment in the loss of her
husband and son-in-laws, which may not be genedali®n the contrary, the provision of
Levirate marriage (Deut 25:5-10) and the repeajmxtal to care for the orphan and the
widow (Deut 24:17-21) suggest a concern for theetdble rather than a condemnation

of her condition.

Rather than an automatic indication of reproach pmidment, widowhood brings in

another aspect alien to the divine: death. It scigely the introduction of death into
human existence — no ideal condition — that creimekind of scenario where a woman
has legitimate sexual experience before her (sgaoadiage and yet, or rather, precisely
thereby falls short of the ideal of marriage: séxuaocence before marriage (Gen 2:25),
honourable behaviour within the union (cf. Deut124Gen 38:9-10) that was not

intended to end either by divorce or death.

The command for the high-priest to marry a virdih (@ maiden’) of his own people
(7wr P> vryn 00208 — Lev 21:14) may mean either an Israelite girl iglhis how
Ezek 44:22 takes it) or a priestly daughter (Jossgbontra Apionl:31;Keter Toraf).?*

In either case a foreigner is implicitly excluded.first glance, it may be less obvious

*%pid., 1819.
23 pbid., 1819. Milgrom notes that the text does not i state the girl’s virginity normally indicated
by the phraserx ny1-x> (e.g. Judg 11:39; 21:12). Nevertheless it is tadgsimed. Sdbid., 1818.
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how this fits into the preceding explanation abitet concern for upholding an ideal of
marriage without prior sexual experience (legitienadr illegitimate, deliberate or
unintended). After all, if virginity alone is thessue, a foreign virgin need not be
excluded. On the other hand, the ultimate conceti kwliness sets the foreign women

apart in another sense: their status with regatmlioess.

If one tries to put the different categories of pleacon a continuum from not holy to most
holy then foreigners are furthest away from Gogeaple who are common/profaria)
with regard to holiness and cannot attain holirpssforeigners. Israelites are one step
closer as people who are set apart to God as s, iv the priestly legislation are
expected to aim for holiness though their holyustas not inherent like the priesthood’s.
Thus the command to marry Israelite girls or dintsn priestly families is again a likely
indication of the priests’ closeness to a holy Gafdheir special elevated status.

It is perhaps no accident either that the reguiaticoncerning priests follow on from a
long list of sexual malpractices associated wite thanaanites in Lev 18 and 20.
Although a foreign virgin would by definition be ta&inted in this respect, her overall
status as not set apart to YHWH would still remde further from qualifying as a
priest’s wife. It is interesting in this respectththe rabbinic writings, which allow
converts to intermarry with lay Israelites and seeconversion a transformation of
Gentile seed into Israelite seed, neverthelesstaiaisome distinction between a priest
and a lay Israelite regarding the requirementarfarriage. The priest may not marry a
convert, only the daughter of a convert and therenuch discussion on whether a
daughter of two converts should be permitted tasdar not. Yet another view allows
even a convert to marry a priest if her conversiocurred before the age of thi8&As

it is clear from the above, there is dispute alibatdetails; nevertheless, the obligations

of a priest are higher than the lay Israelite’s.

2 see Hayes' discussion of rabbinic sources onritaeiiage between priests and female converts. Hayes
Gentile Impurities171-184.
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We see then that despite the broader categoryinfbeommon’ which applies to any

lay Israelite and even to foreigners there areagegubgroups which are unacceptable in
relation to the holy despite the fact that thesg mat be sinful in themselves. We may
conclude then that for the protection of their pfisg’s holiness it is necessary for the
priests to keep away from anything that is defitianthe sense that it falls short of the
ideal whether this is the result of an individuadia or merely caused indirectly by sin

that cannot be blamed on the particular personuestipn. Thus lurking behind these
regulations is a ‘moral’ ideal even though grougmvare excluded may not be sinful in

individual terms.

We then come to our final question on Lev 21:73.15: how does desecration happen?
Generally when holy objects are profaned this isedeither by ingesting (e.g. the holy
portions of sacrifices — Lev 22:14-15) or by tofclzzah touches the Ark — 2 Sam 6:6-7,
the sons of Kohath should not touch sanctuary $tiings while transporting them —
Num 4:15) and sometimes even by gaze (the Beth-8$laites look into the Ark - 1 Sam

6:19). This kind of sacrilege is akin to the wayual impurity’ is communicated.

As noted above, the priestly marriage restrictionisev 21 have an underlying reasoning
that reflects a ‘moral-religious’ ideal, which olagrs with what one might expect in
terms of ‘moral purity’. When it comes to the irdloce on the priestly spouse the text
does not specify the exact effects of marriage wilttarlot, a raped woman, a divorcee or
a widow. Yet the emphasis on the priest’'s conserauggests that marriage with these
classes of women is irreconcilable with holinesd #me priestly calling even though
profanation of the priests themselves is not meetio What is explicitly stated is the
desecration of the high-priestly offspring (v.1Bbut presumably priestly intermarriages
with the prohibited groups of women listed in vré aqually profaning for the ‘seed’.

Regarding moral impurity, the general consensuisasit does not defile anyone but the
sinner and is not communicated by physical cordagiroximity. Nevertheless, there is
precedent for moral impurity to impact the widevieonment and particularly what is
holy. For instance, bloodshed (Num 35:33-34) amhibited sexual acts (Lev 18:24-30)
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defile the land and child sacrifice to Molech (L2871-3) does the same to the sanctuary.
Further, in some instances it seems to affect és$ini.e. to profane, without defiling.
Thus Lev 21:9 suggests that a promiscuous pridsilghter profanes her father while the
high priest who marries one of the prohibited aassef women profanes his offspring

(vv.14-15). Milgrom notes the parallel and sumnesig thus:
V. 15 is speaking of the high priest's desecratibhis offspringby means of prohibited sexual
activity, just as its twin verse (v. 9) clearly refers ke tintergenerational effect girohibited

sexual activity®

Milgrom interprets the two types of profanationfeliéntly following here the rabbinic
view. Namely, he thinks of the profanation of tla¢her as metaphorical (d. San52a)
which does not lead to the suspension of his pyidéshction but affects his reputation

nevertheless.
To be surehll, indeed, is metaphoric regarding the priest, sinceo way does it disqualify the
father from officiating in the sanctuary. Howevas, the rabbis well recognise, her action casts a
stigma on her father. In all likelihood, he hasdesire to be seen in the company of his fellow
priests; it isas thoughhe were disqualifie®®

On the other hand, he takes the profanation ofoffepring as genuinely affecting the
status of the children with regard to their prigstescent. Thus in agreement with the
rabbis he suggests that daughters from prohibitadiages cannot eat sacred food (
Ter 8:1; Sifre Zutaon Num 18:11) and sons cannot officiate in thecgsry Sifra
Nedavapar. 4:6)°’

Apart from the weight of tradition, it is not immately obvious from the text why there
should be a differentiation between the two profana in the way Milgrom and the
rabbis suggest. One difference between the twangss is that the cause of profanation
(the daughter) is burnt in v.9 and thus the evpusged, as it were. Rather than treating
the profanation of the priest (father) as metagabrve might speculate that the cause of
moral defilement is removed by the punishment efdimner (the daughter) and therefore

the issue does not affect the father further.

2% Milgrom, Leviticus 17-221836.
% pjid., 1810.
7 bid., 1820.
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From an anthropological point of view the long-lagtimpact of profanation on the
offspring perhaps reflects the recognition thatdbesequences of sin may have an effect
on the following generation (cf. Ezek 18:2) rattlean work backwards from the children
to the parents. It also expresses the concerncthiliiren whose views are still being
shaped in the process of growing up are more valtierto the influence of their parents.
Granted the text in Lev 21:15 does not speak ainfluence; nevertheless the loss of the
children’s holy status graphically illustrates thes tangible effects that an unacceptable
parental alliance might have on the children. Tle#ective exclusion from the priestly
class as indicated by their profaned status endinasany adverse influence on the

children are contained and not perpetuated toélegeneration.

7.3 The Status of the ‘Foreign’ Wives: Profane or Impue?

As noted earlier, Ezra 9:2 does not state whairttegmingling of the holy seed results
in: desecration or impurity. | have argued i7.8.1 and7.2.2 thatyn is not necessarily
used in a technical sensesainctadesecration, and that it is possible to interirebwx
sacrifice as offered for something other than fiess againssancta! Nevertheless, |
agree with Milgrom that the holy seed is indeedfgmed, although | differ with him
about the referent of the ‘seed’ and argue for@nsgtconnection between the Ezran ‘holy

seed’ rationale and the priestly marriage restmiin Lev 21:7-15.

There are some obvious similarities between the texés. First, profanation occurs in
Ezra by way of marriage with a prohibited classmaimen and it affects the children.
Secondly, holiness in both has to do with a ‘moedigious’ ideal. In Ezra 9-10 the
foreign women are characterised by ‘abominatiomsiv{n), the standard vocabulary
used to describe idolatry and sexual immoralitg.(®eut 7:25-26; 17:3-4; Jer 44:4; Lev
18:22; Ezek 22:11). Further, Ezra’s prayer conn#msabominations of the Canaanite
nations with the impurityx(u) which defiled the land of Israel in v.11. The seiis an
oblique reference to Lev 18:24-30 and the languags echo of Lev 18 and 20, where
the sexual immorality of the Canaanites (Lev 1836cR v.24), child sacrifice to Molech
(18:21) and necromancy (20:6) are blamed on baghd#filement of the land and the
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expulsion of the previous inhabitants. Moreoverads is threatened of the same
consequences if she imitated their practices. Balomy, the peoples of the lands in
Ezra’'s day are associated with these abominatibimss the language overall speaks of

‘moral impurity’ in Ezra 9-10.

A possibly ambiguous term is the designation ofdefled land as71 y2x, a word more
often associated with ‘ritual’ than ‘moral’ impuritMilgrom derives the nominativen
from the root771 or 1771 both of which carry the meaning ‘chase away, expelnce its
use for menstrual impurity (Lev 15:20) on the orandh since the blood is ‘expelled’
from the body and also for its opposite in the espron:i7 °»n, the water for
removing/expelling certain ritual impurities (Num9:13, 20Y® Despite the more
common association ofia with ‘ritual’ impurity, Lev 20:21 is a clear exanepof the
sexual sin of incest and shows that the word camalBgbe used in the sense of ‘moral’
impurity. The noumT1 is also used of idols, which are carried out @f Tremple during
Hezekiah’s reform (2 Chr 29:5) and Zion is desdil@s a771 (an unclean thing) who
went after her lovers (Lam 1:8-9, 17, 19): a grappicture of ‘spiritual adultery’ and
rebellion against YHWH. It is notable that many pesilic sources use imagery from
ritual defilement and purification to depict ‘motiatpurity’. Thus Ezek 36:17 compares
the sin of Israel (bloodshed and idolatry cf. v.1@}h the impurity of a menstruous
woman 717 nxnand) and uses the ritual language of purification bgtew to describe
YHWH'’s act of cleansing from sin in v.25. Similarifech 13:1 speaks of a fountain that
will be opened for sin and for ‘impurity1?1 nkvr?). Surely, the fountain is symbolic of
‘moral-religious’ cleansing akin to the languagekrek 36:25 and is to be understood
metaphorically, since no actual water can simuttas® cleanse from sin and from
‘ritual impurity’. On the basis of the above, itsafe to conclude thati yox is an apt
term for Ezra to use in order to express the ‘maladilement of the land by idolatry and

prohibited sexual practices as detailed in Levri@ 20 in particulaf®

28 Milgrom, Leviticus1-16, 745.

29 Because of the associationof with ritual impurity, Alon in particular has argii¢hat idols in the
Bible were considered ritually impure and thistisisgly connected in his reasoning with the cafse o
inherent Gentile impurity. Alon, ‘Levitical Uncleanss’, 146-189. On the other hand, Hayes refutes’a\l
claim and convincingly shows that both the ritumapurity of idols and of Gentiles is a rabbinic imation
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At the same time there is also a shift in emphasiswe move from the priestly
regulations of Lev 21 to Ezra 9-10. The requirermentt high priestly marriage are
phrased in positive terms focussing on sexualypesipressed in virginity and only imply
the rejection of a non-Israelite (or non-priestgpouse. In contrast, Ezra 9-10 is
concermed with the explicit problem of foreignnegsich is closely associated with

‘moral’ impurity caused by prohibited sexual praet and idolatr§*°

Another difference compared to Lev 21:14-15 is tiat ‘moral-religious’ ideal behind
the restrictions on the priesthood is more expiiciEzra 9-10. In the case of the former
some of the women cannot be considered sinful (asahe raped woman or the widow)
even if their particular status reflects the effaat sin. In the case of the latter the foreign
women are unambiguously characterised by ‘moralumtyd, which on the analogy of
Lev 21:9, 15, affects the children in the form efsdcration: the changing of their holy

status to profane.

7.4 Ma'al and Purity Language in Neh 13:23-31

7.4.1 %w»nin Neh 13:26
In 84.4 | have already argued for a strong deuteronamflicence in Neh 13:23-31. As |
have shown there the legal basis for the ban i€ DAu3 and Deut 23:4-7 [3-6] and is
further reinforced by the narrative example of Kisgplomon (1 Kings 11:1-11).
Although there are possible alternative readingbeflatter story (cfSirach47:20), Neh
13:23-31 does not make it clear that the disappro&olomon’s foreign marriages is

based on something other than disobedience to Godsnant and commandments and

which served to reinforce the ban on intermarri&ge.a detailed discussion see Haygsntile Impurities
40-43, 53-54, 215-221.

20 Although idolatry is not mentioned explicitly anirare in EN or specifically in Ezra 9-10 it shoulel b
clear by now that the text is best read as cledhlgling to it. It is, of course, possible to canstsuch
references asayin or 771 v as a merely stereotyped depiction of Gentilesthee might be reasons for
speaking of idolatry cautiously. As Maccoby poiots, the hint of syncretism in Ezra 4:1-2 is obddor
anyone who is familiar with Israelite history. Haimtains that the ‘coded’ way in which the realisss
indicated is due to the fact that the exiles liirethe Persian empire, which itself practised farant
syncretism’ and it may not have been too pleaséeéo of tension as a result of an exclusivisglérant
monotheism. Maccoby, ‘Holiness and Purity’, 165-1680 not agree with Maccoby that the holy seed
rationale is mere ‘aristocratic language’ which ¢nepire would have understood but which played no
decisive role in the exiles’ reasoning. Nevertheles makes a shrewd observation regarding thetcover
nature of the central issue; namely idolatry anttsstism.
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the sin of idolatry and apostasy. Further Nehermsiadaction to the sin of intermarriage is
to make the Israelites swear an oath not to intagmend to curse those who already
have. | suggested that this again is in line with tleuteronomic thinking of curses
reserved for those who disobey the commandmentspamded out the similarity of
vocabulary between the exiles, who entered intmath and a curse at the covenant
renewal in Neh 10:30 [29] committing themselves agother things that they would
not intermarry (10:31 [30]), which echoed the cnegsover into God’s covenant and
oath/curse in Deut 29:11 [12]. What may alter thisrall picture is the use of»n in Neh
13:27 and some other words related to purity lagguand to the examination of these |

turn now.

Based on Milgrom’s idea dtm indicating sacrilege, Hayes concludes that NeR3-30
considers lay intermarriages as profaning (becausés used in v.27 in connection with
lay people) and priestly ones as defiling basedNah 13:29, which refers to the
‘defilers’ of the priesthood1o77 *>x3) and on v.30, which states that Nehemiah ‘purified
them’ @namv) from everything foreigit As in the case of Ezra 9-1fi;» may not have
the technical priestly sense of desecration hedetlam fact that holiness is not mentioned
at all but that other aspects of the text pointdeenant breaking may add support to the
position that the issue is covenant breaking. feuyttihe smooth transition with a simple
waw from the lay people to a priestly example of tlaens problem may go against
Hayes’ distinction between the laity and the phest in this respect. Also, as | shall
argue below, the statement in v.30 may refer tan&drmarriages, not merely to priestly
ones. Moreover, it is difficult to see how foreiglmmen of the same status can have a
different impact on the lay people and the prielstorder to unravel the puzzle | shall

examine the meaning of the two terms relating tdtyabxs and-nv.

7.4.2 Wwxxll in Neh 13:29
The word®>xa Il is used in a number of contexts in the Old &rwnt. It could be
connected to the ‘moral’ impurity of shedding blofsk 59:3) and oddly, be combined

with characteristics of ‘ritual’ impurity as in La#i14 where those defiled by blood (i.e.

1 HayesGentile Impurities27-28.



7 Profanation and Impurity 132

by committing murder cf. v.13) cry out warning oth@ot to touch their garments. It is as
if their ‘moral’ impurity were contagious by physiccontact. The wordxs may also
refer to the defilement derived from eating pothtiunclean food (Dan 1:8); to lame,
blind and otherwise defective sacrificial animalsiel are considered ‘defiled foodai®
ox&w - Mal 1:7) and which defile the table of the LgMal 1:12) and to the sin of general
disobedience to God (Zeph 3:1). It may even charset YHWH’s garments ‘stained’ by
the lifeblood of the nations on the day of vengeafisa 63:3). The above list shows that
the word is used in a whole spectrum of contexteaut any clearly delineated technical
sense of either ‘moral’ or ‘ritual’ defilement. Thigctionaries are not even entirely clear
whether the issue is always defilement or if thentenight refer to desecration. For
instance, BDB considers theual verb form in Ezra 2:62 to mean desecration (see
below). The reference is to the priests of uncerg@nealogy who are ‘excluded from the
priesthood’ (lit. ‘desecrated/defiled out ofz57-1n 9831) and not allowed to eat the
most holy things. It is not obvious from the contehowever, whether doubtful lineage
involves defilement or sacrilege. The table belbusirates the various views represented
in the dictionarie$?

desecrate| desecratedefile Ezra 2:62 Neh 13:29
defile be defiled
defile self
BDB pual piel niphal, hiphil | desecrated -
NIDOTTE | - piel niphal, pual defiled ritually
defiled
HALOT piel - niphal, ritually -
pual (ritual) | defiled
hithpael
DCH niphal, pual | ‘they were ‘defilement(s)
hithpael defiled away, | of the
piel i.e. priesthood’
hiphil disqualified
from, the
priesthood’

#2BDB 1351 2xa I1.; NIDOTTE1:794-5;HALOT 1:169-170DCH 2:295-96. UnfortunatelyDOT does
not treatxs 11; it merely notes that it is a by-form ofs. TDOT 1:351.
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As shown above, the majority tredts as defilement and where mentioned at all, the
dictionaries opt for that meaning in Neh 13:29.tker, the balance seems to be tipped
towards ritual defilement within that classificatior his is understandable given that the
purity and holiness of the priests is primarilyasated with their ritual role performed in

the sanctuary and certainly Ezra 2:62, where thedvabso occurs, is dealing with an

issue of ritual holiness/purity. On the other hawd, have seen that the context of Neh
13:23-27 is largely deuteronomistic in outlook wah emphasis on covenant breaking

and the hint of idolatry/apostasy: an issue of afiatefilement:*®

What then is the background for vw.28-317 It is twaroting that Nehemiah’s complaint
is not that the priests were defiled by foreign woniut thathey (the priests) became
‘the defilers of the priestly office and the covehaf the priesthood and the Levites’
(21%m n37o57 N2y M7 U9Ry). The expression ‘covenant of the priesthoodt (7 n°32)
evokes the incident of Baal Peor (Num 25) wheraektbegan to play the harlot™G»
mar> ova).?* The episode combines the sexual immorality ofelitea men with Moabite
women (v.1) and the predictable consequences dtappand the worship of their gods
(v.2). Phinehas receives the ‘covenant of perpgirasthood’ §7w n3onma-v.13) as a
result of his zeal in executing the couple who riegly disobeyed YHWH in a high-
handed manner. Thereby he averts YHWH’s wraghwf>-1a1 %vn *nnn-nx 2w - v.11)

and makes atonement for Isra@i~ °12-5y 7957 - v.13): an obviously priestly duty.

In Neh 13 the priests not only do not stop theplegple from intermarriage and covenant
breaking but they themselves engage in it, inclg@wen the high priestly family. This is

213 A slightly altered meaning is given t3 in some Greek manuscripts, which render the wsrd a
ayxioTela (the duty/right/responsibility to act as a kinsiauggesting that the sin of these foreigners is
that they seek kinship with the priesthood. Batfex, 302.

4 The verb7>n in thehiphil can mean ‘to desecrate’ or ‘to begin’. The LXXdakt as desecratiorof
EBePnrnddn O Aadg ékTopretonl eic Tac Buyatépag Mwef) and this is certainly possible with the Hebrew
although the large majority of English translatigieswith ‘to begin’ (e.g. RVS, NRSV, KJV, NKJV,
NASV; New Jerusalem Bible, Darby; JPS 1917; NIVcéptions are JPS Tanakh 1985: ‘the people
profaned themselves by whoring’; NAB: ‘the peopéghded themselves by having illicit relations’; NL
‘some of the men defiled themselves by sleeping tié local Moabite women’). In any case, evérvif
is to be read as desecration, it cannot have thaiteal priestly meaning of ‘sacrilege’ since Idriaenot
obviously designated as holy in the way the priestiie holy objects in the Temple are. The context
suggests that Israel’s sin is to be understoodkérsdeof degradation or ‘moral’ defilement along tines
suggested in Lev 18.
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a striking reversal of the priestly role the ance&thinehas played and a corruption of the
office that the priests were called to fulfil. Thilne issue for priests and for laymen alike
seems to be the same in Nehemiah: the ‘moral’eteéht associated with disobedience
to YHWH’s covenant and commandments specificalliatneg to intermarriage and
apostasy. The effects of such sins are differenpifests than for laymen only in degree,
not in kind. Since the priests hold a leadershigitimn the consequences are more serious
in that their disobedience makes a mockery of thalling and disqualifies them from

holding such an office.

In comparison, we may note the similarity of appto@n the Book of Malachi, which
brings together a comparable cluster of ideas avideNeh 13:23-31 and in Num 25.
Although Mal 1:7-12 looks on the surface to be dbauritual purity issue yet the
underlying concern is ‘moral-religious’: the compat and contemptuous attitude of the
priesthood towards the worship of their God, fokalAby Mal 2 which rebukes the priests
for the falsity of their instruction that has leduny to stumble (vv.8-9). It is worth noting
the importance of instruction in Neh 8:2, 8, 13 &zda 7:10, 25 and the tacit assumption
in Ezra 9-10 that the mixed marriage crisis wasrdsult of inadequate instruction on
intermarriages before Ezra's arrival. In Mal 2 weoaencounter the combined sin of
illicit sexual activity/intermarriage and apostg&judah [...] has married the daughter of
a foreign god™»o1 >x-na %y ..o — 2:11). The chapter mentions ‘My covenant with
Levi’ (m°-nx °n™M2a - v.4), similarly to Neh 13:29, and the specifieference to this
covenant being of life and peaa>m o»nn R 0% °n*2 - v.5) echoes ‘My covenant
of peace’ 17w *n™a - Num 25:12) in the incident at Baal Peor. We thea that the issue
of mixed marriages, the lack of adequate Torahhiegcon the matter and the fear of
apostasy or at least complacency towards the worshiYHWH because of foreign
influence is a recurring concern already in théygawst-exilic period.

7.4.3 =mein Neh 13:30
One last aspect to consider in Neh 13:28-31 isvibyel 7770 (‘to purify’) in v.30 in which
Nehemiah ostensibly purifies ‘themasfnw) from ‘everything foreign’ {21-73). As

noted earlier, the majority of scholars see inghestly intermarriages of Nehemiah 13
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an issue of ritual purity, in which case the paafion from all things foreign is of a ritual

nature and the object of purification are the gsielsshall address these questions in turn.

First, as to the question whether purification rigual’ in nature, TDOT lists three
possible meanings fomv: ‘cultic purity’ and two ‘figurative occurrencesvhere the
word can either mean “moral purity” or “pure, unidrated”?*® This makes a non-ritual
understanding of purification a legitimate optiandonsider. Further, the wider context
and background of both vv.28-31 and vv.23-27, ashaee seen, consistently point
towards a concern for ‘moral purity’ in the facetbé stereotypical sins of apostasy and
idolatry and the concomitant dangers of disobedencTorah. Moreover, the agent of
purification is Nehemiah himself, which makes ifikely that the issue is ritual purity.
After all, Nehemiah is no priest and has no autfiodar business executing any
purification rite. In contrast, where the issuemnsgao be ‘ritual impurity’ or desecration,
he gives orders to the priests to deal with theteanathus he ‘commanded’{axy) the
room Tobiah had occupied in the Temple to be mdifprw piel - v.9) earlier in the
chapter and again ‘commandedx1) the Levites to purify themselvesi¢ hithpae)

and come as gatekeepers to sanctify the sabbattv.@2y.

Secondly, are the objects of purification the gsesnly or also the lay people? If the
former then there might be justification for asswmgithat defilement only affects the
priests. The way in which v. 30 is embedded betwesmses discussing the priesthood
and Levitical duties suggests at first glance @&rexfce to the priests and it directly
corresponds to the defilement of the priesthood.29. The clause ‘I purified them’
(1m0 - v.30) is followed by ‘and appointed duties fbetpriests and the Levites, each
in his task’. If ‘them’ refers to the same groug, ito the Levites and the priests, then the
explicit naming of these in the next clause is wassary. The sentence would make
perfect sense if it simply ran ‘I purified themrinceverything foreign and appointétem
(on°) their duties, each in his task.’ It would thuslbgical to assume that the object of
purification is a wider group since the sentena@ntipecifies a subgroup (Levites and

priests) in the next clause.

Z5TDOT5:287-296 (esp. 291). SimilarM]DOTTE2:338-353.
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If the issue is not the ritual purification of tpeiesthood alone then we might consider
the option that v.30 is a kind of summary statenegihier of the section on intermarriage
or even of the whole chapter. If so, then eithe28¥29 or Neh 13 in its entirety may
provide the clues for what the content of such fuation is. If we opt for the former,
then Nehemiah’s measures in the mixed marriagesa@are the acts of purification meant
here. His actions have two aspects to them: judgraed prevention. On the one hand,
the cursing of the lay culprits may indicate hisndation that divine judgment is coming
on those who break the covenant in this way. Omother, the oath that the laity swears
is meant to prevent further such marriages. Sifgjléihe banishment of the high priest’s
grandson is both an act of judgment divesting hinpraestly office and a preventative
measure to protect the laity from priests who megdl| Israel astray. We may also
speculate on the basis of Neh 13:3 that the childfesuch intermarriages were excluded
from the assembly and that the overall approaclrertiaan likely did not involve divorce
(see 8.4.2).

If v.30 is a summary statement for the whole chabten the content of purification and
what ‘everything foreign’ might mean, can be definreven more widely. Hardly any
commentators actually raise the question of whab> may mean and the rare few that
do make no connection between these words andhhgter preceding them and are
simply guessing. Batten, for instance, notes teeg¢rything foreign’ must involve more
than the mixed marriages, although he does nobe&bwhat else might be included and
what makes him think s8° Keil is more definite in claiming thabi-9> probably refers
to heathen customs as wefi.However, if we understand v.30 as a summary seem
(along with v.31) then the meaning of what ‘evenythforeign’ is and what kind of
purification is at issue is given content by theokehchapter. Thus it would include the
‘purification’ of Israel from mixed descendants J). the cleansing of the Temple
premises from the foreigner Tobiah (v.9), the restion of the Sabbath from being
profaned by buying and selling at the influencdooéigners (v.18), and the purification

218 gatten EN, 302.
27 Keil, EN, 296.
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of Israel and the priesthood from foreign marria@ges23-29). In other words;w would
have the non-technical sense of cleansing fronfoatign influence no matter in what
form it came and Nehemiah would simply be the ostia¢or of all these changes, not the

one who necessarily executes all the acts of pations.

This meaning would fit well with the third sense-ab listed inTDOT of ‘being/making
pure or unadulterated’. Although this is prima@lymeaning that describes various cultic
utensils made of gold (e.g. Ex 25:11, 17, 29, &), @ne might speculate that the word in
Neh 13:30 may carry the same association of clagnisirael, her laity, Levites and
priests from the influence resulting from the mifssociating with foreignef$ Such a
summary statement of the whole chapter would fil weh the rest of v.30 and v.31, in
which Nehemiah appoints the Levites and priests tlasks (e.g. vv. 11, 13, 22) and
organises wood supplies and finally prays to Godeteemembered.

7.5 Conclusion

The ‘intermingling of the holy seed’ in Ezra 9:2ses questions relating to purity and
holiness. Milgrom is right to suggest that the ésssi the desecration of the holy seed;
nevertheless | have argued from the context thatin EN is used in the sense of
covenant breaking and oath violation rather tha ¢ ‘trespass againsancta’ | have
also speculated based on the violation of the sigven Lev 19:20-22 that the lack of
compensation and the actual offering of a ram asuan (rather than its monetary
equivalent) may similarly indicate a direct offenagainst YHWH, specifically against

the covenant oath taken perhaps at Moab (Deut #9:12

The upshot of these observations is that the pyimancern of the exiles is covenant
breaking and foreign influence which is characestipy idolatry and sexual immorality.
The ‘holy seed’ rationale is only a secondary argntrthat supports and strengthens the
ban on intermarriage but unlike Milgrom’s theorg focus is on the offspring of such

mixed unions. An examination of Lev 21:7, 14-15 bhswn that the priestly restrictions

#8Hayes understands the purification in a sensemdrsting Israel from foreign ‘admixture’, althougly
interpretation is considerably wider than hers iamglies not only intermarriages but other formdar&ign
influence. HayesGentile Impurities71.
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on intermarriage uphold a ‘moral-religious’ idealdathe transgression against these
jeopardises the holiness of the children. ‘Morgbimty’ is not contagious by contact and
does not defile anyone except the sinner, yetritaféect the holy such as the sanctuary
and the land. Further, Lev 21:9 and 15 provide gence for intergenerational
profanation as a result of ‘moral impurity’ or ofians that somehow fall short of the
‘moral-religious’ ideal. On the same analogy, | @éaargued that the foreign women in
Ezra 9-10 are considered ‘morally impure’ and tlediect is profanation without [ritual?]

defilement affecting the children of such mixed rizayes.

| argued that a comparison with Neh 13:23-31 shawgmilar picture. The wortvn is
more likely to refer to covenant breaking and oatitation, while the defilement of the
priesthood shows verbal and conceptual links testbey of Num 25 where Israel gave in
to idolatry and sexual immorality and where Phineasl earned him ‘the covenant of
eternal priesthood’. | suggested that by their tiegaexample and possibly lack of
faithful Torah teaching, priests who intermarriedhwioreigners degraded (in this sense
‘defiled’) their office and hence were no longer niiny to continue in it. Finally,
Nehemiah’s concluding statement of purifying theonf everything foreign is best read
as a summary statement of either the intermargaiges (vv.23-29) or the whole chapter
and it has the non-technical sense of simply gettid of any foreign influence that led

Israel into disobedience away from her commitmeriter God.
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8 Conclusion to Part |

| opened the first part of my thesis with a dedaip of the old Lutheran dichotomy of
law vs. grace and explored ways in which Christiatismpt to integrate the Law into
their understanding. In Chapt2d observed that the most common practices wamdo
to be the framing of the Law with covenant and dlogising’. | suggested that the first
allowed Christians to think of obedience to Godisncnandments as a grateful response
to his salvation, while the second could overconeedifficulty of what to do about laws
that seem irrelevant or not directly applicable @ristian use. | then juxtaposed these
with two Jewish responses, which were meant to st Jews are also trying to
articulate their own positions in ways that cannbeaningful in a Christian context and
that their contributions are a far cry from the oltticature of Jewish legalism. The two
particular aspects | highlighted through Levensoaisd Lipton’s input were the
recognition that the laws of God are not only rdateredemption but in creation as well
and that blind obedience to his commandments magobater-productive when it does

not involve active engagement with the God who camas.

In Chapter3 | turned to the context of Ezra 9-10, first te thider background of Neh 9
and then to the more immediate chapters precedmé&ztran intermarriage crisis. In Neh
9 I traced some of the ideas raised in Chaptdihus | argued that the prayer looks back
on Israel’s history as a record of God’s gracioealithgs within the covenant made with
Abraham to make him a great nation and give himdhd. | observed at the same time
the centrality of the Law, obedience to which was benchmark of Israel’s faithfulness
to YHWH. The creational aspects of the prayer wals noted and the need for
recognising the inherent goodness of God’s lawsclwivas a consideration | raised in
my discussion of Jewish responses to the Law. ¢§estgd that the linkage of the Law
with God’s Spirit indicated a dynamic aspect to timstruction’ (torah), which again
resonated with notions of constant and fresh engege discussed in Lipton’s re-
evaluation of the Law. Ezra 7-8 further reinfor¢b picture of the importance of Torah
as well as the need for holiness and separatiorthirpriests who carried the holy
vessels. This latter principle was then seen textended to the laity in the question of
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intermarriages in Ezra 9-10. Ezra 9:1-2 set thaesder the crisis with two legal reasons
for the ban on intermarriage: the threat of idglas expressed in Deut 7 on the one hand
and the intermingling of the ‘*holy seed’ on theeaath

The rest of this first part of the thesis then @ned itself with questions relating to
these two reasons. Chaptefsand 5 discussed issues relating to the first reason for
prohibiting intermarriage focusing specifically tre list of nations in Ezra 9:1 (Chapter
4) and on the question of theremlaw (Chapter5). Chapter$ and7 then explored
matters connected with the second reason condegt@t the possible legal background
for this new and distinct rationale as well as agalis developments in other Jewish
literature of the time on the one hand (Chaglerand on the logic and meaning of the

argument on the other (Chap®r

Chapted suggested that the three sources for the ndigingas Deut 7:1-3, Deut 23:4-7
[3-6] and Lev 18:3 and the common denominator treltl the list together was the
‘abominations’ associated with them. | argued thatse were the stereotypical sins of
idolatry/apostasy and sexual immorality along timed listed in Lev 18, as well as to
some extent the idea that these nations were setsndel’s tradition to have acted with
hostility towards God’s people. | have also sugeggsin the analogy of later Jewish
usage that these ideas did not mean necessartlyidiblatrous and sexually immoral
practices were attributed to every single ‘foreryteit that these notions summed up in
the term ‘abominations’ became a convenient shodHar characterising those outside
of Israel. A comparison with the issues in Neh 13:4nd Neh 13:23-31 showed that
again Deut 7:1-3 and Deut 23:4-7 [3-6] played at jrarthe argument against mixed
marriages coupled with an explicit use of 1 Kinds1111, a narrative passage that only
surfaced implicitly in Ezra 9:1-2 through the empisaon the leadership’s sin and on

marriages with ‘foreignivomen

Chapter5 considered the question what role the origheakmlaw of Deut 7 may have
played in Ezra 9-10. | argued that the divorceBzma 9-10 may be understood as a form

of heremcoupled with the exclusion of those Israelites vdimb not go along with the
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communal decision and the confiscation of theirpprtes. My assessment of the
development of the concept in the Pentateuch amdDtl Testament more broadly and
the parallel trends | found there supported thegmms. This chapter also demonstrated

the exiles’ remarkable amount of flexibility in dpipg old laws to a new situation.

Chapter6 claimed that the exiles’ reason for wanting sefian from the foreign wives,
which was expressed in the notion of the ‘holy Seeals a distinct rationale. It very
likely originated in a cluster of ideas, most prolyan Lev 19:19/Deut 22:9-11 and the
priestly marriage restrictions of Lev 21:7-15. Taguments from ‘the holy seed’ in
4QMMT andJub 30 also showed a similar array of passages wehatidition of Lev
18:21. The sudden appearance of this rationaldhénsame time period and its later
gradual disappearance prompted the question why Devith its ban on intermarriage
did not suffice for those who subscribed to thisvneotion. | suggested that this may
have been due to the level of perceived threabdocommunity’s life by outsiders. The
‘holy seed’ rationale made the ban on intermarrialggolute without exceptions and thus

was perhaps seen to be a more effective tool @indefthan Deut 7 on its own.

Finally, Chapter7 examined more closely the way the ‘holy seedbratle was to be
understood. | particularly assessed Milgrom’s thiemirsanctadesecration based on the
use ofovn andawx in Ezra 9-10. | concluded that the idea of thdyls®eed’ should not be
overplayed in the text and that these two Hebrewngeare used in Ezra 9-10 in the
context of covenant breaking and oath violation. e analogy of intergenerational
profanation as a result of ‘moral impurity’ in L&1:9 and 15, | argued that the foreign
women were considered ‘morally impure’ and thusfgmmed the holy status of the
children. A comparison with Neh 13:23-31 suggested>y»n there was also more likely
used in the sense of covenant breaking and thapuhey language in vv.29-30 had a
non-technical sense of degradation of the priedfige on the one hand, and cleansing of

the community from foreign influences on the other.
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Having considered in detail some of the exegetjcaistions relating to the interpretation
of pentateuchal regulations in Ezra 9-10 in thesdgart of my thesis | now turn to the
issue of how a Christian reader may benefit from #tory of the Ezran intermarriage

crisis.
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PART II.

9 Introduction to a Christian Reading of Ezra 9-10

The story of Ezra 9-10 is a challenging case feerpretation of the OT as Christian
Scripture since the expulsion of the foreign wiwesl their divorce en masse by the
exiles is often seen in suspicious readings otéleas a case of outright racism with a
possible land-grabbing power-play behind the scenesquerading as religious
righteousness. Even more shocking is the factttieatext does not merely describe the
incident as an account of what has happened ws#hspended judgment or leaving the
reader to draw his own conclusions. Rather, the thaynarrative is set out, it invites
approval of such an act of religious fervour andhonatment to the God of Israel. It is
presented as following on from Ezra’s mission tacte Torah (Ezra 7:10, 25) and it

affirms the action taken by the exiles to be ‘adawg to Torah’ §n> - Ezra 10:3).

What are we to make of such a story and how c&® ipart of Scripture? In order to

answer these questions | will first look at Chastinterpretations of the narrative to see
the particular tensions and trouble spots that centators encounter and to understand
how they read this difficult text. | will also cadsr Jewish interpretations of Ezra 9-10 in
order to cast in high relief the different concearsl premises that the two traditions

bring to the text. I will then think further abatle reasons for such differences.

Secondly | will look at how the wider Christian can‘deals’ with this story and will
particularly focus on the way biblical traditionngirains controversial solutions such as
the one found in Ezra 9-10 while it retains therthmi Scripture. | will also reflect on the
benefits of having such a story in the canon. Asther example of how tradition works
and provides checks on contentious issues, | $blfdw the history of the ‘holy seed’
rationale in postbiblical rabbinic tradition andosh that the exiles’ reasoning did not

stand the test of time.

Next | will examine at greater length the main Nduterpart to the Ezran intermarriage

crisis: 1 Cor 7:12-16, its background, solution anel principle behind it. Although the
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meaning and authorship of 2 Cor 6:14-7:1is debdtedhe sake of completeness | will

also briefly discuss this passage.

Finally I will draw on Mary Douglas’ anthropologicansights on purity to explore the
motivation behind the ‘holy seed’ rationale as wedl its effects and the unforeseen
ramifications of the exiles’ reasoning. My purpasdo see what can be learnt from the
story more positively beyond enumerating the camsts that the canon and tradition
place on it and limiting its applicability. This lihen be followed by a comparison with
the contemporary solution to intermarriages givgrtie Roman Catholic Church. The
reason for choosing the RC position as a kind asécstudy’ is simply because Protestant
denominations are more informal in their disapptasfamixed (i.e. Christian — non-
Christian) marriages and do not have any meandfiofally enforcing compliance with
their principles. Thus for practical purposes th€ Rolution to the problem of
intermarriage and the underlying convictions dmyith are more easily traceable and

comparable with Ezra 9-10.

Owing to the nature of the discussion the lengththef following chapters will vary
considerably depending on the amount of matereietis available and on the degree of
difficulty or importance a certain question hasha overall framework | am building up.
Thus for instance there is more to engage with, isathe Christian tradition on Ezra 9-
10 than in the Jewish, and a more detailed anatgsisled in comparing a NT perspective
with Ezra than in considering the relatively uncowérsial question of canonical

constraints on the story.
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10 Ezra 9-10 in Christian Interpretation

First | turn to Christian assessments of Ezra ®&dih as they occur in OT theologies and
in commentaries on EN. Although references to titermarriage crisis are scant in OT
theologies | shall include them here for the sakeompleteness. They will also help set
the scene for the more detailed discussions in &@Nneentaries. In my overview of OT

theologies | have chosen three ‘representativeescaSichrodt’'s from among an older-
style scholarship and Goldingay’s and Rendtorffs t&o more recent examples.
However, | shall also refer to some other OT thgige that reflect something of the

trend within OT scholarship with regards to EN.

From among the commentaries | have selected th& wbischolars who attempt to
combine scholarship and the world of the acadent &iChristian faith perspective.
Despite the broad similarities, the points | hawend interesting or worthy of mention
are scattered among them and for this reason Inatllpresent just one or two examples
but will compare a wider range in order to showraader spectrum of opinions with
varying shades of approval, understanding or diseygb of Ezra 9-10. There is very
little pre-modern Christian discussion of EN, adethat | can find, hence most of my
conversation partners are contemporary scholarsa Aomparison, however, | shall
occasionally cite Matthew Henry (1662-1714) and mhe Scott's (1747-1821)
commentary as a contrast to the specifically coptaary modern/postmodern concerns.
In examining the commentaries | shall group myeevaround three themes which run
through all Christian commentaries dealing with theermarriage crisis: exclusivism,
divorce and application. The observations made thiin provide material for further

reflection.

10.1 OT Theologies

Searching through Old Testament theologies fogaifstant mention of Ezra-Nehemiah
in general and the intermarriage crisis in particuks like looking for a needle in a
haystack. The indices normally show a handful ¢rences relating to EN, which are

little more than passing comments on incidentalaitet accounts of the historical
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situation in the postexilic period or issues oftemship®'® The two topics that recur in

the theologies which touch on EN in more signiftcaays are the charge of legalism and
the issue of intermarriages normally seen as pnodiie because of the seemingly
ethnic/racial rather than religious definition cfrdel’'s identity. There is also some
evidence of the struggle to take into account Jewperspectives while presenting a
Christian understanding of the Law and EN.

10.1.1 Eichrodt
The negative view of the Law in the postexilic pdriwhich was characteristic of much
OT scholarship since Wellhausen is illustratedhi& works of Eichrodt and von Rad. |
have chosen Eichrodt as a representative exampidynb@cause von Rad has nothing to
say about the intermarriage and separation issaemerely recounts the history in EN
and makes some comments about the general postsitiiation in which he argues,
following Noth?® that the Law became absolute, detached from kigt@. salvation

history) leading to legalism with all its negataspect$**

Eichrodt in hisTheology of the Old Testamesgtes in the period after the exile a welcome
development at first where ‘the demands of mordliggame wider in scope and more
profound in insight’, which in turn meant that eyearea of life including ‘the cultic
statutes also are brought within the sphere otatlobligation’?*? Here he even refers to
‘Ezra’s life-work’ in positive terms, who in Eichdd's understanding set the cultic law
alongside the moral but without disregarding ‘th@jesty of the moral demandf
Eichrodt sees the first threat to this moral un@d@ing in the shift from a dependence

on God to an attitude of self-sufficiency in whithe ideal of the holy congregation’ is

#9E g. Westermanilements76 (an excursus on thwer n), 156, 164, 169 (about the confessions and
prayers in EN); ZimmerliQT Theology95 (illustrating the tension between priests bevites in Ezra
2:40 (=Neh 7:43); Ezra 8:15ff), 96 (about the costaf casting lots in Ezra 2), 180f (EN as the
Chronicler’'s work); Wolff,The OT: A Guideb6-57 (EN as the work of the Chronicler; pinpsitite
opposition to the Samaritan community as the bauka of the book); Koehle®T Theologyendnote for
p.56 (a translation issue in Ezra 10:3), 174 (nitesvarious words used for sin in Neh 9:2); CletsgdT
Theology 91 (reference to the Temple building), 168 (Ez£a3 as the possible beginnings of the
Samaritan schism), 169 (Neh 13:23-7 as an episdtieting the concern for the importance of Hebrew)
> Noth, ‘Laws’, 1-107.

#Lyon RadOT Theology:85-92.

2 Eichrodt, Theologyll:340.

2 |bid., 341.
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‘the condition to be established by men, with tleéphof the legal systemi* Here we
meet the language frequently used of the Law inpibstexilic period associated with
‘anxiety-ridden subservience to formula’, lack airf moral orientation in a maze of

external rules, ‘hair-splitting casuistry’ and hypiey 2

Alongside this shift, so Eichrodt argues, Israabsionalist and particularist hopes for the
future narrow down the validity of the legal systemthat there are no moral obligations
toward the heathens: they are treated with conteonpelty and violence (Esther; Judith
8:35; 9:2ff.; 10:12f; | Macc 5, etc’° It is in this context that he refers to Ezra 9 &fwh

13 in passing as he explains the motivation fortdralency of strict separation in the
postexilic period.

Two reasons made relentless segregation from taére environment seem the natural thing in
ethical matters also: first, a community intenttwliness was bound to be anxiety-ridden about
contamination by anything heathen, because theilevuture depended on perfect fulfilment of
the Law; secondly, God’'s consummation was resttitbethe community of the Law, while the
nations were primarily objects of judgment [fn. & 8f Neh 13:1-3; 28f]. It is true that in an
earlier part of the period voices were raised ippsut of a freer and more understanding attitude
toward the heathen. The beautiful stories of Rath onah mirror the universalist approach of the
prophets and of the circles influenced by them; amckvaluation of pagan worship such as that
expressed in Mal. 1.11 succeeds in formulatingitiieersality of God’s kingdom in the very cult-
terminology of the priesthood in a way that canbetsurpassed. The apocalypse of Isa. 24-27,

too, can proclaim judgment and salvation as embgattie whole world?’

Eichrodt's general thesis as well as similar foratiohs by von Rad, Noth and others
operate with ara priori assumption that Israel has moved from a relatipnsh‘grace’
and dependence on God into one based on ‘works’setigsufficiency. This Lutheran
‘grace vs. works’ paradigm has by now been senoaalled into question mainly from

the NT side€?® It is true that ‘relentless segregation’ is driien anxiety but it is not

> pid., 342.

2 pid., 346ff.

28 |hid., 343f.

T |bid., 343f.

2% Many works could be cited here by the represergaif the ‘New Perspective’ (e.g. J.D.G. Dunn, R.
Hays, N.T. Wright) but | merely wish to point toFE.Sanders’ groundbreaking study on the Jewish
literature of the Second Temple period and beyariRhul and Palestinian Judaism
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about the perfect fulfilment of the Law. The evidenn Ezra 9 and in the wider context
of EN is not that YHWH is an unrelenting deity, #®ra taskmaster who misses and
excuses nothing. Ezra’s prayer suggests that YH\W$ideen gracious, not dealing with
Israel according to what she deserved but showarghtercy in partial restoration (Ezra
9:8-9, 13). It is precisely in the face of God'sage that Israel's sin is all the more
shocking and it is portrayed as being the verytisat drew the judgment of exile on her
head. Yet, when the sin is recognised, hope isesged that all is not lost (Ezra 10:2).
Confession and doing YHWH'’s will (which in this tasice is understood as sending the
foreign wives away) is seen as the way forwardgB£):11). Moreover, the public prayer
in Neh 9 is a prime expression of the understandimg YHWH is gracious and
covenant-keeping despite Israel’s continued wicksdrand sin. The exiles’ approach to
a relationship with YHWH is still based on hisr, only there is a deeper awareness
etched into consciousness by the exile that higempeg and mercy are not endlessly
inexhaustible and that sin cannot continue indefini without consequences. EN
demonstrates that what is expected and requineotigerfect obedience without sin but a
steady disposition of commitment and faithfulnessYHWH and his Torah in which
there is room for mistakes and error, as well away provided for cleansing and

restoration.

Although the alleged ‘legalism’ of the postexilierpd is dismissed as an unfair charge
today, Eichrodt’'s second point contrasting the roarminded’ approach of Ezra 9 and
Neh 13, with the more ‘universalist’ approach ie stories of Ruth and Jonah is very
much a live issue. A little earlier in his OT thegy Eichrodt footnotes Ezra 6:21 and
Neh 10:29f to exemplify a more universalist tendemdich accepts proselytes from
‘heathenism’ as long as they are willing ‘to beammrated into the community built on
the Law.” The comparison with Ruth and the arguably varyittijudes within EN are
recurring observations in scholarly interpretatioh€N. To these | shall return in more
detail when discussing the commentaries. Here lelpewant to make two brief
comments, one on Ruth, the other on the supposeeersalism’ in Jonah.

22 |pid., 255.
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While Ruth is held up as a positive example of eg=s in Christian commentaries, it is
interesting to note the rather different Jewish spective, which is somewhat
embarrassed by the story of Ruth precisely becausmkes David a descendant of a
Moabitess (Ruth 4:18-22) and casts doubt on hissts an Israelite (cf. Deut 23:4 [3]).
The Talmud exempts David from blame by claimingttiiae implied ban on
intermarriage in Deut 23:4-7 [3-6] only refers t@mnot womenl(.Yev77a). Writing
from the historical-critical perspective, the Jdawgmmentator Milgrom suspects in the
command of Deut 23:4 an anti-Davidide polemic @& Morthern Kingdom® Thus we
see that depending on one’s particular concernsttivg of Ruth may be cast in a very
different light.

Although Nineveh was delivered from immediate juégmin the narrative because it
repented at the preaching of Jonah this is natrg sff ‘universal salvation’ in any sense.
Nineveh is not incorporated into Israel and theraa indication in the book that it has a
share in, what might be termed, Israel's ‘eschatoll’ future. In fact, the exaggerated
repentance of the Ninevites (prescribing mournind fasting even for the beasts — Jonah
3:7-8), the use dElohim, the generic term for God (Jonah 3:5-9), instefadH)VH, the
name by which God is known in Israel, and the fisahtence of the book suggest a
certain amount of ignorance and limitations to ‘tedéationship’. Neither does the book
speak of this aversion of judgment as the ultimsd®ing’ of Nineveh; rather this is an
episode exploring divine justice and compassion thedtension between the two. The
choice of the Ninevites functions in a similar widne Good Samaritan does in Jesus’
parable. It raises the shock value of the storylamtgs into sharper focus the difficulty

in seeing grace given rather than justice donectwel and ruthless enemy of Israel.

Although Eichrodt and von Rad represent the st@n@T scholarship which considers
the postexilic period hopelessly legalistic, evemoag their contemporaries and
increasingly in recent decades there are voiceshwiny to ‘rescue’ EN from the charge
of legalism. Thus Westermann, for instance, remtérasthe religion of the Law emerges

in the post-exilic period and becomes increasimglgxible, nevertheless, he recognises

20 Milgrom, ‘Religious Conversion’, 174.
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that the work of the Chronicler (to which he assigiN) ‘contains a true vital piety’ as
indicated by the many prayers that have been iedein it over and over agaift"
Similarly, Anderson mentions Neh 8 in connectionthwiorah piety and contrasts the
possible negative Christian reaction to the lava dsirden with the Psalms’ outlook on
obedience to God as the source of§8yin his Living World of the Old Testamehe
goes even further in giving an apologetic for tlasvlperceived in the Old Testament as a
gift behind which stands the gracious Law-giver wigoleemed Israel; an idea well
expressed in Neh®® The trend to defend the place of the Law in thst{exilic period
through framing it by the covenant and prevenieatg apparent here is evident in other
OT theologies. In higheology of the Old TestameBtueggemann follows this same
pattern when he emphasises the context of the enveor the commandments, and
insists that EN does not represent a legalistitude&®* A recent German Roman
Catholic OT theology equally stresses Israel'shfait commitment to the covenant of

YHWH expressed in the focus on Torah in EN.

An approach that diverges somewhat from the abswehilds’ who attempts to prove
that EN is not legalistic by using the canonicahsh of the book. He argues that the
public reading of the Law placed as it is in Nehagher than after Ezra 8 demonstrates
that ‘the law does not function to evoke a confas®f guilt’ (i.e. ‘to dictate religious
behaviour by rules’) but as ‘part of the liturgicalebration’ of ‘the restored and forgiven

community.* Childs is right to observe the repeated entredtyhe Levites to the

2 \Westermanntandbook 261.

232 AndersonContours 254.

23 AndersonLiving World, 455-459.

2% BrueggemanriTheology 198-201, 446. Unfortunately Brueggemann has woisat formulation of this
and does not actually mention covenant with refezdéa EN, although he compares ‘the reconstitution
postexilic Judaism’ with the Sinai event and thetes: ‘In a Christian discernment of the Old Tesatn
and of emerging Judaism, what most needs to b&tedss the conventional Christian stereotype of
legalism. In any serious commitment to obedienzégtsure, zeal may spill over into legalism. Buany
attempt to set as antithesis “Christian grace”‘degvish law”, Israel's sense of itself will be disted and
caricatured. Israel, in these interpretive manesised acts of self-discernment led by Ezra, is with
considerable daring seeking to order its life imagy that is commensurate with the God who createss,
and commands.’lipid, 446.)

#%Die Torazentrierung ist kein Ausdruck eines tafairechtlichten Gottesverhaltnisses, sondernlisrae
Weg der Treue zum Bund mit JHWH." (The focussinglronah is not an expression of a totally Law-based
relationship with God but Israel’s way of faithfelss to the covenant with YHWH. — translation mine)
Zenger, et al.Einleitung 277.

2% Childs, Introduction, 636.
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people not to mourn or weep (Neh 8:9-11) but hesiages his case. First, in Neh 8 the
issue is mainly that on this particular occasioadéwas meant to celebrate, not to mourn
and in Neh 9:1, 3 mourning and confession dulyofell Similarly the recognition of sin

in Ezra 9:1-2; 10:2 and a confession of guilt imeE2:5-15; 10:1 are preceded by Ezra’s
commission to teach the law (Ezra 7:3, 10). Th&age between the two is surely
implied. In any case, the recognition of sin agsult of understanding and hearing the
Law may not be very different from the Christianpagach of reading Scripture and
responding to its instruction with repentance. Tthexe is no reason to equate such a

sequence with legalism.

10.1.2 Goldingay
Goldingay takes a slightly different tack when dissing EN. He, like many recent
commentators, remarks that EN is not legalistic Histapproach focuses mainly on the
interpretation of Torah in EN and on what he coasda flexible way of re-interpreting
ancient law$>” Goldingay rightly perceives the importance of hemeutics in showing
that EN is not a legalistic book, even if his partar phraseology is sometimes less than

felicitous?*®

Regarding Ezra 9-10 he, like commentators in géndsa concerned about the
‘racial’/ethnic issue, but defends the exiles’ actibased on the need for religious

distinctiveness.

The references to holiness and mixing are frameteyences to abomination and trespass, again
making clear that any ethnic separation that isiired to safeguard holiness is secondary to the

call to maintain a religious distinctiveness in fbiem of an exclusive reliance on Yhw.

There is a certain tension in the intermarriagsi€between reasoning and resolution and
the two perspectives evident in them are diffidoltreconcile. On the one hand the

reasoning in Ezra 9:1; 14 seemingly operates wigh'moral defilement’ concept as it is

%7 Goldingay,OT Theology:738-40.

28 Thus for instance he speaks of ‘a relaxed attitedarding the fixedness of the scriptural text] aays
that ‘Serious commitment to the authority of MosEsaching goes along with a freedom in rewritinat th
Teaching.'Ibid., 740.

*¥bid., 748.
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understood by Deut 7; on the other the separasi@ione along ethnic lines irrespective
of religious status (i.e. all ‘foreign’ wives arévdrced without any examination whether
they have religious commitments to YHWH or someeotljod(s)). This discrepancy
comes to expression in Goldingay’'s comments anevident, as we shall see, in the
arguments of other scholars as well. 16.8 | have suggested that alongside the ‘moral
defilement’ theory of Deut 7 there is a secondagument based on the notion of ‘holy
seed’ which would mean the automatic profanationtleé descendants of mixed
marriages by way of the ‘foreign’ and therefore fan@ spouses. Holiness in this
argument is not an ethical category in the same prasstly holiness or the default

profane status of lay Israelites in the priestlyenal is not about morality.

Goldingay does not define in what sense he usasdssl but it seems that on the whole
he operates with a moral understanding. Thus apfeges earlier he uses Ezra 6:21 and
Neh 10:29 [28] as examples for the inclusion offe® who are willing to join the exilic
community and commit themselves to YHWH followedtbg statement that

Israel's holiness does not imply an ethnic prireigA ‘mixed group’ came out of Egypt with the

‘holy nation’ (Ex 12:38; 19:6) without there beiagy sense of impropriety. It would have been
easy to attribute the unfaithfulness of the peaplthe wilderness to the influence of this group,
but the story never does so. The community’s dititianess in relation to other peoples relates to
recognition of Yhwh, not to questions of ethnicitythemselves (see, e.g., Lev 20:7; Deut 7:6;
14:2, 21 in their context). Conversely, althougheEz and Nehemiah 7 imply that the community
basically comprises people who have come back fexite, such people can forfeit their

membership in the community (Ezra 10:7%8).

First, the immediate objection one might raisehat tGoldingay fails to address the
obvious counter-argument from Ezra 9-10; namely tha foreign wives are divorced
without distinction, which suggests that Israekditess does imply ‘an ethnic principle’
even though the former cannot bquatedwith the latter. Secondly, the illustration

regarding the mixed multitude<27v) in Exodus is not a very fortunate one.

20 pid., 744f.
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The point to be emphasised then in the exodus xbist@ot that no blame is attached to
the mixed multitude (which we have seen is notrelytithe case) but that the blame is
still a moral-religious one similar to the theorfy@eut 7. The issue with the ‘rabble’
element in Num 11:4 is not their foreignnges sebut their evil influence. Granted, the
latter is indirectly connected to the former in 8ense that foreign nations in general do
not know YHWH or follow his Law and are thereforeea as idolatrous and often
immoral. The linkage of foreignness, idolatry anaimorality is intrinsically connected
with the concept of holiness. Moberly highlightsstfeature in hi©ld Testament of the
Old Testamentwhen comparing Mosaic Yahwism with the patriarcingligion and

summarises the difference thus.

Finally, we have seen the difference between palréd and Mosaic religion is perhaps most
conveniently epitomized by the notion of holiness,expressed yds. The concept of holiness,

from Exod. 3:5 onward, focuses the exclusive, detima, regulated, mediated, and sanctuary-
centered relationship between YHWH and Israel, eviiie absence of holiness in patriarchal
religion equally epitomizes its open, unstructureshd nonlocated unaggressive nature, its

"ecumenical bonhomie*!

There are of course individual foreigners in ISsarbrrated history (Jethro, Rahab, Ruth,
Naaman, etc) who to varying degrees recognise $omgedf YHWH's purposes or who

show themselves ‘righteous’ or God-fearing, butsth@re more the exceptions that
‘prove’ the rule. It must also be noted that thatdeonomistic history shows on occasion
a tenor not dissimilar to that of the Genesis riasea (such as the friendly relations with
and help received from Hiram king of Tyre in 1 Kin§:1-12). Nevertheless, where
holiness is a central concern, as in the priegtyslation or in parts of Deuteronomy,

foreignness is strongly associated with wickedess'moral’ evil.

Returning to Goldingay’s argument that holinesssdoet imply an ethnic principle, |
suggest that his own examples show a combinatiamonfern with the religious-moral
issueand physical descent and can only prove that holimassot beequatedwith an

ethnic principle. He is right that the latter istrthe final arbiter, at least not in the

241 Moberly,OT of the OT104. For a detailed comparison from a theologieaspective sedid., ch.3.
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examples he lists, but it is certainly a consideratlt is the tantalising nature of holiness

as both a ‘moral’ and a ‘non-moral’ category whinhkes the issue a confusing one.

10.1.3 Rendtorff
Rendtorff is a scholar who has actively contributedewish-Christian dialogue and, as
such, one would assume that he handles the senait difficult story of Ezra 9-10 in a
way that takes into account Jewish perspectivebidrgeneral work he urges Christian
scholars to look at rabbinic interpretations altfonotes the difficulties, namely the lack
of accessibility for Christians to study rabbiniet#ew at university and to get hold of
books that might help their introduction into tejzecialised are®?

Unfortunately, his recently published OT theologyh¢ Canonical Hebrew Bible: A
Theology of the Old Testamgng disappointing in several respects. Although Iie
Goldingay, is sensitive to Jewish concerns ands ttee dissociate the ‘Law’ from the
negative connotations of an earlier scholarshipreghs no real engagement with the
substantive issues of the Law in general and EzfaeRiah in particular.

His OT theology falls into three parts; the firstes an overview of the biblical books
following the order of the Hebrew canon (Torah, ghets and Writings), the second
examines various themes and concepts (such asooreabvenant and election, Torah,
Moses, David, Zion, etc.) linking them through c@sferences to the first part. The third
section deals with issues of hermeneutics. Hisagmbr is consistent with the programme
he sets out in his essay ‘Old Testament Theologmeéideas’, although there he does

not envisage the chapter on hermenedfits.

In his handling of the general theme of Torah (‘Qenter of Israel’s Life: the Torah’ —
pp. 478-508) in the second part of his OT theol&gndtorff introduces the Torah as
God-given with a short explanation into the variaueanings of the word. This is

followed by a more detailed treatment of the Degaéand some observations on the

242 Rendtorff, ‘Rabbinic Exegesis’, 17-24.
23 Rendtorff, ‘OT Theology’, 10-13.
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Book of the Covenant. Admittedly the chapter pulisbiblical passages other than
Exodus, yet overall, this is little more than ate#ing in sequential order of the ten
central commandments that were spoken directly log @ather than through the
mediation of Moses. Rendtorff considers the reshefcommandments to be elaborations
on these central themes (p.481), and therefore doesaddress them in any detail.
However, he treats the so-called ‘cultic’ aspedtsife (sanctuary, sacrifices, festivals)
separately in his following chapter (pp.509-544ya@ed that the Decalogue has a
central place in the Torah on any reckoning, digappointing that beyond repeating the
biblical injunctions there is no discussion of widgsues involving the place of Torah in

a Christian reading of the Old Testament.

Rendtorff's treatment of Torah in Ezra-Nehemiategqally lacking in analysis and it
seems to be again a mere recounting of the evantisei book including the mixed-
marriage crisis, Ezra’s mission, as well as thdipubading of the Torah. There is a brief
section at the end noting that beside the Jerusé&mple, the Torah comes in as ‘a new
element’, ‘which from now on becomes the essebtais of Israel’s self-understanding’
(p.401). Yet, there is practically no particulacagnition that, for instance, the resolution
or proposed resolution of the matter of the ‘foreigives is in any way difficult or
problematic, neither is there any further discussin matters of interpretation or in what

way Torah is ‘new’ or why it gains so much in imfzorce after the exile.

What accounts for such a lack of engagement wehbiblical texts? The answer seems
to be in Rendtorff's understanding of how an Oldtéenent theology is supposed to be
constructed and in the various issues relatingtash-Christian dialogue as it is laid out
in hisCanon and Theologyn the essay encouraging a common Jewish-Christiading

of the Hebrew Bible he suggests that
Theological interpretation of the Hebrew Bible it mlependent on the theological system of the
religious tradition to which the particular inteepgr belongs: the Hebrew Bible is a theological

book in its own right, which can be, and must lierpreted theologically from the insid¥.

244 Rendtorff, ‘Jewish-Christian Reading’, 40.
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He is right in wanting to allow the Old Testameanmtdpeak for itself, as it were, yet what
he advocates sounds like a historical theologynafemt Israel, which lacks the frame of
reference to break out of the past and speak inna@gningful way to a Christian or
Jewish faith communit§*> His effort to avoid the kind of ‘doctrinal biagiat gave, for
instance, ‘the Law’ such a negative connotation mgn€hristians, leads him into a
neutrality that is neither here, nor there, anthesefore detached from present concerns.
It is hardly surprising, therefore, that his Oldsfa@nment theology is somewhat sterile,
since all interpretive traditions whether Christ@nJewish are banned from it. One might
ask then, what the purpose of such an historiciesxegcise is, particularly in the area of
theology, which is so closely linked with the litd faith and the understanding of

believers in the present.

Even as a history of religion approach, it is saldlgking, since studying history is
ultimately based on a realisation that its pattdrage something to teach us, that what
happened then affects how we think, act, or live.no any case, neutrality is impossible

and as the above suggests, not even necessapfylhel

In one sense, Rendtorff himself recognises that @l Testament theology is not
objective or neutral in its method or its terms aaddhnits that his own systematising, the
categories and organisational principles that hes we construct his theology has to do
with particular and in many respects Christian pecsives and interest® Thus,
stopping short of connecting the two Testamentsthen basis that thereby the New
Testament will override the Old gives his bookuntrated feel. The neat separation of
Old and New Testament message that he envisagesniisiscent of the classic division
formulated by Stendhal into ‘what the text meamtidawhat it means now?!’ which is
valuable, but has only limited usefulness. For ashLsays in his critique of this widely

held concept,

5 This is a point that Levenson makes very poigyanthis ‘Theological Consensus’, 82-105.
246 Rendtorff,Canonical Hebrew Bible750.
247 stendhal, ‘Biblical Theology’, 70.
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If the questions to which ancient authors soughespond in terms available to them within their
cultural horizons are to be “heard” today with stmmey like their original force and urgency, they

have first to be “heard” as questions that chakengwith comparable seriousné8s.

Since the enterprise is already a Christian oneisanteant to enhance the understanding
of Christians with regards to their Old Testamenti@@ures then it is odd that Rendtorff
should insist on keeping the OT message indeperadel@wish or Christian traditions as
if these were only window-dressing that could bdeatito the application later without
disturbing the essential part of interpretationCivistian reading need not mean a biased
hermeneutic that collapses the Old Testament’s agessto the New.

In conclusion, we may note that while many OT tbgw@s have little or nothing to say
about EN, the topic edges into consciousness wadibcussion of the Law in the
postexilic period. The recent trend is increasirtglglefend EN against an earlier charge
of legalism in the post-exilic period evident inettwritings of such theologians as
Eichrodt, Noth and von Rad. The strategy of thagecting the alleged legalism in EN
most often conceive of the Law as being in the exmaf the covenant following on from
God'’s gracious deliverance of his people. Sometpoirspecific aspects in EN such as
the joy accompanied by the public reading of the lia Neh 8, the canonical shape of
the book which does not conceive of the Law asgaligtic system dictating religious
behaviour by rules and the lively interpretive ttiath which flexibly re-applies ancient
laws to new situations. With regard to the matteseparation in EN and especially the
intermarriage crisis in Ezra 9-10 Goldingay’s ewation highlights the struggle with the
charge of a racial/ethnic principle at work. Remff® approach, on the other hand,
exemplifies some of the practical difficulties otegrating Jewish perspectives while at

the same time providing a meaningful Christian neg@f the Law and EN.

10.2 EN Commentaries

Having given a birds-eye view of EN in OT theolagiérom the mid-28 century and

some more recent works, | shall now turn to a clasgpection of commentaries on EN.

28 L ash, ‘Martyrdom’, 81.
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The discussion and evaluation of Ezra 9-10 in tbenroentaries circle around two
interrelated matters, which a modern Christian eeadould, as it is frequently pointed
out, find difficult. One is the issue of exclusimsand the possible charge of ‘racism’; the
other is the ethically questionable divorce of fimeign wives. These two topics and the
further question of ‘application’ for the Christia@ader provide the three sections around

which my own assessment of Christian interpretatidine commentaries will take place.

10.2.1 Exclusivism and Purity of Religion
The topic of separation in various forms perme#tteswhole book of EN, but none is
quite as difficult as Ezra 9-10, which view is wedflected in the scholarly comments.
Williamson in his EN commentary calls Ezra 9-10e'tleast attractive parts of Ezra-
Nehemiah if not of the whole OT* This is perhaps a slight exaggeration, though the
sentiment is understandable and indeed shared cmoe@ by others. IiThe New
Interpreter’s Bible which has as its general aim ‘to bring the bestamtemporary
biblical scholarship into the service of the chutohenhance preaching, teaching, and
study of the ScriptureS® Ralph W. Klein’s reflections on Ezra 10 start witte caveat
that ‘It is difficult to find redeeming theologicahlue in this chaptef>* Likewise Smith-
Christopher in the newly publish&theological Bible Commentaf2009) calls the final
two chapters of Ezra ‘the most controversial passang postexilic biblical literaturé®?
It is interesting in this respect that a serie® like The Bible Speaks Todayhich
attempts to produce commentaries for a specific@tyistian audience on possibly all
books of the Bible has so far not brought out aroemtary on EN, or more precisely, on
Ezra. Nehemiah, who is often seen as more accedsiblChristian consumption and is
frequently singled out as a model for godly leadigrsand praised for his ‘managerial
skills, has a commentary all to himself. One wordéperhaps this is an indication of
the difficulty-cum-unease with the Book of Ezralwits Temple building, exclusivism

and the particularly offending episode of the fgrewives.

22 williamson, EN, 159.

ZONIB 1., xvii.

L Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 746.
%2 Smith-Christopher, ‘Ezra’, 158.
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Nevertheless, Christian commentators who write aliaunake an effort to give the story

a fair hearing and help the lay reader understhedntirrative on its own terms. In the
defence of the exiles’ action the prime argumenthest despite the harshness of the
measures and the suspicion of racism it was findtfaremost a matter of preserving the
purity of religion or religious identity. Thus Widilmson speaks of the danger of the faith
becoming watered dowiit: Kidner of the concern for religious puriy, McConville

similarly of the underlying issue of the purityrefigion?>°

To what extent the racial charge is acknowledgedgdmitted to have played a part
varies. Most Christian commentators place the esiphan the religious dimension
although the same uneasy tension between religiemsity and ethnicity is evident as in
Goldingay’s discussion. On the one hand, Fenshariesi¢he racial charge altogettét;
others like Kidner do not address it directly, vwhthe majority of scholars tacitly or
explicitly accept it to varying degrees, althoughhwcaveats. Thus Williamson argues
that the concept of Israel as a holy people in De6i7 ‘has now been twisted by the
misapplication of a quite separate law [he refertdv 19:19] into an idea of racial, as
distinct from religious, separatioft’ Nevertheless he affirms that the underlying
concem for religious separation was ‘absoluteghti®*® Likewise Clines argues that
despite the ‘racialist’ motive evident in the reaisg in Ezra 9:2 ‘the defence of the
“holy race” is engaged in more strictly on religgogrounds than has been the case with
most so-called “religious” persecutions and warsSimilarly, Allen states that racial
purity is pursued on religious grounds, namely fear of being led astray into
worshipping other god$?°

#3illiamson,EN, 159f.

»* Kidner,EN, 22.

% McConville,EN, 61. ClinesgN, 117f.

#0FenshamEN, 124. At the same time he acknowledges that ‘Samastthis purity of religion seems to
have been confused with purity of blood among #wish descendantslb{d., 18) However, it is unclear
from the context if Fensham thinks of a specifiddent within EN or makes a general statement ciggr
the postexilic period.

7 Wwilliamson,EN, 132.

% pid., 162.

9 Clines,EN, 117f.

29 Allen, EN, 73.
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10.2.1.1'Election for Mission’

Two particular arguments recur in the course of diseussion regarding the exiles’
action in Ezra 9-10. First, the harsh measureshlemprotection of religious identity are

justified on the basis of what | would term as #lection for mission’ argument.

Fensham, for instance, negates the racial chatggetther and sees in the separation
purely an expression of the ‘election for missipnnciple.
The term “holy” shows that the term “seed” has m@ho do with racial prejudice. It is the people
whom God had elected as his people (Exod. 19:63utty his revelation, to be a light to the nations
(Isa. 42:6). It was a question of the living redatbetween the Lord and his people, and not of who
one’s ancestors might be. When the living relatobroken, they are no longer the people of God
(Hos. 1:9). By intermingling with foreign nationsdibeing contaminated with their idol worship,

the true religion was in danger of losing its peinaractef®

Williamson, as noted eatrlier, condemns what he asebe exiles’ reasoning, which in

his view combines the notion of religious separatigth racial distinctiveness.
The concept of the seed of Abraham, elect by God asoly people’ not because of any
superiority but in order to be his servant for tessing of the nations (e.g. Gen 12:1-3, 7; Deut
7:6-7) has now been twisted by the misapplicatiba guite separate law into an idea of racial, as

distinct from religious separaticff:

At the same time, however, he also emphasisesdbd for separation using the same
‘election for mission’ argument.
Israel’'s election was not merely for her own corpfout so she might shine as a witness to the
nations for God and his standards (see Gen 26#is dould not be achieved without the
maintenance of her distinctive self-identity, amdstwas thought to be threatened by mixed
marriages?®
And a couple of pages later:
Israel's mission could only make headway if shenta@med the servant identity that separated her

from the nations to whom she should mediate thelation of God?®*

28! FenshamEN, 125.
282 \wjilliamson, EN, 132.
23 pid., 160.

%4 |bid., 162.
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One might readily acknowledge from a Christian pecsive that these scholars have a
point. Christianity builds on Jewish foundationesus’ teaching, his understanding of
himself and his mission appeal to Israel's Scriggurhis first followers are Jews and
godfearing proselytes; the early missionaries efc¢hurch, as Acts portrays them, seek
out the synagogue and the Jews for the good newsts Ifi is only gradually with the
latter's increasing resistance that the Christiassion takes a different direction. It is
perhaps also of importance that the church’s fiigtificant theologian and the one who
attempted to work out a theology of the Gentilesiais is the thoroughly well-educated
ex-Pharisee Paul rather than the undoubtedly grdah rabbinic matters untrained Peter
(cf. Acts 4:13). Had Israel accepted a syncretistade of existence it could well have
lost its distinctiveness and failed to have prodidbe springboard both for Jesus’
ministry and the church’s mission. Admittedly, onan find examples where it is
precisely learned Pharisees like Nicodemus whaoamzled by Jesus and ‘syncretistic’
and theologically ‘misguided’ people like the Saitzar woman of John 4 who accept
him wholeheartedly. Nevertheless, the overall shafpgesus’ and the church’s mission

unquestionably needed that Jewish religious basishaprovided the context for it.

In this respect, McConville, who expresses simdaas, puts it better when he says that
separation is of benefit in the long term.
If we are tempted to think of the Books of Ezra &ehemiah as unattractively exclusivist, we
may reflect that the separation of Judadm the peoples was part of a plan of God which was
ultimatelyfor the people$>®

The language, however, is still somewhat controgkissofar as the people who are
affected by the exiles’ actions, most notably tfereign’ wives, are not the ones who
will ultimately benefit from these measures and cihinakes the argument less than
satisfactory from the perspective of the sufferipgrty. Nevertheless, at least in
McConville’s formulation the explanation does nenthnd the exiles to be aware of a
plan on God’s part; it is merely a legitimate repective argument for justifying the need

for religious distinctiveness.

285 McConville, EN, 131.
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More problematic, | believe, is the way Williamsand Fensham connect the notion of
election with the idea of ‘mission’. Israel in tlaentext is seen as the servant elected for

the purposes of withessing and mediating the réevelaf God to the nations.

Fensham uses Ex 19:6 as his prooftext together lgat2:6. He is right in linking Ex

19:6 with Ezra 9, since holiness (and election,daggory which underlies it) is a key
theme in both. Yet the connection of Ex 19:6 whle tsaianic servant is tenuous and
such a view of election and holiness is not aeallisaged within the categories of the
EN narrative. Again, it can readily be granted tfoatthe Christian church the Deutero-
Isaianic texts became crucial in the light of Jésussion as the servant who was
despised and rejected (Isa 53) and as the one etente the ‘light to the nations’ (Isa
49:6). By extension the church’s mission to the tls could make sense in this light.
Yet the texts in themselves are not as clear; anily with Christian hindsight that they

could be understood the way these are used imttence by Fensham.

Within their own Isaianic contexts Israel’s roletims ‘mission to the Gentiles’ is unclear.
The various categories such as the ‘servant’,aheihted one’, the ‘light to the nations’
can have more than one referent. Sometimes toree isis possible to read them as the
nation Israel (Isa 42:6), at other times it is hardinderstand the servant without thinking
of an individual who will act alsdor Israel’s benefit (49:6). Yet in other contexts the
anointed is identified with a historic and non-&ite person, Cyrus (Isa 45:1), and in one
instance the light to the nations is specificatipated with YHWH’s law and justice (Isa
51:4).

There are some references to the nations acknoinlgddH\WH (e.g. Isa 45:14) although
the context envisages the inversion of Israel/Jisdahibjugation under foreign powers
(cf. Isa 61:5-6). Since the focus of these pass&gest on the fate of the natioper se

it does not actually clarify what such an acknowtk=tient might entail: a recognition of
YHWH’s power as supreme and his person as the®oty or more? Isaiah 56:6-8 speak
of foreigners who will join themselves to YHWH, kebis sabbaths and covenant, and

their sacrifices will be accepted in the Templstatement unparalleled elsewhere in the
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Hebrew Scriptures. Nevertheless, there is no itidican all of these texts as to what role

Israel plays in all this.

For the notion of election for mission Williamsoseas as his prime text the blessing
given to Abraham and then reiterated to Isaac. G2B receives here a particular
Christian re-reading derived perhaps from the BRaulinderstanding of Abraham (e.g.
Rom 4, Gal 3-4) and from a Christian re-evaluatidrisrael’s role and fate in salvation
history. Looking back from the NT it is possibleitderpret Abraham'’s role as ultimately
leading to the blessing of the Gentiles, but thdeustanding that the sole purpose of
Israel’s election is the blessing derived fromyittbe nations is not the point that Gen 12
makes. This is further underlined by the ambiguoatsire of the Hebrewa 13721 (v.3).
The niphal of712 allows either the passive ‘and all the familiestloé earthwill be
blessed in ydwor the reflexive ‘and all the families of the #awill bless themselves by
you (i.e. Abraham’s blessing will be the measure hyick other nations will evaluate
their own blessings¥® In either case, the context indicates that theigois firmly on
Abraham and on the abundant blessing that will & The blessing promised to
Abraham touches the lives of others who are inawnith him and his descendants
(e.g. Lot - 13:5-6; Ishmael - 17:20; Laban - 30:R@tiphar — 39:5), but it is merely a by-
product of the overflowing blessing bestowed onaklam and ‘his seed’ rather than the

main purpose of election.

Similarly, Williamson also uses Gen 26¢h§: > %5 v12 121anm - ‘and in your seed
all the nations of the earth will be blessed/wikds themselves’). It is not clear what
motivates this choice of quoting the blessing rated to Isaac rather than the original

one given to Abraham in Gen 12:3 and reconfirme@ém 22:18 (verbatim the same as

2% A recent detailed study that considersniphal andhithpaelof 712 in parallel texts to Gen 12:3b is
Gruneberg'Abraham, Blessing and the Natiomte argues for the passive sense fomipbalin Gen
12:3b (‘and in you all the families of the earthil e blessed’) on grammatical grounds althougérelre
acknowledges that ‘while this promise does resalnfYhwh'’s concern for all humanity, in context its
primary force is to stress Abraham’s greatnesh@sme through whom this momentous divine purpose
will be achieved.1bid., 243. On the other hand, Moberly argues that Ge8b within its Genesis context
is to be understood in the sense that Abrahanmbeidbme a great natiarot for the sake ahe nations but
ratherin spite ofthem. In his view thaiphal here is reflexive and is interchangeable in megamniith
parallel texts where th@thpaelis employed (Gen 22:18; 26:4). Moberlhe Theology of the Book of
Genesis141-161 (see esp. 149, 151).
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Gen 26:4). Perhaps Williamson wanted to use awdmth mentioned specifically the
‘nations’ ([@>1) rather than the ‘familiegmnown) of the earth or one which referred to the
‘seed’ 1) of Abraham, although in either case Gen 22:18 ldvdnave been equally
appropriate. Perhaps also Gen 26 where Isaac israsimed not to go down to Egypt but
to stay in the land gives the issue of separatishamper focus. However, Williamson’s
emphasis is on being a witness for God’s standatdie the wider story of Gen 26 is
eminently unsuitable for such a purpose. Isaae Mbraham earlier, lies shamefully
about his wife in order to safeguard his life and ithe Philistine Abimelech who proves
himself upright in protecting both him and his wikoreover, the divine blessing and its

material manifestations of wealth only stir up geay in the Philistines (26:14ff).

The other standard text which is equally commothis argument and which Williamson
uses is Deut 7:6-7. It is meant to illustrate tbepthat election and holiness gives Israel
no ground for thinking herself superior. AlthoughlNdmson sees in the Ezran story a
racist distinction, the narrative shows none of theial superiority associated with the
concept. Ezra’s prayer (Ezra 9:6-15) expresseskstwod horror at Israel’s continuing sin
and recognises her lowly status (‘we are slaves9yin the same way that Neh 9:5-37
speaks of God’s faithfulness in his choice of Isidespite her continuing disobedience
and wickednes®’ Although ideas of holiness which encourage sejmaratan
potentially lead to a sense of superiority it may Ine a foregone conclusion that this will
inevitably be the case. In fact, as the above elesnipom EN illustrate, the narrative

does not seem to bear out such an assumption.

Deut 7:6-7 as an illustration of the ‘election farssion’ is problematic mainly because
the election and holiness of Israel is in the cxntgé the heremlaw?®® Whatever may
have been intended by this command, the languaagk sygeaks of destruction and death

for the inhabitants of Canaan. Israel, chosen avlg, [Woes not serve here the better

%7 Clines also observes the lack of racial supeyianiEzra’s prayer and the absence of any expnessio
for foreign racial inferiority. Cline€EN, 118.

28 For a discussion on some contemporary issuesnglat election and violence see Moberly’s ‘Is
Election Bad for You?’, which also deals with terpretation oheremin Deut 7 (to be published in the
Brueggemann Festschrift). Scholars who justifyttbiemlaw in Deut 7 on the basis of the ‘election for
mission’ idea are for instance Wrigiteuteronomy11; Goldingay, ‘Justice’, 186; McConville, ‘Shado
3.
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future of the nations; rather, it is the nationsowdre ‘sacrificed’ for the purposes of

keeping Israel intact from their harmful and idodats influences.

Further, in the wider perspective of the OT, théams are on the periphery of Israel’s
vision, graciously allowed to join in her blessimgder some circumstances (e.g. Rahab,
Ruth, etc.) but their inclusion is generally indiwval, occasional and incidental. The
prophetic vision of the nations flocking to shaseakl’s blessing (Zech 8:20-23) seems to
underline the abundant goodness of God’s restoratidver rather than an interest in the
fate of the nationper se Similarly, the acknowledgement and worship of tme true
God by the nations, whether done freely (Isa 213umder compulsion (Isa 45:14), is
merely a sign demonstrating the glory and powdsafel’'s God whom even the nations

will have to honour.

Admittedly, both Williamson and Fensham are careiiiih their expressions using words
that express relatively ‘stativ&® acts. Israel in their words (see previous quotethem)

is to ‘shinelike a witness’, mediatethe revelation of God’ to the nations @afry his
revelation’. Perhaps the one instance which maglse Israel’s role as the faithful
nation giving an example to other peoples with ¢c@nmitment to YHWH and his laws
is Deut 4:6 and significantly this is situated wntlthe Torah. Here Israel's obedience to
the commandments is her wisdom in the sight ofmidigons, who in turn recognise her
greatness and understanding. Yet even in this ebeathere is no recognition of YHWH
by the nations at the same time. Thus we may cdedloat there is no explicit mandate
for mission in the OT analogous to the NT’s, naein a passive sense. While Deutero-
Isaiah is full of possible hints, it would be umfto expect Israel to have (without benefit
of Christian hindsight) the kind of understanding feer role that Williamson and

Fensham see.

In Ezra and indeed in Mosaic Yahwism, electiondsrected not with mission but with
holiness. Election and holiness are presented as sides of the same coin, two

291 am grateful to my supervisor Walter Moberly faggesting this term borrowed from grammar where
stative verbs express a state or condition.
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expressions of the same concéPisrael is chosen so that she may fully belongep h
God and she is holy, separate to indicate hereslestatus for being the exclusive and
precious possession of YHWH. The focus is the ea&rtdimension rather than the
horizontal; indeed the horizontal ties if they ateemed destructive to this vertical

relationship are severed without mercy.

10.2.1.2Ruth and Conversion

So far, | have examined one of the arguments tieledor mission’), which is used as
justification for the need of preserving religiouwdentity in Ezra 9-10. The other
observation regularly made by scholars concern$ Ratl the concept of ‘conversion’

which we have already seen in one example in Ettle®T theology.

Since the exclusivism in EN is particularly difficto swallow some commentators try to
show that the narrative is not what it seems,despite the separatism conversion for
foreigners and non-exiled Judeans is a genuinélplitys hence the citing of Ezra 6:21
and the acceptance of Ruth as examples within bhedrative and in the wider canon
of the OT respectively. This view is well-expressedMcConville’s comments on Neh
13:1-3:

[Plresumably, neither the measure of Ezra nor dfiislehemiah was intended to foreclose the

possibility of becoming “Israelite” by conversio@f. again Ezra 6:21, and the conversion and
acceptance of Ruth the Moabitess (Ruth 1:16%17).

If one turns to pre-modern commentators (althoughmany have written on EN), the
emphasis is similarly on the possibility of conwens The commentary of Matthew
Henry and Thomas Scott assume this as an optianfevehe wives of Ezra 9-£¢ and
likewise think that those who separated themsehess the peoples of the lands in Neh
10:29 [28] were proselytes from the natiéfis.

19 admittedly, Genesis provides a different paradigeusing on election but without the element of
separation and holiness characteristic of Mosalowigm. It might be noted, however, that missionds a
part of either perspective despite scholarly argum the contrary.

" McConville,EN, 144.

2 Henry & ScottCommentaryl:418.

" bid., 433.
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Some others are less explicit about conversiomagpéon in Ezra 9-10, but still see the
possibility for it expressed within EN, especialtyEzra 6:21. Thus Kidner defends the
separatism of the exiles which is ‘balanced angimilhated by the welcome given to
genuine converts® In commenting on Neh 13:1-3 he notes the referetocéhe

deuteronomic law (23:3-5) and continues:
True to the Old Testament's style, the prohibitisnstark and unqualified, to make the most
powerful impact, but the reader knows that elsew/ltieere are balancing considerations. It is the
Ammonite or Moabite in his native capacity as thabediment of Israel’s inveterate enemy and
corrupter who is in view: the son or ‘daughter déeign god’ (Mal 2:11), burrowing into the life
and even the language of Israel (verses 23ff.). IBuhim come as a convert, like Ruth the
Moabitess, and he will be entitled to a very diferreceptiod’”

Williamson argues similarly in pointing out thatetlexiles ‘were willing to receive

individuals who wished to join with them in sindgricf. Ezr. 6:21.*"

Slightly more misgivings are expressed by KleinTimee New Interpreter’s BibJevhich
notes the varying attitudes within EN and the widanon but is less inclined to smooth
over the differences. TheIB observes positive (Ruth, Ex 22:21), ambivalent (Gén
Jacob vs. Simeon and Levi) and (by implication) ateg (Ezra 10) voices, while

admitting that Ezra 6:21 shows a less hostileuaksit”’

The NIB also expresses more
suspicion regarding the designation ‘foreigner’ amonders if those so described are
truly alien people (such as the Ammonites, Moabitesnon-exiled Jews as wélf It
also speculates about the reason for such antagdoidoreigners in connection with
Ezra 4 and even wonders whether the events deddriderms of psychological warfare
and intimidation were real happenings or merelydpaid justifications’ for thegolahto

reject the offers of helff?

Among the Christian commentators | have chosercdonparison, Allen goes possibly

the furthest in seeing a contrast and tension l@twikee openness in the Book of Ruth

24 Kidner,EN, 22.

25 Kidner,EN, 128.

2% \illiamson, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 424.
27 Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 747.
2%81pid., 850.

2% |bid., 700.
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and the ‘liberal stand’ of Isa 56:3-8 on the onadchand the separatism of EN on the
other. Nevertheless, he, too, comments on Ezra, &Bich he also understands as a
modification of the exiles’ exclusivisA® At the same time he tentatively attempts to
harmonise Ezra 6:21 & Ezra 9 by suggesting thatdheer describes the acceptance of
non-exiled Judeans who wanted to join ¢jodah rather than all foreigners, since Ezra 9
does not envision conversion and pursues raciatygt If understood this way, so
Allen argues, then there is no racial line to bessed in either instance. Effectively, his
view makes the racial/ethnic boundary decisivedtednining who can have any chance
of being ‘in’.

Some further comments are in order here. Firstdiffieulty with the evaluation of these
views is that we simply do not know precisely whne tenigmatic ‘people(s) of the
land(s)’ were and in some instances what exactharsgion entailed. The first option |
have considered takes Ezra 6:21 and the story tf &sinormative and harmonises Ezra
9-10 and other examples of separation in EN assurmplicitly the possibility of
conversion. The last option sees Ezra 9-10 as igecrthin EN and harmonises Ezra
6:21 accordingly making physical descent the fiadditer. However, maintaining the
difference between the approaches of Ezra 6:21Eanal 9-10 is equally possible, all the
more so, since from a historical-critical perspexttzra 1-6 is a separate unit with some
distinctive traits of its own in other respectsth®ugh it is difficult to prove or disprove
the conversion theory, | would argue that bothha tight of EN overall and of the
specific argument regarding the ‘holy seed’ in E21a conversion is simply not in view
in Ezra 9-10.

Secondly, if one stays with the other possibilityigid separation from all ‘foreigners’
without any other option then the difficulty stitmains as to what a Christian reader
should make of such an episode. How is one to vesthle possible tension within EN
itself and also between EN and the wider OT carfem®her, NT verses are frequently

guoted to give guidance to the Christian readeairgigg the issues in Ezra 9-10 (divorce,

20 Allen, EN, 37.
2! pid., 73.
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intermarriage, etc), but the wider frames of refeeefor Christians and Jews respectively

are often assumed even though spelling it out ntighg clarify the issues.

10.2.2 Divorce
So far, | have explored the commentaries regarthiagexclusivism in Ezra 9-10 as well
as the two issues connected with it (‘electionrfossion’ and ‘conversion’). | now turn
to the question of divorce, the unique solutionnidby the exiles to deal with the

intermarriage crisis.

The argument regarding divorce follows a similattgra in Christian commentaries on
EN. First, it is generally acknowledged that theamges seem haféhor even that it is
cruel to the womeft> Perhaps the only exception to this rule is thet&s Henry and
Scott who applaud the exiles’ determination and wigidentally emphasise more the

cost to the exiles than the effects on the wives.

The case is plain; what has been done amiss, raugtdione again as far as possible; nothing less
than that is true repentance. To us now it is tettat sin must be put away, with a resolution

never to have any thing more to do with it, thoitgihe dear as the wife of thy bosom, nay, as a
right eye, or a right hand; otherwise there is modpn, no peace. What has been unjustly got,

cannot be justly kept, but must be restcféd.

Practically all scholars then point out that the @8rmitted divorce and refer to Deut
24:1-4 but add the caveat that Mal 2:16 nevertsatesdemns > This is followed by
an outline of the NT’s position with or without dissestimate (in Mt 5:31-32 or Mt 19:9
and parallels) but definitely including Paul's admimn that a believer should not
divorce his or her unbelieving spouse (1 Cor 7:60°% a situation considered
analogous to that of Ezra 9-10.

22E g. McConville EN, 69. FenshanEN, 135.

2 Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah746.

%4 Henry & ScottCommentanyl., 418.

#5E g. KidnerEN, 71; McConville EN, 69; Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 746.

Z0E g. WilliamsonEN, 161; Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 746; McConvillg, 69.; Henry & Scott,
Commentary418.
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As to the evaluation of the incident there are ouasi efforts to defend the exiles’
measures among the Christian commentators. Fenshsupérhaps the least nuanced in
assuming that there is a clear legal basis for sligbrces without recognising the
ambiguity of the legislation both in terms of intearriages and how one is to deal with

them. He says that

Foreign women were married contrary to the law ofiGThe marriages were illegal from the
outset. The sending away of the women is to gusaxiles against the continuation of an illegal
act. With their foreign wives they lived in sin. 0%hit is clear from v. 4 that there is a strongaleg

background against which Shecaniah has formulagegroposaf’’
Clines and Williamson mention a similar argumenbas possible rationale specifically
for the divorces; namely that the wives may havenbseen as ‘unclean’ which might
gualify as an ‘indecencynf7 n1y) in Deut 24:1-4 although they merely present #ss

the exiles’ possible viewpoint and do not endorse iFensham seems to0.

McConville also draws attention to the differenadvieen the social consequences of a
divorce today and in EN, where the wives were &atk to their non-Jewish extended

families rather than left to struggle with childres single parent&?

Another possibly mitigating circumstance for thevadces which recurs in the

commentaries is the similar situation mentione®lm 2:10-16 where Jewish wives had
been divorced in order to make room for new forergwes. If the people in Ezra 9-10

are similarly guilty of such double transgressibar, so goes the argument, this would
considerably reduce sympathy for thé&thlt is of course difficult to argue against this
view from silence, although it is hard to imagihattthe exiles of Ezra 9-10 would labour
the legally more ambiguous and difficult point nfarmarriage without even a sideways
mention of the more obvious sin of divorcing Jewwsiies for no better reason than to

marry foreign women.

28 FenshamEN, 135.

28 Clines,EN, 126f.; WilliamsongN, 151.

29 McConville, EN, 70.

20illiamson,EN, 160; McConvilleEN, 70; KidnerEN, 71., Allen,EN, 73.
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A fascinating though speculative question is Shiates own position in this issue. He is
identified as the son of Jehiel, one of the sorSlam (Ezra 10:2) whose father is among
those who married foreign women but agreed to dedhem (10:26). Goldingay takes
Shecaniah to be the son of such a mixed marriageisvhevertheless accepted as a true
Israelite because of his obvious commitment to YH®MH Goldingay thus thinks that
conversion is a possibility for the adult childreiithose from mixed marriages and that
therefore the story is not so different from th&Roith. However, it is equally possible
that Shecaniah is the son of a Jewish mother atceither his mother died and his father
remarried or, if one accepts the Mal 2:10-16 sdendnat his mother was divorced for

the sake of a foreign wife.

Although such speculation may seem entirely fragland the questions it raises certainly
cannot be answered with any degree of certaintybtreefit of pondering the various
possibilities is the awareness that the heart@fkthry lies elsewhere. The obscurity and
the somewhat frustrating lack of detail in the dii@n where scholarly interests often lie
is an indicator that we are examining the blurngesd of an image which focuses
elsewhere. The story is interested neither in th@nection between Shecaniah and his

father, nor in defending the divorces.

At the other end of the Christian scholarly spattrare more suspicious voices such as
the NIB which wonders about the covert reasons for therdes such as wanting to
ensure political control or the fear of losing laigough exogamous marriag€slt is
interesting in this respect that those more syngimtiio the exiles’ actions see them as
the ones in a weaker position tempted perhapstéonmarry with the local population in
order to climb higher in the social hierarchy oguice land®®® Those more dubious of
the exiles’ good intentions such as tHEB assume that they are guarding their existing
power and land and dealing with any threat to thes#er cover of pious religious talk.
This is not the place to prove or disprove eitheswand since we know so little of the
historic circumstances outside of what the texEM tells us the question can hardly be

#1 Goldingay,OT Theology:749.
292 Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 746-7.
28 E g. KidnerEN, 115.
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answered beyond any reasonable doubt. My own fatueny case stays within the
categories of the text. | merely wish to note heoe/ our general approach to the text

may influence our assumptions.

Among those who stay within the theological catezoof the text yet offer scathing
criticism of the divorces is Robert North, who vadhe section on Ezra-NehemiahTime
New Jerome Bible Commentary

Natural law obligations of justice and decency tivspouses in good faith and utterly innocent
children seem never to have entered into the hebtlese reformers, excited by a kind of mob
psychosis for which Ezra cannot escape blame [.h¢ dangerous and casual claim that “ God’s
rights outweigh all human considerations” can diéycalled fanaticism. Still less does “maximum
enforceableness for existing religious authoritigake precedence over profoundly human
obligations of commutative justice. On the othandyahe need of safeguarding religious truth and
duty is also a natural law obligation; but the féwt the conduct of those influenced by Ezra is
presented in the Bible as praiseworthy and normatives not mean that it is impeccable or

inerrant’®*
The issue th&lJBCraises is a pressing one: how is one to handd&tanhich presents an
ethically doubtful or difficult issue in a positivight? This is a question | will return to

when discussing the constraints that the canoreplan Ezra 9-10.

A further observation worth noting with regardtte divorce issue is that despite the
obvious ethical difficulty this problem is tackled the commentaries a lot more
straightforwardly than the question of exclusiviand the charge of racism. This may be
the case partly because there are clearer guidelinthe NT regarding divorce, which
seem to apply directly to the issue at hand. Algthin the OT divorce is both permitted
but at the same time recognised as not ideal (G4 &f. Mt 19:8 ‘but from the
beginning it has not been this way’) and in songainces downright wrong (Mal 2:16).
Thus the implicitly positive portrayal of this aict Ezra 10 is counterbalanced by other
considerations within the wider canon. Secondly; own increasing familiarity with
divorce breeds if not contempt at least a certanount of indifference or acceptance.
The unease with divorce is less with divonger se and more with the aspect of

2% North, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 391.
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exclusivism implicit in it. Divorceen massand particularly for religious reasons is more

suspect, but divorce as such is becoming more complace and less shocking.

10.2.3 Application
The Christian applications and evaluations of E2+h0 take two directions; one is
concerned with Christian distinctiveness, the othi¢h the role of Scripture, though the

first is a more obvious and prominent concern lierinterpreters.

Commentators are at pains to safeguard the Christiader from imitating the exiles’
approach to mixed marriages. Williamson, for ins&rpoints out in the ‘Explanation’
section for Ezra 9-10 that the story is descriptimel not prescriptive€> He also makes
his own position clear in arguing that Ezra 9-10sinterprets the deuteronomic
prohibition along racist lines even though the barintermarriage in Deuteronomy is on
religious grounds (cf. also p.132). He further alesse that the NT reinforces the OT’s
rejection of this racial standpoint (e.g. Acts B/:%al 3:28; etc.). Williamson sees an
analogous situation for the scenario of Ezra 9-@i0the Christian marrying an
unbelieve® although he adds the usual caveats about divaeirey buled out for the
Christian (1 Cor 7:12-13). As a final point for dpption, Williamson draws a parallel
between Israel’s efforts for distinctiveness anel @nristian Church’s need to be salt and
light.
Finally if we may overlook for the moment the ditaif how Ezra worked out the principle of
Jewish distinctiveness, his underlying concern aasolutely right. Israel’s mission could only
make headway if she maintained the servant idetitayseparated her from the nations to whom
she should mediate the revelation of God. In jhet $ame way, Christians individually and
collectively as the Church are called to be “lightid “salt,” elements that function effectively

precisely because of their difference from theirsgtin which they are placed; “But if the salt has
lost its savor...” (cf. Matt 5:13-16§>

2% \Williamson,EN, 161-2.

2% somewhat surprisingly in tiéew Bible Commentatye thinks it unwise to look for a direct paraliela
Christian’s marriage with a non-Christian. Perhapsat he means is that one should not aim to imitege
exiles’ action of divorce or that the issue is wittean merely intermarriage and that the Chrissiaould
avoid all situations where his faith may be weakiengilliamson, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 432.

27 williamson,EN, 162.
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McConville tackles this question by making a uselistinction between Israel’s situation
and the Church’s and how their different positiaffect the way the underlying issue of

purity of religion is worked out.
In a day when marriage between people of differeationalities is a perfectly acceptable
commonplace Ezra's dismay can seem like a grosseaaion. Yet in reality, the need for the
purity of the race was simply a logical extensidithe fact that the people of God, in those days,
took the form of a nation. It was a nation, noharch, that manifested the possibilities of lifetwi

God*®

This is an important insight and necessary whenistig/ing to draw parallels between
Ezra 9 and the Christian church today. At the séime it is somewhat arguable how
‘logical’ this extension of ‘racial purity’ is fronthe self-definition of the people of God
as a nation. After all, rabbinic Judaism was ablemiaintain the self-understanding of
Israel as a nation, yet found ways to incorporateifjners through conversion. | suggest
that there is an added element, namely a partiauderstanding of holiness which

makes the extension an understandable one.

In his application McConville emphasises the isstimtermarriage less, rather, his point

is that
For Christians, therefore the implication of thadsé trail of the exiles [i.e. their intermarriagith
foreigners] is in terms of basic commitments whigh counter to the commitment to Christ. This
can happen where whole churches seek to “marryistidm belief with current philosophies, and
the Gospel is reduced to a code of decent behawviatirer than the word of life. [...] In its
relationship with Hinduism, for example, which ig ks nature omni-tolerant, a Christianity which
seeks a middle way, or tries to establistersium quid has actually become Hindu and is no
longer Christian. [...] On a personal level, therspit of goals and interests which are in
themselves neutral is reprehensible if it has takenplace of a zeal for God and for the holiness
of his peopl&€®

Thus McConville extends the application for the i€fen much more widely than the

marriage issue precisely because Israel is a nanontherefore concerned with ‘racial
purity’ to use his term, whereas the Church is N&vertheless, he recognises that the

2% McConville,EN, 61.
2 pid., 61.
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marriage of two partners who are not equally coneaito Christ can also be a challenge
in discipleship™®

The NIB follows a similar pattern of application focusiog the wider issues beyond
marriage. At the same time it is more ambivalemialiEzra 9-10 as an example and uses
the moral tension the modern reader feels whenuwmedng the story juxtaposed with
the social pressure of today for inclusion to higl the essential difficulty in
maintaining religious distinctiveness today.
Almost all contemporary Christians would agree thating toward gender and ethnic diversity is
a radical imperative for the church. But how showte to kic] respond to the difficult interfaith
questions facing us today? What is the Christiapaase to other religions? What is the boundary
between witness and dialogue? The biblical ambicaetoward outsiders and the excesses
recounted in Ezra 10 call us to serious reflectionthese questions today. Ignoring interfaith
questions is irresponsible. But in addressing thesges we should not be surprised by different
approaches asiq different people, or even by conflict within oahges. How do we maintain the
integrity of the faith without excluding other¥
The NIB, as mentioned earlier, also notes the differentc®s’ of the canon regarding
attitudes to ‘foreigners’, which helps to distartbe reader from the story at hand as a

model for imitation.

Commentators at times get rather ‘desperate’ irir taempts to find a suitable

application to the point where the actual narratonges almost all connection with the
posited application. So, for instance, after a ayrsiod towards the question of identity
and debates of who is ‘in’ and ‘out’, Smith-Christer juxtaposes the need for stability
with that of openness to change concluding hisiegibn thus.

Modern sympathies with the preservationist or tradalist concerns of an Ezra certainly have a
point in an age when churches are often called upabandon their traditions wholesale in the
name of a simplistic “relevance”. Tradition, howeuwaust never shut out a Ruth, a Moabite, nor

be allowed to silence the voices of appropriatengkan the modern worftf?

¥0pid., 71.
301 Klein, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 747.
392 Smith-Christopher, ‘Ezra’, 159.
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Although the general argument that different cirstances require different approaches
is not unusual in these reflections on Ezra 9-1&nAis more specific about the kind of

circumstances such an attitude indicates.

In our own age it is difficult to sympathize witragts of Ezra-Nehemiah. The work offends
modern Christian readers as exclusive and evestratét most of us have religious roots in
denominations that began as sects. Such sects bwake from the larger religious community,
steering a separatist course and flying from thetriee colors of neglected and necessary truths.
Different times require different responses, andias the judgment of Ezra and Nehemiah and
their supporters that a rigorous stand was necessdéimes aggravated by political and economic
stress. The survival of the weakened community atastake. Truth had to be zealously guarded
and worked out in strict policies, to prevent tlenenunity from being swallowed up among the
nations. Whenever the church faces threat and @éise, Ezra-Nehemiah is available as an
inspiring source exemplifying the conviction andi@ge the church needs to face its own tffls.

Allen’s self-searching admission about the origofsone’s own religious community
brings the issue closer to home for many Protestaithough he completely ignores
Catholicism and his use of ‘sect’, though sociatadly descriptive, is problematic
because of its pejorative associati6fsAt the same time his comments highlight the fact
that such strict separatism is the sign and a#timdan internally weak and threatened

group. Openness is always easier from a positi@irength — or indifference.

To these points Williamson adds another in Mmwv Bible Commentarin which he
wrote the section on EN. In his general introducttbere he observes the use of the

Pentateuch, which, as he notes, was written unffereht circumstances from EN's day.
Perhaps for that very reason many had come todédgas a dead letter. It was Ezra’s particular
contribution, as we shall see, to develop methddsterpretation which taught them to draw out
the underlying principles of Scripture so that tloeyld be applied anew in their own later day,
something which is necessary for us as it washifemt Adherence to the teachings of this book
(which of course is as much about God’'s grace aigon and the nature of faith as it is about
“law” strictly defined) gave them, as it does U major means of access to the knowledge of
God**®

3% Allen, EN, 11.

34 Mary Douglas, for instance, replaces ‘sect’ wighclave’ as she explains in the Introduction tolth@6
edition of her boolNatural Symboldecause of the negative connotations the woréhtthge Church.
DouglasNatural Symbolsxx.

3% williamson, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 423.
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Williamson then draws special attention to thisdea of EN with regard to the incident
in Ezra 9, where fresh interpretation of pentataliahaterial allowed the exiles ‘to
appreciate that marriage with an unbelieving farergwas no different in principle from
marriage with the local inhabitants of Cana®f’ln a sharp observation but equally
relating to interpretation Clines comments on theagox that a more ‘literalist’ reading
of Deut 7 would have resulted in a laxer policyiotermarriage since the nations with

whom intermarriage is prohibited in Deut 7 wereirettby EN’s time®”’

Thus it was
precisely a more flexible/metaphorical reading artdrpretation which led to a stricter

segregationist policy.

10.3 Conclusion

In this section | sketched the outlines of the \Eaya 9-10 is interpreted and the kind of
moves commentators make to explain the story andmiplications for the Christian

reader. Recent OT theologies have taken on morg@aymtic approaches to the post-
exilic period and to the Law but continue to strieggith the issue of exclusivism and
alleged racism in the story as well as with prasgna Christian understanding of the
Law and EN. The commentaries similarly reflect thesion between wanting to affirm
the need for religious distinctiveness while redsmy the problematic nature of the

Ezran solution.

There are two possible dimensions | find missirgnfrthe above interpretations. First,
commentators use some implicit guidelines to cairstthe direct emulation of the story
but they tend not to spell out the larger framewankl underlying principles which may
guide the reader in the way they deal with tensibesveen various perspectives in
Scripture. Secondly, Christian scholars obviousiyggle with the question of how such
a story may be ‘applied’ or what one can learn frimThere is an uneasy tension
between the broad affirmation made by scholarsréiafious distinctiveness is important
and the objectionable solution advocated hy éxiles. If religious distinctiveness is

308 |hid., 431.
307 Clines,EN, 134.
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important, in what way does the Ezran story contalio an understanding of how it is
(not) to be maintained? In order to answer thesstipns it is necessary to appreciate our
own presuppositions and map out a larger frameviarinterpretation as | set these out

in my introduction (8 9). To these | shall turn hex
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11 Ezra 9-10 in Jewish Understanding

Considering Jewish perspectives in our interpmtatf Ezra 9-10 is an appropriate
avenue to pursue as Christian scholarship incrglgsiecognises and appreciates the
other post-biblical interpretative tradition andatlit has to contribute to understanding.
Jewish-Christian dialogue does not mean giving up respective faith positions or a
blurring of our differences. Rather it may be atful way to clarify where each tradition
stands in comparison to the other while at the stime gaining insights from that other

perspective as well as becoming aware of one’sasgnmptions.

11.1 Jewish Perspectives

11.1.1 Ancient Texts
The first thing one might note about Jewish perspes is the relatively small number of
sources one can turn to when it comes to an irgexfoon of Ezra 9-10. Among the
ancients | was able to find only two: Joseph@istiquities (11.5.3-4 [139-153]) and 1
Esdras (8:68-9:36), the latter of which is an alhantical rendering of the MT and thus
has little additional perspective to off8f.Josephus recounts the story in paraphrased
form but in language similar to the MT. The onlyirgoworth highlighting is the
historian’s unabashed and wholehearted approvifleotlivorces, which he sees in terms

of the tension between human interest and faitlekdrio God.
[Those that divorced their foreign wives] had aadee regard to the observation of the law than to
their natural affection, and immediately cast dirt wives, and the children which were born of

them [..]>%°

3% noted in 84.1.5 that the one significant difference betwéenMIT’s version of the intermarriage crisis
and that of 1 Esdras is the replacement of the Aesowith Edomites in the list of nations with whom
intermarriage is unacceptable (Ezra 9:2 cf. 1 Es8r@9). As | have argued there, this is of a pieitte the
book’s general grudge against the Edomites. Otlsenhe only other noteworthy divergence in 1 Esdra
is that it makes the MT’s sometimes ambiguous states explicit. E.g. Ezra 10:8 mentions the prgpert
herem of those who do not comply with the commudégision to divorce the foreign wives while 1
Esdras 9:4 makes it clear that this means thefubeio livestock as Temple sacrifices. Similaizra

10:44 merely mentions that some of the foreign wivad children as well without actually saying that
exiles have divorced them, whereas 1 Esdras 9:8Gbiguously states the sending away of the wivéls wi
the children.

399 JosephusAntiquities11.5.4 (152).
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This, however, is not a specifically Jewish poihview but a pre-modern one. One may
compare the translator of Josephus, William Whis{@667-1752), who adds the

following footnote to Josephus at this point.

This procedure of Esdras, and of the best parhefJewish nation, after their return from the
Babylonish captivity, of reducing the Jewish mages, once for all, to the strictness of the law of
Moses, without any regard to the greatness of thdeehad broken it, and without regard to that
natural affection or compassion for their heathéres; and their children by them, which made it
so hard for Esdras to correct it, deserves greatlye observed and imitated in all attempts for
reformation among Christians, the contrary conchating ever been the bane of true religion,
both among Jews and Christians, while politicalwgieor human passions, or prudential motives,
are suffered to take place instead of the divimesJaand so the blessing of God is forfeited, and

the church still suffered to continue corrupt frome generation to another.

Similarly, the commentary of Matthew Henry and TlasnScott on Ezra endorses the
action as an expression of true repentance (46028 on p.169), although they point out

elsewhere that divorce is not an option for Chaigti(cf. 1 Cor 7:12-13).

Beyond the above two sources the Ezran story efnmarriage does not feature in the
ancient texts of the Second Temple period. Althotinghfigure of Ezra looms large in the
literature of the era, the accounts given of hinaehao connection to the biblical Ezra
narratives (cf. 4 Ezra, 5 Ezra, 6 Ezra — also knooifectively as 2 Esdrad)’ In these
works Ezra appears as a second Moses and lawgigelirf 2 Esdras 2:33 Ezra receives a
command on Mount Horeb; in 2 Esdras 14:1-3ff heoisimissioned from a bush by the
voice of God like Moses). At the same time, beytrelgenealogy of Ezra (2 Esdras 1:1-
3), which largely though not entirely correspondthwthe one given in Ezra 7:1-5, there
is no other link between the biblical Ezra who\ard in Judah after the exile (historically
often estimated to be around 458 B.C.E.) and thra &ho prays to God in the 3gear
after the destruction of Jerusalem (2 Esdras 3ih)fact, despite the period’s intense
concemn with issues of mixing and intermarriagdieottexts do not tend to refer to the

solution offered in Ezra 9-10.

19t is interesting in this respect tHgirachomits the figure of Ezra from his list of worthiestirely even
though he mentions Zerubbabel and JesBira¢h49:11-12) as the Temple builders and Nehemiah
(Sirach49:13) as the rebuilder of the walls of Jerusalem.
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11.1.2 Rabbinic Discussions
Similarly, later Jewish sources, mainly rabbinterature, are again sporadic with their
comments and have little to say about the storghRacommentary on Ezra has mostly
insignificant textual points to make that do notlie$s the bigger issues of the account.
The incident of Ezra 9-10 occasionally gets a noentsideways via discussions of
pentateuchal laws (e.Gen. Rab/.2;b. Ker11la) .

As a typical example of what Jewish interpreterssatered important in the story it is
worth looking atGen.Rabyr.2.

Jacob of Kefar Nibburaya ruled in Tyre: It is permitted toccimcise the infant son of a Gentile
woman on the Sabbath. When R. Haggai heard thisalteto him, ‘Come and be flagellated.’
‘Shall he who states a Scriptural ruling be purighexclaimed he. ‘And how is this Scriptural?’
‘Because it is writtenAnd they declared their pedigrees after their fémsjl by their fathers’
houses(Num. I, 18), he answered. ‘You have not ruledlyvsaid he to him. ‘And whence can
you prove this to me?’' ‘Lie down and | will provetd you,” he retorted. ‘It is writteriNow
therefore let us make a covenant with our God toapeay all the wives, and such as are born of
them’ (Ezra x, 3). ‘And will you actually punish me ohet strength of tradition!" he protested.
‘And let it be done according to th€orah’ (b.), quoted he. Said he: ‘Hammer away thy

hammering [i.e. strike me], for it is well taught.’

The original question circles around the problenethier a Gentile woman'’s son born of
a Jewish father is a Jew or not. If he is, thercdre be circumcised on the Sabbath like
any other Jewish boy whose circumcision falls ddahbath. Jacob ofédar Nibburaya
argues for patrilineal descent with an appeal tonNul18 and answers the circumcision
guestion in the affirmative. Rabbi Haggai cites &410:3 and reasons that since the
children are sent away with the foreign wives thénes must mean that they follow the
status of their mother and are to be consideredil&gnin which case circumcision is out
of the question for them. The story of intermareiags not a material for discussion or
interpretation in its own right; rather it is used a mine for information on a legal

guestion.

However, it is worth noting here that its authoigyonly valid insofar as it is seen to be

in line with the Pentateuch. Thus Jacob adfaé Nibburaya (advocating patrilineal
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descent) is incensed at the use of the Hagiogripldetermining a legal question rather
than appealing to the Pentateuch, hence his ext@amaAnd will you actually punish
me on the strength of tradition! To this the reflagfa further citation of Ezra 10:3 ‘And
let it be done according to the Torah’, which preably indicates as the Soncino edition
of the Midrash helpfully notes, that the Ezranmnglis seen to be pentateuchal in origin,
possibly referring to Deut 7:4 as it is interpretacb. Kid 68b. The rabbinic argument
there is that although the prohibition speaks térmarriage both with foreign men and
women (Deut 7:3), v.4 only describes the conseqeen€such a marriage if the father is
a Gentile (‘he will turn away your son from followg me’) calling ‘your son’ only the
offspring of a mixed marriage where the motherJew. The implication for the rabbis is
that if the son of a Gentile woman is not calleduy son’ then he must be a Gentile too

following the status of his mother; hence matridihéescent.

A second example for rabbinic interpretation | wisltonsider is fronb. Ker11a, which
discusses the violation of the betrothed slaveigitlev 21:20-22 and connects it to the
intermarriage crisis in Ezra 9-10 on the basis thatsameawx sacrifice is offered in
both texts. The citation of Ezra 10:19 comes in thiddle of a section on liability

answering the question when the man is obligatedfés anowx.

R. Isaac said: One is liable only in the case pbasessed handmaid, as it is written,
‘That is a bondmaid, designated for a maknd where do we find that the terrdésignated’
[neterefeth] implies that a change has taken placdds-written, And strewed groatfharifoth]
thereon [2 Sam 17:19] Or as it is writtefthough thou shouldest bray a fool in a mortar véth
pestle among groafwarifoth]. [Prov 27:22]

And they gave their hand that they would put avegyrtwives; and being guilty, they
offered a ram of the flock for their gujiEzra 10:19]; said R. idda: This teaches that they had all

had intercourse with designated handmaids.

Rabbi Isaac argues that thigham sacrifice is only to be brought if the slave dids
been ‘possessed’, i.e. if the sexual contact han beonsummatett’ Rabbi Isaac
explains his reason by pointing to the unusual wdesignated’ jelerefetl) [generally

3L Cf. the Mishnaic text on which thiemaracomments, which states that in other cases ofasexu
misconduct sexual contacts are punishable as welbasummated connection. In the instance of the
betrothed slave girl in Lev 19:20-22, howeversibily the latter that is subject to the law.
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taken to mean betrothed], which he understandspdyithe loss of virginity by pointing
to two other passages where the same root refetisetchanged status of grain. This
argument is then followed by a comparison with E¥@19, where the same type of
sacrifice (an’asham) is offered for the offence. The resemblance bebatbe two is more
striking when we consider that, as the MishnatlthHg@gemarapoints out, this is the only
instance of ‘forbidden [sexual] connection’ whehee tsacrifice required is not a sin-
offering (hatta’). Based on this similarity, Rabbiigdla claims that the exiles’ case in
Ezra 9-10 must be like the one described in LeA-22 and therefore the women that
are divorced should be seen as betrothed slavesia®been violated.

This halakhic example demonstrates an interest in Pentateuahal Where other texts,
such as Ezra 9-10 may be pulled in to be usedussrdtions to a particular law based on
some similarity between the legal regulation amamative. However, there is no attempt
to study the story of Ezra and the intermarriagei<for its own sake, nor to reflect that
on its own terms, the narrative does not suppatkind of interpretation that Rabbi

Hisda suggests.

11.1.3 Recent Jewish Scholarship

Although there are recent Jewish scholars who camimre EN, the perspective is often
not explicitly Jewish but ‘modern’. For instanceskEnazi’'s study on ENr{ an Age of

Prose follows a literary-narrative approach and Japheteveral articles on EN are
interested in historical-critical questions (sucts @uthorship, chronology and
composition)**? Kaufmann’sHistory of the Religion of Isragihich also deals with the

intermarriage crisis in Ezra, is primarily an atfgrat historical reconstruction of Israel’s
religion with a sharp polemic aimed at liberal Bgiant views:® Yet another approach
is reflected in a joint article by Eskenazi anddl@d biblical scholar and a sociologist
respectively) who consider inner-Jewish religioerssion within modern Israel using the
insights of sociology and the analogous situatiorEzra 9-10°* This perhaps comes
closest to being paralleled by a Christian conderrreligious distinctiveness although

312 Japhet, ‘Composition’, 189-216; ‘Sheshbazzar’ 986‘Supposed Common Authorship’, 330-371.
313 KaufmannHistory IV:325-358.
314 Eskenazi & Judd, ‘Marriage’, 266-285.
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here again the Jewish perspective is primarilytdrisal’ in its interest rather than
‘applicational’. In addition to the above the ratubitradition of discussing Ezra 9-10 via
pentateuchal laws also continues (e.g. EpsMarriage Laws 162-67; Milgrom,Lev 1-
16, 359-361).

Among the moderns, the only explicitly Jewish eregagnt with Ezra that | have found,
which might be comparable to the Christian faitmspective, was in thdewish Study
Bible, the self-confessed aim of which is to combinedaaaic scholarship with Jewish
exegesis. As the Introduction states in describhiegcontributors to the volume

They employ state-of-the-art scholarship and a wateye of modern approaches; at the same
time, they are sensitive to Jewish readings oBliie, to classical Jewish interpretation, and to

the place of the Bible in Jewish Iit&

The introduction and brief commentary of Hindy Najmto the books of EN in it
(pp.1666-1670) discusses the history, date and ositign of these two books, which is
in conformity with modern biblical studies. This fsllowed by a description of Ezra
listing his various accomplishments attributed i by tradition (pp.1669-70). The
focus on the figure of Ezra as a second Moses@ialkeeping with the general Jewish
trend we have noted so far that concentrated opéhgon more than on the story itself.
Najman quotes the rabbis’ opinion that ‘Ezra wdéaantly worthy that the Torah could

have been given through him if Moses had not predédm’ ¢. Sanh 4.4).

The incident in Ezra 9-10 is labelled as a ‘legasis’ (p.1669) and Najman further

remarks that

His [Ezra’s] legal innovations are not seen as sbch are depicted as proper interpretation of
eternally binding Mosaic law (see Ezra 7.10; Neb).8This principle is at the heart of rabbinic

interpretation, and his authenticity is never @hilgto question within rabbinic Judaism. (p.1670)

Commenting on Ezra 10:3 and the exiles’ injunctlenit be done according to the Law’
she notes the presupposition in the text that ‘Moaathority should be ascribed not only
to the law explicitly stated in Deut. 7.3, but algoits interpretation or elaboration.’

315 Berlin & Brettler,JSB x.
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(1684) and in the same place compares it with alairmassumption in 1 Kings 11:1-2

where Solomon’s foreign marriages are seen asfanagf against the Law.

Najman further observes parallels between Ezrasptete fast (no food or water — Ezra
10:6) and Moses’ after the golden calf incident @x28; Deut 9:18). She discerns an
influence of ‘torah narratives’ in Ezra 10:12-14rggumably referring to Ex 19:8 in
particular although she does not specify) ‘involyithe Israelites’ willingness to accept
the authority of Moses and to agree to obey pderdaws.’ (p.1686). These comments
again highlight the analogy between Moses as thednd Ezra as the second lawgiver.

11.2 Accounting for the Difference

11.2.1 Torah vs Writings
We are now in a position to summarise our findimgthe light of the meagre evidence.
First, the Jewish perspective is primarily concdrmgth the figure of Ezra as the second
Moses and is interested in the intermarriage naeainsofar as it deals with the
interpretation of pentateuchal laws; the focushaf story being its ‘legal’ aspect. That
there is so little written on Ezra is not surpregsigiven the nature of Jewish interpretation
and its primary interest in Torah and its concerth wow the commandments may be

understood and applied for the practising Jew.

Secondly and following on from the above, the imamriage crisis in Ezra 9-10 is of
lesser significance as part of Jewish Scripturenknas the ‘Writings’. We have already
seen an illustration of this in GenR 7.2. The iptetation in Ezra 10:3 is only accepted
as authoritative because it is seen to be alignédthe pentateuchal regulation in Deut
7:4 as outlined irKid. 68b. The outrage at quoting ‘tradition’ (i.e.rficthe ‘Writings’
here) rather than Torah (i.e. the Pentateuch)destionstrates the unacceptability of non-

pentateuchal portions of Scripture to argue a legsé.

Thus the legal interpretations of Ezra 9-10 are problematic for Jews despite some
aspects that do not readily fit with the Pentatef{szith as the ‘holy seed’ rationale and

the ruling to divorce foreign wives irrespective @dnversion) because they are not
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authoritative as a pattern to follow. Jewish tradgitseems happy to record debates with
contradictory views without embarrassment and ia taspect the solution presented in
the narrative of Ezra 9-10 may be one option io@going debate on intermarriage.

The lesser authority of the ‘Writings’ in deternmgi legal matters is further underlined
by the earlier observation that Second Temple tdgtsot refer to Ezra 9-10 in their
justification of the ban on intermarriage. The lwbl passages used in such writings as
Jub 30 or 4QMMT fall within the Pentateuch using bd¢lgal material for validation
(Deut 7:3; Lev 19:19) and narratives as instanéesxemplary behaviour (Gen 34 — the

zeal of Simeon and Levi in the story of Shechemiméh).

11.2.2 Halakhah & Haggadah
A further difference underlying the relative scaraf Jewish commentary and reflection
on Ezra and the intermarriage crisis there is tisindtion betweenhaggadahand
halakhah The latter refers to legally binding rulings atdrpretations of such, while the
former are stories which are illustrative or exalige in nature and cannot be appealed to
as a final arbiter in a legal dispute. Heschel sidkes particularity of Jewish thinking

although he argues for a reappraisal of the impodgafhaggadah

Halacha, the rationalization of living, is not orfityced to employ elements which are themselves
unreasoned; its ultimate authority depends upomlaggor what is the basis of halacha? The
statement “Moses received the Torah from Sinai.t thies statement does not express a halachic
idea. [...] The event at Sinai, the mystery oftation, belongs to the sphere of agada. Thus while

the content of halacha is subject to its own reimgpiits authority is derived from agatfa.

In contrast, a Christian approach is more likelyptace an emphasis on the narrative
further reinforced by postmodernity’s interesthie tstory’. As Jenson puts it,

The message of Jesus’ resurrection, the gospalisssage about an event and so itself has the
form of a narrative. Therefore, when the churcls set to read Scripture as a whole, the kind of

unity by which she construes this whole is naretinity. The church reads her Scripture as a

1% HeschelGod in Search338. For an insightful reflection on the inteat@nship between deeds and
faith, halakhahandhaggadabseelbid., 281-360 (esp. 336-347). A recent example ofghisritising of
narrative over norm is evident in Goldinga®3 Theologwith its threefold division of ‘narrative, faith,
and ethics’. See discussion i2§.1.
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single plotted succession of events, stretchingnfeation to consummation plotted around

exodus and resurrection.

[After some intervening paragraphs on rabbinic Jgdaiand its focus on Torah where the
narrative provides the supporting role, he contiaiie

The church reads Israel's Scripture as what coamebmust come, before the gospels and so reads
the whole of her Scripture as fundamentally nareathere Torah plays the supporting role,

providing the moral structure that any narrativesthave to be intelligibl&"’

Apart from the instinctive Christian orientationMards narrative as guidance based on
the centrality of the gospel as narrative, therals® precedent in both Old and New
Testament for ‘narrative’ overruling ‘norm’. In J&rl-3 God appeals to the regulation in
Deut 24:1-4 to show that Israel, the faithless wifeo has been divorced (Jer 3:8) cannot
return to her first ‘husband’, YHWH. Neverthele$®& again calls to her to return in
repentance and he will be gracious to her (v.1&eWwise Hos 11:1-7 portrays Israel in
terms reminiscent of the rebellious son in Deutl2121 who is to be stoned. Yet God
exclaims ‘How can | give you up, O Ephraim? How ¢aurrender you, O Israel? [...]

My heart is turned over within Me, All My compass#are kindled.” (v.8)®

One might argue that these examples are only aweslognd metaphors since the
commandments apply to human relationships. On therdand, the debates Jesus was
involved in with the Pharisees are more obvious@yal cases with one interpretation set
against another. In the divorce debate (Mt 19:4¢g9us uses the creation story (Gen
2:24) to argue against the Hillelite interpretatminDeut 24:1-4 which allowed divorce
for ‘any matter p.Git. 90a). That this is a subversion of the halakhicho@ of
interpretation is illustrated by Rivkin’s commenmnt this incident (he is using Mk 10:2-
12).

Jesus, in this instance, is not attacking pheadosis “the Tradition”, but the very command of

Moses. The Pharisees stand guard in this instamee the integrity of the Written Law, the

Pentateuch. For this reason, they test Jesus; dheyseeking to determine whether he is

37 Jenson, ‘Scripture’s Authority’, 29.
38| am grateful to Walter Moberly for pointing toetlexample in Hosea.
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undermining the Law. And his answer could leavdelidoubt that he set himself up as an
independent authoritypitting a nonlegal passage in Genesis against aallegassage in

Deuteronomy? [italics mine]

Similarly, when challenged that his disciples brélaé Sabbath by picking grain Jesus
cites the story of David and his companions eatmgsecrated bread in 1 Sam 21:6 using

a non-pentateuchal narrative precedent to unddrispoint.

11.2.2.1 The Handling of Ruth

It is instructive to compare here the Christian rapph to the story of Ruth with the
Jewish one. For the latter there is no difficultithwEzra and a comparison with the
narrative of Ruth does not even come into the pachecause narrative cannot overrule
halakhic interpretation. In this respect, Ezra &rglcircle fit into this same tradition in
that narrative exceptions such as Moses’ Cushite e Ruth do not enter into their

arguments.

In discussing Christian perspectives on Ezra 9-1l@ave already remarked on the
difficulty some Jewish interpretation has with R{$lee p.148), which has nothing to do
with Ezra. Rather it is problematic because, onféee of it, it is an exception to the
halakhic rule in Deut 23:4 [3], which does not allthe descendants of Moabites and
Ammonites to enter the assembln{) of YHWH to the tenth generation thereby
implying the prohibition of intermarriage with treesnations. This is indeed an
embarrassment, since Israel’s most distinguishad kind the ancestor of the awaited
Messiah should thus be subject to exclusion froemassembly of God, since Ruth was

King David’s great-grandmother.

Although David’s ancestry for Jewish interpretatisrisconcerting in light of Deut 23:4
[3] the law is not thereby made void.Yev77a states that two bonds were fastened on
David, that is, on his dynasty: Ruth the Moabitasd Naamah the Ammonitess (David’s
wife and Rehoboam’s mother). These were loosenegnwh was declared that the
exclusion of the Moabites and Ammonites only refersnales ih. Yev8:3, see alsb.
Ketuv7b). Rashi similarly takes the prohibition in D&&4 as a ban for Ammonite and

319 Rivkin, Hidden Revolution91.
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Moabite men to marry an Israelite woman. Likew&#e Deut par. 249:1 explains that
the grammatical form in Deut 23:4 is male and addsfurther justification that the
culprits against Israel were Ammonite/Moabite msmce it is generally men, not

women, who greet guests.

The Jewish concern then is to align her story aadidDs ancestry with the deuteronomic
command. The case of Ruth, however, in Jewishprdgé&tion is somewhat exceptional
because here the norm is reinterpreted in ordervitalicate David’'s lineage.
Nevertheless, it is true in general terms thatréference point for Jewish interpretation
is halakhahand it is noteworthy that the story of Ruth doest therefore annul the

deuteronomic command; it merely modifies its untrding.

At the same time, the effort to absolve David oiltggets the interpretation of Deut 23:4
in some tension with Ezra 9-10 because the prolilenratermarriages are all with
women and if the deuteronomic command has only snaleiew then there could have
been no objection to these women in the first pfroerided they made a commitment to
Israel’'s God. Significantly, there is no discussionthe rabbinic literature about the
discrepancy and no effort to harmonise the law \liis particular narrative. Rabbinic
writings often report alternative views on legalttees without embarrassment and thus

Ezra 9-10 may be seen as one such on the quesimiemnarriage.

On the other hand, for Christians the primary emsghtends to be on story. Thus tension
between various narratives is disconcerting bectwesbasic principles for faithful living
are more likely to be derived from these. Typicalhe ‘openness’ of the Book of Ruth is
used as a ‘corrective’ to the exclusiveness of Bzi®. Narrative for Christians is thus
the main reference point with ‘norm’ providing @t limits on what is considered
acceptable behaviour. Thus, as we have seen, Jastisgs on divorce (Mt 19:1-9 and
parallels) and Paul’'s advice in 1 Cor 7:12-16 camstthe straightforward imitation of
the exiles’ action in Ezra 9-10.
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11.3 Conclusion

Considering Jewish perspectives on Ezra 9-10 | naved that there is very little actual
discussion on the story in ancient, rabbinic or erad sources; rather Jewish
interpretation is interested in the legal aspetth® narrative and this is understandable
in the light of its overwhelming emphasis on intetijng and doing “torah”. Moreover,
due to the particular nature of classic Jewishrregation which gives primary authority
to the Pentateuch as opposed to the ‘Writings’ pndritises halakhah (norm) over
haggadah(narrative), the tension spots lie elsewhere thahe corresponding Christian
interpretation of the story. The above analysissdu® remove the difficulty for Christian
interpretation but makes one aware to some exfethieareasons for it. Thus it may be a
useful tool to show that some of the Christian geewith Ezra is conditioned on the
particular priorities that Christians hold and thentrolling function they give to

narrative.
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12 Constraints from Canon and Tradition

12.1 Ezra 9-10 in the Christian Canon

One of the obvious questions that a Christian neadeds to address when considering
the intermarriage crisis in Ezra 9-10 is what thec#fic Christian constraints are on the
story. This is a topic that most commentators duiekidress if only to make sure that the
ethically doubtful aspects of the narrative are inotated. Since the question is dealt
with in a fairly standard and uncontested wayait easily be summariséd.Ezra 9-10

in effect is treated as a rather exceptional daaeis$ not to be followed in its solution of
divorce although the aim of preserving religioustidctiveness is seen as praiseworthy.
Christians are then pointed first to the OT coueteaamples such as Ruth, who though a
foreigner is accepted because of her commitmelsréel’'s God. With regard to divorce
Mal 2:16 is mentioned to show God’s attitude tlihate divorce’)*** coupled with the
divorce sayings of Jesus (Mt 5:31-35; 19:1-9; MKL102) as well as the admonition of
Paul in 1 Cor 7:12-16 advising Christians not teodte their unbelieving spouse if he or

she is willing to stay within the marriage.

12.1.1 Selective Reading (Brettler)
This is a useful framework but at the same timkawes the Christian reader with a
general concern for maintaining religious identishile the particulars leave one
disconcerted over the story’s implications for theeign wives involved in the drama.
The upshot of this is that the controversial eleimeautweigh the benefits of such a
narrative and the temptation is largely to igndras an incident that has little new to
teach and is mainly an embarrassment as an epidadeism and exclusion. Brettler, a

Jewish scholar reflecting on the authority of Sirip, puts it well.
| suggest that, whether people realise it or npighoring certain passages and highlighting others

they create a textbook Bible out of the sourcebBitite. Most people do not go about “whiting

30 Eor specific examples se€l§ reviewing Christian interpreters.

21| personally question the wisdom of using Mal 2ak6a kind of prooftext because the verse in its
immediate context does not condemn divorce outatihrather it disapproves of the specific scenario
where Jews divorced their Jewish wives in ordengory foreign women who worshipped other gods.
Nevertheless, Jesus’ teaching on divorce in gengsilies it clear that divorce is not what God ergésh
for humankind and in that sense the condemnatialivofce is right even if that perspective is not s
unambiguously obvious from within the OT.
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out” large sections of the text. Instead, thefectivelywhite out passages by treating them as if
they were written in a miniscule, impossible-tode@point font while others are written in a

large, 36-point bold type. Thus, nothing is excifedn the sourcebook — it is still all there, since
the Bible cannot be changed — but only certainspamé readable, and thus intelligible and truly

authoritative’?

What Brettler means by the process of creatingktboek Bible out of the sourcebook
Bible is that Scripture is more like an anthologylmwmany different perspectives. Such a
work, however, is difficult to credit with authoyjtsays Brettler, when it voices views
that are not entirely compatible with each othetedpretation, evaluation and selection
produce a textbook Bible that speaks with one va@nd can therefore be ascribed
authority. This is certainly one way of dealingwihe tensions in Scripture and Brettler

himself affirms such a move as necessaty.

Brettler's view is attractive at first glance altigh he is less than clear on the criteria by
which the selection process takes place and hetadnmself that there are no obvious
guidelines. Among other things he mentions the acynof Torah (i.e. pentateuchal)
texts, the relative importance of passages basedhennumber of times they are
mentioned in Scripture or the number of biblicathaus who do so and the frequency

with which they occur in the liturgy or are quotagthe rabbis*

There is undoubtedly value in recognising the nedaimportance of a particular matter
by the frequency with which it occurs in varioublimal texts. It is also a useful tool to
consider the history of interpretation (in Bret#ecase this is rabbinic tradition) and the
role a particular thought plays in the life of t@mmunity (Brettler's example is liturgy),

which is an expression of how crucial an idea vesndo be over a longer period. At the

same time, Brettler's criteria are loose to theeektthat they allow one to pick and

32 grettler, ‘Biblical Authority’, 5.

33 bid., 4-5. ‘According to my view of biblical authoritit is within my rights to “select” particular
biblical texts as more important than others. T@phrase American jurisprudence, not all textcezated
equal. | perform this selection out of an awareiieasthe Bible is a contradictory anthology, amaist
speaks in many voices, and if | want it to be arithtive for me (within my community), | must deeid
which voice is authoritative.’

¥4 pid., 6.
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choose to a certain extent according to persoredemnce. His own formulation when
discussing the concrete example of the tension dertwEx 20:5-6 (intergenerational
punishment) on the one hand and Deut 7:9-10 an# E2gpersonal responsibility) on

the other is revealing.

| would preferto see Deuteronomy 7 and Ezekiel 18 as the matteoidative texts, in part
because they comport better with the God in whigould like to believeand in part because
postbiblical rabbinic tradition has deemed thosé¢stas by and large the “winners”, with the idea

of personal responsibility “trumping” intergeneaatal punishment? [italics mine]

Moreover, such a selection process that Brettleoeates effectively silences certain
texts as non-authoritative even though he himsalst of some texts being more
authoritative than others. In fact, he is tryinghtove his cake and eat it. He takes it as
axiomatic that the ‘Bible cannot be changed’ (sadiex quote on p.192 of this thesis),
presumably because Jewish tradition affirms ithautly. Yet, by virtually eliminating
certain texts from the canon he unwittingly credkesquestion why tradition saw it fit to
bestow authority on these texts at all. If theaed#hces between what he sees in the Bible
as contradictory texts came about possibly as altres historical development, as he
suggests (p.7), with certain views ‘trumping’ othethen why retain the ‘losers’ at all?
Brettler simply does not address the issue of veynhole Bible should have authority,

even the ‘loser’ texts, and what benefit theregswkd from keeping them.

What Brettler fails to consider is that evaluatiand assessment does not start with
postbiblical readers and interpreters of the text Within the biblical tradition itself.
Michael Fishbane develops the idea of what he Galer-biblical exegesis’, the practice
of biblical writers to re-evaluate earlier tradiig and he traces the re-interpretation and
re-appropriation of botthalakhic and haggadic material within Scripturd® To this

concept we might add that the overall shape otdmn also throws a different light on

325 11

Ibid., 7.
3% FishbaneBiblical Interpretation For a shorter version of some of his ideas seérnier-Biblical
Exegesis’, 3-18.
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its individual parts; an approach that has becoantqularly associated with the works of

Brevard Childs and also of James Sandf&rs.

12.1.2 ‘Critical Traditioning’ (Davis)
To the question of ‘inner-biblical exegesis’ witgard to Ezra 9-10 | shall return shortly.
First, however, | wish to consider how the candituences the way the story is to be
understood. When one reads Ezra 9-10 in its imneediantext, it is set out as an
example of Torah faithfulness which, it is hope@dynavert God’s wrath (Ezra 10:2-3 cf.
9:14).

In Ezra 9:1-2 the elders’ complaint that the peogig not separate themselves but
intermarried follows directly on the story of Emaeturn to Jerusalem (Ezra 8) with the
purpose of teaching Torah (Ezra 7:10). Placingntermarriage crisis immediately after
this sequence indirectly implies a connection betwieaching and understanding Torah
and recognition of sin. This is further reinfordegl Shecaniah’s suggestion in Ezra 10:3
to divorce the ‘foreign’ wives referring to Ezrgjsresumably) earlier advice (‘according

to the counsel of my lordiTx nxya)**

and to the law. Ezra himself, a positive character
in the story with an impressive priestly geneal@gyra 7:1-5), is appalled at the mixed
marriages (9:3) and in his prayer indirectly blansesh intermarriages for the exile
(9:12). Moreover, as Najman points out in her nreagnotes of thdewish Study Bible
there are echoes in the story of the first giviighe Law and the figure of Ezra as a
second Moses (see BL.1.3 on p.185). All these features indicate ttmat narrator

presents the separations as commendable, whichdsrsed both by the community’s

327 Childs’ first tentative suggestion for a new agmtowas introduced iblical Theology in Crisis
(1970) followed by hidntroduction to the Old Testament as Script(lf®79) andrhe New Testament as
Canon: An Introductiorf1985) where he further developed his ‘canonicatraegach’. For a later refined
proposal see hBiblical Theology of the Old and New Testamé¢h®92). Similarly James Sanders in
Torah and Canoif1972) and irCanon and Communift984) argued for ‘canon(ical) criticism’, a phrase
that originates with him. Moberly adopted Childahonical approach and applied it in filse Bible,
Theology and Faitlf2000) although Childs did not recognise the apginaas his. See his ‘Critique of
Recent Intertextual Canonical Interpretation’, 1183t

328 The masoretic pointing makes this ‘the counsehefltord’ (’TJ"IS), that is, God, rather than ‘my lord’

("378). The former is improbable as Williamson shosl(143). Cf. also LXX, 1 Esdrasi v oty
(‘as you advise’ or NRSV ‘as it seems good to you’)
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respected leaders and by the majority of the peaglevell as backed by the authority of

Torah (or rather, by the exiles’ reading of it).

If one widens the scope to the whole book of ENs ihoticeable that separation is a
central theme of these two books in general, ekeagh the Hebrew root of the word ‘to
separate’(72) and its derivatives do not occur in every instarnkhe concept features in
the course of the building projects of both the pEn{Ezra 4:1-4) and the Jerusalem wall
(Neh 2:20), is present in the celebration of thesBaer feast (Ezra 6:21), required in
marriages (Ezra 9-10; Neh 10:31 [30]; 13:28ff) andhe assembly of YHWH (Neh
13:1-3), and symbolised in the closing of the gates for the sabbath. Thus in most
aspects of life: family, work of a sacred naturel/an of national significance, rest and
worship, separation is seen as necessary. No btandésapproval is attached to these
actions; rather they are shown in a positive lighta sign and characteristic of those
committed to YHWH (Neh 9:2; 10:29 [28]). In Neh 13 separation is portrayed as the
direct consequence of understanding and followlrggltaw while profaning the sabbath
(not separating it from normal work days) is segme of the sins which led to the exile
(Neh 13:17-18).

At the same time, as | have shown in my exegesis §l.4 and7.4), the intermarriage

crises are treated somewhat differently in Ezr® &id Neh 13:23-31. In the latter case,
seemingly no divorces are enforced and | have drgjuat the references to defilement
and purification are not connected to the holy se#nale as they are in Ezra 9-10.
Why did Nehemiah’s solution in Neh 13 diverge fr&mra’s in Ezra 9-10? There have
been several explanations suggested. It is some@s®umed that Nehemiah has seen the
failure of the Ezran way:’ which, if it was carried out at &ff’ did not solve the problem

of intermarriages. Williamson, based on Nehemiawsgh and ready response’, thinks

that the incident was localised and on a smalksaatl wonders if Nehemiah would have

39 E.g. RudolphEsra, 209.

%0 Ezra 10 ends abruptly and the Hebrew of v.44 isignous. The MT is generally understood to mean
that some of the foreign wives even had childrdniler Esdras makes the meaning unambiguous by
stating that the wives were put away.
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had the authority to force the men to divorce thedires®*" Blenkinsopp, on the other

hand, argues that the difference in his solutiorthiat of Ezra’s is deliberate and is
indicated by the fact that divorce is passed oot bere and in the covenant stipulations
of Neh 10** It is difficult to draw any hard and fast concluss since the narrative is to

a large extent open-ended.

Similarly, | have already referred earlier to thistidction drawn between the rigid
approach in Ezra 9-10 and the arguably more flexdre in Ezra 6:21. In all these
instances it is doubtful whether the variations aignificant; the accounts lend
themselves to a certain amount of harmonisatido gre maintenance of the differences.
In any case the events are not presented in suely as to assume a deliberate effort on
the narrator/editor's part to highlight these diieces or even to show a particular
preference for any of the&&.Nevertheless, the careful reader can notice thasations
and draw the conclusion that even on EN’s reckonthg question is not so

straightforward, whether the narrator intendedddrpy this or not.

The position in Ezra 9-10 is further relativised twe wider canon. As noted before,
commentators often point to Deut 7, which bansringriage on the basis of ‘moral
defilement’ (i.e. the threat of idolatry) withowgaourse to the ‘holy seed’ argument or to
the example of Ruth who was accepted due to hensonent to YHWH. Ultimately,
the NT’s approach to divorce finally ‘trumps’ thelstion in Ezra 9-10. This, however,
still leaves open the question | noted in connectwith Brettler's approach; namely why
such a text as Ezra 9-10 is to be included in &m®no at all.

L williamson,EN, 398f.

332 BlenkinsoppEN, 352.

333 Contra Blenkinsopp who argues that the omissiativafrces in Neh 13:23-27 confirms the failure of
the Ezran measures in Ezra 9-10. Blenkins&,352. There are, however, a number of other
interpretations possible, such as Brockington's wées in the differences proof that Ezra came after
Nehemiah historically (Brockingtok,zra, 19f), or Williamson’s who suggests that Nehensah’
spontaneous reaction and his different treatmetiteintermarriage crisis indicate the localised an
restricted nature of the problem rather than toetfeat Nehemiah’s mission preceded Ezra’s (Wiliam
EN, 398). The variety of ways in understanding tifedénces between the solutions to intermarriage in
Ezra 9-10 and Neh 13:23-27 demonstrate my poitttieanarrator/editor does not portray the diffessn
in order to highlight one preferred solution anitique others.



12 Constraints from Canon and Tradition 197

Here the perspective of Ellen Davis is most helphd her idea, which she terms ‘critical

traditioning’ is worth quoting at length.
It is sometimes implied that the biblical writepgopensity for retention, evident especially in the
Hebrew Bible, was a mindless reflex. The traderdgevso burdened by the tradition that it made
them clumsy; they did not care (nor perhaps eveitejothat the juxtaposition of conflicting
views makes for labored reading. Or maybe they vedéraid to throw anything away; thus the
canon evidences something akin to the neurotic otsign to stuff the basement with old junk.
But it seems to me more likely that the preferefame retention reflects the author-scribes’
understanding that simply throwing away old ideagen bad ones, is not the most effective way
of handling them. For it is easy enough to diseard ideology and replace it with another one, a
new idea system devoid of any history. But whatintimiishes a tradition from an ideology is just
this sense of history. A tradition earns its autiyahrough long rumination on the past. A living
tradition is a potentially courageous form of sldacensciousness, because a tradition, in contrast
to an ideology, preserves (in some form) our missa#ind atrocities as well as our insights and
moral victories. Moreover, with its habit of retiemt, a tradition preserves side by side the
disagreements that are still unresolved in thegmtesSo the price that must be paid by those who
are (from a biblical perspective) privileged todiwithin a tradition is accepting a high degree of
inherent tension. The possibility open to them,clvhis not open to committed ideologues, is
repentance, the kind of radical reorientation afiking that the New Testament writers term

metanoia literally, “a change of mind®*

Davis’ juxtaposition of how tradition operates agposed to ideology is a helpful way of
understanding the way Scripture works. Retainitigdition such as Ezra 9-10 even if it
does not cohere with later conclusions and pragtmcay, as Davis suggests, be a way of
preserving unresolved disagreements. With any murests big as guarding religious
commitment and identity, having the opportunityrédfiect on different solutions makes
one aware that such issues are often not strarg¥efd but many-sided, and each answer
to the question may carry its own dilemmas and iragibns. On the other hand, the
preservation of ‘dead ends’ and ‘mistakes’ withicrifture may also be a safeguard
against committing the same errors. As is well kn@among students of history, those

who forget it, tend to repeat its mistakes.

334 Davis, ‘Critical Traditioning’, 168-69.
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As far as Fishbane’s inner-biblical exegesis, vi@th noting that while other parts of
Scripture exercise a certain amount of indirediqere on Ezra 9-10 and offer solutions
other than the one presented there, it is notewdintht there is no direct reference and re-
appropriation of the Ezran material, nor a direslemic against it. Perhaps this is an
indication that the story did not play a crucidertor later readers (due perhaps in part to
its position among the ‘Writings’), and its solutis not addressed elsewhere. It is truly a
‘dead end’ in that respect. At the same time, Ezi® engages in its own inner-biblical
exegesis regarding some pentateuchal texts inaghenc As | argued when discussing
Ezra andherem the Ezran solution may be understood as a rei@gtion of thénerem
law where extermination is replaced by divorce tf@ women) and expulsion and the
confiscation of property (of those Israelites whm ribt comply with the community’s
decision — Ezra 10:8). Thus what is often seen @apletely cruel and heartless action
may actually be a ‘softer’ option to the harshnesthe deuteronomic command if the
latter is taken at face vald®&.On the other hand, the re-appropriation of thegtly idea

of ‘holy seed’ which is defiled by intermarriagetlvinon-Israelites as set out in Lev

21:15 is not one that endured the test of time.

Although Ezra 9-10 may be seen as a mistake intréiaition that needs to be ‘repented
of or as a counter-example of how to live, it malgo be the case that under certain
circumstances such a story opens up and teacheslessans in unexpected ways.
Although in the present climate of inclusivism thenefits of Ezra 9-10 may seem
unlikely, yet it is worth considering that for theditors of Mosaic Yahwism the
patriarchal religion may have looked similarly plaatic and incompatible with their
own tradition. Nevertheless, they preserved theatise and allowed some of the
differences to stand° What seemed like a temporary and, from the petiseof the
Yahwist, in many respects a superseded form offtdiadherence to God, became in

some aspects a model and example for Christianiitighwin turn reconstrued Mosaic

%3 Implied in the above statement is of course thimndhat the deuteronomic command in its own
context is to be taken at face value rather thaterstood metaphorically from the start. For theoter
viewpoints see my exegesis loerem Further, the fact that the extermination of fgrepeoples was utterly
impracticable as well as impossible to carry ouemwtiudah was a province of Persia is beside tm poi
here, since the narrative does not present theatis@s a ‘second best’ option or a compromisabtte
only reasonable and right course to take.

3% For a fascinating study on this see MobéFlye OT of the OT
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Yahwism as an interlude (cf. Gal 3:15-18). Convgrs€hristianity has allowed the
material reflecting Mosaic Yahwism to stand recegrg the benefits in that tradition.
This is not to say that Christians one day migiktihat divorcing spouses in a mixed
marriage (i.e. the marriage of a Christian and @@bristian) is the right thing to do, in
the same way that adherents of Mosaic Yahwismgpthat matter Christians) did not
(do not) think that sacrificing on various altargtside of Jerusalem (e.g. Gen 12:7-8;
13:18; 26:25; 33:20) or setting up a pillar to wopsGod (Gen 28:18) are practices to be
imitated. In all such cases of re-appropriatindieamaterial, there is a certain amount of
abstraction, metaphorical and analogical readivglued. It does mean, however, that
the uncompromising faithfulness demonstrated byetkites at a moment of crisis and
accomplished at great personal cost is one thatdsed praiseworthy even if their
specific solution is not to be imitated and etHicaluestionable. Likewise, the effort of
the exiles and Ezra to reinterpret the legal trawliin a way that makes the laws of God
relevant and applicable to their own time is a @gfe well worth adopting even if the

particular interpretation they favour is not.

To the question of what one can learn positivedyrfithe intermarriage crisis of Ezra 9-
10 | shall return later. Suffice it to say hereconclusion that Scripture’s way of dealing
with texts reflects the kind of evaluation necegdar the postbiblical reader and thus it
provides an example of how it is to be done. A®iklDavis puts it, the disagreements

within Scripture foster a ‘critical consciousness’.

The canon offers us a model for how establishddiogls convictions, even those established by
authoritative texts, may be challenged and debatttdn the community of faith. Every biblical
writer who departs from the tradition does so bghlighting other neglected elements of the
tradition; every innovation is established on ateolfoundation. From this precedent | take the
principle that if we disagree with a certain tert ® given point, then it must be in obedience to
what we, in community with other Christians, disceéo be the larger or more fundamental
message of the Scriptures. In other words, disaggaerepresents a critical judgment, based on
keen awareness of the complexity of Scripture aadhed in the context of the church’s ongoing

worship, prayer, and study/.
To this question of tradition | shall turn next.

337 Davis, ‘The Soil’, 39.
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12.2 Lessons from Tradition

Beyond the constraint that the canon places orintfeepretation of a difficult passage
another way to evaluate a difficult concept witlanbiblical text is to see what later
tradition made of it. Since the ‘holy seed’ ratittns the most controversial aspect of the
Ezran intermarriage narrative it is worth considgrhow it was evaluated beyond the
confines of the Bible. Due to its specifically Jelwiaspect this notion can only be traced
within the Jewish tradition. Nevertheless it mayibstructive to see whether the idea
stood the test of time and if it did not (as thelyhseed’ rationale did not) why this might

be so.

12.2.1 The Holy Seed in Rabbinic Tradition
In 8 6.3 | have already indicated something of the hystf the ‘holy seed’ rationale,
which became prominent in the Second Temple Pémiedme Jewish literature as a way
of combating intermarriage and through that assainoih. In comparison, it is practically
expunged from later rabbinic tradition to the poattere Najman can confidently claim
that Ezra’s interpretation of the pentateuchal lawsntermarriage are authoritative and
have not been called into question (see p.184).iShght insofar as rabbinic tradition
has not directly associated the holy seed rationdtle Ezra 9-10 and therefore had no
argument with the story and the person of Ezra.eMéeless, indirectly the Jewish
interpretative tradition has brought its silent gatent to bear in that the ban on
intermarriage today is firmly based on Deut ©3Av. Zar36b) and defines the boundary

around Israel in ways that are permeable via th&erof conversion.

The only trace of the holy seed rationale is evidaccording to Hayes, in. Yev/6a-77b
which discusses whether a blemished priest (i.e.vaith crushed testicles) is allowed to
marry a female convett® Generally, rabbinic texts prohibit the marriageaqgdriest with
a Gentile even if converted, citing Ezek 44:22,chhcommands priests to marry virgins
of the seed of the house of Israel (ew. Kid 4:6-7; m. Bik 1:5; p. Kid 4:6, 66a).

However, at the beginning of the discussioinYev76a-77b, an Aramaic gloss, which

3% See Hayes' illuminating discussion on this in Gentile Impurities 178-184.
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Hayes thinks may not have been original to the @pre$™® poses the issue differently.
‘Does he [the priest] remain in his state of hadmand is he consequently forbidden [to
marry a convert] or does he not remain in his stdtholiness and is he consequently
permitted?’ In other words, the ban on a priestamage with a Gentile or convert is
made contingent here on his state of sanctity ratien on his status as priest. If the
genital blemish profanes the priest, then he isonger holy and therefore can marry a
convert. If, on the other hand, he remains holypdeghe blemish, then the prohibition
continues to stand. Hayes sees in this a reswnreofi the Ezran ‘holy seed’ rationale,
which she considers to be 4 . Babylonian amoraim insertidff. She theorises further
that the argument may owe something to Ezra’s egjout in Babylon and to the

emphasis on genealogical purity in PePéia.

Hayes is right that the view on which the abovebnalc argument is based is different
from the ‘moral-religious’ reason generally asstedawith Deut 7:3 (the danger of an
idolatrous offspring) and clearly distinguishednfrdt.>** However, it is not obvious that
the issue of holiness/profaneness of the priestahgthing to do with the ‘holy seed’
rationale of Ezra. For one thing, ‘seed’ or anyeotWord for offspring is not mentioned
at all in connection with holiness in the argumdrdr another, the priest with such a
blemish would be unable to procreate, in which dasedisputed status of holiness or

profaneness is irrelevant from the point of viewvited offspring.

12.2.1.1Reasons for Its Disappearance

Despite this isolated case, which as we have segnbm disputed as an example of the
holy seed rationale anyway, there is considerabfgehcy in the rabbinic laws on
intermarriage’®® Hayes attributes this to the shift from the impode of lineage to a

merit oriented society especially in Palestine, mehBorah learning is ranked higher than

%39 Hayes Gentile Impurities179.

¥ Hayes Gentile Impurities184.

*!bid., 184.

32B, Yev76a compares the case of the genitally blemishiedtfand the issue of holiness and profaneness
with the command in Deut 7:3 and says, ‘Is thetlagre [in Deut 7:3] due at all to holiness or
profaneness? [It is merely due to] the possibiligt he might beget a child who would worship idols

3 For a detailed discussion, see Haasntile Impurities 145-192.
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pure genealogy (e.gn. Hor 3:8, where anamzerscholar takes precedence overaam

haaretzlignoramus] priestf**

Beyond the shift that Hayes notes towards meris ihstructive to consider what else
may have led to the elimination of the holy sedtbnale from the ban on intermarriage.
Reflecting on the sexual interpretation of Lev 18:2vhich was often used as an
argument against intermarriage, Vermes suggests tha late tannaitic rabbis’

disapproval stemmed from an anti-zealot attittfdeThe Mishnah gave zealots the
licence to kill those who cohabited with Gentilemen (‘Whoever... has intercourse with
a Gentile woman [lit. Aramean], zealots may atthok’ m. San9:6). However, the

Palestinian Talmud explicitly states the sagesipiisoval of the above statement as well
as Phinehas’ deeg.(San9:11, 27b). Hayes further notes the similar atgtexpressed in

b. San82a, which counsels against instructing a zealpunish a Jew who cohabits with

a Gentile woman and which expresses some ambivatem@rds Phinehdé®

The history of Jewish answers to the dilemma ofnaittion in religious and cultural
terms from postexilic times onwards shows that‘biidy seed’ rationale was overall a
minority view which gradually disappeared and wasrauled by the rabbinic solution
that prohibited intermarriage with foreigners, gélowed for their individual integration
by way of conversion. The enduring consensus aebidy Judaism in this respect is a
mark of its viability and validity. One may poird &« comparably difficult issue that the
early church faced regarding the interaction of @e&m@nd Jewish Christians, where the
compromise accepted by the Jerusalem council is AStis effectively a half-way house
between a Jewish and a later Christian view. Stenain an established Christian
position in this respect, Acts 15 cannot be sedaralation from later developments and
neither can Ezra 9-10.

**Ibid., 188-191.

¥5vermes, ‘Lev 18:21', 122.

3% Hayes Gentile Impurities155. ‘What is more, had Zimri forsaken his misgrand Phineas slain him,
Phineas would have been executed on his accouhhahZimri turned upon Phineas and slain him, he
would not have been executed, since Phineas wassagy [and Zimri acted in defense of his lifé]. $an
82a)
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12.3 Conclusion

In this chapter | revisited one of the prime coneeof Christian commentators, namely
how the emulation of the exiles’ action might baited. Beyond pointing to NT texts in

order to achieve this end | aimed to construct @adker understanding of how the
relationship between biblical texts and the widaman works. | built here on the concept
of ‘critical traditioning’ introduced by Davis (thelea that already within Scripture

existing traditions are re-assessed, transformeldrerappropriated) and examined the
interrelationship between Ezra 9-10 and the Clanstianon. This then created a model
for the way postbiblical traditions continued thealating process and | considered

specifically how rabbinic tradition handled the tromersial ‘holy seed’ rationale.

We have seen that both the canon and tradition raoxgsy from the kind of exegesis and
understanding that the Ezran story demonstrates. mhy teach us that there are ways
that seem right under certain circumstances buepto have serious implications, which
the original participants may not have anticipaietplications that make the solution a

dead end that needs to be abandoned.
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13 NT Perspective: 1 Cor 7:12-16

So far | have considered Christian and Jewish pnégations of the Ezran intermarriage
crisis, as well as the constraints that the Clarnstianon places on Ezra 9-10. Here | wish
to think further about 1 Cor 7:12-16, which is th&in counterpart to Ezra 9-10 and
practically the only text in the New Testament tipeaks explicitly of intermarriagé’
The question behind such an investigation is tdecefon the way religious
distinctiveness and intermarriage are approachddeifNT and what the continuities and
discontinuities are between the Ezran account aBdrl7:12-16. It is hoped that such a
comparison will further enrich an understanding Edfra 9-10 and give a broader

Christian perspective than a simple enumeratiartoaktraints might do.

The overall meaning of 1 Cor 7:12-16 is fairly elead is undisputed by commentators.
Paul is giving instruction regarding mixed marriageénere one partner is a ‘brother’ or
‘sister’ (@deAdpoc/aderdn - v.15), i.e. a Christian and the other an ‘urdedi’ @miotoc —
v.12), i.e. a non-Christian. In light of his lattatement to widows that if they remarry
they should do so ‘only in the Lordidvov &v kuplw -Vv.39), it is relatively safe to
assume that the marriages in question here weteacted when both partners were still
‘unbelievers’, one of which in the course of timastbecome a Christidff Paul’s ruling
for this case in 1 Cor 7:12-13 is that a Chrisshould not seek divorce, but if the
unbelieving spouse wants to initiate the procetherer she should be allowed to do so
(v.15).

The key verse which gives the reason for allowhmgrixed marriage to continue comes
inv.14.

*7To the interpretation of 2 Cor 6:14-7:1, whicloften used as justification against Christian —non
Christian marriages | shall return later. Althoughill argue that the ‘unequal yoke’ may be applied
mixed marriages as a general principle, the tegtfiis not explicit about its referent. In fattiiay allude
to a number of different partnerships not necelsstarido with marriage and is contextually moreelikto
refer to partnerships other than marriage (sebdu§13.6).

*8This is indeed the majority view of scholars baswde on the overall content of the chapter thathen
specific Greek expression. For a discussion of gisee Thiseltorkirst Epistle 604.
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fylootal yep O dvmp 6 &miotog év T yuvoikl For the unbelieving husband is sanctified through
his wife,
kel fiylootal 1 yorn 1 dmotoc & 1Q ddedpd: and the unbelieving wife is sanctified through her

believing husband;
émel Bpo. TO TéKVE, DRV GkABapTe EoTLy ViV S¢ : .
P W P for otherwise your children are unclean, but npw

they are holy(NASV)

e A
owyLe €0TLY

Paul’s explanation why divorce is not necessarsuich a case has some striking parallels
with the arguments derived from the ‘holy seedEirra 9:2, although the apostle seems
to turn the categories of Ezra 9-10 on their h&ath texts deal with exogamy (though
defined differently), both are concerned with issud pollution and holiness, both
recognise that intermarriage affects the statutefffspring. However, in Ezra 9:2 the
implication is that the ‘foreign’ women ‘defile/piame the holy seed’, whereas in 1
Corinthians the believing spouse ‘sanctifieg/.{{w) the unbelieving partner so that the
children are not uncleadx@6opta) but holy fywe - v.14). In other words, in Ezra 9:2 it
is the ‘outsider’ partner who has an adverse effecthe descendants especially, whereas
in 1 Cor 7:14 it is the ‘insider’ spouse whose bmma influence overcomes that of the

‘outsider’ the result of which is the holy statuglee children.

The scholarly discussion centres on two questiomsparticular: the nature of
‘sanctification’ and how it is communicated to tngbeliever. Paul's statement is seen as
peculiar for two reasons. First, it is generallyought that the way he employs
sanctification here is markedly different from thay he views the concept elsewhéfe.
Namely, it is assumed that his use in this verse ¢laser affinities with a ‘ritual’
understanding in that ‘sanctification’ is passedseemingly through physical (or rather
sexual) contact and it is sometimes thought astampaus'>° Elsewhere, Paul speaks of
holiness and sanctification in ‘relational’ terms, in the sense of belonging to God as
his people (e.g. Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2) or in a ‘mosahse calling Christians to an ethical
way of living (e.g. Rom 6:19; 12:1-21; 2 Cor 1:12Thess 3:13; 4:3-5). Secondly, this

‘ritual’ view, if it is indeed that, departs sigi@éntly from the priestly legislation of the

¥9E . FeeFirst Epistle 299, BarrettFirst Epistle 164, May,Body, 227, Gillihan, ‘Jewish Law’, 715.
%9 Not all agree with this view but it is nevertheldise most striking aspect of the passage onta firs
reading. For a detailed review and critique ofithdous scholarly views see below.
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OT which does not allow for the extension of hadimén this way * Rather, it is the

impure and the profane which affect the pure aedthly (e.g. Hag 2:11-13).

Beyond the unusual view of sanctification thera iirther noteworthy feature of 1 Cor
7:12-16. Paul's tone in discussing the issue ipr&ingly placid and conciliatory
compared to his passionate rhetoric addressingemaif grave concern in the Corinthian
church, such as sexual immorality (e.g. 1 Cor 5:6:52-20) or his defence of his own
conduct in Corinth (1 Cor 9:1-14). Further, histiastion in 7:39 ‘only in the Lord’ is
almost like an afterthought, which, along with #mooth flow of the argument, leads
Webb to conclude that intermarriage was not ‘ama apoé intense personal conflict
between Paul and the Corinthiarg.”

Christians, like the returned exiles in Ezra, weminority in a sea of alien cultures, and
the threat to religious commitment in a mixed nage would have seemed an obvious
one. The fact that Paul’s instruction to marry {omh the Lord’ (v.39) is not more
emphatic as well as the overall tone of his argummeay simply indicate that the
Corinthians required no convincing on the dangémtermarriage; rather they may have

needed to be persuaded that in this exceptionalingsrmarriage was acceptable.

At the same time, it should make us ponder what'®auorities were in taking great
pains to provide a theory that held marriage pastriegether despite what might be
thought of as a risk to religious allegiance. M it is worth noting that Paul does not
merely argue that the believer remains immuneéamtygative influence of the unbeliever
but assigns the believer a more strongly active odlinfluencing the unbeliever. If Ezra
and his group created a rationale that inexoradaytd separation with all foreigners then
Paul aimed at achieving the opposite by reversisigndar argument.

*!There is some debate whether there is precedentliness to be ‘contagious’ in the way Paul utes
here to which | shall return in 8.4. Milgrom argues that originalbanctawas seen to be contagious to
persons as well as things (although for the forsneh contagion meant death — e.g. 2 Sam 6:6-79E81
etc). This tradition is retained in Ezek (e.g. 46:24:19 cf. 42:14) but revised in the priestlyistation so
that, Milgrom contendsp in Ex 29:37; 30:26-29 and Lev 6:11, 20 refershiads, not people (cf. also Hag
2:11-13). See his excursus ‘Sancta Contaglogvjticus1-16, 443-456.

#2Webb,Returning 208.
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In order to think further about the above questibssall first look at the Jewish and
Hellenistic background for intermarriages, examirtke possible meaning of
‘sanctification’ and how it works, what might beuPa precedent for such thinking and

consider what prompted Paul to take such a vietharfirst place.

13.1 Jewish and Hellenistic Background

The concern over exogamy and its association watfilesnent was widespread at the
time, both from a Jewish and a Hellenistic perdpecfThe former became a matter of
considerable importance from postexilic times omgausing often similar reasoning to
Ezra 9-10 and the ‘holy seed’ rationale thereJuab 30, 4AQMMT (B75-82),T. Levi9:9-
10). Beyond the Jewish objection against interragaiwhich we see in the literature
referred to above (cf. also. Kid 68b;b. Yev45a), there were also Hellenistic voices,
(Jewish and non-Jewish) which similarly deploredxedi marriages (religiously,
ethnically, socially defined) and linked it withetidea of pollution. Here Deming proves
particularly helpful in painting a picture of thedal-ideological background of 1
Corinthians and providing analogies for the dishifeexogamy and the use of defilement
in connection with it>* He mentions in passing the Roman polemic agamstmeligions
which are considered to destroy marriages (p.136fphough he finds closer parallels
with 1 Cor 7 in the wisdom tradition of Ben Siradathe Stoic writings of Philo, as well
as other, non-Jewish Stoics. Deming shows, foramts, the similarities of language
betweerSirach13 and 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 (p.137).

Whoever touches(amtopevoc) pitch will be defiled, and whoever associateswovcov) with a
proud man will become like him. (13:1) (RSV)

Will a wolf have fellowship with a lamb? — so aBsinner with a pious man.
What peace does a hyena have with a dog? — andpghee does a rich man have with a poor?
(13:17-18) (NRSV)

Admittedly, there is no talk of intermarriage hen&her, the idea of association with the
‘wrong sort’ and consequent defilement. On the otrendSirach 25:16-26 specifically

discusses the evils of having a wicked wife conicigdn the advice to separate from her

%3 Deming,Paul, 136-144.
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‘if she does not go as you direct’ (NRSV v.26). tanty, as Deming points out (p.138),
the expression ‘being unequally yokegepolvyotvtec) in 2 Cor 6:14 is reminiscent of
Sirach26:7 which speaks of the evil wife as a ‘rolling-yoke’ (Booliyiov coleuduevov)
evoking the image of two mismatched oxen with tle&ey bobbing painfully up and
down. In discussing the holy seed rationale 6.833 | have already referred rach
25:8, which again uses the image of a yoke andiptpwith an ox and an ass to depict a
‘mismatched’ marriage. This is clearly biblical ¢arage from Deut 22:10 which is re-

used for supporting the argument against ‘mixedriage.

Equally, non-Jewish Stoic writers are concernedhwite topic of association with
outsiders in social interaction, friendship andnarriage. For instance, Deming refers to
Musonius, who similarly describes marriage as &éydCsuyoc) and says that if the
marriage partners lack a common goal and one spefisees to ‘pull together with his or
her yoke-partner dudtuyoc), then the couple ends up separating complétély.is also
noteworthy, as Deming himself points out on thesamage (fn. 153), that Musonius’ use
of (oucluyoc) (‘one of like-yoke’) chimes in with 2 Cor 6:14isse ofetepoluyodvteg

(‘being yoked differently’).

As far as the idea of defilement and sanctificatiDeming quotes Stoic philosophers
such as Epictetus to show that social interactigh Wwutsiders’ was considered to be
defiling.

We ought to enter cautiously into such social odarse with laymen, remembering that it is

impossible for the man who brushes up against éngop who is covered with soot to keep from

getting some soot on himséff.

Deming also refers to Philo’s application of thartéunclean’ to laymen as opposed to
the wise and concludes that this is done undec Stbiience®*®

¥4 Musonius, frag. 13A.88.15, 24-29 L. (68.2, 13-19 ¢ited in DemingPaul, 144.

5 Epictetus Discourses3.16.1-6, trans. Oldfather, 2:105, 107 cited inrirey, Paul, 139. [trans. W.A.
Oldfather, ed. and trangpictetus: The Discourses as Reported by Arriaa Manual, and Fragments
vol. 2. LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Presspdon: William Heinemann, 1959)]

3% The wise have] opened up a new pathway, in witiehoutside world can never tread, ... and have
brought to light the ideal forms which none of theelean may touch.’ Phil@uod omnis probus liver sit
3-4, trans. F. H. Colson, ed., and traP#iilo, vol. 9, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Pressndon:
William Heinemann, 1929), 11, 13 cited in DemiRgul, 140.
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Although Deming primarily assumes Hellenistic thbudgrom philosophy to form the
background of 1 Cor 7 we have also seen that Jeteidh of the Second Temple Period
are similarly concerned with avoiding exogamy anohnect intermarriage with
defilement; texts which have a strong rooting iblibal notions of intermarriage and
purity laws as well. Thus these ideas had commaregay in both a Jewish and a

Hellenistic setting”>’

Moreover, Paul as a Roman citizen and diasporandeself, in addition to being a well-
educated Pharisee who studied ‘at the feet of Gaméhcts 22:3) in Jerusalem, could
very likely move between Hellenistic philosophiexiahis own Jewish faith seamlessly.
No doubt he was able to incorporate into his owplaations any concepts that might be
helpful for his readers whether Jewish or Gentile.

Although the composition of the Corinthian congtémais debated> it is reasonable to
assume that even if one group dominated in Corihin,church was not homogeneous.
Thus whether the Corinthian concern was feedingewmish and biblical or Hellenistic
and philosophical ideas, the fact that the concaptsthe language were known in both
contexts could make Paul's answer intelligible em@hningful for both groups of people.

We see then that intermarriage as well as othesectmntacts between outsiders and
insiders (however defined) were seen as dangemuessed in the idea of defilement.
This background underlines the contrast betweengtmeral suspicion against mixed

marriages and Paul’'s peaceable tone in the speasie explained in 1 Cor 7:12-16.

It is worth noting that there is an obvious difiece between Hellenistic (Greek and

Jewish) and non-Hellenistic Jewish examples inntioele of defilement envisaged. The

%" Hengel in particular shows that Judaism and Hislferare not two neatly distinguishable lines of
tradition in the NT period despite the fact that 8€holars have often over-polarised the two. Hiskbo
makes it clear that all Judaism was also HellaniStee hisgudaism

%8 E g. Gillihan argues for a substantial Jewish iogient in Corinth. See Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 712
fn.6. Thiselton on the other hand concludes tlea&sume a significant Jewish population in Corguhs
beyond the evidence.’ Thiseltdrirst Epistle 527.
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former seem to use defilement (see earlier exangfi@lrt or soot) as a metaphor or
symbol of negative ‘moral’ influence through classsociation. What is at issue is social
interaction, not physical contaper se Put another way, the Hellenistic perspective
emphasises the ‘mental/religious/philosophical’ ompatibility of ‘insiders’ and
‘outsiders’ whether in casual contact, friendshiprmarriage, and the image of soot or dirt
one gathers by ‘rubbing up against the wrong persaenit were, is just that: an image or
illustration of an abstract reality. In contraspnAHellenistic (and largely sectarian)
Jewish literature, such dsbilees 4QMMT or Ezra, conceives of the foreign influerase
communicated specifically by physical or ratherusdcontact. As mentioned before, 1
Cor 7:14 reverses the process of defilement inforacess of sanctification but the
guestion how this is transmitted to or bestowedhenunbeliever remains. To this | shall
now turn, looking at both the issue of how sanzifion is to be understood and also how

it is communicated.

13.2 The Nature of Sanctification

The scholarly literature on the interpretation ahatification in 1 Cor 7:14 is vast and
without any consensus. Although the explanatiomaroentators give are often difficult
to classify combining several aspects, for the s#gk&implicity and in order to gain an
overview | shall group them around four categorsssictification in a ritual (1), moral

(2), or relational sense (3), or denoting a licitan (4).

13.2.1 Ritual?
The sanctification of the unbeliever is often ustieod as a ritual category described
variously as ‘ceremonial’, ‘ritualistic’, or ‘culti and this is mainly deduced from the
impression that holiness is ‘contagious’ througlggatal contact, proximity or the sexual
union and affects entrance into and/or participaiio the believing community’s life.

One of the clearest expressions of this is by @=lli

Were the children of the Corinthian neophytes woparticipate in the holy condition of their
parents they would be “unclean”, that is, rituathpure. Use of this term implies that Paul's idea

of the holiness of mixed marriage retains the cudtiertones of holiness language that has been
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present in his letter since 1:2. Holiness meansngghg to God. It describes what is according to
God'’s plan and desighi?

And again later,
The contrast with “holy”, a cultic term, is “uncl®a akatharta a word that occurs elsewhere in
the Pauline corpus only in a quotation of Isa 52 Cor 6:17). Paul's notion of “holiness” is

cultic rather than ethicaf°

Similarly, Morris speaks of ceremonial uncleannegth reference toékabupte as
something that cannot be brought into contact \@tu*** Likewise, Evans comments
on the meaning of the word thus: ‘Uncle@rgfepta, in the ritual sense of profane,
unsanctified or ritually defiled so as to be indalpaof entering the sanctuanrf?
Grosheide also observes that ‘Unclean reminds usetgmonial impurity among the
people of Israel. It is the opposite of “holy” arefers to people who are not connected
with the church of God®™®

Apart from these more obvious examples most comat@rst do not address specifically
the issue whether the holiness discussed in v.1dtusl’ or not. The only clues that
might hint at a ritual or ritualistic understandiage the comments that speak of the way
in which holiness or impurity is communicated dsantagion’ through physical contact
(see 813.3 for details).

Despite the similarities, there are several reasdmsritual purity is unlikely to be the
issue in 1 Cor 7:14. First, as Klawans argueshiattime ritual impurity of Gentiles is a
questionable concept in its own right. Attributing it to a non-Christian is even more
doubtful. Secondly, Paul is nowhere else concemi# ritual purity; in 1 Cor 6:13-19,
where the Christian’s body is compared to the Tempie issue is clearly (sexual)
immorality @ropveia). The only other passage which might be conceagdliscussing
‘ritual impurity’ is 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 because of itsference to Isa 52:11 and the call to

%9 Collins, First Corinthians 267.
¥ hid., 271.

%1 Morris, First Epistlg 107.

%2 EvansThe Epistles96.

%93 GrosheideFirst Epistle 165.
34 Klawans, ‘Notions’, 285-312.
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‘purify ourselves from all defilement of flesh argpirit’ (kebaplowper €avtole &mo
Towtog poAvopod oapkdg kal mredpatoc - 7:1). However, the rhetorical questions in 2
Cor 6:14ff with the word pair ofswaiootvn and avople  (‘righteousness’ and
‘lawnessness’) place the context in the ‘moralgielis’ realm. Although the other word
pair vaoc 6eod/ and €ldwra (‘the temple of God’ and ‘idols’) may be read agual
categories, again the ritual impurity of idols islebated concept which is again a later

rabbinic innovatiort®®

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the logiaitfal impurity simply does not work
for the text. Had the unbeliever not been sanctifibbe children would béxabaptd,
‘unclean’. What then is the status of the unbelihafore he or she is ‘sanctified’? The
status of the children would indicate that he @ gh‘unclean’. But if the unbeliever is
ritually unclean, which is passed on to the chitdideow is it possible that the believing
spouse is not affected by the uncleanness? Morgbwear can the unbeliever move from
ritually impure to sanctified status? Purificatio® necessary before sanctification.
Further, the ritual theory collapses entirely whenconsider that ritual impurity calls for
rites of purification and nothing of the kind is miened in 1 Cor 7:14. In any case,
ritual impurity is a temporary condition which cae remedied unless, of course, it is
understood to bénherent on the analogy of the supposed inherent ritugduimty of
Gentiles. If, however, Paul sees the impurity ef timbeliever as inherent then there is no
remedy for it and hence purification and/or saredtfon from the condition is a

contradiction in terms.

13.2.2 Moral?
The second alternative for understanding sanctificain v.14 is one which attributes
moral-ethical content to the term although it i%eta in two directions. The first
represented uniquely by Murphy-O’Connor ascribeth®unbeliever a certain measure
of moral-ethical attitude demonstrated by the p@ssawillingness to remain in the

marriage, which is in accordance with God’s wildagivine plan (Gen 2:24 ‘one flesh’

3% For a detailed discussion on the topic see Hagestile Impurities215-221.
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and the Lord’s command not to divoré®.This qualifies him to be recognised as
sanctified even as diiotog and the children are equally considered to be ‘Hmdgause

presumably they ‘assimilate the behaviour pattétheir parents>’

Murphy-O’Connor’s solution is attractive because libes up the meaning of
sanctification here with Paul's usage elsewheree Tiain objection one might raise
against his view is that it locates the reasons#onctification entirely in the unbeliever,
whereas the text uses the véfla(w in the passive and the agent of the sanctificgffon
v is instrumental) or the reason for it (‘on accoofit ‘united with’, ‘in association

with’) is the believef®® If Paul had wanted to say that the unbelievettiude to

marriage allowed for his sanctification he couldvédiasaid something like ‘If the

unbeliever agrees to remain in the marriage, tleeis anctified...’

Equally questionable is his assumption that thé&dodm’s ‘holy’ status is justified on the
assumption that they imitate their parents’ goodrahdehaviour, since experience
suggests that children’s attitude may vary consiolgrfrom that of their parents despite

good models seen at home.

The second sub-case under the ‘moral’ headingsshiié emphasis away from the
behaviour of the unbeliever and on to the ‘morafluence of the Christian spouse,
which affects both the unbeliever and the childféiwhile the assumption that the
believer's attitude will affect his or her familg & reasonable one, the effects of such
influence are uncertain. Paul's statement on tiherobhand leaves no doubt about the
sanctified/holy status of the non-Christian and dfeldren. Thus a ‘moral-ethical

understanding of sanctification does not seent thdi passage particularly well either.

3% Murphy-O’Connor, ‘Works’, 356.

*Tpid., 361.

¥ BAGD, 260, Ill, 3a.

39 E.g. ThiseltonFirst Epistle 530; Lockwood] Corinthians 242; Keener]-2 Corinthians 65.
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13.2.3 Relational?
The third strand of interpretation sees the unbiglge spouse’s sanctification as a
‘relational’ category. The unbeliever is somehowunted’ with the believer and this
concept is often traced to the notion of corposatidarity. The clearest example of this
view is Thrall's, who even translates ‘is sanctfiéjyiootai) in v.14 as ‘belongs to*?

and explains her choice to do so thus:

The non-Christian partner himself (or herself) bgk to God’s people by virtue of the marriage
relationship. For the heathen husband now belongs to God thrduglChristian wife, and the
heathen wife through her Christian husbdnthis is probably based on the idea which we find
the Old Testament that the family as a whole ie Bksingle personality. What happens to one
member of the family happens to all the other memilas well, and what one member does he
does representatively on behalf of the whole famdg that they are all involved in the

consequences, whether good of Bad.

What might such belonging entail when it is notaanpanied by salvation? Parry makes
a useful distinction here between God’s prior cland possible call and the person’s
subsequent response, which still allows for a negdtuman response despite God’s
initiative (cf. v.16 ‘For how do you know, O wifewhether you will save your
husband?’}’> The added advantage of such a relational viewha there is some
precedent for this in Paul's usage of ‘holinessRam 11:16 where he designates all
(unsaved) Israel as holy on the basis of the ffugs’ (Jewish Christians) with the
expectation and hope of salvation in the long t&fiThere is a similar distinction latent
in the notion of children’s baptism, namely thatd3was set apart/has a prior claim on the
offspring of Christian parents and therefore thay be baptised (Acts 16:34) despite the
lack of personal profession of faith (cf. Acts 8.3%

30 Thrall, First & Second Letterss1.

¥ bid., 53.

372 parry,First Epistle 73.

373 Noted also by Feeirst Epistle 300-301.

37 Although the earliest manuscripts do not contais verse, which underlines the need for faith and
gives a formulaic confession of faith, it is clé@m the context that the Ethiopian official undargls and
affirms the gospel. Moreover, Philip’s action opliaing him is an answer to the rhetorical quesition 36
(‘What prevents me from being baptised?’).
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This is a more convincing solution to the interptiee crux in 1 Cor 7:14 than either the
‘ritual’ or ‘moral’ option, although there is oneosgsible difficulty. Namely, if the
unbeliever is counted with the believer on the daxi ‘representation’ or ‘corporate
solidarity’ what makes the Christian partner theisige member? If it is the automatic
result of the Christian spouse being a Christiam twould the same principle apply when
a marriage is contracted between a Christian andnaChristian? This would diminish
an argument against marrying a non-Christian andldvolash with the notion in 2 Cor

6:14-7:1 that close alliance with &m.otoc inevitably affects a Christian adverséfy.

13.2.4 Licit union?
A fourth trend related and overlapping with thedhsees sanctification of the spouse as a
way of saying that the marriage is a licit one. \@al for instance, argues for
sanctification in this sense, i.e. that it shows tAwful nature of the marriage and

guarantees the protection of the Christian spawuse tontamination.

While thissanctificationis taken in various senses, | refer it simply tarriage, in this sense — It
might seem (judging from appearance) as if a bielipwvife contracted infection from an
unbelieving husband, so as to make the connectitawdul; but it is otherwise, for the piety of
the one has more effect in sanctifying marriage tha impiety of the other in polluting it. Hence
a believer may, with a pure conscience, live withumbeliever, for in respect of the use and
intercourse of the marriage bed, and of life gdherae is sanctified, so as not to infect the
believing party with his impurity. Meanwhile théainctificationis of no benefit to the unbelieving
party; it only serves thus far, that the believpagty is not contaminated by intercourse with him,
and marriage itself is not profan&g.

What is unclear in Calvin’s formulation is the nawf the contamination feared. The
Christian partner’s piety which overcomes the ndmi€lian’s impiety is a moral-

religious category. At the same time the pollutwmich is feared, yet blocked by such

3% This argument does not depend on the exact meahifgotoc or tepolvyotvteg, although | shall
argue below that the former refers to unbelievarsthe latter in its present context possibly to
partnerships other than marriage (sd8%). The point is that 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 demonstrateirection of
influence predominant in the OT from the ‘unholylean’ towards the ‘holy/clean’.

37 Calvin,1 Corinthians 241-42. A similar view is expressed by Goudgep whually interpret§yicotot
as a reference to the marriage, although his utzaelieng is based more on the corporate solidafitiye
family and does not explicitly deal with contamioat ‘The consecration spoken of is not personal
consecration, but consecration for the purposhefitarriage union, so that there remains nothirig in
contrary to Christian holiness. This is just whe Christian partner would need to know. God lomkshe
family as a corporate whole, and it takes its atteran His sight from the Christian member of it.’
GoudgeFirst Epistle 56.
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piety is according to Calvin at least partly exgesbin physical terms such as ‘the use
and intercourse of the marriage bed’.

A particularly illuminating proposal is put forwaidy Gillihan, who argues that Paul
borrows Jewish betrothal language where the sampeession ‘to sanctify’-@ wp piel

cf. Paul'sayialw &v) is used in the sense of ‘to betroth’, which pmmses the pre-
marital status of the future spouses as eligibterfarriage®”’ This insight he applies to

the Corinthian situation.

A pressing concern of the members of the Corintlimmgregation seems to have been that they
not be in forbidden marriages; for this to happethtpartners had to be sanctified, that is, legally
eligible. By ruling that the unbelieving spouse#ctified by the believer, Paul effectively ruled
that mixed marriages are, in fact, licit. Thusyii4 the meaning afyiaotor is “is sanctified” in

the sense of “is eligible” for licit marriage tdaliever’’®

Hayes, who is fundamentally in agreement with @dh’s main argument, points out the
difference between Paul and rabbinic betrothal testagy underlining thereby the
instrumental role of the believer.

Paul also employs an instrumental prepositer) (when he writes that the unbelieving spouse
becomes betrothed (is rendered eligible for a wakdriage)y or throughthe believing spouse.
However, in the rabbinic cases, the object of tisrimental preposition is always the
legal mechanism — the item or act — by which theolifieal becomes valid: an act of cohabitation, a
gift of a certain minimum value, or a written docemn, for example. In rabbinic sources the object
of the instrumental preposition is never the spo@ee may become legally betrothied(l-) a
person but noby (b-) that person. Yet Paul does not say that the ievselbecomes eligible for
licit marriage §ytooTan) to the believer. He says that the unbeliever becaatigible for licit
marriageby the believer.[...] It would seem that Paul reallyedanean to say that the unbeliever is
sanctified in the sense béing made holyandthereforefit for union with a believer) by his or her

association with the believé? [emphasis hers]

The main objection to this view is that Jewish biktal language might be too obscure

for Gentile readers of Paul’s letter to understafitlile this is a valid point, there are also

37 Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 718. See also Collins witzserves in passing the similarity between Jewish
betrothal language and Paul's formulation in 1 T4#. Collins First Corinthians 266.

¥ Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 716.

37 Hayes Gentile Impurities95.
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other examples where Paul uses obscure illustsafifom Jewisthaggadah such as the
reference to théxoiolbovor métpe (1 Cor 10:4), the rock that followed the Israddiia
the wilderness, mentioned also tinSukkah3:11%¥° Moreover, if this was a specific
concemn of some people rather than a widespreadsewere problem then it is even
possible that the questioners were themselves He@imistians. Gillihan and Hayes
particularly note the Jewish concern of the tina thicit marriages (including exogamy)
generate moral impurity’ If so, then Paul responded to them with terminglthgt was
particularly apt. In any case, even if they werd dewish, we have seen the way
exogamy was viewed as somehow polluting even withén Gentile-Hellenistic world,

which would have made the apostle’s response igitat.

The advantage of this proposal is that it allows ddistinction between a mixed
marriage as set out in 1 Cor 7:12-16 and one whe@Ghristian knowingly enters into
marriage with a non-Christian. It is the licitnes®l acceptability of the marital union for
a Christian that drives the process of ‘sanctifardtrather than merely the status of a

Christian as a Christian.

13.3 How Sanctification ‘Works’

Theories abound concerning the mode in which seoation is communicated in 1 Cor

7:14 and it is difficult to put the various schdyawviews into categories as there is
considerable overlap between the ideas. Neithetreamode of transmission be ordered
neatly according to the way scholars view the matfrholiness. Nevertheless, for the
sake of convenience | shall group them in fiveaddéht categories: sanctification as (1)

‘physical contagion’, (2) as a ‘sphere’, (3) bysasiation’, (4) as ‘moral influence and

0 Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 742 1.96.

%1 bid., 727-28., HayesGentile Impurities92. Hayes highlights the perspective of some S@d@mple
literature Jubilees 4QMMT), which understood illicit sexual unioniading intermarriage aenut(Gr.
porneig and she takes Paul's usepofrneiain this sense in 1 Cor 6:15-20id., 92-93. (See aldbid.,
250 n.2.) She describes the impurity that Paubicerned about in intermarriage as ‘carnal impuyiiits.
the contamination that comes from the marital uwiban impure (non-Christian) and a pure (Chrigtian
body. Hayes bases this on the analogy of the ‘degieal impurity’ that she discerns in Ezra 9:2 hates
that Paul's focus is on ‘bodies’ rather than ‘séddewever, this seems to read too much into trssages
in question (esp. 1 Cor 6:15-20). It is betteralcetthe meaning glorneiain 1 Cor 6:15-20 as ‘sexual
immorality’ indicating in this particular case sekintercourse with a prostitutedpvn) rather than in the
sense of intermarriage between a believer and beligmer. See also Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 72&h.
for a brief but useful comment.
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(5) by ‘ascription’. As a general trend, a ‘ritualew of holiness often corresponds with
‘physical contagion’ as a means by which it is seemspread; while in the case of the
‘moral influence’ or the ‘ascription’ theory, tramgssion of holiness is conceived as more

abstract.

The physical contagion idea echoes ways in whithalriimpurity is understood in the
Old Testament and conceives of sanctification irfCdr 7:14 to work in a similar
transferable waj” A step away from the explicitly ‘physical’ view eisages holiness as
a ‘sphere’, in which the unbeliever's ability tontaminate is blockéff and the believer
may influence his or her spouse in a way that leéadsalvatior’®* Some also link this
notion with family solidarity’®> A number of scholars speak about ‘holiness by
associatior™® some of whom, like Barrett, explicitly argue agdia physical or quasi-
physical view’® | have already discussed the moral influence thé¢see §13.2.2 on
p.212), which detaches the communication of hoinesmpletely from any physical
ideas of ‘contagion’. Finally, the notion of ‘agation’ originating with Delling replaces
the notion of transmission with that of ascriptf@uordnung]*®® The ‘holy’ status of the
unbeliever is attributed by virtue of the statupged by the Christian spouse. Itas if
the unbeliever belonged or was in the covenanhodlgh the actual words ‘ascribed
holiness’ are not used by commentators, a ‘relatiaimderstanding of holiness such as
‘belonging to God’ (Thrall) could equally fit in ¥ this idea (cf. §13.2.3). A more
obvious example for ascription is the view that enstnds holiness to refer to the

marriage (e.g. Calvin, Gillihan, Hayes).

It is difficult to decide on how one should viewethway in which holiness is

communicated and much depends on how one undesstaaechature of holiness in the

32 g. Hays1 Corinthians 121; Conzelmanr, Corinthians 121.

33 E g. Robertson & Plummet,Corinthians 141-2; Garland] Corinthians 288.

%4 Robertson & Plummed, Corinthians 141-2; RosneRaul, 170.

3% RosnerpPaul, 170; Moffatt,First Epistle 82. Also Garland, who cites Rosner on this. Gatla
Corinthians 289. Thrall equally mentions family solidaritytedugh the way she works this out is not in
terms of a power-sphere or influence but as a &fmdpresentation. Thralkirst & Second Letterss3.

3% Evans The Epistles96; Collins,1 Corinthians 266.

37 Barrett,First Epistle 165. Thrall might be another example for thisw although she does not
explicitly describe her theory of holiness as asgmn.

38 Delling, ‘Nun aber sind sie heilig’, 92-93, citedConzelmann] Corinthians 122, fn.33.
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first place. No matter which solution one choosks,common denominator in all these
(except perhaps Murphy-O’Connor’s) is that the &ran spouse and his or her holy
status play a decisive role in dealing with theddampurity of the unbeliever. Holiness

is thus more powerful than impurity.

At this point, some commentators become somewhamphalistic. For instance,
Goudge writes that ‘The teaching is a witness éopbwer of grace. Ezra might demand
the putting away of heathen wives (Ezra x.), simm®ng the Jews it could not be hoped
that good would triumph over evil; in the Church i# otherwise®® Similarly
Conzelmann argues (without the negative comparisgh Ezra) that ‘Through the
believing partner, the marriage between a paganaa@tiristian is withdrawn from the
control of the powers of the world. In living tobet with the world, the “saints” are the

stronger party*°

The objection one might raise to these statementisat they generalise from a unique
case in a way that is not borne out in other tékt® obvious comparison is 2 Cor 6:14-
7:1 where Christians are called to separate anderpose themselves to the adverse
influence and effects of unbelievers. The issuk @or 7:14 is not a reference to jasty
mixed marriage but to a specific case where theriaggr already existed before the
conversion of the Christian spouse. In this seftise, situation here is not entirely

comparable with Ezra 9-10 either.

Returning to the ideas in 1 Cor 7:14 the fact remahat in this instance holiness is
claimed to be more powerful than impurity and ihecessary at this point to ask where

Paul could have found precedent for such a view.

13.4 The Precedent for Paul's Thinking

The predominant scholarly view is that Paul’'s iptetation in 1 Cor 7:14 is unique in
that it overturns the OT idea of defilement thraatg holiness and argues instead that

the latter overpowers the former.

%9 GoudgeFirst Epistle 56.
3% Conzelmannl Corinthians 122.
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First, there are those who find the parallel tolBdhinking in proselyte baptism. While
this view is echoed by several commentators, Jaemithe most prominent

representative of it and his concise explanatiomdgh quoting heré?!

Judaism distinguishes between children who werettey and born “not in holiness” (i.e. before
conversion to Judaism), and children who were liegoand born “in holiness” (i.e. after

conversion to Judaism). The former were baptizeénmine parents changed their religion; the
latter were not. [...] Anyone who was born “in Im@ss” did not need the baptismal bath. This
terminology of the law concerning proselytes isgdd in | Cor. 7.14c, when Paul says that the

children of Christian parents are not “unclean’t ‘holy”. %

The objection against this view is that the chifdexe effectively considered ‘holy’ if
they had been borafter the parents have converted, whereas the issueCior 7:14 is

precisely the fact that one parent is not a Clansti

A second possible source for the logic of 1 Cod7dd suggested by Martin building on
Sanders’ work and claiming that holiness may besimitted by proximity>® He refers

to the technique discussed by the rabbis wheredyrdwater may be purified by contact
with pure water. Gillihan in his critique, howevemtes that the analogy is misleading
because the actual process of purification is omiere contact but by commingling
(2v) to the point where the two types of water aregstaguishable (cfm. Mikvaot

ch.6). The analogy with 1 Cor 7:14 breaks down bseaPaul does not talk about
purification but sanctification and the believeedenot join the community of believers

to be sanctified*

An example for the idea that the ‘holy’ can someHpurify’ the ‘unholy’ is presented
by Deming, who mentions Philo’s reflection on tigngicance of the fact that Levitical
cities were granted for fugitives, although Demitugs not actually quote Phil®,

391 Others who refer to the analogy of proselyte lsaptivith agreement are e.g. Rosriayl, 170;

Moffatt, First Epistle 82; Collins,First Corinthians 267; scholars against it e.g. Barritst Epistle 165;
Deming,Paul, 130f. fn.94.

392 Jeremias, Joachirmfant Baptism in the First Four Centuri@isondon: SCM Press, 1960), 46-47 cited
in Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 739. For a critique daremias see Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 740.

393 Martin, Corinthian Body 293 n.57; Sanderdydaism 226.

¥4 Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 738f. fn.84.

3% Deming,Paul, 140.
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But it is worth while to consider, in no passingmmer, why he granted the cities of the Levites to
fugitives, thinking it right that even these, whppaar entirely impious, should dwell with the
most holy of men. Now these fugitives are they wlawe committed, unintentionally, homicide.
First of all, therefore, we must repeat what issistent with what has been said, that the good

man is the ransom of the worthless one, so thgtwhe have sinned will naturally come to those

who have been hallowed, for the sake of being ieakif...] >

This is an interesting, though at a closer inspeac¢tnot so convincing example. Philo
places purification in parallel with ‘ransom’. Earl he talks about the wise man as a
physician of the soul, who can help ‘preserve thwke are not on the point of being
utterly destroyed by the wickedness in théMThus, it seems that the sense of what he
is saying has more to do with ‘moral’ reform or immpement of the ‘worthless’ through
good example on the one hand, and intercessiomefwise for the sparing of the
‘wicked’ (e.g. Abraham’s intercession for Sodongther than what is at issue in 1 Cor
7:14.

A fourth way of thinking that is much closer to tissue of mixed marriages, and to my
mind more convincing, is suggested by Gillihan. described earlier, he understands
‘sanctification’ as language referring to the hass of the marital union and finds an
analogy for this in the similarity of the betrothidiom. The underlying logic can be

expressed in the simple formula: “saint” (male famale member of the holy
community) + legal (“sanctified”) partner holy offspring; “saint” + illegal partner
defiled, impure offspringmamzerini®*®® Gillihan argues that the decisive factor for Paul
is the Lord’s command not to divorce, which in effanakes the mixed marriage
contracted before the conversion of the Christipause retrospectively valid. In his
words,

We might say that the Pharisaic/rabbinic betrotdadm has come under the influence of the
commandment of the Lord against divorce, so thithtiss of marriage is now judged on the basis
of the indissolubility of the marital bond (by theliever) rather than on the basis of the premarita

status of each spouse.

3% philo, The Sacrifices of Abel and Cait28.
39 bid., 121-23.

3% Gillihan, ‘Jewish Laws’, 738.

39 bid., 719.
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There is one other aspect worth considering hetd@chwchimes in with Gillihan’s
solution, although it may not be a direct precedentPaul’s thinking. Nevertheless a
Christian reader may find the comparison illumingtiMilgrom in discussing the priestly
purity system notes a peculiar fact about the siwor() and guilt gwx) offerings, which
are commanded to be eaten by the priests. In dismuthe significance of this Milgrom
says,
Because the purification and reparation offeringsexclusively expiatory and the cereal offering,
partially so [...], there is a strong possibilihat they had to be eaten by the priests in order to
complete the expiatory process. But the purificatidfering, uniquely among the piacular [sic]
sacrifices, absorbs the impurities of the sanctueny hence presents a potential danger to its
priestly handlers, not to speak of its priestlysuamers. [...]
Moreover, it is precisely because the purificatidiering is associated with impurity that
its ingestion by the priest becomes so crucial. phiest is the personification of holiness, the
hatta't is the embodiment of impurity. In the Priestly fofic system (fully developed in H),
holiness ¢ed(5§ stands for life whereas impurityufn’a) stands for death [...]. When the priest
consumes thdatta't he is making a profound theological statementinksk has swallowed
impurity; life can defeat death. This symbolismrizgr through all of the rites with the purification
offering. The priest is unaffected by daubing blandthe altar, though the blood is absorbing
impurity (4:13-21, 22-35; [...]). The trepidatioff the high priest feels when entering the adytum
on Yom Kippur is not due to the virulent impuritijat has been implanted there but, to the
contrary, because of the virulent holiness of thie (A6:2, 13). Indeed, not only does he effect the
removal of all the sanctuary’'s impurities, he aismsfers them (together with Israel’s sins) onto

the head of a live goat by means of a hand-leaitingl — yet he emerges unscathed {%°].

We see then that there is precedent for the hobvéwcome the impure even within the
OT system but there is an added condition. Afteitlad priests can be defiled in the same
way as the people when they are outside the Tertpdaworth quoting Milgrom again.

Impurity pollutes the sanctuary, but it does nolyte the priesas long as he serves God in the
sanctuary H applies this teaching to the people at largelohg as they live a life of holiness and

serve God by obeying his commandments, they carcore the forces of impurity-deafft.

0 Milgrom, Leviticus1-16, 638.
401 Milgrom, Leviticus1-16, 638-9.
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This is where the comparison with the case in 1 TAd2-16 becomes interesting.
Namely, Christians in an intermarriage described i@or 7:12-16 are in this situation
through no fault of their own. In staying withiretmarriage and thereby complying with
the principles set out by Jesus concerning itelelis are doing right and thus they (as
well as the offspring) are protected. Such a vidwwever, does not allow for
triumphalism, since this kind of ‘immunity’ is onlgranted to those within the will of
God. Thus Christians who marry a non-Christian camxpect to be protected from the
consequences of their disobedience (cf. 1 Cor 239¢r 6:14-7:1) and do well to heed

the warning against alliances that might jeoparttisg relationship to God.

13.5 A Clash of Laws: The Priorities

The last two analogies, Gillihan’s suggestion afida betrothal language, as well as the
one from the priestly purity system highlight thhepiortance of marriage as the key aspect
of this NT passage. It is the high view of marriageich makes Paul take this unusual
understanding of ‘sanctification’ in Gillihan’s cstnual and it is the obedience to God’s
will in marriage which provides the ‘immunity’ fronmpurity in the analogy with the
priestly purity system. This emphasis on marriageilel explain what motivates Paul to
defend such ‘intermarriages’ when we have seenttieafear of exogamy is a general
concemn both in the Gentile Hellenistic and the igbwvorld of the time and we would

expect it to be a threat for the new Christian mtgas well.

It also fits in well with the overall thrust of tredapter, which is primarily concerned with
avoiding rash disruptions to existing ties and gdtiions rather than with intermarriage
per seor even religious distinctiveness. The drift ouPaargument in 1 Cor 7 is best
summed up in the statement of v.24: ‘Brethren, eawh is to remain with God in that
condition in which he was called.” (NASV) Thus hauasels against couples living as if
they were not married (depriving one another) (vk)lagainst the widows and the
unmarried getting married (again) unless they ée@hpelled by their drive (vv.8-9) and
the married getting a divorce (vv.10-11); a warnifigvhich our passage is a special sub-
case (vv.12-16). He even widens the scope of thigeapt encompassing other aspects

such as slavehood (vv.21-24). The apostle affirmsr gommitments and obligations
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entered into before conversion even as he cauigamst taking on further ones. The
guiding principle, however, remains his wish thla¢ tCorinthians might be ‘free of
concern’ gueptprouvg - v.32) and that they might have ‘undistractedadiew to the Lord’

(edmapedpov T KLply aTEPLOTROTWG - V.35).

As argued earlier, 1 Cor 7:12-16 is unlikely to édeen intended as a direct reflection
on Ezra 9-10, yet canonically it still functions this way. The call for religious
distinctiveness is in tension with the high viewnoérriage that Jesus advocates in such
passages as Mt 19:19 and parallels. The way tHieuliy is dealt with suggests the
underlying priority in Ezra 9-10 and in 1 Cor 7:18:- The former opts for religious
distinctiveness over marriage, while the latteccetastronger emphasis on safeguarding
the marriage. The priority of each drives the argntrand conversely the direction the

argument takes indicates the priority.

When there is a clash of laws, one has to takeegee and it is up to the discernment
of the decision-maker which one is seen to be wighlrhe examples in Scripture are
numerous. The incest of Tamar with her father-m;ldudah, is seen in the story as the
lesser evil compared to his unfulfilled obligatitngive her his son in levirate marriage
(Gen 38). When Jephthah made a foolish vow he deril it irrevocable even if it
meant the human sacrifice of his own daughter (JL#ig9-40), while Saul’'s men
prevailed upon the king to spare his son Jonathkfie’ssven though he unknowingly
broke Saul's enforced vow (1 Sam 14:43-46). Jerenoansidered lying to the king's
officials preferable to betraying a weak and felrtuer to their suspicions (Jer 38:24-
28). The examples perhaps best known from the MNTtla@ ones Jesus cites in his
arguments with the Pharisees: David and his memgedhe Bread of the Presence
unlawfully to preserve life (1 Sam 21:1-6 cf. Mt:322) and breaking the Sabbath to
protect life (Mt 12:11; Lk 14:5).

What motivates Paul's decision to choose marriagehia priority? Clearly, Jesus’
divorce sayings have something to do with it bugréhis also another aspect to the

guestion which is driven primarily by the Churcltalling in contrast to that of Israel.
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The latter’'s primary concern was to be holy, sedrgphile the former was given the
mission to go and make disciples of all the natiMs28:19). A part of such an active
commission was also an attitude that aimed at cdittiga rather than unnecessarily
antagonising those it wanted to reach. Thus theseaanumber of admonitions that
concern behaviour towards outsiders, such as lgadquiet lifestyle and earning a living
‘so that you will behave properly toward outsidansl not be in any need.’ (1 Thess 4:11-
12). Similarly Col 4:5 instructs its readers, ‘Cont yourselves with wisdom toward

outsiders, making the most of the opportunity’.

We see this same concern in 1 Cor 7:15, where fReasd the believer from the obligation
to keep the marriage together if the unbelievertevém divorce (v.15) with the principle
that ‘God has called us to peace’. This same iads expressed in Rom 14 where the
apostle advises his readers concerning matteromdctence regarding the distinction
between clean and unclean foods. In his concludengarks he then says, ‘So then we
pursue the things which make for peace and thelingilup of one another.’ (Rom 14:19)
While the Romans text discusses not causing staglidir the weaker believers, 1 Cor
17:15 has a similar concern towards the unbelieveo may be alienated by the
unbending attitude of the Christian, either by letting the unbeliever go or by rejecting
him or her. Of course, Paul takes an interestenviklfare of both parties and his advice
is meant to free the Christian from worry. Thussee a flexibility built into Paul’'s reply

which provides a stark contrast to the rigidityttué Ezran solution.

13.6 2 Cor 6:14-7:1

The one text in the NT that seems closest to tharaéist tendencies of Ezra 9-10 is 2
Cor 6:14-7:1. It is also one that has a rathengtfaolemic very different in tone from the
peaceable tenor of 1 Cor 7:12-16. In fact, it does seem to fit very well with its

surrounding context either. 2 Cor 6:13 finisheswith Paul’'s request to the Corinthians
to open their hearts to him and picks up the sdmmatl of thought in 7:2 again. The
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intervening verses call for what seems like rigggaration, which, as many observe, are

strongly reminiscent of the vocabulary and sepstrateas of Qumraff?

This break in the flow of Paul's argument has ledquestions about the Pauline
authorship of 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 and about the way tthe fits or does not fit with its
s

context:™ Apart from authorship and contextual integratitil;e two main questions

regarding the meaning of the text are who the ‘liebers’ @mwotol) are and what the

‘unequal yoking’ &epoluyodvtec) refers to'™

There is no scope within this thesis to
explore all these questions, thus | confine mysele to some general comments and a

specific consideration whether the passage refarg¢rmarriage at all.

First, authorship does not make much differencerigrconsiderations as | am reading
the text within its present canonical context rattie&an in isolation although my own
preferred view is that the passage is Pauline tiegipe difficulties of incorporation into
the flow of Paul's argument before and after. ®etg | am inclined to opt for the

position that the text can be integrated into tbatext (even if the transition is not

402 E g. Fitzmyer, ‘Qumran’, 271-80; Gnilka, ‘2 Cor18-7.1’, 48-68; Dahl, ‘Fragment’, 62-69. Against a
Qumranic influence Murphy-O’Connor found paralleltween 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 and Philo. See his ‘Philo’,
55-69. Others take a mediating position recognigtiegnfluence of Qumran and positing that Paukisig
here a tradition composed by a Christian of Essackground. E.g. Martir2 Corinthians 193.

93 Generally those who hold to a Pauline authorstigrat to show the passage’s integration, whilse¢ho
who consider the text non-Pauline are more likelgde it as an interpolation. Among those who hold
non-Pauline authorship are Fitzmyer, Gnilka, DabE(fn.402), Betz takes the extreme position Heat t
text is actually anti-Pauline. See Betz, ‘Anti-RaelFragment’, 88-108. Scholars who argue for PRauli
authorship are e.g. Thrall, ‘Problem’, 132-48; FHeCorinthians’, 140-61. An in-between view isltdéy
some who argue that Paul is using here a pre-axistelition or fragment. E.g. FurnidhCorinthians
359-83; Martin2 Corinthians 189-212; LangBriefe, 308-11 and Murphy-O’Connor, ‘Relating’ 272-75.
%4 The dominant view re thiarotol is that the word has the technical sense of naistn (cf. 1 Cor

6:6; 7:12-15; 10:27; 14:22-24, etc). Representatare e.g. Furnishl, Corinthians 359-83; Fee, ‘Il
Corinthians V1.14-VI.1’, 140-61; WindisclZweite Korintherbrief211-20; Brucel and 2 Corinthians
213-16; Thrall, ‘Problem’, 132-48; Hughe&®econd Epistle241-60. Other views take the referent of the
word to be the false apostles/Paul’'s opponents DaQl, ‘Fragment’, 62-69), the untrustworthy amaing
Corinthian Christians (Derrett, ‘2 Cor. 6,14ff. advlash’, 231-50) or the immoral who live like non-
Christians (e.g. StrachaBiecond Epistlexv, 3-4; Hurd Origin, 235-39). Re the meaning @tpoluvyoivtec
the most common position takes it to refer to miredriages although not necessarily exclusivelfesy.
Martin, 2 Corinthians 197; PlummerSecond Epist|e206; Strachar§econd Epistles; Thrall, First and
Second Letterl 56; HughesSecond Epistle245). Other suggestions include eating meatfszetito idols
in pagan temples or in a pagan’s home (e.g. Hu@eeynd Epistle?46; Martin,2 Corinthians 197;
Bruce,1 and 2 Corinthians214), visiting temple prostitutes (e.g. Barr8tecond Epistlel96; Murphy-
O’Connor, ‘Philo’, 68), taking lawsuits to paganiges (e.g. Barret§econd Epistlel 96, HughesSecond
Epistle 245; Martin,2 Corinthians 189), business partnerships with unbelievers Wigdisch,Zweite
Korintherbrief 214, Martin2 Corinthians 197).
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entirely smooth). Namely, it is hard to see whyeditor would insert such a passage into

the middle of an argument that has no relation¥5 i

Among the integration theories Webb’s detailed wtigl particularly interesting as it
examines the links not only with the passage’s idliate context in chapter 6 but also
within the larger unit of 2 Cor 2:14-7%4° He traces the theme of exodus and new
covenant throughout and concludes that the flowhofight makes logical sense despite
the seeming contradiction between opening the hed&aul and separation. His synthesis

is worth quoting in full:

New covenant and exilic return imagery thread tliecqs together: as a servant of the new
covenant, Paul stands between God and the Comsthvidh a message of ‘new things’ patterned
after the exodus paradigm and centered on theragisto of the cosmos to God (5.16-21). He
expresses the urgent need that ‘now’ is the timeheir reception/home coming (6.1-2). He has
cleared away any obstacles in their path (6.3-H@).has ‘enlarged his heart’ in anticipation of

their return and calls on them to do likewise (61B1 cf. 7.2-4). And finally, like theebed]i.e.

the Isaianic Servant], he prompts their return wlith cry for a new exodus (‘Come out from...")

and with promises related to their home coming4&.1) — just as he will welcome them as his
children, so will their covenant God make them $oss and daughters. Through skillful use of
return traditions, both inside and outside therfragt, Paul effectively parallels the Corinthians’

need to return to him as apostle with their neegtiorn to God?’

Put this way, there are some striking similaritte$ween Ezra 9-10 and 2 Cor 6:14-7:1.
In §3.2.2 of Ezra 9-10 and its context | noted resoearf the first exodus out of Egypt
and a similar call for ‘coming out from Babylon” &nseparation for the sake of
preserving the covenant. Both OT and NT texts alareeanxious about idolatry and a

compromised allegiance to God.

The next question to clarify is whether the ‘undguaking’ (¢tepolvyoivtec) in 2 Cor
6:14 is a reference to intermarriage. In fact, aghthre interpretations advocated for the

‘unequal yoking’ the most enduring one is thasita do with intermarriage (see fn.404).

“%This is an argument often advanced against tigétia passage as an interpolation. E.g. Maztin,
Corinthians 194; Fee, ‘Il Corinthians’, 142.

“%\Webb,Returning.

*bid., 158.
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This view is supported by a number of consideratidfirst, the imagery of yoking is a
familiar one for marriage (see examples i1381) and is certainly a close bond that could
adversely impact the believer if he or she is radrio a non-Christian. Secondly, the
obvious connection between the unequal yoke anthtigoin 2 Cor 6:14, 16 makes
intermarriage a likely interpretative option, sintte association of intermarriage and
idolatry is a well-known one that runs through treuteronomistic history and is hinted
at in Ezra 9-10 as well. Thirdly, it has a longrstimg tradition in Christian interpretation,

which does not necessarily make it right but celyeadds weight to its claim.

On the other hand, the most obvious difficulty withs that it makes the passage even
more out of place within its immediate and widentext. Why this sudden jump from an

appeal to the Corinthians to open their hearthiéoquestion of intermarriage? Moreover,
this is not an issue that is raised elsewhere énGbrinthian correspondence and as |
mentioned earlier in agreement with Webb, the toh& Cor 7 is conciliatory, which

makes it unlikely that intermarriages were a sexiproblem in Corinth.

Further, as Webb rightly argues, it seems that Goeinthians are already in such
alliances with unbelievers. For one thing, the @fere felt by Paul prior to his warning
(they are restrained towards him — 6:12) and Papigeal to cleanse themselves (7:1)
again implies an already existing association. Toiggc of Paul’'s argument then would
demand divorce (‘come out of their midst’ — 6:£#)This, however, is highly unlikely
considering the high view of marriage in Jesus’odre sayings and the solution
suggested in 1 Cor 7:12-14, which is at pains todagtivorce.

Although there are some good reasons why one shlouisider the ‘unequal yoke’ to be
about intermarriage, there are also serious argtamgpeaking against it. It is more
probable from the overall Corinthian correspondetic the problem is connected to
idolatry in the form of participation in pagan telegeasts and sexual immorality with
temple prostitutes, since these are recurring sssneCorinth, which Paul deals with

‘B This, | believe, is Webb’s strongest argumentrsiahe ‘unequal yoke’ referring to intermarria§ee
Ibid., 207.
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using a similar argument about the incompatibibyunion with the Lord and with
demons (1 Cor 10:14-22) and the imagery of the terfipCor 6:12-20§%

Despite my argument that 2 Cor 6:14ff is not abotdrmarriage if interpreted within its
present context of 2 Corinthians, | wish to rethie appeal of v. 14 to intermarriage in
another sense. Namely, the admonition not to lmion with unbelievers that jeopardise
the believer's covenant relationship with God igemeral principle that may be applied
more widely than just in the specific cases enwdagithin the Corinthian context as we
know it. Thusexegeticallythe interpretation of the unequal yoke as interiage does
not seem feasible budpplicationally it may be included among the unacceptable
alliances. However, the canonical constraints needbe born in mind; namely that
divorce is most likely not envisaged in such a aisspite the call in v.17 to ‘come out of
their midst’. Thus we have here a counter-pointht peaceable tone of 1 Cor 7:12-16,

which does draw a line for separation and rejeatspromise.

13.7 Conclusion

The discussion on 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 shows that raligidistinctiveness continues to be
important, however its relationship with intermage becomes more nuanced such that
in the special case where one spouse becomes sti@hafter the marriage (1 Cor 7:12-
16) the direction of influence is reversed. Thussitnot the Christian spouse who is
contaminated but the non-Christian who is sandifi;n my assessment of various
options as to the nature of sanctification | foancklational view or one that expressed
the licitness of the marriage more convincing tlamitual’ or ‘moral’ understanding. |
suggested that the precedent for Paul's thinking heain Jewish betrothal language
(Gillihan). I also argued that there might be aafial for the reversal of the direction of
influence evident in 1 Cor 7:12-16 in the priegilyrity system where the priests serving
in the Temple enjoyed immunity from impurity despihandling and even eating
sacrifices that absorbed impurity. By analogy, én@hristians who inadvertently found

““bid., 204, 210. A further reinforcement for Webb'swithat the yoking is a reference to temple

prostitution and idolatry is the use of the Hebx@rb 72x in Num 25:3 (lit. ‘they yoked themselves to
Baal-Peor’), although the LXX's use adi¢w does not bear out the connection. | thank Robayitard for
drawing my attention to the use of the Hebrewhere. Personal communication.
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themselves exposed to ‘non-holy/impure’ influenctesough their marriage were
protected by virtue of their position as being lre twill of God. Paul’'s reasoning and
concession were most likely driven by Jesus’ higlwwof marriage and by the Church’s

calling for mission.
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14 Insights from Anthropology & Contemporary Solutions

So far, | have attempted to explore interpretatioh€£zra 9-10 from various angles
looking at both the interpretative traditions witl€Christianity and Judaism and the text’s
place within the wider canon. In order to havelkefipicture | wish to consider next how
the ‘holy seed’ rationale functions and what itsus of interest is in anthropological

terms building on Mary Douglas’ work. Further, lathlook at the Roman Catholic

position on intermarriage and compare its resatuéind focus with the Ezran view. The
observations made will then provide a springboardréflecting further on the reasons

for the differences and on possible lessons tmlear

14.1 The ‘Holy Seed’ Rationale: A Hedge

| have already shown in my exegesis (s&ee$p.7.5) that the ‘holy seed’ argument was
a secondary reason to bolster the ‘moral-religioustivation for separation. | wish to
reflect further on this and propose that the helgdsargument functions in Ezra 9-10 as
‘a hedge around the Law’, an extra boundary togmtolsrael’s religious concerns. Mary

Douglas in her bookPurity and Dangerexplores the connection between moral and

‘pollution’ rules° She reasons that moral situations are often ladkfine by which

she means that what is morally right or wrong i$ aavays clear-cut and black-and-
white but involves a lot of grey areas, whereadugioh rules are unequivocal. She

theorises that pollution beliefs can support theahcode in four ways.
(i) When a situation is morally ill-defined, a pdglon belief can provide a rule for determining
post hoavhether infraction has taken place, or not.
(i) When moral principles come into conflict, alfpéion rule can reduce confusion by giving a
simple focus for concern.
(iii) When action that is held to be morally wrodges not provoke moral indignation, belief in
the harmful consequences of a pollution can haseeffect of aggravating the seriousness of the
offence, and so of marshalling public opinion oa side of the right.
(iv) When moral indignation is not reinforced byaptical sanctions, pollution beliefs can provide

a deterrent to wrongdoets.

9 Douglas Purity and Danger160-172.
*bid., 165.
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Although Douglas does not apply these insights Ny tGe ‘holy seed’ rationale can be
seen in Ezra 9:2 as a means to buttress the ‘moaag, namely that intermarriage with
foreigners will lead to apostasy and other ‘momalil. It is unclear what the spiritual
status of these ‘foreign’ wives was and ambiguaus/hat degree they could and would
influence their husbands for the worse, if at ddrael of course had plenty of
discouraging examples among her kings whose idalatpractices, divided loyalties or
ultimately their apostasy drew down YHWH'’s judgmehexile on the nation’s head. At
the same time, the legislation directly mentioranigan on intermarriage does not discuss
mixed marriages witlall foreigners, only with the seven Canaanite nat{&xs34:12-16;
Deut 7:1-3); neither does it provide guidance aswiwat needs to be done once
intermarriages occur. Thus the case for moral amtyigs set. The shifting of the moral
issue on to the ground of holiness as physicalratipa makes the ambiguous area into a
guestion of ‘yes’ or ‘no’. It is more difficult tgauge one’s moral commitment and much
easier to decide on the issue of physical desedrith allows the problem to be dealt

with in a ‘black-and-white’ albeit ruthless fashion

Further, as Douglas notes, pollution beliefs cansira ‘public opinion on the side of the
right' especially when morally wrong action doest qovoke suitable indignation.
Again, Douglas does not relate these observationthe postexilic period and the
narrative of EN, yet the recurring problem of wead@ allegiance to YHWH seen as a
result of foreign influences suggests that conaerctin this respect was flagging and
needed reinforcement. In discussing why only farelgomen are mentioned in the
divorce proceedings | have already referred toel@savork, who describes the exiles as
a community with strong external boundaries (fead gesistance of foreign influence)
and weak internal integration (lack of adherencéheocommunity’s social morality)?
The two aspects are obviously connected: it iswhak internal integration, the lack of

commitment that creates the need for strong extemandaries.

“2For a detailed analysis of the social situatioth@mixed marriage crisis based on EN, Malachi and
Third Isaiah see Janzéwjtch-huntsch.3. His description of the situation as reféeldn these books is
convincing although he dismisses apostasy as #senebehind the expulsion of the foreign women as
inadequatelbid., 13-14) despite the obvious biblical associatibfabominations’ f1ayin — Ezra 9:2 cf.
Deut 7:25-26) with apostasy and idolatry.
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It is easy to understand how the exiles came t@ lm®mmunity characterised by the
above: Israel collapsed as an independent natitim am identity as God’s people, and
went through the shock of captivity and a sensaba@indonment. The fragmentation of
who they were and the danger to their distinctigsnevoked an unbending response and
the erection of inflexible boundaries typical ofg¢atened minorities. Some scholars show
sympathy for such strict separation, as we seeilliaison’s remark when he comments
on the renewed problem of intermarriage in Neh 3f8:2From a position of strength and
security it is possible to extend a hand of welc@me forgiveness to those outside. From

413

a position of weakness both parties would sink ttoge™* While the reaction of the

exiles is understandable, the story may also s&s\an object lesson.

Although the issue in Ezra 9-10 is described im&eithat are corporate rather than
individual, Christian readers might think analodjicaf that ‘first love’ often seen in
individuals who have recently embraced the Chnsfath. In their zeal to God they may
not realise whom they hurt and may also show tiielity of immaturity, of boundaries
that are not yet firmly in place and are therefofiexible to a degree that not only keeps
bad influences out but does not allow good in. Wés#ms like the only acceptable
course of action for such early zeal proves in ldreg term to be a mistake. It takes
maturity and a long engagement with difficult qiess to create healthy boundaries.

The temptation to shift the emphasis from a lesaretut ‘moral’ issue on to something
unambiguous, however, is an ongoing temptation.aAtagonism toward television in
some Christian circles may be a clichéd and by mowbably outdated example;
nevertheless it demonstrates the idea how claithiagsomething is taboo saves one the
trouble to select and choose and consider whatoisally appropriate or inappropriate.
The analogy of course is inadequate: the televisan inanimate object unaffected by
such prejudice; the ‘foreigners’ in Ezra 9-10 wdesh-and-blood people very much
affected by the exiles’ judgment. Also, the systefrholiness expressed in physical
separations in Israel’s religious beliefs cannodeed should not, be reduced to this one

aspect. | merely argue that in this particularanse the exiles used the argument from

4B williamson, ‘Ezra and Nehemiah’, 441.
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the ‘holy seed’ to set a rigid boundary which wbeayond the underlying moral concern

in an effort to make sure that the latter was eopardised.

Clearly, the aim would be ultimately to develop alatiscernment; yet what about times
when moral discernment is defective or moral caimicis weak? In such instances a
boundary set further away from temptation may mtofeom sin and its inevitable
consequences and allow time for internal convistiand discernment to develop. At the
same time how long is it legitimate, if at all,keep such rigid boundaries? The danger is
that such protection may become a constraint dirdittion keeping those it ostensibly
protects in a position of weakness and never atigwimoral muscle’ to develop in an

interaction with the world.

14.2 The Focus of Protection: The Children

If the ‘profanation-holiness’ issue is a means byioh moral law is supported and
reinforced then it is also worth considering whitwe focus of the ‘holy seed’ rationale is,
i.e. what it wants to protect. In the ‘moral defient’ argument of Deut 7, which is
hinted at in Ezra 9:1 and directly quoted in 9:tt#s adverse effects on the spouse are
emphasised (Deut 7:3-4) although the consequerurethé descendants are possibly
implied** Nehemiah in his example of Solomon in Neh 13:26a#ly speaks of the
influence on the king rather than the effects om dffspring although what he notices
about the intermarriages with the Ashodites, etthanfirst place is that the children do
not speak Hebrew any more (v.24). In the New Testdnthere is only one direct
command regarding a Christian’s choice of marriggener (‘only in the Lordjiovov év
kuplw - 1 Cor 7:39), which is generally taken to meaat th Christian should only marry
another Christian. However, there is no explanaasnto why this should be so. The

other NT text that speaks explicitly of marriageghaan unbeliever (1 Cor 7:12-16) is, as

*14The Hebrew of Deut 7:3 addresses the Israelitémei? person singular not to intermarry with the
Canaanitest 1nnnn &9), continuing the admonition to them as parentsmétt their children intermarry
with them either using the singular ‘your somia) and ‘your daughterna). V.4 continues to employ the
singular ‘your son’{11) outlining the consequences of such a marriagleerensuing apostasy ‘it will turn
your son away from me*{nx» 71370k 7°0*d). It is unclear if the referent of ‘your son’ lsethusband in
such a marriage or if it is used as a more gememne for him as well as his descendants. Intergistitthe
Hebrewno” is 3rd masc sing in form when one would expecféng@nineaon (‘she will turn’). The
‘agent’ of the turning away thus seems to be thaiage itself.
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we have seen on p.204, somewhat of a special sabatithe conversion of one spouse
to Christianity is subsequent to the marriage. FReeml's justification it seems that the
children’s status would be affected by an ‘unsdiecti spouse (v.14), but it is unclear if
the Corinthians’ possible question on this head fwaBed by a fear for the impact on the
believer or on the children or both. Another tex¢é woted as speaking of close
association if not necessarily or exclusively aghintermarriage is 2 Cor 6:14ff, which

if applied to intermarriage is also focusing on speuse.

By comparison the ‘holy seed’ argument shifts ti&erdion away slightly from the
parents and on to the offspring. In discussinglégal background for the ‘holy seed’
rationale | argued that it is partly based on 29. There it is not the vine or the other
plant which is explicitly profaned by the mixingtahe fruit of both. Similarly, the high
priestly rule of marriage (to marry a virgin ofdsl - Lev 21:14) explains the need for
such a regulation reasoning that the offspring, ‘de®d’, must be safeguarded from
profanation {1 52m-871 - v.15).

One may also note here the fact that children@gemixed marriages are sent away with
their mothers in the concluding remark of the chagEzra 10:44). While the MT is
ambiguous whether the exiles actually went througth the divorce$’ it is not in
guestion that the children belong with the foremgathers and are to be sent away with
them (cf. Ezra 10:3). In fact, as we have seer8(@n,lthe rabbinic tradition derives the
basis for matrilineal descent from this stoBef. Rab7:2). The logic of the ‘holy seed’
rationale implies that by mixing the holy seed wptiofane the children can no longer be
called holy. Further, the mention of children inr&EA0:44 may highlight the fact that
what the exiles feared - profanation of the holfging - has actually begun to happen.
It reinforces once more the seriousness of thenoffeind the need for radical action.

“15The MT simply reads1a » w™ 0w o w1 NP1 27wl Wwi 79%-25 (And all these had married foreign
wives, and some of them had wives by whom thegttileiden— NASV). 1 Esdras 9:36 on the other hand
makes the divorces unambiguoidi:these had married foreign women, and they ppett away together
with their children- NRSV).
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My point here is that if we accept Douglas’ thetrst pollution rules may support moral
ones when the conviction for the latter is weakherissue is ambiguous then the focus of
the ‘holy seed’ rationale may also pinpoint theleXiunderlying concern for the effects
of such marriages on the children more than on sleéras. This seems a common sense
and reasonable perspective: children are more rabitee to harmful influences and are
more in need of protection than adults.

Yet, a closer look at the ‘holy seed’ rationale emkt clear that the measure is
preventative and a deterrent; the effects on tifigohg are final. Thus it shows the
irreversible consequences of intermarriage. Wik reasoning fulfils the function that
Douglas assigns to pollution rules in relationnwofal’ ones, yet, as | have argued in §
7.3, it does not fit neatly into either category meorporates aspects of botff. It is the

‘moral’ impurity of the foreign women that is thesue but the way its effects are
communicated to the ‘holy seed’ is through the séxact, which reminds one of the
contact-contagion of ‘ritual’ impurities. The ratiale is built up in such a way that it
combines the worst of both impurities: the contaginature of the latter with the serious,

sinful aspect of the former.

Thus while the exiles’ reasoning teaches an obgston about the more intangible
effects of foreign worship and its far-reaching sequences for the offspring, it also
creates its own difficulty not only for the marreagself and the foreign spouse but also
for the children. The logic of the argument makexgnation permanent and the children
tainted and irretrievably lost to Israel. The swontthe exiles found could function as a
possible deterrent but it had no means of protgahe children; it could only push them

away completely without the possibility of integoat*"’

1% Klawans classes it with ‘moral’ purity although hetes the peculiar nature of it. Seelhipurity, 43-
45. Hayes on the other hand invents a whole neegoay for it, which she calls ‘genealogical puritgee
herGentile Impurities7.

“In contrast, rabbinic halakhah allows conversiba Gentile and thus makes integration possibleeeit
on the level of a Gentile spouse or that of thetieoffspring (from a mixed marriage between a tden
woman and a Jewish man). If the offspring is oéwish mother and a Gentile father the child is Saviiy
law although certain marriage restrictions applycdrding to an older law such an offspring imamzer
and cannot marry a Jem( Yev69b), only anothemamzera convert, or in the case of a man a non-
Jewish female slave. Others, however, treat sygdrson as a Jew by law and only restrict his or her
marriage into the priestly familyrev.45a). See Epstein’s discussion. Epstelarriage Laws 194-197.
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Here again, Mary Douglas’ anthropological work msvaluable. Reflecting on the
effectiveness of purity rules to bolster the ‘mbcaluse she shows that in some instances
such beliefs can get out of hand and achieve tipesife of what they aim to do. She
remarks on the example of the Bemba, a tribe whdrtdtery was thought to lead to
defilement. She observes, however, that insteadteingthening the marriage, such
pollution beliefs actually backfired by leadingdivorce and remarriage with others in an
effort to avoid the effects of pollutidh® It is ironic that the exiles’ insistence on
protecting their own and their children’s allegiario God led down a route that could

only disown children from such marriages.

14.3 A Case Study and Comparison

While the Ezran text seems more weighted toward®recern for the offspring, the
overall biblical witness testifies to a dual pergpe: the effects of intermarriage on both
the Israelite/believing spouse and the childrenwvidoes the question look in postbiblical

Christian traditions?

The extent to which Protestants criticise mixed rmages varies and the way such
marriages are defined (i.e. who counts as an ‘uemf) is vague since it focuses on an
internal state of ‘faith’ rather than on extern@gins and expressions of that faith. Further,
disapproval is expressed in informal ways withooy &ong-established written church
policy and does not, on the whole, have any autecnw@insequences for either the
‘believer’ in the marriage or the children. Neitheee there any safeguards put in place
for the protection of the Christian/believing speusr the children from the adverse
effects of an ‘unbelieving’ partner/parent. Thusseems more fruitful to compare the
Ezran position with that of the Roman Catholic Glusince its criteria and policies are
more tangible. Although | shall refer to the Vatickh changes on intermarriage, | shall
use primarily the pre-Vatican Il RC position focamparison with Ezra as it provides a

more clearly delineated Christian position thanléter RC policy.

“18 Douglas Purity, 170-171
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Roman Catholic terminology speaks of various impeghits to marriage, among them
Disparity of Worship Disparitas Cultus*'® In its ‘perfect’ sense this means the marriage
of a baptised Cathoff®® with an unbaptised (unbelieving) person, while‘iamperfect
disparity’ means that both parties are baptisedtiverte is a disparity in faith such that
one is a Catholic and the other is not. The latigparity is also known as mixed religion
(mixta religig and such marriages are valid although illicit andul unless dispensation
intervenes. On the other hand, in the former cdspedect disparity of worship the

impediment makes the marriage null and void uniégsensation is granted.

The Catholic Encyclopedig1913) in its article of ‘Disparity of Worship’ sumarises the
reason for having baptism as the basis for thign'dint [i.e. absolute] impediment’:

e itis an external ceremony, easy of recognition @mdbf, and
» it is a sacrament which imprints an indelible clkggaupon the soul of the receiver and so

presents a personal religious condition whichxediand unchangeable.

Personal faith, on the contrary, viewed eitherhasinternal assent of the mind or as the outward
profession of the internal act, is subject to cleaagd not always easy of demonstration, and
hence could not afford a certain and immovable dation. The primary reason why Catholics are
debarred from intermarriage with unbaptized persienbecause the latter are not capable of

receiving the Sacrament of Matrimony, as baptisthésdoor to all the other sacramefits.

At the same time, thEncyclopediaargues that the baptised Catholic who enterssinth
a marriage with dispensation more than likely does receive the sacrament or its
concomitant graces either although the Church islecided on this question.

Nevertheless the conclusion is considered bothbteraand probable.

The origins of this impediment, as tkacyclopediaobserves, are derived from Deut 7:3
in the OT (the threat of apostasy) and 1 Cor 718 2 Cor 6:14 in the New. Somewhat
oddly, it seems to assume that Paul allowed intetages with non-Christians because

of the small number of Christians with the hopet tha unbelieving party will convert.

19 Disparity’, http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05037b.htm
*2 Eor convenience, | am using here and in the egdligtussion ‘Catholic’ to mean Roman Catholic.
“2L:Disparity’, http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/05037b.htm
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Although the reason for the above is not spelt prgsumably this is based on 1 Cor
7:12-16, which is understood to mean marriage betwe believer and an unbeliever
rather than the marriage of two unbelievers onewbbm subsequently becomes a

Christian.

Significantly, dispensation from such impedimenoidy granted in the Catholic Church
on certain conditions and guarantees. On the ond, ilae unbaptised person is required
to give written confirmation that he or she willtfonder the Catholic partner’s practice
of faith and promise to allow the children to bgtised and reared in the Catholic faith.
Similarly, the Catholic spouse promises to pradtiseor her own faith, have the children
baptised and brought up in the Catholic faith andrkwon the conversion of the

unbaptised spouse.

Following the Second Vatican Council RC regulatietaxed some of the above rules as
set out in the Apostolic Letter of Pope Paul VIMixed Marriages (Matrimonia Mixta,
1970). On the one hand, it diminished censure tdsvaaptised non-Catholics along the

lines of the new ecclesiology of Vatican Il.

Neither in doctrine nor in law does the Church plan the same level a marriage between a
Catholic and a baptized non-Catholic, and one betveeCatholic and an unbaptized person for, as
the Second Vatican Council declared, men who, thahgy are not Catholics, "believe in Christ
and have been properly baptized are brought iertain, though imperfect, communion with the
Catholic Church."[Decree on Ecumenism, Unitatis Redintegratio, 3,SA@965), P. 93. Cf.
Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, Lumen GentikS 57 (1965), pp. 19-20'F

On the other, it reworded the conditions for digsion (later incorporated into Canon
Law 1125 in the new Code of Canon Law of 1983) amething less than a firm

commitment to have the children baptised and brbughn the Catholic Church.

To obtain from the local Ordinary dispensation fram impediment, the Catholic party shall
declare that he is ready to remove dangers oféafiom the faith. He is also gravely bound to
makea sincere promise to do all in his powerhave all the children baptized and broughtrup i

the Catholic Churcff? [italics mine]

422 \Matrimonia Mixta’, http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/marriage/mixechht
423 \Matrimonia Mixta’, http://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/marriage/mixechior the Canon Laws of
1983 relating to marriage sh#p://www.catholicdoors.com/misc/marriage/canontzm
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There are several observations to be made by wegroparison with the Ezran situation.
First, it is worth noting that in both solutions GResp. pre-Vatican Il and Ezra)
intermarriage is a serious issue although it isresged in different ways. The Ezran
answer does not seem to question the validity efititermarriages but neither does it
permit its continuation and demands divorce andsemading away of the children as
foreign. Catholicism, on the other hand, consideich a marriage null and void from the

outset unless there are some guarantees safegu#rdibelieving spouse and offspring.

Secondly, both are concerned with religious alleggaalthough the strategies used to
protect it are again different. The ‘holy seediansale in the Ezran view can only deal
with the crisis by erecting an impermeable boundstween foreigners and Israelites.
On the other hand, the Catholic solution offersay wut by putting forward a minimal
and an ideal solution. Minimally, the religious amitments of the baptised Catholic
parent and children must be protected for the mgerto be acknowledged at all; ideally,
however, conversion and baptism of the unbeliegipguse is best, because it eliminates
the root of the original difficulty. In the Catholiposition inward change is linked to

outward, visible signs and procedures that aregmisable and demonstrable.

Thirdly, the focus of concern in the case of intamages is somewhat different in the
two cases. The Ezran solution centres attention tlen offspring and demands
unconditional separation from the foreign spousesrder to avoid the procreation of
(further) foreign childre®* In comparison, the Catholic position is concerméith the
effects of an unbaptised (unbelieving) partnerbath the baptized Catholic and the
children. This is illustrated by the fact that thepensation from the impediment requires

guarantees to protect the religious allegianceotii b

The particular emphasis of the Catholic view her&urther demonstrated in the focus of
the unbaptised spouse’s lingering impact even wtestain preconditions are met. The

*?The Ezran case is specifically related to childsern of foreign women and it is not clear how the
exiles would have dealt with children where thédatwas foreign.



14 Insights from Anthropology and Contemporary 8ohs 241

lack of baptism on the part of the unbelieving smmakes Catholic intermarriage less
than what it could be even for the baptised Cathalince the union lacks the unity of
experience as sacrament as well as its graces endvien doubtful whether the believer
individually receives these. Thus the idea of nagei as sacrament expresses the view
that disparity of worship affects the Catholic speweven if he or she is allowed to
practise his or her faith. Clearly, the missingraaeental aspect of a marriage is more
subtle and less demonstrable. Nevertheless, italsigthe more intangible disparity

between husband and wife who do not share a confaitbn

This difference that goes beyond the primary needrbtect believing spouse and
children goes back perhaps to the NT’s idea of iager Eph 5:22-33 uses the analogy of
Christ’s love for the Church and applies it to tetationship between husband and wife
modelling their role in marriage on the way Chrisfates to the Church and vice versa.
This association of Christ and Church with husband wife raises marriage out of the

mere commonplace, prosaic reality on to a diffelens|.

By contrast, the Christian association of marriagé Christ’s love for the Church finds
no comparable parallel in Jewish thinking. AlthougRlWH's love for Israel is often
expressed in the OT in terms of the union betwesthand and wife and her apostasy as
adultery (e.g. Jer 3:1ff; Ezek 16:8ff; Hos 1:16-1W)is is not carried over into the

concept of human marriages.

We see then that there are two primary differerosde/een the Ezran and the Catholic
view. On the one hand, Ezra focuses on the effiet¢smarriage would have on the

offspring, on the other, the Catholic view has qna concern for the believing spouse as
well as the children and expresses the impact aushion would have on the marriage
itself. In terms of the solution offered to the Iplem of intermarriage, Ezra bans any

integration of a foreigner into Israel, while Cdtbism proposes conversion.
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14.4 Conclusion

The above exploration into anthropological perspest provided a model for
understanding the way the ‘holy seed’ rationale mheta function. Based on the
observations of Mary Douglas regarding the waytguaws might work in other cultures

| suggested that the exiles’ reasoning formed ddke&around the primary deuteronomic
law (Deut 7:3) and that it was meant to reinfofloe ¢onviction for the latter through its
tangible, black-and-white categories. | reflectadiwe need for boundaries for protecting
religious allegiance and on the drawbacks of alexitile boundary like the exiles’. | also
argued that the focus of protection in the Ezrasecwas the children but that the
impermeable boundary the exiles created backfimatie sense that it could only exclude
but not protect the offspring of such mixed marisgThe RC model for safeguarding
religious allegiance in intermarriage is a conterapp Christian alternative to the Ezran
solution and it reflects some of the NT’'s perspectn the question. Its dual focus to
protect the religious allegiance of believing spoasd children can be traced back to a
similar concern in the NT and its graded view oe é#ffects of such a marriage with a
secondary impact on the quality of the marriagelfitdemonstrates something of the
elevated NT view of the marital union (cf. Eph 522, Matt 19:1-9).
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15 Conclusion

This second part of my thesis aimed at buildinglendetailed exegesis of the first and
addressing the question how one is to read a cmB@l text like Ezra 9-10 as Christian
Scripture. Through the use of a concrete ‘problert’ such as the Ezran intermarriage

crisis | sought to outline some wider principlesiftterpretation.

Chapter10 set out the problem using a sample of OT theedognd commentaries
dealing with Ezra 9-10. My criterion for selectiovas to cite primarily scholars who
combined academic scholarship with a Christiarhfagrspective and thereby map out
the difficulties surrounding this text as well &g tvarious moves commentators make to
overcome them and to ‘apply’ the passage withinhaisian context. The three areas
discussed by Christian scholars were the exclusiyend possible racism) of the Ezran
solution to intermarriage, divorce and the questdrreligious distinctiveness as an
avenue of application. While the old-style accusaif ‘legalism’ levelled against the
post-exilic period and evident in OT theologiestten up until the first half of the 30
century has now all but disappeared, yet the premiin ‘Jewish’ perspective of Ezra 9-
10 with its obvious concern for holiness and puaitd its subtléalakhicinterpretation

of pentateuchal laws made this text obviously difii for Christian appropriation.

The general approach of commentators was to jutstéyexilic action with the notion of
Israel’s ‘election for mission’ and the need toegpfard religious allegiance. At the same
time the allegedly racist principles and the speablution of indiscriminate divorce of
all foreign wives was condemned. Scholars cleanytéd Christian application of the
text by the use of NT passages such as Jesustdigaryings and Paul’s advice in 1 Cor
7:12-16 and advocated a more inclusive approachuasrated by the acceptance of the
Moabite Ruth. However, this left one wonderinghiéte was anything to learn from Ezra
9-10 beyond the general principle that religiodsgghnce was important and how such a
controversial text could have been included andusted in the Bible with a tone of

approval.
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In order to address these two difficulties the néodr chapters sketched a larger
interpretative framework in which the Ezran intermmage crisis might make better sense
from a Christian perspective. Chapfdr examined Jewish perspectives on Ezra 9-10 in
order to provide a contrast and create awareneesad$ own pre-suppositions. | noted
particularly that Christian interpretation ofteredsarratives as its reference point and as
a way of overriding controversial legal requirensenthile the Jewish approach was
more likely to start with the law and let narrasvelay a supporting role in interpreting
the former. These observations do not in themsedeb® the difficulties in the specific
Ezran story, nevertheless, | believe that theywalbetter understanding of the tensions

inherent in the Christian interpretation of the edxmarriage crisis.

Chapterl2 focused on the way the canon and interpretataghtion place constraints on
the understanding and application of Ezra 9-10h@\lgh Christian commentators are at
pains to point out that the Ezran solution is rbé imitated and buttress their claim
with some references from Old and New Testamemy, do not spell out more generally
the role the canon plays in affecting the overatiéipretation of an individual part and
how that individual part influences the understagdof the whole. Here | made use of
Fishbane’s idea of ‘inner-biblical exegesis’ ante&IDavis’ term of ‘critical traditioning’
which both reflect the notion that even within thiblical tradition there is an ongoing
process of sifting, re-evaluation, re-interpretatamd re-appropriation of material which
provides a model for the same beyond the bibli@ition. Thus | observed that Ezra
itself re-interprets earlier material and is inntdo be re-assessed in light of the overall
canon. Following on from that model | suggested tiza only the canon but post-biblical
interpretative tradition also provides a check bndoemulation and shows by the gradual
disappearance of the ‘holy seed’ rationale thastiietion was not deemed to be a viable
one. Protestants tend to be jittery about usiraglitron’ to evaluate biblical texts fearing
that it may place ‘tradition’ over Scripture anddenmine the latter’s authority. Yet when
it is used in conjunction with the canon’s own \e#8 it may provide additional support

for scriptural evaluation.
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Chapterl3 then turned attention to a specifically NT ageioto religious allegiance and
intermarriage in order to compare its perspectiveh what of the Ezran story. As a
general principle, | suggested that it might berwtftil approach to go beyond the
particular NT constraints to a difficult OT passagel to think about ways in which the
NT carries on, develops or overrides ideas andtisas of the OT. Although

commentators frequently point to 1 Cor 7:12-16rtgua that divorce is not an option in a
Christian — non-Christian mixed marriage, the tsxtarely considered in more detalil
even though there are some striking parallels betvtbe two. Apart from reflecting on

how Paul understood sanctification and the way drked as well as on possible
precedents for his thinking, the main question thaive my discussion was what
motivated Paul to suggest in his explanation tihection of influence from the pure/holy
believer to the impure/non-holy unbeliever rathamt the more usual reverse direction. |
concluded that Paul was faced with a situation @hen laws or principles clashed: the
commitment to marriage and the importance of religi allegiance. While the Ezran
solution prioritised the latter, Paul did the fommEhis change in priorities, | argued, was
due to the high view of marriage taught by Jesus tanthe actively mission-oriented

outlook of Christianity as opposed to Israel’'s fean being set apart and holy. Finally, |
briefly examined 2 Cor 6:14-7:1 which redressed lthéance slightly by emphatically

focussing on the need for uncompromising religiallsgiance. | suggested that within its
2 Corinthian context the ‘unequal yoke’ was unlké&d have referred to intermarriage,

but that as a principle for application it may netlreless be used in that way.

Finally, Chapterl4 discussed what might be learned from Ezra 9eM@fd the general
importance of religious allegiance and where théegxreasoning went wrong. Here |
roamed more widely beyond biblical interpretatiarorder to understand the mechanism
of the most controversial aspect of the Ezran stogmely, the ‘holy seed’ rationale.
Using insights from anthropology | argued that #pgcial reason functioned as a ‘hedge’
around the primary deuteronomic command and byuthe of purity rules aimed at
bolstering the ‘moral-religious’ concern of Deu371 then reflected on the use and
limitations of boundaries in protecting religiougegiance and on their rigid or flexible

nature. Further, | observed that the logic of thaly seed’ rationale also highlighted the
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fact that the focus of attention was on the pratecof the children. Nevertheless, what
seemed like a neat solution to the exilic problemied within its conception the seeds of
some serious difficulties unforeseen by the Eznaug In order to widen the scope of
my considerations even further | then compared gblation with a contemporary one
from Roman Catholicism (mainly with the pre-Vatiddposition). My aim was to show

an alternative Christian option to the problemadigious allegiance within the context of
a mixed marriage and thereby enrich the discuseitin a further perspective on the

guestion.

In conclusion, then, | suggest that a Christianr@ggh to reading problem texts such as
the OT narrative of Ezra 9-10 would benefit, bey@ndetailed exegesis, from mapping
out the larger Christian frame of reference throtighcontrast with Jewish perspectives,
the spelling out of constraints placed on an OT tBx canon and tradition, a closer
examination of continuities and discontinuitiesiwihe NT through the use of NT texts
which address similar concerns, and possibly drgvan insights outside the biblical

interpretative disciplines from such areas as aptiiogy and a comparison with

contemporary answers to questions posed by therarteixt.
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